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Aim
Enable Jisc to consider the topics and formats DCC proposes for its 2015-16 schedule of Jisc-supported guidance publications. Description
We will produce new publications to address institutional needs for guidance and reference materials on research data management, and update existing outputs to fulfil current needs. This work will align with the Jisc R@R work packages indicated in Table 1, and be informed by broader community practice. 

Outputs will cover the following topics and formats, (*) indicates unfinished titles from 2014-15 schedule. The KPI for this activity is 8 outputs, comprising one How-to guide, one Briefing, a set of three case studies, updates to two catalogues, and a set of six ‘examples’. The latter are short structured case studies, each pointing to and describing an existing RDM service delivery resource.

	Topic
	Format

	1.  ‘Where to keep research data’ – selecting data repositories *
	Checklist

	2. Evaluating repository & catalogue platforms *
	How-to

	3. How to assess a DMP *
	How-to  

	4. RDS requirements questions focusing on shared services. Collated by topic, and with overall description (1-2pp)
	Examples x3

	5. Cost-benefit &risk models – institutional approaches
	Examples x 3

	6. Workflows for Data Preservation and Publishing 
	How-to 

	7. Metadata standards - Directory
	Catalogue entry  x 4

	8. Data visualisation – institutional support
	Case study

	9. Metadata – how RDM Service deals with core and disciplinary
	Case study 

	10. Tools & services
	Catalogue entry x7

	11. Policy update re RCUK Concordat on Open Research Data etc.
	Briefing

	12. Dealing with sensitive data – institutional approaches 
	Case study


Table 1 Scheduled outputs

Background
Guidance publications, and ‘examples of service approaches’ were among the top 5 responses in our annual survey of HEIs, when we asked “What forms of externally provided support is your institution most likely to want in the next 12 months?” Our proposal addresses various needs for guidance to help institutional service providers. 

Responses to the DCC institutional survey inform our choice of guidance formats. The shortlisted topics are informed by the Research at Risk themes, and DCC community coordination and engagement activity. The latter includes participation in Research Data Spring events, plus Research Data Management Forum, IDCC, IJDC, Research Data Alliance groups, non-DCC workshops, institutional training and advice provision, and ‘community watch’ activity. 

Proposed topics
The proposalThe schedule highlights the following topics:
1. Cost, benefit & risk models: 4C recently consolidated the ‘state of the art’ in modelling, but examples of institutions providing support to deal with this in the UK funding context are lacking Our survey indicates that as of May 2015 only 13% of institutions had ‘rolled out’ or ‘embedded’ support for ‘cost modelling and support for grant costing’, and 55% said they were highly likely to need ‘templates for modelling costs, benefits, risks’.
2. Business planning for ‘business as usual’ services: as well as the above our survey indicated that beyond establishing policy, most institutions lack ‘rolled out’ or ‘embedded’ services except in skills training and DMP support. This may indicate a gap in advocacy materials, i.e. specific benefits, costs rather than modelling knowledge.
3. Funder & Institutional Policy - national, international: although the majority of institutions say they have established policy the environment is changing and we anticipate a need for guidance on (e.g) the UK Concordat, and changes in the European regulatory environmentH2020 guidelines and changes in Cancer Research UK and Wellcome Trust data policies. 
4. Metadata – disciplinary standards:  the DCC metadata catalogue has been successfully adoptedtaken up by the RDA Metadata Standards Directory Working Group, but this remains a work in progress and there is a lack of awareness of how discipline-specific standards should be supportedFurther information on this is at the end of this document (Note 2).
5. Metadata for Research Data Discovery Service: existing DCC recommendations would benefit from updating and more accessible presentation, to support institutional engagement with the RDDS.  
6. RDM Service profiles: the ‘where are they now’ series of DCC blog posts about services that DCC has supported are popular both with the services that contribute to them, and our website readers. We see a need for broader provision of human-readable ‘profiles’ to complement these and sector profiling activity. 
7. Tools and services for data management & curation: off-the-shelf solutions seem to beare increasing in supply, demand and capability. Our Tools and Service Catalogue covers some of them but needs updating and higher visibility. 
8. Workflows for data preservation & publishing: institutional services are maturing, with increased focus on service integration across internal and external repository and storage providers (including the just-announced sJisc Shared Sservice pilot). RDS project and RDA working group activity has seen high interest in this area.
9. Requirements questions to help scope services: while many DAF surveys are available representing basic questions institutions ask in order to scope services at a high level, there are gaps in available examples of questions addressing requirements for mature and innovative solutions. RDS projects have asked questions relevant to establishing their needs. Examples synthesising some of these thematically would complememt the RDS synthesis. 
Consultation and Results
To inform this proposal a community consultation was carried out Sept 24th - October 1st. in the form of a ‘quick poll’, which was delivered using the Bristol Online Survey tool to the research-dataman Jiscmail list. This was selected to align with the main target audience for DCC’s Jisc-supported guidance publications. There were 29 responses; 24 from the UK, 2 from Australia, 1 from Germany and 2 from the US. This reflects the list’s main focus on UK research data management and international interest in that.  The consultation supplements DCC’s awareness of need gained through community events and working directly with institutions.

The poll asked the following three main questions: 
1. Topics; options selected to broadly align with Research at Risk areas of work. 
2. Formats; these reflect existing DCC output, broadening the options slightly to include ‘examples’, a proposed mini-case study format. The formats and estimated production effort for each are described at the end of the paper ([endnoteRef:1]) [1: 
DCC Publication formats 


Briefing outlines a current topic, explaining the importance, outlining relevant roles and responsibilities, current issues and upcoming challenges.
How-to Guides provide ‘working-level’ knowledge comprising background concepts and practical steps towards implementing data management capabilities in your organisation, or better aligning these with best practices.
Checklist also provides working-level knowledge, but covers less of the relevant background than a how-to. Aims to ensure practitioners address the full scope of a challenging curation topic. Provides further reference sources.
Quick start ‘fold-out’ guides for a researcher audience, summarising good practice in relation to a specific data management topic
Case study describes how specific organisations develop and deliver curation. Each aims to complement a How-to Guide or Checklist, and illustrates practical challenges and lessons learnt.
Example shorter and more structured than a case study, offering ‘who, what, where, how, why’ summary of an approach to RDM service delivery
Catalogue entry each half page entry profiles key aspects of (e.g), a tools or service, or a disciplinary metadata standard


] 

3. Feedback; respondents’ ratings and comments about any one or two current DCC publications of their choosing. We have a blog post about their responses.
Respondents’ topic and format preferences
Individual responses were weighted (1 to 3) and averaged according to the priority respondents gave to the topic (high, medium, low), as shown in table 21. Individuals could choose whichever formats they believed would be useful, and some chose several. The table shows the top 3 preferred formats for each topic.

Overall, the preferred formats were ‘examples’ and ‘case studies’ (indicated in 21% of all responses), ‘how-to’ (17%) and ‘checklist’ (16%). Bold in Table 12 indicates the highest number of preferences for a particular format was for this topic.

	Topics in order (mean priority score out of 3)
	Top 3 preferred formats

	Workflows for data preservation & publishing (2.7)
	How-to, case studies, examples

	Tools and services for data mgmt & curation (2.6)
	Case studies, how-to, examples

	Metadata – disciplinary standards (2.2)
	Examples, how-to, case studies

	Cost, benefit & risk models (2.2)
	Examples, case studies, briefing

	Funder & Institutional Policy - national, internat. (2.0)
	Checklist, briefing, examples

	RDM Service profiles of their offerings (2.0)
	Case studies, examples, checklist

	Business planning for ‘business as usual’ services (1.8)
	Case studies, how-to, examples

	Metadata for Research Data Discovery Service (1.8)
	Examples, how-to, checklist

	Requirements questions to help scope services (1.8)
	Examples, case studies, checklist



Table 21 Preferences indicated in consultation responses

Formats not in the top 3 include ‘catalogue entry’. DCC Catalogues cover ‘tools and services’ and ‘disciplinary metadata’. The topic associated most with that format was ‘metadata- disciplinary standards’, although ‘examples’ were most requested. This indicates the need for better catalogue promotion, and effort for this is included in the time estimate. The demand for case studies on ‘tools and services’ may be met by publicising the new recent case studies on repository platforms (one of which is being to be finalised). 
Proposed schedule options 
We can provide guidance that addresses the priority topics more efficiently and effectively by drawing on other DCC and R@R workpackages, as well as broader practice. There is a small risk of double counting DCC effort that can be avoided by monitoring two areas of overlap:
· Activity with planned publications additional to those proposed as ‘core’: website updates on policy, blog articles, annual survey, training, OPD project, and RDM service profiles gathered through ‘health checks’, and DIY assessment tool
· R@R support where allocated effort to has no associated DCC publication (except blog articles): i.e. RDS synthesis, business case and costing activity, RDDS

The DCC workplan allocates 0.6 FTE to guidance publications, equating to 108 days in total with 78 person- days remaining from the end of October 2015 to end of July 2016. The time needed to produce each publication format has been estimated. This allows some flexibility in planning how the allocated time can be best spent to meet Jisc’s needs. 

The proposal in Table 2 has flexibility to change emphasis on topics, or item quantities, if needed. More resource is allocated ‘workflows’ than other topics, as this was a clear leader in the poll. Addressing this topic would leverage our involvement in relevant RDA groups, as well as RDS synthesis support..

	Format
	Days /item
	Qty
	Topic
	Effort

	How-to Guides 
	25
	1
	Workflows
	25

	Briefing
	10
	1
	Policy
	10

	Case study 
	7
	3
	Metadata; RDM Services
	21

	Example
	1
	9
	Cost-benefit &risk
Bus plans 
RDS requirements questions
	9

	Catalogue entry 
	1
	7
	Tools & services
	7

	Catalogue entry  
	1.5
	4
	Metadata
	6

	Checklist
	17
	0
	-
	0

	
	Total
	7 (*)
	
	78


Table 2 Proposed output options

* Notes
1. Two guides, three case studies, two catalogues and a set of examples 
2. Effort shown is in person-days and covers scoping and planning, drafting, internal review, production, communications and obtaining feedback. 
3. No ‘quick start’ guides or checklists are proposed as core effort this year. 






Respondents also made other topic suggestions, and we propose addressing them as follows: 
· More case studies of the practice & benefits of RDM in video format - for use in training and advocacy work; we’ll  (consider for using video format for training case studies?), possibly those on delivering RDM training
· Advocacy: how to encourage researchers to engage with good RDM practice: we’ll aim to address this  (include in scope ofthe policy briefing.)
· Guidance on cloud services: The Where to Keep Research Data guide will  (point to existing TNA guidance from the National Archives and a DCC/ report from Jisc seminar report. )
· Example DMP's for key UK funders (suggested twice) and example read me files to accompany datasets. These should be  (included as RDM service examplesin the forthcoming How to Assess a DMP guide.)
· Data ownership and IPR – copyrights. This is  (already covered in the recently updated licensing guideHow to License Research Data.)
· Maintain a summary table of trusted repositories that adhere to good RDM requirements. This is provided by  (re3data , as entries are identified with the level of certification they have obtained on trust and other standardsdo this already)
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