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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Dear all 

Thank you very much for inviting me to speak on the work of the Research Data Alliance FAIR Data Maturity Model Working group
I am one of the co-chairs of this working group, together with Edit Herczog
The working group was initiated by the EC. The EC is also providing funding to Price Waterhouse Coopers to undertake the facilitation of the process, led by Makx Dekkers
My name is Keith Russell and I am Engagements Manager at the Australian Research Data Commons, an organization built on ANDS, Nectar and RDS
My initial interest in this topic is that we were doing a range of work on FAIR, including developing a FAIR self assessment tool at ANDS, that is currently still being used.
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Agenda
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1. Background to the WG
2. Process and where are at
3. Lessons learned so far
4. How to get involved

2019-09-12

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Today I will provide a brief run through of the aims of the WG
The agreed process and where we are at in this process
The lessons learned so far
And how you can get involved

Before I start: 
Who is already a member of the Research Data Alliance?
how many of you are already members of this working group?
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Background

Presenter
Presentation Notes
First I will provide a little context on the aim of the Working Group
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FAIR
The principles are not strict
➔ Ambiguity
➔ Wide range of interpretations of FAIRness

Different FAIR Assessment Frameworks 
➔ Different metrics
➔ No comparison of results
➔ No benchmark

Aim of the Working Group

SOLUTION is to bring together stakeholders to build on existing approaches and
expertise

• Set of core assessment criteria for FAIRness
• FAIR data maturity model & toolset
• RDA recommendation
• FAIR data checklist

Join the RDA Working Group: RDA WG web page | GitHub

2019-09-12

NOT re-design 
the FAIR Principles

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As the FAIR principles gained momentum around the world there were a number of tools developed to test or assess the FAIRness of the data
For one the principles themselves were interpreted differently by different people and organisations

Then as assessment frameworks were being developed you also saw different metrics arise that could not be compared
So no opportunity for benchmarking

The Driver behind this working group 

So the soution was chosen to bring together a range of stakeholders to build on existing approaches and expertise,
The working group is aiming to deliver:
Agreed set of core assessment criteria for FAIRness of data (and possibly other outputs, but initially data)
A FAIR data maturity model and associated toolset that researchers and organisations can use to assess the maturity of an output
This will then be published as an RDA recommendation for anybody to use
Also an accompanying FAIR data checklist so people can trial and learn

https://www.rd-alliance.org/groups/fair-data-maturity-model-wg
https://github.com/RDA-FAIR/FAIR-data-maturity-model-WG
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Process

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We drafted the following process and ran this past the working group
This was agreed on
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Overview of the methodology 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
I won’t go into the detail of each step here, it is just to give a sense of the approach:

To get to the agreed criteria we have set up a methodology
First define the process and agree
Explore existing metrics (these have been published as a supporting output)
Identify levels per metric
We are now at the step where the community identifies possible metrics
Once the metrics have been agreed we will test these against the existing metrics
We will then finalise the core assessment criteria, provide guidelines in using these and publish the results.
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Development | Where are we at?
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PROPOSITION
- Indicators
- Maturity levels

CONSOLIDATION
- Indicators
- Maturity levels

DISCUSSION
- Validation 

(YES/NO)
- Missing 

indicators

Sept 2019

2019-09-12

* The indicators and levels later presented are derived from the contributions on the Gsheet and GitHub

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Within the development phase we have proposed indicators and associated maturity levels
There has been a phase of consolidation through online exchange on Github, through virtual workshops and a face to face meeting at the plenary
Tomorrow there will be two virtual online workshops (one for Eastern part of the world and one for the Western one)
In this workshop we will validate the list the indicators agreed so far and discuss if there are any indicators missing 

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1gvMfbw46oV1idztsr586aG6-teSn2cPWe_RJZG0U4Hg/edit#gid=0
https://github.com/RDA-FAIR/FAIR-data-maturity-model-WG
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Timeline 
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Q2Q1 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 M9 M10 M11 M12 M13 M14 M15 M16 M17 M18

Workshop #3 [June 2019]

 Presentation of results
 Discussion on 

indicators & levels

Workshop #4 [Sept 2019]
 Proposals 
 Proposed approach towards 

guidelines, checklist and 
testing

Workshop #2 [April 2019]

 Approval of methodology & 
scope
 Hands-on exercise

Workshop #1 [Febr 2019]

 Introduction to the WG
 Existing approaches
 Landscaping exercise

… and more to come!
RDA 13th Plenary - US RDA 14th Plenary - FI

Today

2019-09-12

Workshop #6 [Dec 2019]

 TBC

Workshop #5 [Oct 2019]

 TBC

Presenter
Presentation Notes
I wont go into this in detail but this is just to give you a sense of the timeline for the working group.
This will be followed by a face to face workshop at the RDA plenary in Espoo in October
And a virtual one in December
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Where are we 
at?
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Overview | Findable Under discussion
Provisionally agreed

2019-09-12

F

F1 (Meta)data are assigned globally unique and persistent identifiers

F1-01M Metadata is identified by a persistent identifier

F1-02M Metadata is identified by a universally unique identifier

F1-01D Data is identified by a persistent identifier

F1-02D Data is identified by a universally unique identifier

F2 Data are described with rich metadata

F2-01M Sufficient metadata is provided to allow discovery, following domain/discipline-specific metadata 
standard

F2-02M Metadata is provided for the discovery-related elements defined by the RDA Metadata IG, as 
much as possible and relevant, if no domain/discipline-specific metadata standard is available

F3 Metadata clearly and explicitly include the identifier of the data they describe

F3-01M Metadata includes the identifier for the data

F4 (Meta)data are registered or indexed in a searchable resource

F4-01M Metadata or landing page is harvested by general search engine

F4-02M Metadata is harvested by or submitted to domain/discipline-specific portal

F4-03M Metadata is indexed in institutional repository

Presenter
Presentation Notes
What we have done so far is break down indicators for each of the principles
So for example for the four principles under Findable the working group members have identified a number of indicators that need to be satisfied

Each indicator is currently designed to be binary: yes/no
We could pull together two and make them a joint indicator with different maturity levels: e.g. persistent unique ID
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A1: (Meta)data are retrievable by their identifier using a standardised
communication protocol

Two seperate indicators can become levels for the principle, as
demonstrated below

• Level 1 – Metadata identifier resolves to a metadata record (A1-02M)
• Level 2 – Metadata is accessed through a standardised protocol (A1-

03M)

Development | Levels 
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Option 1
FAIRness on a two level scale for the indicator 
F1-01M – Metadata is identified by a persistent identifier

• No persistent identifier [Not FAIR]
• Persistent identifier [FAIR]

Option 2
FAIRness accross indicator per levels
Multiple indicators with consolidated levels – whenever possible

• Level 0 
• Level 1
• Level 2

YES

NO

YES

NO

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We could pull together two and make them a joint indicator with different maturity levels: e.g. persistent unique ID
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Development | Weighting 
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PRINCI
PLE

INDICATOR
_ID INDICATORS PRIORITY

F

F1 F1-01M Metadata is identified by a persistent identifier Recommended

F1 F1-02M Metadata is identified by a universally unique identifier Recommended

F1 F1-01D Data is identified by a persistent identifier Mandatory

F1 F1-02D Data is identified by a universally unique identifier Mandatory

F2 F2-01M Sufficient metadata is provided to allow discovery, following domain/discipline-specific 
metadata standard Recommended

F2 F2-02M
Metadata is provided for the discovery-related elements defined by the RDA Metadata IG, 
as much as possible and relevant, if no domain/discipline-specific metadata standard is 
available

Recommended

F3 F3-01M Metadata includes the identifier for the data Mandatory

F4 F4-01M Metadata or landing page is harvested by general search engine Recommended

F4 F4-02M Metadata is harvested by or submitted to domain/discipline-specific portal Recommended

F4 F4-03M Metadata is indexed in institutional repository Recommended

Weighting the indicators, developed as part of the WG, following the key words
for use in RFC2119

Mandatory/Essential: indicator MUST be satisfied for FAIRness
Recommended/Important: indicator SHOULD be satisfied, if at all possible, to increase FAIRness

Optional/Useful: indicator MAY be satisfied, but not necessarily so

Presenter
Presentation Notes
What we have then done is weight the indicators following the keys words for use as agreed earlier:
Ie are they Mandatory, Recommended or Optional

https://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2119.txt
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Development | Weighting Stats 
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Distribution of the weight of the indicators 

11

26

13

3

7

0

4

7

2 0

77

4

5

4

FINDABLE ACCESSIBLE INTEROPERABLE REUSABLE

FAIR PRINCIPLES

Mandatory
Recommended
Optional 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
It results in quite an interesting picture overall
We have currently a total of 11+26+13=50 indicators in total
11 of these are mandatory
However it is very interesting to note that they are reasonably distributed over F, A and R 
But there are none in I
I think this is a reflection of the fact that making data Interoperable is complex and hard and requires community/disciplinary agreement on standards and vocabularies
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Current discussion items

2019-09-12

DOI without explicit persistent identifiers for metadata or data 1

NO common understanding for ‘Rich metadata’ F2 and ‘plurality of attributes’ R12

‘Knowledge representation’ I1 is too vague 3

• Rely on the output of the Metadata for FAIR data joint meeting
• Minimum set common across fields of research | broader set required by the 

community (e.g. FAIRsharing)

• Up to the evaluator to interpret 
• Agreed set of definitions per community
• All indicators for I1 optional
• More precise definitions of terms for I1 and I2 (e.g. Glossary)

• Indirect versus direct identification
• What could be the priority levels of F1 indicators 

FAIRness implies machine readability for metadata and data – as opposed to the 
evaluation4

Presenter
Presentation Notes
These are things that will be discussed in the call tomorrow

https://www.rd-alliance.org/metadata-fair-data
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Lessons learned

Varied levels of maturity, don’t want to scare away
Some principles harder to test than others
Apply both to data and metadata sometimes hard
Underlying standards and vocabularies to test 
against are not in place
Machine assessibility of FAIRness of data is hard
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
A few general lessons we have learnt throughout this process
We started off with a discussion around whether the tool should allow for machine assessibility of a data set
It turned out, under the current circumstances, that is still too hard
It would be great if down the track the indicators could be tested by a machine, but currently that is not possible
This has less repercussions on the indicators and more on the tool
Some indicators apply to data and some apply to metadata, in some cases the one is in place and not the other (for example a PID to the metadata but not the data)
Another challenge is that the underlying disciplinary community agreed standards and vocabularies are not in place, so it makes it very hard for a researcher to comply and makes it very hard to have something to test against (especially Rich metadata and Interoperability)
On the other hand we don’t want to scare away a researcher that is trying to do the right thing and make their data FAIR
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Development | Tool set and checklist 
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Mandatory indicators
Textual information
Responsibility of the indicators
Audiences (e.g. data stewards, data 
repositories, etc.)

Implement the indicators
Automatic evaluation (e.g. FAIR Sharing 
registry, other registries, etc.)
What to assess?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As we will be moving towards a Tool set and a checklist
There are a number of issues we will also need to tackle:
Are there ways to automatically evaluate the indicators (e.g. using registries like FAIRsharing)
And which indicators will need to be assessed?

And as we develop a checklist we will need to think about which ones are mandatory
What information should we provide?
And who should be responsible for addressing these indicators 
And a question to follow on from that: is the target audience of the checklist a researcher, data steward, repository)



CC BY-SA 4.0

2019-04-03 www.rd-alliance.org - @resdatall 17

Getting 
involved
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Be involved

Join the RDA FAIR Maturity Model Working Group

Provide feedback to the proposals on GitHub, if at all possible, by the 30th

September

Share feedback about consolidation and weighting of indicators and maturity
levels on GitHub

Share feedback about the structure for tool set and data checklist on GitHub

Join the virtual workshop tomorrow morning at 11am (EDT)
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RDA 14th Plenary session in Helsinki (FI)
23rd October 2019

Breakout 2 – 14.30 - 16.00 EEST (7.30 EDT)

WORKSHOP #5

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So for those that are not already a member of the working group
Please sign up to RDA
And join the working group

Please provide your thoughts on Github on each of the indicators by the 30th of Sept
Please provide feedback about consolidation and weighting of indicators and maturity levels 
And any thoughts you might have on the structure for a tool set and a data checklist

As I mentioned earlier there will be a virtual workshop tomorrow morning at 11am Eastern Daylight time

And who is planning to go to the RDA plenary in Espoo, Finland in October?
There will be a session there too 
Virtual attendance is also possible, (it will be 7.30am EDT)



http://www.rd-alliance.org/groups/fair-data-maturity-model-wg
https://github.com/RDA-FAIR/FAIR-data-maturity-model-WG
https://github.com/RDA-FAIR/FAIR-data-maturity-model-WG
https://github.com/RDA-FAIR/FAIR-data-maturity-model-WG
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Resources
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RDA FAIR data maturity model WG
https://www.rd-alliance.org/groups/fair-data-maturity-model-wg

RDA FAIR data maturity model WG – Case Statement
https://www.rd-alliance.org/group/fair-data-maturity-model-wg/case-statement/fair-data-maturity-
model-wg-case-statement

RDA FAIR data maturity model WG – GitHub
https://github.com/RDA-FAIR/FAIR-data-maturity-model-WG

RDA FAIR data maturity model WG – Collaborative document
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1gvMfbw46oV1idztsr586aG6-
teSn2cPWe_RJZG0U4Hg/edit#gid=0

RDA FAIR data maturity model WG – Indicators prioritisation
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1mkjElFrTBPBH0QViODexNur0xNGhJqau0zkL4w8RRAw/edit

RDA FAIR data maturity model WG – Mailing list 
fair_maturity@rda-groups.org

2019-09-12

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here a link to all sorts of resources that might be useful

https://www.rd-alliance.org/groups/fair-data-maturity-model-wg
https://www.rd-alliance.org/group/fair-data-maturity-model-wg/case-statement/fair-data-maturity-model-wg-case-statement
https://github.com/RDA-FAIR/FAIR-data-maturity-model-WG
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1gvMfbw46oV1idztsr586aG6-teSn2cPWe_RJZG0U4Hg/edit#gid=0
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1mkjElFrTBPBH0QViODexNur0xNGhJqau0zkL4w8RRAw/edit
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Thank you!

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Thank you for your attention, please do raise any questions
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Discussion points

We want to get the whole community along, not 
just the leaders
How do you allow for varying maturity across 
communities
FAIR is a scale
Purpose of the tool: assessing or growing?
Make it easy for the researcher
Machine readable data down the track
Machine assessable down the track
Getting socially agreed norms/standards is more 
time consuming than technical agreement… 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
A few general lessons we have learnt throughout this process
We started off with a discussion around whether the tool should allow for machine assessibility of a data set
It turned out, under the current circumstances, that is still too hard
It would be great if down the track the indicators could be tested by a machine, but currently that is not possible
This has less repercussions on the indicators and more on the tool
Some indicators apply to data and some apply to metadata, in some cases the one is in place and not the other (for example a PID to the metadata but not the data)
Another challenge is that the underlying disciplinary community agreed standards and vocabularies are not in place, so it makes it very hard for a researcher to comply and makes it very hard to have something to test against (especially Rich metadata and Interoperability)
On the other hand we don’t want to scare away a researcher that is trying to do the right thing and make their data FAIR
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