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Objectives are to survey the use of DC in government settings, identify usage and implementation of DC elements and extensions, identify key challenges in implementation, and provide recommendations for future action based on these findings and discussions.

Introduction
The Dublin Core Government Workgroup decided at the Florence conference October 2002 to conduct a survey to investigate the use of Dublin Core by governments. This survey should build on – and continue - what was already published on the Dublin Core web-site in 2002, i.e. “Adoption of Dublin Core by Governments”.

The overall purpose of the survey is then in a more practical sense:

· To complete knowledge about “Adoption of Dublin Core by Governments”

· To investigate governments’ actual application profiles based on Dublin Core

· To determine which non-DC metadata-elements are in use by governments – and then gather information about metadata elements and qualifiers in actual use, which are candidates for a generic and more comprehensive Dublin Core Government Application Profile 

Method used for the survey
The survey has used 3 ways for gathering information:

· The already published information about “Adoption of Dublin Core by Governments”

· A questionnaire distributed on the Dublin Core Government WG mail-list

· Results from a questionnaire conducted by the project MIReG (Management of Information Resources for eGovernment) financed by the EU IDA-programme  
Results from all 3 means of gathering information were then combined, and the non-DC elements and qualifiers are extracted for each country we have knowledge about.

The results can be seen in chapter “Results of survey”.  

The findings of the survey have then been further distributed on the DC GOV WG mail list for comments before publishing on the Dublin Core web-site.

Comments about the survey

The questionnaire was distributed to the mail-list  on the 3rd. of February, and can be seen in Appendix 1.

By the end of February there where only 3 responses, which can be seen in Appendix 2.

Combining the 3 ways of gathering information showed that application profiles from Finland and Iceland were not included in either answers to the questionnaire or the previously received survey results on the Dublin Core web-site.

Information about Finland and Iceland application profiles are the taken from the MIReG survey.

Elements/qualifiers “Audience” and “AccessRights” are not included in the findings presented in chapter “Results of survey” because the are already approved by the Dublin Core community. The “Results of survey” document presents additional elements and qualifiers together with their definitions.

The complete application profiles for each country are not presented in the chapter, but can be accessed using the URL-references for each country. 

Some countries only use Dublin Core and have not included extra elements and qualifiers in their profiles.

Final remarks

Now the editorial group for making the Dublin Core Government Application Profile have further information about practice in different governments regarding metadata elements and qualifiers.

This means it is possible to continue the work with such an application profile based on “the real world”.

It must be noticed that the survey most contains contributions from  English-speaking and/or Western European countries;  it has not been possible to gather information about other parts of the world.

Results of survey

Australia

· Original recommendation for the development of a resource discovery metadata standard for Australian government use, http://www.dcita.gov.au/ogo/imsc/chapter6.htm 

· Mandate for Commonwealth agency use of AGLS for resource description, http://www.govonline.gov.au/projects/strategy/GovOnlineStrategy.htm#STRATEGICPRIORITY2 

· The AGLS pages on the National Archives Website, http://www.naa.gov.au/agls 

Metadata can be found at:

http://www.naa.gov.au/recordkeeping/gov_online/agls/AGLS_reference_description.pdf
	Element 
	Qualifier
	Definition/special encoding scheme

	Availability


	
	How the resource can be obtained or contact information for obtaining the resource. 

	Function


	
	The business function of the organisation to which the resource relates. 

	Coverage


	jurisdiction


	The name of the political/administrative entity covered by the content of the resource. 

	
	postcode


	Australian postcode(s) applicable to the spatial coverage of the resource content. 

	Mandate
	
	A specific warrant which requires the resource to be created or provided

	
	act


	A reference to a specific State or Federal Act which requires the creation or provision of the resource

	
	regulation


	A reference to a specific regulation which requires the creation or provision of the resource

	
	case
	A reference to a specific case which requires the creation or provision of the resource

	Type
	category


	The generic type of the resource being described.

	
	aggregationLevel


	The level of aggregation of the resource being described.

	
	documentType


	The form of the resource where category = document. 

	
	serviceType


	The type of service being offered where category = service. 


Australia Victoria

· AGLS Victoria: Metadata Implementation Manual

http://www.egov.vic.gov.au/Victoria/StrategiesPoliciesandReports/Reports/AGLS/aglsvic.htm

This standard adopts the Dublin Core and AGLS as specified at http://www.dublincore.org/ as the core metadata standard for resource discovery.
Canada

· TBITS 39: Treasury Board Information Management Standard, Part 1: Government On-Line Metadata Standard,
http://www.cio-dpi.gc.ca/its-nit/standards/tbits39/crit391_e.asp 

· NCTTI 39: Normes de l'information et de la technologie du Conseil du Trésor, Partie 1: Norme des métadonnées du Gouvernement en direct, http://www.cio-dpi.gc.ca/its-nit/standards/tbits39/crit391_f.asp 

This standard adopts the Dublin Core as specified at http://www.dublincore.org/ as the core metadata standard for resource discovery.



Denmark

· Use of Dublin Core in general, http://www.oio.dk 

· Use of Dublin Core for dynamic web-sites, http://www2.si.dk/netsteder/raad/metadata/index.html 

· Use of Dublin Core for static electronic publications ("Net-publications"), http://www2.si.dk/netsteder/netpublikationer.html 

Special Metadata-profile for ERM systems can be found at:

http://www.oio.dk/XML/standardisering/dokform?o=5f5f0df9a53cadecde2644c2b9e55df0
	Element
	Qualifier
	Definition/Special encoding scheme

	Date
	DateSend

DatoAfsendelse
	Date for sending a document.
-----------------

Afsendelsesdato  forstået som den dato ressourcen rent faktisk er  afsendt fra sagsbehandlende institution til modtager, hvor modtager er part i sagsbehandlingen.

	
	DateAction

Fristdato
	Date for a given position in the workflow for the resource. Connected to element “Process”

-----------------

Dato hvor behandlingen af dokumente/sag på et givent trin i ”Proces”-workflow bør være afsluttet

	Rights
	RightsSecurityClassification

RettighederKlassifikation
	Security classification level

-----------------

Sikkerhedsniveau for ressourcen angives.  

	Receiver - Modtager 
	
	Name of the organization/institution which receives a document

-----------------

Den eller de personer eller organisationer, der  modtager ressourcen. Typisk modtager af enkelt-dokument

	Type  - Type
	
	Scheme for ”Aggregation-level”

· Collection

· File

· Bibliografic item

· Document collection

· Document

----------------

Skemaer er som følger:

”Aggregation-level”:

· Samling

· Sagsmappe

· Bibliografisk enhed

· Dokumentsamling

· Dokument

	Process - Proces 
	
	Statement of the resources position I a workflow

Scheme ”Workflow”

· In process

· For comments

· At first approval

· At hearing process

· Final approval

--------------

Erklæring om ressourcens position  i processen

Workflow 

· I behandling

· Til udtalelse

· Til godkendelse

· Til høring

· Endelig godkendelse


Finland

· Finnish Dublin Core extension for government publications (in Finnish): http://www.intermin.fi/juhta/suositukset/jhs143.htm 

· It is fully compliant superset of the SFS 5895, the Finnish DC. 

	Element 
	Qualifier
	Definition/Special encoding scheme

	creator
	personalName
	

	
	corporateName
	

	contributor
	personalName
	

	
	corporateName
	

	date
	acquired
accepted
dataGathered
retentionPeriod
	

	
	jurisdiction
	

	documentType
	
	

	publicity
	securityClass
	

	version
	
	

	environment
	
	

	availability
	corporateName
personalName
contact
address
e-mail
cost
	

	receiver
	
	

	mandator
	
	


ICELAND

	Element 
	Qualifier
	Definition/special encoding scheme

	creator
	personalName
	id
	

	
	corporateName
	id
	

	contributor
	personalName
	id
	

	
	corporateName
	id
	

	
	requirements
	

	rights
	price
	

	version
	
	

	standards
	identifier
	

	
	version
	

	quality
	value
	

	
	authority
	

	metadata
	creator
	email
	

	
	dateCreated
	

	
	dateModified
	


Ireland

· Irish Public Service Metadata Standard (IPSMS), http://www.gov.ie/webstandards/metastandards/index.html 

Through this URL is the User Guide entry page and access to the framework document (Parts 1 & 2). The Dublin Core Metadata Standard forms the basis of the IPSMS, which in essence, is the set of rules and guidelines for implementation of metadata.

This standard adopts the Dublin Core as specified at http://www.dublincore.org/ as the core metadata standard for resource discovery.
Minnesota

· Minnesota Metadata Guidelines for Dublin Core Metadata

http://bridges.state.mn.us/bestprac/training.pdf
· IRM Standard 21, Version 1: Web Metadata Standard

http://www.state.mn.us/cgi-bin/portal/mn/jsp/content.do?id=-8487&subchannel=null&sc2=null&sc3=null&contentid=536881946&contenttype=EDITORIAL&programid=536881358&agency=OT
This standard adopts the Dublin Core as specified at http://www.dublincore.org/ as the core metadata standard for resource discovery.
New Zealand

· NZGLS schema and related documents on the New Zealand E-government website:
http://www.e-government.govt.nz/nzgls/index.asp 

	Element
	Qualifier
	Definition/Special encoding scheme

	Availability
	
	How the resource can be obtained, or contact information.



	Function
	
	The business function of the agency to which this resource or service relates.




United Kingdom

http://www.govtalk.gov.uk/documents/e-Government_Metadata_Standard_v1.doc
	Element
	Qualifier
	Definition/Special encoding scheme

	Accessibility


	
	Indicates the resource’s availability and usability to specific groups. 

	Coverage
	Temporal
	Beginning date
	

	
	
	End date
	

	
	
	Data capture period
	

	
	
	Status of start date of capture
	

	
	
	Start date of capture
	

	
	
	End date of capture
	

	Date
	Acquired
	Date on which the resource was received into the organisation.

 (by the submitting or receiving authority).

Includes date/time an e-mail was received.

	
	Cut-off date
	Regular date on which the folder should be segmented into a new part, e.g. at commencement of financial year.

	
	Declared
	Date on which the resource was declared, filed or registered as a record.

	
	Closed
	The date the capacity to store the resource as part of a collection was revoked, e.g. the close date of a folder.

	
	Issued
	Date of formal issuance (e.g. publication) of the resource. 

	
	Modified
	Date on which the resource was changed.

	
	Next version due
	Date the document is due to be superseded.

	
	Updating frequency
	How often the resource is updated. 

Comment: Especially relevant for databases.

	
	Valid
	Date (often a range) of validity of the resource. 



	Disposal
	
	The retention and disposal instructions for the resource.

	
	Review
	Date on which the resource should be reviewed to determine the need to retain it.

	
	Conditions
	A specific period of time following a specific event determining the period for which the resource must be kept for business purposes.

	
	Action
	The action to be taken when the condition is reached.

	
	Review details
	Details of reviewers and any review decision taken.

	
	AutoRemove Date
	Date on which the resource will automatically be removed from the system.

	Location
	
	The retention and disposal instructions for the resource.

	Preservation
	
	The retention and disposal instructions for the resource.

	Rights
	Copyright
	Statement and identifier indicating the legal ownership and rights regarding use and re-use of all or part of the resource.

	Status
	
	The position or state of the resource.

	Subject
	Category
	Broad subject categories from the Government Category List, and, optionally, any other widely available category list.



	
	Keyword
	Words or terms used to describe, as specifically as possible, the subject matter of the resource. These should be taken from a controlled vocabulary or list.

	
	Process Identifier
	Indicates a specific service or transaction, using an identifier taken from a recognised list.

	
	Pro-gramme
	The broader policy programme that this resource relates to directly.

Comment: There is no official definition of a ‘programme’ or what differentiates it from a ‘project’.  As a general rule, programmes are broad government policy initiatives that take several years or more to complete, e.g. e-Government or Civil Service Reform. Projects are more specific manageable chunks that make up the larger Programme. It will be useful to agree with your team or even entire organisation what is a Programme and what is a Project. Bear in mind that this is used mainly to find all items belonging to a particular project or programme.  Think objective. Don’t use these if they have no particular value to you or your users.

	
	Project
	The specific project that this resource relates to directly.

Comment See comment above under ‘Programme’.

	Type
	Aggregation level
	The resource’s level or position in a hierarchy. Shows the extent to which the resource is part of a larger resource or collection.

	
	Folder type
	Classification of the folder or collection.


Appendix 1

Mail, with questionnaire at the DC GOV mail –list:

Hi all DC GOV people,

Please respond  to this mail also if you have a negative answer!

For our work with a DC GOV Application Profile we need to get a picture of what metadata profiles - or similar - are in use for  eGovernment work  in different countries all over the world.

We are interested in all information we can get. You can explain the current status in an email to us * or if possible * you can point at  an actual profile/profiles.

E.g. for Denmark

Profile

http://www.oio.dk/XML/standardisering/dokform?o=5f5f0df9a53cad 

ecde2644c2b9e55df0

http://www.oio.dk/files/DKFM_metadata1.xsd 

Subject scheme:

http://www.oio.dk/Metadata/arbejdsgrupper/OIOemnesystemredaktion?o=60603a5f79ef7cbdd1ec816ceb746ec7 

http://www.oio.dk/files/ttt_ver1_3_1.xml 

E.g. for Australia:

AGLS:

http://www.naa.gov.au/recordkeeping/gov_online/agls/metadata_element_set.html 

Please respond latest by the end of February.

If you have questions you are welcome to contact either of us.

Regards, Cheers

Andrew and Palle 

Appendix 2

Answers to the questionnaire:

State of Minnesota:

usage guide: http://bridges.state.mn.us/bestprac/training.pdf 

standards

language:http://www.state.mn.us/cgi-bin/portal/mn/jsp/content.do?id=-8487&agency=OT

(go to Standards, then IRM Standard 21, Version 1: Web Metadata

Standard)

Eileen Quam

Dear Palle, 

It is great that you initiated this survey. I was actually thinking of 

doing the same as it is also very useful for my work in CEN. 

I would thus appreciate if you could keep me informed on its results. 

In the mean time the situation in Greece is as follows: 

Currently there is no application profile in use in Greece. 

However, recently a study on a "Governmental Interoperability 

Framework" was performed and a public consultation is now on 

(until 21st of February). This report is available at:

http://www.infosociety.gr/efficiency/Greek-eGIF-study_v_1_4.pdf 

however it is provided in Greek only. 

The study has a very short reference to Metadata but no 

application profile is proposed. 

Furthermore, in the business plan of the ministry of Interior another 

project is mentioned aiming to provide a "Government Metadata 

Framework". Although the tendering process for this project has 

not yet started according to the business plan this project should 

start soon and will complete within 4 months. 

Best Regards, 

Themis Tambouris ...

Also in Australia, we prepared a variation of AGLS specifically for multimedia Victoria and the state government in Victoria, see http://www.egov.vic.gov.au/Victoria/StrategiesPoliciesandReports/Reports/AGLS/aglsvic.htm 

The variation occurs in the content that is attributed to elements rather than in the elements themselves as there are differences in jurisdictional treatment between federal, state and local government clients.

Cheers,

Janet Brimson
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