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Recommended Practice
 For Managing Supplemental Journal Article Materials
A Proposed Joint NISO-NFAIS New Work Item 
Proposal for Consideration by the NISO Content & Collection Management Topic Committee

And NFAIS Membership
The following proposed work item is submitted by: 
Linda Beebe, Senior Director, PsycINFO, American Psychological Association
Todd Carpenter, Managing Director, NISO

Bonnie Lawlor, Executive Director, NFAIS

Proposal Last Modified: March 18, 2010

Ballot Dates: March 25 – April 16, 2010
Work Item Title: 
Supplemental Journal Article Materials Recommended Practice

Goal: Create a Recommended Practice for publisher inclusion, handling, display, and preservation of supplemental journal article materials.

Statement of Work:
The results of a recent survey on how publishers handle supporting materials in scientific journals by Alexander (Sasha) Schwarzman of the American Geophysical Union (AGU) has generated considerable interest within the information community. In recognition of the importance of this topic, on January 22, 2010 the National Information Standards Organization (NISO) and the National Federation of Advanced Information Services (NFAIS) cosponsored a roundtable discussion on the need for standardized bibliographic and publishing policies for supplemental material. Additional meeting planning and support was provided by the American Psychological Association (APA), where the discussion was generously hosted and facilitated by Linda Beebe. During that meeting, a range of topics were discussed regarding supplemental materials. These included review, markup, presentation, discovery, linking, and preservation. A full report of the meeting is freely available on the NISO website at: http://www.niso.org/topics/tl/supplemental. 

The group identified some general aspects related to potential recommended practices:

· It would be best to avoid strict definitions of what should be considered “supplemental,” because they may vary from one discipline to another and across publishers. 

· It would be useful to formulate a recommendation that individual publishers define what formats are acceptable for inclusion in supplemental materials.

· Peer review, preservation, and interaction with repositories should be included in future recommendations.

· Universal agreement on how to cite supplemental materials is necessary. It could be that “citability” serves as a test for determining inclusion as a supplemental material. It may be that citing supplemental materials and citing datasets will be considered/treated differently. 

· The question of whether DOIs are needed for components should be considered for future recommendations.

· Costs should be considered, as well as the need to educate editors about those costs. A statement along the lines of “Publishers expect to cover the costs of publishing/making available supplemental materials” might be discussed.

· A common vocabulary is needed for terms such as:

· Dataset 

· Supplemental materials

· Supporting materials

· Related materials

· Article

· Essential materials

· Citation

Other areas to be considered are the following:

· Clear, consistent indicators that supplemental materials exist, and where to find them. These are needed for use both by readers and by systems for discoverability.

· Metadata needs, such as:
· File descriptions and requirements (video, PDF, JPG, any plug-in required for viewing/use).

· Descriptive content (what it is, why it is included, and so on).

· Bibliographic information (to support DOI registration and discovery).

· Archiving:
· The roles of A&I services, libraries, and data centers.

· Issues of continued access (for example, updating viewers) and long-term preservation.

· Clearly defined specific stakeholder responsibilities (author, publisher, editor, and peer reviewers) in the process of delivering supplemental materials. (An example given was, “If there is an EXE file, then it should be opened/tested by the reviewer.”) 

Working on recommended practices would indicate this community’s willingness to be collaborative and demonstrate their interest in doing well by this issue in both the short- and long-term. This proposal is to create two working groups, along with an affiliated interest group, to develop recommendations to be formalized as a publication within the NISO Recommended Practice series. It is hoped that the recommended practice statements could then be agreed to by the major societies and publishers in this arena. These could then be separately turned into policies and incorporated into editorial handbooks.

To achieve the goal of creating such a Recommended Practice, this proposal recommends that three groups be established to undertake the work:

· Stakeholders Interest Group—comprising stakeholders to be kept apprised of the development of the Recommended Practice. Members would serve as a source of feedback on document drafts, and they would provide community vetting of a final document.

· Business Working Group—a small group (no more than 12–15 people) who would draft recommendations related to the semantic aspects of the topic for inclusion in the Recommended Practice. Questions include: What are the semantic aspects? What are the definitions? What are the recommended roles for the stakeholders in this arena? What are the business practices? And so on.

· Technical Working Group—another small group that would look at the syntactic, structural issues related to supplemental materials in order to develop recommendations around these to be included in the final publication. Members would address issues such as syntax, linking, interoperability, markup, metadata, and so on.

Partners and Participation:

NFAIS is in strong support of this proposal and is willing to help engage experts and organizations that may eventually adopt these recommended practice. The roundtable meeting that led to this proposal included participation from some 60 participants, representing more than 30 publishers and related organizations, including libraries. It is expected that this project will have broad implications for authors, publishers, information aggregators and suppliers, and libraries, especially those who support institutional repositories.

There are several related industry initiatives, mainly based out of the EU. NISO has been reaching out to the International Council for Scientific and Technical Information (ICSTI), which has launched the DataCite project in partnership with German National Library of Science and Technology, INIST-CNRS, the British Library and others. In addition, the International Association of STM Publishers has launched the Opportunities for Data Exchange (ODE) project with funding from the EU government. There is also a CODATA Task Group on Data Citation Standards and Practices being conducted in partnership with CENDI. While citation is an issue in this proposal, the work proposed would go well beyond simply citation structures. Outreach to these groups will be expected of the working groups.
Partnership with NFAIS:

The project proposal will be concurrently reviewed by both NFAIS and the NISO Content & Collection Management Topic Committee (CCM). If the project is approved, the Content & Collection Management Topic Committee, with input from the NFAIS leadership, will monitor and manage the work of the two working groups. Final approval of the Recommended Practice will be conducted concurrently by NFAIS’ Board and membership and by the CCM. If, in the course of the work the working groups determine that a formal standard is necessary in lieu of or in addition to the Recommended Practice, the development of a standard would follow the formal standardization process within NISO.
Timeline:

	Milestone
	Timeline

	Appointment of two working groups and affiliated interest group.
	Month 1-2

	Data collection, needs analysis and further exploration of issues by each of three concurrent groups.

Approve Work Plans 
	Months 2-5

	Development of Recommended Practice via biweekly meetings of two concurrent working groups with regular updates to the stakeholders group
	Months 5-11

	Completion of draft Recommended Practice (including review of and response to comments received during a public review phase).
	Months 12-15

	Approval, final editing, and publication
	Month 16-17


Funding:

NISO will support the work of the group via staff support, telecommunications, web services, etc.
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