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Executive Summary

TheespidaProject had as its initial aim the creation of adeldhat could help the digital preservation
community achieve sustained funding. To do thig,pglan was to develop a model of the relationships,
roles and responsibilities, costs, benefits arigriisherent in institutional digital preservatiamda
implement this model by selling it to all the sthk&ler groups, including senior management,
administrative and clerical staff and academichieesand researchers. In particular, the projagjiso

to identify the cost and benefits to the institotad developing a coherent, managed and sustainable
approach to the preservation of its digital aseetsway that is transparent to all stakeholders.

The principal objectives were to set up dialogu\ainetwork of stakeholders, review research,agath
a wide-ranging set of information about driversstepbenefits, etc., develop a model of digital
preservation that is sustainable and can be ®otHe stakeholders and hold events and publistriep
to share our experiences with stakeholders anditter HE/FE community.

During the course of the project work however,sbepe developed from focussing solely on digital
preservation issues to a wider information envirentnThe model thaspidahas developed can help
make business cases for proposals that may nosseadg offer immediate financial benefit to an
organisation, but rather bring benefit in more mggale spheres. It is being used initially withiretarea
of digital resource management. But it also haemgail for far wider application (decision making,
performance measurement, change management).

This widening of approach arose from gaining aneusidnding of the decision-making process in
HE/FE organisations. The rapid pace of change ghéfi and Further Education means that decision-
makers are frequently required to evaluate prggemposals that have serious implications for their
institutions. There are never enough resourcesadl@ito fund more than a small fraction of the
proposals and decision makers are keenly awar¢hthaize of the resource pool is fixed, with every
pound spent on infrastructure and administratianpeund not spent on ‘primary production’, leagyin
teaching and research.

Project proposals are prospectuses for investmeheifuture of the organisation and good decision
making requires that they clearly set out the ¢dmrefits and uncertainties surrounding the imaest.
With these in place, proposers, decision makersogmet stakeholders can fully understand what is

involved and share expectations of outcomes andatsp

Costs of projects are relatively straight-forwasdlefine, but benefits that are not simply conveped
financial terms can be very difficult to expressmenunicate and measure. These intangible benedits a
frequently a major feature of business cases andfsen communicated in vague, prosaic language.
While the costs of two different projects can galsé offered for comparison, how does one compae t
outcomes of projects where the benefits are nanfiral, but revolve around knowledge, information
and processes? At the moment, communicating outoffgroposed projects is often done through
rhetorical prose designed to maximise the impathefositives. This does not make for effective
communication and cannot be said to offer decisiakers adequate information on which to base
investment decisions. A common currency is needdtiat these stakeholders can communicate
effectively.

Theespidaproject has developed an approach to help theopss@and decision maker (or funder) enter
into an effective dialogue about the characterutt@mes (be they positive or negative) that an
investment can bring to the organisation. It frammegposals within an investment context that isatly
aligned with the strategic goals of the organisatind offers a realistic approach to understanaith
communicating intangible value and risk.

The work undertaken in the workpackages well exsdled initial scope of the project — which was to
“develop a model of digital preservation that ... ten'sold’ to the stakeholders”. The process
developed now encompasses proposals for investrieitaill principally offer intangible benefits in
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return for investment, which means it is applicabléigital preservation, information systems,
institutional repositories, records managementanthole host of other areas.

The project has gained good community exposurebagdn, particularly from librarians, records
managers and funding councils. Indeed, a recei@wesf our methodology in the Records Management
Journal states: “there is no doubt the model hae Ipotential value in building business cases, ngaki
impact assessments and evaluating proposals, anttighecome a new tool in every records manager’s
toolkit” (RMJ, vol.16, no.3). Feedback during wankgs and conferences has convinced us that the
work has tapped into a real need within the infdromasector.

Opportunities exist where the work can be develdpgtier. While we have been encouraged by the
enthusiasm for our work, by its nature, take-ug @iill be relatively slow (although the principles
behind it can be taken on board rather more quicklgwever, the website and all the materials il
available for the foreseeable future and the Ptdjeam will be disseminating the methodology ay the
undertake other work.
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Background

Within specific types of organisations, fundindpb&ing made available to undertake actions that will
help preserve digital materials (Schweizerischesdggarchiv, TNA, NARA). Typically these are large-
scale memory institutions with a remit to presquadicular types of information and the management
teams in these organisations have been convine¢ihthesting in such actions is of benefit to the
organisations. Clearly, these organisations havatamate understanding of the value of the paldicu
types of information that they are charged with agang. However, how do staff within organisations
whose primary business is not preservation, begdemonstrate value in digital objects? Even within
organisations that may be classed as the ‘piome¢he field’, preservation activities must stilewvith
other services for funds: will solid funding foretlctivities last beyond the novelty period of ‘iag
Preservation’?

A good business case is a communication betweeopmger and funder and is composed of clearly
defined costs and benefits. As there is alreadygelbody of literature and research on the cdsts o
digital preservation, thespidaproject has put the majority of its work into behafticulation' Costs

for ‘digital preservation’ actions includes thedircial cost of the actions needed to a) put inepéac
system that can provide longevity for digital assetnd, b) upgrade technology, run the servicefin t
staff in new practices, and assess the processestm/long-termi.There are also various models
available to aid in the creation of these céstewever, the methods employed do not take intowuc
the actual assets that need to be preserved (mdndge work has concentrated on cost models not
business cases with the assumption, seeminglythtbassetmust be preserved. Business models must
answer not only the question ‘how much does itZpbut also, ‘why do we need this?’ and ‘why
should we spend money on this, rather than onrih@apy business of the organisation?’ And while
accurate costs are vital to a good business dasse twhy” questions demand very different answers.

Strategic thinking is not driven by cost and finahtssues alone. It is driven by vision and insigith
organisations taking risks when investing in neaamlin order to develop. Tlkepidaproject is seeking
to ensure that where required, organisations reseghe value of their information assets and lbge
foresight to see that their persistence shouldmatéer of decision rather than technological
determination. This requires an explicit recogmitad the value of information assets and their
relationship with the strategic plan. The challersg@ expressing value in terms that senior marsage
understand. If digital assets can be shown to brahge (which is multifaceted) in strategic terrnsrt
there is a greater chance of attracting resouarahiéir retention, so as to capitalise on thatieal

It is not an exaggeration to suggest that most waptoring the issue of digital longevity has been
undertaken with either external grants or intepnaject funding. Common to both is the short-term
nature of the funding: one to three years at a.tifhé is at variance with the nature of the proble
While funding bodies see the need for work to bei@a out, they can provide funding only for ‘pump-
priming’, not for the long-term. Now that for theost part the technological solutions have beepaar
be, solved, the focus has to be on creating amammient where digital longevity is an organisationa
goal.

! Most work has looked at the elements of costriagt be accounted for (ERPANET 2003, Russell & Weiger
2000; Hendley 1998). Work is being done in greaaitiat the Cornell Institute (see most recentlynKey 2005).
Lavoie (2004) explores preservation as an econautivity and begins to look at making practicesausble.

%2 The word ‘system’ does not necessarily mean oifeedrtechnological system for holding and managime
assets. Rather, it is taken to be the processtésnsand technological infrastructure(s) needed to be pytiace.
% Oltmans has compared the cost implications of simgoone method of preservation over another (eiipnland
migration) and finds that the cost pattern difféfewever, there is still a cost in the future, whinust be taken
into account. Erik Oltmans & Nanda Kol, ‘A CompanisBetween Migration and Emulation in Terms of Gjst
RLG DigiNews9:2 April 15 2005 http://www.rlg.org/en/page.pRa@e |ID=20571.

* Two such models are those of the LIFE Project (wwehac.uk/Is/lifeproject/) and the Digital Duurzakeid
Project at the Nationaal Archief van Nederlandpitvww.digitaleduurzaamheid.nl/home.cfm).
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Aims and Objectives

The original aims and objectives of the projectever

* To offer tangible results to questions that mushd@ressed in order to take digital preservation
on to the next phase: sustainable institutionalémgntation.

e Set up dialogue with a network of stakeholders ftbefollowing communities: senior
management, library/archives management, académvialsed in research, administrators,
academics involved in teaching and external exgubrisors.

* Review research on sustainability and business lnadéigital preservation. Specifically, gather
a wide-ranging set of information about driversstspbenefits, etc. from work with the
stakeholders, particularly in relation to materigksted to research inputs and outputs,
institutional record keeping, and to a lesser dxt@aterials related to teaching related inputs and
outputs.

« Develop a model of digital preservation that igusble and can be ‘sold’ to the stakeholders,
using input from the stakeholders and desk-basszhreh. Discuss and refine this model using
workshop events with people from the wider HE/FEhnomnity, as well as the immediate
stakeholder identified above.

*  Work to implement the modelling at the UniversifyGlasgow and disseminate the lessons
learned from the experience with the wider comnyudib aid this: develop a comprehensive
web site to allow all those who are interestece® and engage with what we are doing and to
contribute ideas, comments, etc.; hold events abtigh reports to share our experiences with
stakeholders and the wider HE/FE community; andridmnrie to the research literature on
sustainability and business models in digital preseon.

Within the area of costs, as has already been stegyen the ‘Background’ chapter, work had either
already been undertaken, or was in progress. Hidtthere are still important issues thatelpida

Cost Template addresses. In the Template, costpliranto either Capital or Revenue. Capital e
costs required to set up a project (which of counag be spread over more than one year), and Revenu
are recurrent costs (such as manpower). Revenedeleast well-understood aspects of projecscost
and need the greatest reflection and detail.

While costs are relatively easy to communicateréli®an agreed structure and language) therdithre s
uncertainties attached to them. These include bth&tions, rising costs and making calculatiorseda
on the wrong assumptions. For the most part, timeplate addresses these by asking the proposer to
detail the ‘Basis of Costing’ — where do the castsie from, what are they made up of, upon what are
they based? This field allows the decision makemierstand the assumptions and decisions made
while compiling the costs and come to their ownabasions about their accuracy.

Working on practical implementation of the modetlisarly important, since otherwise it is simply a
theoretical idea. As often seems to be the caseputijects that have strategic implications, change
senior management can have a major effect on oesoim this case, virtually every member of the
senior management team changed between the sutimigghe project proposal to the JISC and the
midway point of the project, and a new Universitsa&gic Plan was developed alongside these
personnel changes. The result of this is that withiks original sponsors of the project have nonbee
there to provide support, we have been able toldpveew relationships.

Two new relationships have been crucial. Firstlihwihe VP for Strategy and Advancement, who has
provided the input in the form of early drafts bé&temerging strategy and has been very helpful in
providing feedback on how practical the proposqur@gch was from the point of view of a senior
decision maker. Secondly with the Director of ITng&es who, coming from outwith Higher Education,
already had a very ‘business-focussed’ view of supgervices such as IT and was able to provide ver
helpful insights into senior management decisiokinta The project was also fortunate to be able to
engage with external organisations such as therBedtanagement Society, the Scottish Arts Council
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and a number of commercial and consultancy orgtoisg whose members/employees struggle with
similar issues to those that this project addressfbilst none of these would claim to have impletadn
the methodology in its entirety, a number havedatdid that they have used parts of it to good gftec
plan to do so because they believe that it wiletiective. Within the University of Glasgow, padithe
methodology have been employed within IT Servigeslzave helped secure resources for a range of
projects where the benefits are intangible, dematisg its applicability beyond digital preservatio
challenges.

After undertaking research throughout the Univegrsitwas clear that there was not actually a large
swathe of assets that justified long-term presamdtn terms of value that the decision makersewer
prepared to fund). What we have been able to eeeter is to provide a framework that helps
information professionals within the Universityrtake business cases, and hence develop a robust
methodology that could be used across the seetibierrthan be able to provide a detailed case dandy
‘How Glasgow made digital preservation a strategial of the Institution’. All other aims remaindukt
same and the change in focus of the implementatement is probably more valuable to the JISC
community (broadly specified), although the widglagability of the deliverables makes it easier for
projects from a wide range of activity areas todpice better business cases, so digital preservation
projects will have to compete with other projettatthave a better understanding of intangible lignef
rather than being ‘one step ahead of them'.

M ethodology

In creating theespidaapproach, the first hurdle was to find a suitalidarlying economic approach that
would offer a framework to help communicate intdogivalue. Recent research in the heritage sector
has used contingent valuation as a method of désocayand communicating intangible outcomes. Used
by the British Library to help justify its use afilplic funding, contingent valuation (CV) uses
guestionnaires to place a monetary value on sexand outputs. CV is a complex undertaking and
reduces intangible values to a single financialrigg Because of this, it was decided that it is too
reductionist, complex, prone to error, costly andieldy for use in thespidaapproach.

Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA), another economic metkeaamined, is an aid to decision making. It
analyses all factors of undertaking a programmeark to comment on its efficiency, with the primary
objective of funding the most efficient method oheeving the goal. It incorporates negative besefit
with traditional capital outlay under ‘costs’. TaspidaApproach prefers to keep these two types distinct
and employs the terms ‘dis-benefit’ for the forraed ‘costs’ for the latter. The Approach details th
relationship of these benefits (both positive aadative) within the remit of the work. That is, sm
benefits will be a major outcome of the work, atlgeos will be of less consequence.

CBA's initial purpose to minimise management ‘detgsn’ can benefit from thespidaApproach.
Where intangibles are unclear CBA uses various oakstho create a monetary sum for them
(willingness to pay and cost of life being two swfamples). Integrating the Outcome Scorecardanto
CBA could offer a consistency to the treatmenttdimgibles and transparency of how they are dealt
with.

Other economic methodologies, including ‘returnimrestment’ generally ignore intangible benefits, o
place arbitrary financial figures on them. It waided that a derivation of Kaplan and Norton’s
Balanced Scorecard would best fit the needs optbject® The balanced scorecard (BSC) is a
performance measurement tool that uses differasppetives to look at the performance of an
organisation beyond a strictly financial outlookelscorecard is a great tool for the communicaifon
strategic objectives, and it is this ability coupieith the multi-directional views from which toew

® See Kaplan, R.S., and D.P. Norton, (1992), ‘THarimsed scorecard - measures that drive performaHeevard
Business RevieW0:58-63; & Kaplan and Norton (200The Strategy-Focused Organization. How balanced
scorecard companies thrive in the new business@mvient,Boston: Harvard Business School.
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assets that makes it an attractive framework teldev In addition, it is an internationally recoggil
tool, used in a great variety of organisations.

We have repurposed Kaplan and Norton’s concepfairlg cavalier way, using it as a tool for making
evaluating and proposals in addition to its perfamoce measurement capabilities, and those that have
used BSCs before will discover many differencetheapproach. However, the concept of perspectives
introduced by the BSC is one that still underphresetspidaapproach.

| mplementation

The work undertaken by the projeeas bound by a robust methodology and the impleatient has
many strong lessons for future projects. The wadidm with initial desk-based research to map thite st
of knowledge on business cases for intangible litsn&ft only within the Digital Preservation
community, but also the Economic and Business Mamagt disciplines. The understanding and
communication of intangible benefits is a commauésand a rich corpus of material therefore exists
which was mined for information and approachesh&s been discussed above, the underlying
economic framework came from a business managepeespective. Our attention was brought to the
Balanced Scorecard through one of the several olewent meetings we had with Sir Laurie Hunter,
Professor Emeritus at the University of Glasgouwarigible assets are high on his research agenda and
despite being retired, we successfully manageddgage Professor Hunter with the project’s work.
Throughout the life oéspidahe has commented on papers and presentations,ithetsso discuss our
developments and enriched our understanding ofagoignissues that lie at the heart of the problem.

Engagement

At the project inception, an engagement strategy developed to frame the development process of the
model. The strategy outlined the stakeholders gmg®e, what was needed from them, the method of
engagement and the timeframe within which to dastthe strategy states, the ‘engagement of
stakeholder groups is a principal success facttheproject’. It was vital that the strategy watke

Stakeholders were grouped into three primary caiegiahose from whom information on needs and
drivers within the University of Glasgow would baiged; staff from within the University that would
help develop and test the approach at various stage external stakeholders able to bring exgetdis
bear on the approach and discuss its wider apjiityab

Face-to-face meetings were set up with a wide-rahgéaff in the University, ranging from the Vet
School to the Safety and Environment ProtectiowiSer A questionnaire was developed to cull general
information about the digital objects these departts held, who used them and for what purpose, and
the requirements for their retention or destructidhile the interview instrument was useful as a
starting point, it was not created to be a stamdatool nor could it ever be. The meetings theeefor
discussed in much greater detail the issues suthogiinformation within the departments, drivers fo
creating and retaining particularly digital infortimm and issues they had faced when making their ow
business cases within the University. After thesetings the values that they attached to their
information were put into the BSC framework to gareinitial description of the value the assets tioad
the University. This was then commented on by tierviewee.

These meetings gave two primary outcomes. Firstamasmderstanding of the values placed on many
different types of information object in the Unis#y, and secondly, the blocks and issues staffidac
when trying to make business cases within the dsgtan.

The second stakeholder group was used to helpafeaed test various iterations and stages of the
approach. This group was composed of informatiafgssionals and staff with a particular interest in
the management and use of digital information. Btglanning closely defined the outputs required
from group meetings and the method of best actgetviam. For every meeting, the stakeholders were
asked to prepare certain pieces of information # w@lue/time graphs for particular objects, or

Page 11



espida- Final Report — 0.3— January 2007

completed templates for certain business casesiiEeéings were used to explore the value of digital
objects within the University, the concept of vabyer time, the categorisation of objects. Thegp als
helped develop case studies.

The value of these meetings cannot be over-empthaighile many projects have ‘focus groups’ and
‘stakeholder meetings’ to discuss various issuexdpidaproject carefully planned each meeting so
that it produced the results needed at that pdatistiage of the work. In particular, ensuring tifmet
participants had spent time preparing and thinkwey issues focussed the meetings and ensured high-
quality outputs.

Running in parallel to this engagement work, aradviing on certain outcomes from it, the team
developed the strategic elements within the BSGgamtives that were the definitions of value far th
University. The composition and wording of thesenatnts were crucial to the success of the Outcome
Scorecard creation. If the elements were badly eardr neglected certain parts of the University’s
Strategic Plan, the value of the approach woulddog little. A great deal of time was therefore 1spe
defining and refining the elements. The engagergtite principal architect of the Strategic Plan
ensured that the translation of the Plan into tements of the scorecard was consistent with thieivi
outlined in the Plan.

Once a version of the approach was complete, ttezreat expert group were brought together to ‘test
the model to the point of destruction’. During thepert’'s Workshop they used the scorecard to examin
various hypothetical and real-world scenarios 8eas the suitability and success of the approach.
Again, the time taken constructing the format @& workshop reaped great rewards, as the experts
engaged with the work and offered a deep vein vicacand feedback that helped change certain
characteristics of the approach.

With these changes, the model was released tathenanity in beta-form. Staff from a good spread of
organisation types downloaded the model (a tot&86@f people have downloaded the beta version). To
take advantage of any experiences or thoughtsogktthat did download the work, a final evaluation
workshop was held to which those who had expreaséddterested in the work or offered thoughts on
the work were invited. This offered some of the tringtful interactions of the entire project. As a
introduction to the approach a training exerciss developed which proved to be an excellent way of
explaining the model's terminology and certain aspef the process. This has now been published on
the website.

Mention must be made of two specific examples ghgement. A meeting was held with the Scottish
Arts Council, an organisation that had just gomeugh a strategic review of its funding policy. The
meeting gave encouragement in relation to the egdgility of the approach to public sector bodied an
the Team were asked to offer a review of the mailogy that the Council had recently put in place.
The JISC also asked for a presentation to be givanProgramme Development meeting, which
focussed on the use of the methodology for comnatinig strategic objectives to potential proposers
and in making investment decisions. There is angtreeed for an approach like the one developetidy t
project, as Government is becoming increasinglyceamed with transparency and public value.

The approach has now been published iredpdaHandbook and made available though the website.

Dissemination

As a complement to the engagement strategy, onalsasieveloped for dissemination. From the very
beginning of the work the projected outcomes aadplvere disseminated to create an awareness of the
project, and also to draw in potential collaborat@issemination continued as the approach develope
with various angles being presented at confereticesghout the UK, Europe and North America.

These presentations were designed to provoke taeamnd a great deal of useful interaction didetak
place during conferences. Leaflets and promotioratkrials were printed and posters of various dspec

® TheespidaHandbook is available from www.gla.ac.uk/espidaldoentation.shtml.
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of the work were presented at conferences. Themisstion strategy has proved to be very successful
with the project outputs and outcomes being mdt wiirm responses in many communities. All papers
and presentations are available fromébpidaDSpace collection held in the University Library.

Outputs and Results

The principal output of the project is thepidaHandbook. All of the research, engagement work and
evaluation fed into the final iteration of the Metiology, and is encapsulated in the Handbook. The
document details the methodology and how it candesl in organisations.

What the Handbook describes is a way articulategopssible value of projects where the primary
outcomes are intangible and thus play a role irctbation of business cases and demonstrating the
return on those investments. Simply, this meanspittgect proposals do not have to resort to rieadbr
flourishes when describing intangible benefitshait work, nor try to gauge the monetary valuehef t
benefits. Rather, it can allow proposers to deeditie value to the organisation through explairireg
relationship of their work to the organisationaagtgy, the returns that the organisation may edqued
ways of measuring these outcomes. The proces®t@aping the approach has been described above.

A major part of the Handbook is the Outcome Scorkaad Cost Template. These tools can be used by
the stakeholders to facilitate the dialogue ang kekure that proposals are fully understood by all

The Outcome Scorecard is the conduit through wiiehinvestment context is expressed and proposals
are communicated. It is therefore a top down arttbboup communication tool. The Outcome
Scorecard has four principal roles:

1) to convey the strategic priorities of the orgation in a form that can be understood through
perspectives and elements (top-down communication);

2) to help potential proposers internally expldre benefits and disbenefits of their planned work t
help understand risks and refine the proposal $arenit delivers the biggest range of benefits
(internal project development);

3) to communicate the outcomes of a particular gsapto funders, from which decision-makers
can enter into a dialogue about the proposal arieraa investment decision;

4) to measure the performance of an investment.

In the Cost Template, costs are split into eithgpi@l or Revenue and thus start-up costs and nggoi
costs are dealt with separately. Capital are tisesaequired to set up a project. These will tylpica
include any equipment needed, the creation or nwadibn of physical space and any other assets or
resources required. These costs may of courserbadspver more than one year and depending on the
accounting preferences of the organisation, mayritten off or depreciated. Revenue costs are
recurrent costs throughout the term of the prdj@etl in some cases beyond). Crucially, the Cost
Template also deals with the uncertainty of cdaftisile costs are relatively easy to communicateréhe
is an agreed structure and language) there adrarstigrtainties attached to them. These include bad
estimations, rising costs and calculations basedrong assumptions. For the most part, the Template
takes care of these by asking the proposer tol de¢aBasis of Costing’ — where do the costs come
from, what are they made up of, upon what are based? This field allows the decision-maker to
understand the assumptions and decisions made edmipiling the costs and come to their own
conclusions about their accuraly.

Accompanying the Handbook are three Case Studeba dmaining Exercise. The studies were
developed in conjunction with a number of expdotslf internal and external) and reflect proposals
from which a number of communities can draw releea he studies on Institutional Repositories and a

" This aspect of the Template came from discussidtisa Head of Accountancy in the public sector.
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Digital Theses service resulted from direct collation with stakeholders within the University. A

third, on creating a catalogue of a Museum’s matipiscollection was borne from the Evaluation
Workshop. The studies demonstrate the differensviiagt the scorecards can be used — for example in
straight fund or don’t fund scenario, or in an optappraisal decision — and offer realistic outcothet
the relevant communities may be able to utilisth@ir own situation.

The Training Document (as described above) watentess an easy way into the process and
terminology of the approach, using a simple exaropoing on holiday to describe how the approach
should be used.

Outcomes

The principal outcomes were:

* Anunderstanding of how organisations should creattcommunicate the investment context
and how proposals should be made against this.

* A belief that value is situated in the funding argation, rather than being inherent in an object.

* A conviction that ‘Digital Preservation’ actions stwse conventional business cases to seek
investment, therefore communicate outcomes and aoghe same way as other cases made to
the organisation.

The principal outcomes of the work are discussdtiértHandbook, and therefore will not be repeated i
this report. What we have developed is a methogdiogt can help proposers to communicate the
potential benefits and risks of work they propasaridertake to preserve digital assets and fooseni
management to be able to understand the propdsaimiEthodology details a process from the creation
of strategic objectives through aligning proposalthem, undertaking the work, and evaluating the
results with eventual feedback into the organiségigoals. The Outcome Scorecard, which forms part
of this methodology, can allow funders to see thedfits and risks of proposals bound in the same
framework (or as the University's Vice-Principal fétrategy and Advancement has stated, it makes
proposers “show their working”.)

One of the most important outcomes is recognitiat the value of ‘'something’ is defined by who is
trying to understand it: a classical music lovelt generally not find any value in free ticketsain
extreme metal concert, for example. Essentially teans that an organisation decides what it thenks
valuable, but it is our opinion that much of thedature in the Digital Preservation sphere dogés no
recognise this fact. Our interpretation is that thany of the arguments centre on some sort ofidinpl
value of objects that demands their preservatios freservation is generally cited as beneficial fo
stakeholders a long way in the future). Since vaue fact situated, we have found that organisei
will generally only invest in work that they wilblve a chance of seeing a return from, and far-off,
poorly-communicated benefits (focussing mostly ear fof loss, with little rational reasoning) aretme
with little positive response. This is unsurprisifgcus must therefore be on demonstrating theevafiu
objects to the funder rather than a reliance omtist be preserved for posterity'.

Conclusions

Theespidaproject team has created a viable methodologydotextualising and communicating value
within an organisation. Understanding the natureabdie and its relationship with funders means that
those seeking sustained resources for actions whilchreserve digital materials must make business
cases that vie with other proposals in an organisat Two fundamental outcomes of this are:

8 All of these documents are available from éspidawebsite: www.gla.ac.uk/espida/documentation.shtml.
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e ‘Special case’ funding is not a viable path todall Theespidaapproach offers information
stewards an effective tool that can describe whiahagement ‘buttons’ to press and
communicate within a framework that management tgtdied the intangible benefits that their
work will (hopefully) bring.

* Only through alignment with organisational strategy with a clear communication of realistic
benefits, can digital stewardship (or digital prea&on or digital Curation) come to be part of an
organisation’s every-day work patterns.

TheespidaApproach has many applications in a number of diffeorganisation types. At the heart of
the work is an understanding that the relationblipveen funder and proposer should be shaped by the
strategic objectives of the funder. The Approadpsie

« Communicate the positive and negative outcomespobjgct proposal, allowing decision-makers
to fully understand the proposal they are beingdsk invest in.

« Rationalise expenditure on representations of gitde assets.

« Detail intangible outcomes in a comparable wayraeoto be part of an option appraisal
exercise.

TheespidaApproach benefits a range of organisation typegjmg them better understand benefits that
are more complex than financial returns. In paldicii can be utilised in:

* HE/FE Institutions, which deal in intangibles evegy.
* Funding bodies, to help define programme callsraakle funding decisions.
» Public bodies, where transparency in decision-ntaldmecessary.

e Cultural heritage organisations, where demonsyagffective use of the public purse is
becoming increasingly important.

| mplications

The project could have major implications for Jig&@If. The methodology was presented at a meeting
of the JISC development group, as we believe itccbe used as a tool to communicate the objectfes
programmes and calls to potential proposers, tceahding decisions and to monitor progress of the
projects against outcomes (as opposed to outputs).

TheespidaApproach would appear to fit well with the JISGoiNet materials. The process diagram we
have created neatly contextualises existing inakito the business structure of an organisatichtlas
methodology itself fills a gap in the suite. Deygtgy training materials based on the methodology
would give tertiary education organisations thentdeato move towards structured methods for making
funding decisions and help their staff ensure theit applications for funding are relevant to the
organisation and offer beneficial outcomes.

A possible implication for the Digital Preservatioommunity is that we do not believe ‘Digital
Preservation’ as it is being proposed at the momsestmething that can or should be funded in many
organisations. Since value and benefit are sity#tacdusiness case cannot demonstrate benefis to
organisation, it will not be funded: our experiefees taught us that within HE, there is certairdysoch
thing as consistent long-term funding, investmeuasinbe sought continually. Irrespective of whetbrer
not consistent action must be taken, this is haniriktitutions work. We do not see this changinthe
near future. Our own research within the Univerkig uncovered a limited number of digital objdots
which a good business case for preservation cailtdde.
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Recommendations

The work of theespidaproject and the conclusions and outcomes that dasen from it lead to the
following recommendations.

Business cases must clearly demonstrate costsuacahaes, not only costs and benefits.
Communicating the varied outcomes of proposed wodkding all the negative outcomes
and the likelihood of benefits and disbenefits amgrto pass allows funders to understand the
full extent of the proposal and understand thaptioposer has thought deeply about the
proposal.

Proposals should be closely aligned to the strai@gis of the funder. An organisation will
not give resources to actions that bring no bendfiderstanding the strategic direction of the
organisation is vital to creating a successful fess case.

TheespidaApproach can be used to help open a dialogue battiegproposer and funder.
The Approach offers a consistent and effective oethf developing, delivering and
evaluating investment proposals. The language aisédnethod of communication allows the
funder and proposer to discuss and understand gatgpo

‘Special case’ funding for ‘Digital Preservatiorctens is not the best way to proceed.
Proposals must be made in the same context asthahbusiness of the organisation. This
is the only way for sustained and consistent action
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Appendixes

Brief Glossary

Funder

The funder is the body or person to whom a propieda¢ing made. It is generally assumed that the
funder will also be the primary recipient of thaeames of the proposal.

I mpact

Impacts are effects which are of a higher-levehtbatcomes. The relationship between outcomes and
impacts is complex and far from being black andiet®utcomes are effects that a project can have,
whereas impacts will generally be a consequencaitwbmes from a number of projects. It is unlikely
that outcomes will have a major effect on the ergilganisation, but impacts do. Impacts are ndt dea
with explicitly in theespida Outcome Scorecaad impacts are the amalgam of outcomes from difter
projects. They are at a more strategic level tharotitcomes of project proposals. That said, if the
scorecard is used at the level of, say, managiogrammes of work it could communicate the impacts
that the different programmes will bring.

Outcome

An outcome is a happening or result that a prdjast Outcomes can be positive or negative. They
should not be confused with outputs, which areghiproduced by the project. Outputs can have
outcomes. The output of a project that is creadimgnstitutional Repository will be the repositiiself
and the population of it with materials. The outeowill be that the IR is used by people and male us
of the materials in the repository.

Project

A project is the body of work that a proposal isl$eg investment to undertake. It does not havmeta
short-term undertaking, and could be as largefaggear records management programme, or
employing an additional professor.

Proposal

A proposal is a case for investment that is suleahittb a funder. It details the costs and outcorfies o
undertaking a particular project.

Proposer

A proposer is a person, or group of people who woglain resources in order to carry out work and
create a business case to try and secure thosgceso
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