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National Arts and Culture Accord: 
Digital Technology survey 
 
F I N A L  R E P O R T  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report presents the findings from the first comprehensive national, cross domain survey of the 

state of digital technology practice within Australia’s publicly-owned GLAM (galleries, libraries, archives 

and museums) collecting institutions.  The purpose of the survey was to establish a baseline of activity, 

practice and achievement in the use of digital technologies within collecting organisations.   This report 

presents the findings from the survey and identifies opportunities and options for increasing access to 

the nation’s publicly owned cultural collections through improvements in digital search capability and 

the availability of open data. It proposes a new diagnostic model for benchmarking and developing 

digital capabilities at the institutional, domain and jurisdictional level.  

Forty-five organisations from the gallery, library, archive and museum domains and all Australian 

jurisdictions have provided responses to an online survey conducted between July 2014 and February 

2015. Forty of those organisations provided quantitative data on their collections. This report includes 

the full data tables from the survey and an analysis of the data to present a snapshot of contemporary 

practice and of the issues which affect the creation, management, availability and accessibility of digital 

information about Australia’s publicly-owned cultural collections. 

The vast majority of organisations participating in the survey have active digitisation programs for their 

collections.  The very few that don’t currently have an active digitisation program mostly cited lack of 

resources as the reason for not doing so.  Most of the other organisations surveyed have a long 

standing commitment to ensuring the best possible access to information about the collections they 

hold through the use of digital technologies.  Some have developed the capacity to lead practice and 

innovation at the domain and jurisdictional level. 
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Findings and recommendations  

Digitisation activities by Australia’s public collecting organisations have produced a large amount of 

digital content and accessible online databases of collection records.  Individual organisations have 

generally been successful at making that content available through their own distribution channels, 

particularly online collection databases.  However, from a user perspective, the offerings are 

fragmented and may be difficult to locate, access and use because of a lack of consistency and co-

ordination across organisations, domains and jurisdictions.  With a few notable exceptions, the 

infrastructure, standards and collaboration required to create integrated, efficient access to the 

national pool of publicly owned collections-based information are lacking. 

The survey shows strengths in the amount of content that has been made available and local 

distribution systems (e.g. institutional websites) but weaknesses in the use of standardised and 

machine readable metadata to facilitate cross institutional discovery, access and use.  The diagnostic 

model presented here has been used to identify issues and to make recommendations in respect of the 

nine identified dimensions of digital practice. 

The diagnostic framework can be used to benchmark digital practice at the organisational, domain and 

jurisdictional level.  Using such a tool with the survey data here enables the following snapshot 

representation of the strengths and weaknesses identified in each of the nine dimensions, assessed 

using a 10 point rating scale. 
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Recommendations 

A range of specific recommendations are made in the body of the report to identify options and 

opportunities for increasing access to the nation’s publicly owned collections based on the findings of 

the survey.  Those recommendations are organised here according to where they might be initiated and 

managed. 

Numbers in parentheses are the numbers of the recommendations in the body of the report.. 

 

Across jurisdictions: 

1. Implement a national standard and system for reporting on and benchmarking digital activities 
within publicly funded collecting organisations. (5.1) 
 
 

Across GLAM sectors through peak bodies and lead institutions: 
 
2. Develop cross domain and cross jurisdictional digital strategies. (4.1.2) 

 
3. Engage domain peak bodies to develop greater sharing/standardisation of technical standards for  

• the creation and storage of digital assets; (4.3.1) 
• descriptive metadata; (4.4.1) 
• reporting and tracking collection items and metadata records online; (4.5.1) and 
• discovery metadata. (4.6.2) 

 
4. Evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of different digital distribution channels. (4.5.2) 

 
5. Further support API (Application Programming Interfaces) development for making collections data 

more easily available.  (4.7.3) 
 

6. Develop and implement national cross domain procedural guidelines for the application of Creative 
Commons licensing as a preferred licensing option, unless special circumstances apply. (4.9.2) 
 

Within publicly-funded GLAM institutions 
 
7. Encourage all collecting institutions to develop and report against a formal digital strategy and 

digital plan. (4.1.1) 
 

8. Encourage all collecting institutions to engage with or develop collaborative cross institution / 
domain / jurisdiction open data initiatives. (4.7.2) 
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9. Implement uniform accessibility standards for collections content such as those from the World 
Wide Web Consortium (W3C).  (4.8.2) 
 

 
Further investigation and work required  
 
10. Undertake further research to establish how greater resourcing and increased innovation in 

increasing access to digital content can be achieved. (4.1.3) 
 

11. Undertake cost benefit analysis of opportunities for sharing skills and facilities across domains, and 
for more widespread outsourcing of collection digitisation; analyse investment required for shared 
systems and services. (4,2,1 and 4.3.2) 

 
12. Further identify the skills profiles required to support and sustain digitisation activities within 

cultural institutions and to provide ongoing training and support. (4.2.2) 
 

13. Further identify ways to increase the use of machine readable metadata. (4.7.1) 
 

14. Further investigate the accessibility of collections information made available online. (4.8.1) 
 

15. Undertake further research to identify: (4.9.1) 
• utilisation of digital collections,  
• key markets and users, 
• barriers to access, and 
• reach and impact. 

  
_________________________________ 
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1. Background to the Report 

 

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the results from a survey of digital technology 

practice within Australian collecting organisations and to identify opportunities and options for 

increasing access to the nation’s publicly owned cultural collections through improvements in digital 

search capability and the availability of open data. 

This is the first comprehensive national, cross domain survey of the state of digital practice digitisation 

within Australia’s publicly-owned collecting institutions.  The survey was designed to establish a 

baseline of activity, practice and achievement in the use of digital technologies within collecting 

organisations.   Responses from 40 organisations from the gallery, library, archive and museum 

domains and all jurisdictions provided the data used in this report through an online survey conducted 

between July 2014 and February 2015.   

 

1.1 National Arts Accord Digital Technologies in Cultural Institutions 

 

The creative industries are critical to the development of an information economy.  As creators, 

custodians, exhibitors and distributors of creative and cultural content, collecting institutions across the 

GLAM sector play a key role in developing the creative industries by enabling access to digital resources 

and the innovative development and use of digital content and services. Over the last two decades, the 

nation’s public collecting institutions have embraced digital and online technologies to reshape their 

engagement with onsite and online visitors. All national and state institutions offer sophisticated digital 

content on their websites, in many instances with extensive online access to information about and 

representations of the collections that they hold. 

However, much of this activity has been planned and managed within individual institutions and 

sectors, rather than across them. As a result, online users do not have simple ways to search and 

access information about Australia’s cultural and scientific collections, across institutions, disciplines or 

different media. Various mechanisms now exist to achieve aligned, aggregated search results. These 

developments indicate that the time may be right for Australian cultural organisations to participate 

more fully in activities that will enable an aligned search capability to provide improved user outcomes 

when searching public collections online.  Internationally, initiatives such as the European 
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Commission’s Europeana service1  and Digital New Zealand2 have demonstrated the potential of 

integrated national and transnational portals for accessing digital cultural content. 

Within Australia, greater national alignment of digitisation activities across public collections can 

enhance the creative industries and the development of the information economy by: 

• increasing access to the nation’s cultural and scientific collections; 

• establishing best practices and standards to ensure quality, compatibility and longevity of digital 
resources; 

• avoiding duplication of effort, production and storage;  

• sharing expertise, strategies and infrastructure in maximising the value of the nation’s cultural 
heritage; and 

• informing priority setting for digitisation activities. 
 

At the Hobart Meeting of Cultural Ministers in 2013, Ministers from all jurisdictions – Commonwealth, 

State and Territory – and the President of the Australian Local Government Association agreed to an 

Accord which clarifies the roles and responsibilities of all governments and also provides a framework 

for working collaboratively on specific issues.   

Through the Accord, Cultural Ministers are seeking to: 

• identify areas where jurisdictions can make a real difference by working collaboratively together;  

• address needs, issues, gaps and barriers; and  

• reduce duplication and complexity.   
 

Ministers chose digital technologies as an area of focus for the Accord with the aim to: 

• align digitisation activities in public collections across the nation to facilitate searching across 

institutions, disciplines and media and to increase access; and  

• identify successful models to maximise the benefits of using high speed broadband to grow 

outreach, education, cultural tourism, audience and market development outcomes through arts 

and culture. 

This report addresses the first aim of the digital technologies focus area. 

1 www.europeana.eu  Europeana aggregates content from 2200 contributing cultural heritage organisations in Europe.  

The prototype was launched in 2008 with funding provided through the European Commission. 

 
2 www.digitalnz.org   Digital New Zealand allows integrated searching across 28 million items. 
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1.2 Digital collections landscape 

The first national cross domain attempt to map the digital landscape within Australia’s collecting 

organisations was the landmark National Summit on Digital Collections conducted in 2006 by the 

Collections Council of Australia.  Following that event, an Australian Framework and Action Plan for 

Digital Heritage Collections was produced in 2007 with broad input from across the galleries, libraries, 

archives and museums sectors.  However, the Framework and Action Plan were not adopted by the 

Government and the Collections Council itself, created by the Commonwealth in 2004, was wound up in 

2010. 

The digital world has moved rapidly in the period since 2006, but many of the issues identified and 

addressed in the Summit and Framework remain.  In the absence of formal national leadership and co-

ordination, the field has continued to operate in a fragmented and inefficient way, at the same time as 

user expectations and the demand for digital cultural content have grown exponentially. 

As a recent report by CSIRO on innovation in Australia’s galleries, libraries, archives and museums 
concludes, 

 “While the study identified many examples of innovative practices from Australian 
organisations, Australian initiatives tend to be isolated, episodic and difficult to sustain in 
the long term.  There were also areas where Australia is trailing international best 
practice….” 3 

 

The challenges of keeping up with contemporary best practices and of working efficiently and effectively 

across domain, jurisdictional and organisational boundaries are recurring themes in the CSIRO report.   

The findings from this quantitative survey provide substantial validation of many of the issues 

highlighted in the largely qualitative CSIRO study, which relied principally on interviews and focus groups 

with staff employed within the GLAM sector.  Together, the findings from this survey and the CSIRO 

study suggest much more needs to be done to ensure that the GLAM sector is participating effectively in 

the digital economy and that the value of Australia’s cultural heritage is fully realised in a digital 

environment.  This report identifies a number of opportunities for a national approach to improving 

access to Australia’s cultural collections through aligning digital practice and improving digital search 

capacity and the use of open data and systematically building the digital capabilities of publicly owned 

3 Australian Centre for Broadband Innovation, Innovation Study: Challenges and Opportunities for Australia’s Galleries, 
Libraries, Archives and Museums, September 2014, Available at http://www.csiro.au/Portals/Media/Australian-
museums-risk-becoming-digital-dinosaurs.aspx  
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cultural institutions.  It also proposes a new diagnostic model for benchmarking and developing 

capabilities at the institutional, domain and jurisdictional levels. 

 

1.3 Survey design 

 

An invitation to undertake the online survey was sent to Commonwealth, State and Territory-owned 

collecting institutions. Between July 2014 and February 2015, survey responses were received from 45 

organisations (See Attachment A).  Forty of those responses have been used as the base data for this 

report.  There were 35 survey questions, primarily seeking to obtain data about the extent of digitisation 

activity, digital search capabilities, the availability of collections online, the use of machine-readable 

metadata and innovation activities.  A copy of the survey questions is at Attachment B. 
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2. Digital technology practice in cultural heritage organisations 

 

The survey offers a snapshot of some aspects of digital technology practice in Australia’s publicly-owned 

GLAM institutions.  It reveals patterns and gaps in the fabric of institutional practice, infrastructure and 

resources. The raw data collected in the survey is available in the appendices to this report.  

 

2.1 Respondents to the survey 

 

As noted above, responses from 40 organisations to the online survey have been used as the basis of 

this report. The sample of respondents represents a substantial and representative cross-section of 

Australia’s cultural collecting organisations including national and state based organisations, principally 

those based in capital cities.  A full list is at Attachment A. 

FIGURE 2.1  ORGANISATIONS BY JURISDICTION 
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FIGURE 2.2  ORGANISATIONS BY DOMAIN 

 

 

 

A number of organisations indicated that they operated across more than one domain, so the total 

number of domains reported exceeds the number of respondent organisations. 

 

TABLE 2.1  ORGANISATIONS BY JURISDICTION AND DOMAIN 

Jurisdiction Number of 
organisations 

Galleries Libraries Archives  Museums 

ACT 1 0 1 1 0 
Commonwealth 10 3 3 4 4 
NSW 5 1 1 1 2 
NT 3 0 1 1 1 
QLD 4 1 1 1 1 
SA 5 1 1 1 2 
TAS 2 2 1 1 2 
VIC 6 1 1 2 3 
WA 4 1 1 1 1 
TOTAL 40 10 11 13 16 

 

Of the 40 organisations, 10 represented galleries, 11 libraries, 13 archives and 16 museums.  (Please 

note that these sub-totals add to 50 as some organisations identified across more than one domain.) 
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Following the initial survey responses, further data validation was undertaken with a number of 

institutions to ensure consistency in reporting and to achieve the most complete data set.   

 

2.2 Overview of survey data 

The survey included 35 questions covering digitisation activity, digital search capabilities, the availability 

of collections online, the use of machine-readable metadata and innovation activities. The remainder of 

this report presents an analysis of the survey responses within a diagnostic framework to identify 

strengths and weaknesses and opportunities and options for future efforts.  This report does not 

include analysis of the survey questions on innovation, which are being reported on elsewhere. 

The survey revealed the diversity of digital activities in Australia’s collecting organisations and the 

significant achievements in developing their digital capabilities.  However, as the CSIRO report notes, 

the shift to digital in Australia’s cultural heritage (GLAM) institutions has been uneven.  The survey 

reported here reveals a patchwork of practice, with a wide spectrum of capability and achievement.  The 

results at the institutional, jurisdiction and domain level reflect the outcomes of several decades of 

work and the diverse histories of the organisations and their commitment to developing their digital 

practice. 

Overall, the survey responses reveal a lack of unity in the efforts of these organisations and significant 

gaps in their ability to sustain their digital activities.  Despite a number of significant ground-breaking 

initiatives, the digital agenda lacks leadership and has been significantly under resourced.  Without a 

strategic investment in digital delivery, these institutions appear likely to struggle to meet the demands 

of digital users.  As a result, rather than playing a vibrant role in the emerging world of digital culture, 

these organisations risk losing their place at the heart of the nation’s cultural landscape, becoming the 

‘digital dinosaurs’ described in the recent CSIRO Report. 

 

State of practice 

Digitisation practice appears to be highly individualised and localised within the organisations surveyed. 

Although most respondents indicated that they undertook digitisation with reference to industry and 

professional standards, a very diverse range of standards are cited as in use.  Outsourcing 

arrangements are used by slightly more than half of the organisations to undertake digitisation, but the 

vast bulk of digitisation work is done in house.  Almost two thirds of organisations are doing more than 
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90% of their digitisation in house.  Less than 10% of the organisations outsource more than 90% of 

their digitisation.  Only six organisations (15%) outsource more than 50% of their digitisation. 

When asked to anticipate future needs to digitise collection items, respondents indicated a strong 

commitment to continuing and extending their digitisation programs for collection items.   

 

Availability of information 

95% (38) of the organisations are providing access to their collections via a publicly accessible online 

collections database.  The type of information made available online varies from data about the 

collection or collection items, to digital representations of the items. Of those that do provide online 

access to collections metadata via an online collections database, 11 or one third of all survey 

participants indicated that between 90 and 100% of their overall collection metadata was publicly 

accessible through an online collections database.  At the other end of the scale, 13 had less than 50% 

of their collections metadata available through an online collections database.  Almost half of the 

survey participants (21 organisations) indicated that they had more than 50% available. 

Not surprisingly, it is generally the more numerous collections that are less likely to be publicly 

accessible online.  Information about smaller collections such as art collections, is more likely to be 

publicly accessible online.  Increasingly, collecting institutions are also making additional digital 

elements available online such as images, book scans and audio-visual material in addition to simple 

collection records. 

 

Aggregation and reuse 

One of the key ways to make institutional collections information readily reusable is through the use of 

machine-readable metadata which enables efficient sharing, aggregation and remixing of information 

from different organisations.  The survey found that the use of machine-readable metadata is 

established in just over half of the organisations.  Some are clearly ahead in this area, with many 

lagging.  About one quarter of organisations indicated that more than 90% of their collection items had 

machine- readable metadata available.  Those organisations and the other four with more than 50% of 

collection items with machine readable metadata are clearly out in front of the other 25 organisations 

in making their records accessible for harvesting and aggregation. 
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Licensing 

A related issue is the licensing conditions that the organisations use when publishing data and content 

online.  The survey revealed widespread use of Creative Commons licensing4 for collections metadata, 

which marks some significant progress towards more open licensing regimes within Australia’s 

collecting institutions.  However, the survey reveals that practice remains inconsistent.  The open data 

initiatives of the Commonwealth and various State Governments are starting to influence this area of 

policy and practice within collecting organisations. 

Almost all the organisations indicated an intention to increase the amount of collections metadata and 

associated digital elements they make available and to make it accessible and re-usable through 

machine-readable metadata. 

  

4 See Creative Commons Australia http://creativecommons.org.au/ 
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3. Data summaries appear within the body of this report as necessary.  

Full data tables are available in the appendices.A framework for 

benchmarking practice and improving outcomes 

The challenge of effectively utilising digital technologies has been well documented over the past 20 

years within the GLAM sector.  However, methods for tracking and evaluating progress have proven 

elusive for institutions and policy makers alike.  The diversity of collecting institutions and the materials 

they collect makes it difficult to measure and monitor performance across organisations and domains.  

There is a lack of accepted benchmarks for assessing progress and performance and for diagnosing 

obstacles at the institutional, sector and jurisdiction level.  In order to advance national progress and 

collaboration, new benchmarking tools for monitoring digital practice and achievement are urgently 

required. 

 

3.1 Tools for measurement, diagnosis and analysis 

Tools for effective measurement, diagnosis and analysis enable policy makers to address systematically 

organisational capabilities and prioritise investment in digital activities at the organisational, jurisdiction 

and domain levels.  The diagnostic tool proposed here offers one way to benchmark capabilities and 

achievement at the institutional, jurisdiction and domain levels and to guide a systematic, national 

approach to addressing gaps and shortfalls, improving efficiency and promoting innovation. Such 

diagnostic tools can be used by individual organisations to plan and map their progress, and across 

jurisdictions and domains to identify strengths and weaknesses as well as opportunities for 

development.  A national benchmarking approach can provide an ongoing basis for planning and 

reporting on improvements in the collective reach and impact of the digital of Australian’s publicly 

owned GLAM Institutions.   

Nick Poole of the UK Collections Trust has been an advocate of benchmarking digital capabilities within 

collecting organisations as a way to advance practice.  He proposed an 8 part benchmarking model in 

2013.5   Here, we have adapted the model proposed by Poole to create a suggested benchmarking 

system for measuring and monitoring digital best practice in Australian collecting organisations.  It 

identifies 9 dimensions of digital capabilities, each of which might be assessed and tracked against 

standardised practice measures.  The model can be applied at the institution, domain and/or 

jurisdictional level to identify areas of strength and weakness and to prioritise effort and investment. 

 

5 http://www.oxfordaspiremuseums.org/sites/default/files/DigitalBenchmarks.pdf 
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FIGURE 3.1 DIAGNOSTIC  MODEL FOR MEASURING AND EVALUATING DIGITAL PRACTICE 

 

 

The nine elements or dimensions of digital capability are: 

 

1. Strategic commitment 

2. Skills 

3. Systems 

4. Creation and curation 

5. Distribution 

6. Discoverability 

7. Interoperability 

8. Access and 

9. Utilisation 
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Performance and progress against each on the elements can be plotted, compared and tracked in a 

single diagram using a 5 or 10 point assessment scale for each.   This makes it easy to identify gaps 

and opportunities comparatively across organisations and to track organisational performance and 

achievement over time.  Each of the nine spokes or dimensions in the model are integral to a 

building and sustaining digital practice and boost innovation. A weakness in any one may critically 

impact organisational potential and performance. 

The remainder of this section of the report (Section 3) outlines each of the nine dimensions of digital 

capability represented in the framework and proposes indicative measures for each. 

This framework is then used to analyse and present the results from the current Australian survey 

(Section 4) and to frame recommendations for action. 

 

3.1 Digital capability dimensions defined 

 

Each of the dimensions in the digital capability model represents a key aspect of digital capability 

that can be objectively assessed against standardised benchmarks and indicators. 

 

1. Strategic commitment 

This dimension encompasses the adoption of clear directions and purpose for digital activities, 

integrated within the broader strategic plan for the organisation.  Commitment to purpose is 

demonstrated through the prioritisation and resourcing of these activities as a core, strategic 

endeavour of the organisation rather than simply as an ancillary process for traditional activities 

such as cataloguing, preservation and exhibition. 

This dimension can be measured and evaluated in terms of strategic goals and commitments as 

well as dedication of resourcing. 

 

2. Skills 

A wide range of skills are required to manage and sustain a digital production and distribution 

capacity effectively.  They include the technical skills required to produce and maintain digital assets 

and services, curatorial skills to make digitisation and preservation judgements and entrepreneurial 

skills to identify demand and opportunities for new products and modes of delivery.  These skills 

may be secured through employing staff and/or contractors, or through outsourcing. 

Page 18 

 



National Arts and Culture Accord: Digital Technology survey 
 

This dimension can be measured and evaluated through a skill and capability inventory and an 

assessment of the reliance on in house and/or external skills.  Another aspect of this dimension is 

the extent of collaborative activities and skills sharing. 

  

3. Systems 

This dimension encompasses the IT infrastructure to produce, manage and store digital assets and 

to deliver digital services.  It includes hardware, software and networks used in creating and 

preserving digital assets.  Soft systems include policies and procedures for making and managing 

digital assets, including the adoption of technical standards for formatting, storage and 

preservation. 

This dimension can be measured and evaluated in terms of the overall investment and technical 

capability to create and manage digital assets and services efficiently and sustainably as well as the 

existence of standards-based policy and practice.  Increasingly, the use and sharing of cloud-based 

IT infrastructure will enable greater efficiencies and economies of scale across organisations. 

 

4. Creation and curation 

These practices and procedures include curation principles, as well as policies, procedures and 

standards for cataloguing and metadata.  This dimension describes how information resources are 

selected and prepared for distribution from a knowledge management, rather than technical 

perspective.  Although these principles, standards, policies and procedure diverge across domains 

due to the diverse nature of collections and different traditions of professional practice, their 

consistent application in the creation and curation stage is the foundation for future availability, 

discovery and use. 

This dimension can be measured and evaluated in terms of the existence of documented plans, 

policies and processes and the adherence to mandated standards.  They should also reflect an 

understanding of current user behaviour and market trends. 

 

5. Distribution 

This dimension describes the ways in which digital content leaves the organisation and the various 

means by which it is distributed.  From online public access catalogues (OPACs), to websites, social 

media platforms, application programming interfaces (APIs) and metadata repositories there are a 

wide range of distribution methods in use for digital cultural content. 
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This dimension can be measured and evaluated in terms of the predominance, range and 

sophistication of the distribution methods utilised, as well as the volumes of content being 

distributed. 

 

6. Discoverability 

This dimension encompasses the availability of digital assets and services through the Internet.  It 

describes the ways in which information is exposed to search engines and aggregation services.  In 

particular, it describes the matching of tools and techniques used for discovery to anticipated end 

use. 

This dimension can be measured in terms of the methods and vocabularies used for making assets 

and services discoverable and usable over the Internet. 

 

7. Interoperability 

This dimension defines how and how easily institutional content and services are able to be 

accessed and utilised via aggregation platforms and sharing services.  This includes the use of 

recognised interoperability standards for metadata and protocols for harvesting, aggregation and 

integration.  The extent to which metadata is machine-readable determines how readily content and 

services can be redistributed and aggregated for other interfaces and uses. 

Interoperability can be measured and evaluated according to the standards and systems in place to 

enable interoperability, particularly machine to machine interoperability. 

 

8. Access 

This dimension includes how users can access the digital content or services in terms of formats, 

devices and overall usability.  The use of widely accessible formats and interfaces, compatible 

across browsers and devices, ensures the greatest availability of content and services.  This also 

includes any restrictions on access including subscription or account-based access and the use of 

paywalls. 

This dimension can be measured in terms of adherence to accessibility principles and standards 

and the presence or absence of access restrictions. 
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9. Utilisation 

This dimension addresses the end use experience, including how digital content and services from 

cultural institutions are used and re-used, including viewing, downloading, annotation, transcription, 

co-creation and sharing.  The collection and analysis of usage data provides invaluable feedback 

and direction in understanding user needs, expectations, demand and behaviour.  This also includes 

the content licensing regimes applied to facilitate or restrict sharing and re-use, including the 

application of copyright.  Effective utilisation is the key to measuring value and outcomes delivered 

through digital program delivery.   

Utilisation can be measured and evaluated in terms of usage analytics, including re-use and sharing 

and by the degree of openness and limitation of restrictions applied through licensing regimes for 

digital content and services. 

 

Each of the nine dimensions pose particular practical and policy challenges at the organisation, 

domain and jurisdictional level.  By breaking the assessment of the digital capabilities into the nine 

dimensions within this framework we can more accurately track and benchmark digital performance 

and identify issues and areas for greater attention and investment. 

 

3.2 International comparisons and benchmarking 

 

In addition to the work done by the Collections Trust in the UK, the European Commission has 

undertaken an ambitious research project, known as ENUMERATE to track digital activities within 

the more than 45 000 gallery, library, archive and museum organisations across Europe. 6   Two 

ENUMERATE surveys of the state of digital activities in European GLAM institutions were conducted 

in 2012 and 2013 on their digital activities and reported as the ENUMERATE framework. A third is 

currently underway.  There were 1951 respondent organisations for the first survey and 1372 to the 

second.  The surveys were based around 20 key indicators, organised into four themes, which 

provide a useful point of comparison to the survey results reported here for Australian organisations 

and the proposed benchmarking framework. 

 

  

6 http://www.enumerate.eu/ 
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ENUMERATE Themes and Indicators: 

 

Theme 1: Growth of digital collections (supply) 

Indicators 

1. Presence of digital heritage collections; 

2. Presence of born digital collections; 

3. Existence of embedded policies related to expanding digital collections; 

4. Degree of descriptive metadata cataloguing in a digital collection database; 

5. Degree of digital reproduction/representation presence in the digital collections; 

6. Necessity to reproduce analogue heritage collections in digital format (per object type). 

 

Theme 2: Usage of digital material (demand) 

Indicators 

7. Presence of institutional website(s); 

8. Importance of different types of use of digital collections; 

9. Existence of embedded policies related to the use of digital collections; 

10. Status of monitoring the access to and use of digital collections; 

11. Use of monitoring methods; 

12. Popularity of network access options regarding digital collections. 

 

Theme 3: Costs of digitisation (economics) 

Indicators 

13. Annual expenditures on digital collections; 

14. Number of staff engaged in creating and preserving digital collections; 

15. Sources of funding for digital collections; 

16. Ratio of incidental versus structural costs of digital collections; 

17. Ratio of in-house versus outsourced costs of digital collections; 

18. Relative weight of costs associated with creating and preserving digital collections. 
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Theme 4: Digital preservation practices (sustainability) 

Indicators 

19. Existence of embedded of policies related to the sustainability of digital collections; 

20. Adherence to international standards in digital preservation practice. 

 

While a number of the indicators and their definitions differ from the survey data reported here, a 

number of the findings from the European survey have been included in the analysis section that 

follows by way of comparison. 
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4. Assessment of current practice and opportunities for 

improvement 

 

4.1 Strategic Commitment 

 

The first section of the survey (Questions 3-8) sought information on the current activities and 

standards used for collection digitisation.  When asked whether the institution has an active 

digitisation program for collection items 38 of the 40 organisations (95% ) answered ‘yes’.  Only 2 

answered ‘no’. 

 

FIGURE 4.1  

PROPORTION OF ORGANISATIONS WITH ACTIVE DIGITISATION PROGRAMS FOR COLLECTION ITEMS 

 

 

Those which don’t currently have an active digitisation program mostly cited lack of resources, 

including access to suitable facilities and equipment.  Others noted digitisation activities in some 

areas when grant funding is available, or the lack of an integrated policy and selection framework to 

guide a digitisation program. 

For those organisations with active digitisation programs, the determinants of priorities within their 

digitisation programs were identified from a multiple choice list.   The leading determinant 

nominated by respondents was that an item was included in a major exhibition and related online 

resources, followed by public/research demand for an item.  The other nominated priorities- 

reformatting and new accessions- also featured strongly. 

Yes 95% 

No 5% 
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FIGURE 4.2   DETERMINANTS OF PRIORITIES FOR DIGITISATION OF COLLECTION ITEMS 

 

(RATING OF PRIORITY WHERE 0 = VERY LOW; 6 = VERY HIGH) 

 

This result suggests that the digitisation of collection items is driven more by immediate (e.g. 

exhibitions) rather than strategic imperatives. Some other comments suggest priorities are 

determined by internal requests to support other activities or by direct user requests.  Of the 27 

comments made on this question, only two referred to a strategic framework guiding the priorities 

for digitisation. Another noted that the pressure of other priorities meant that digitisation was 

primarily undertaken to support other more traditional activities. 

“Targeted digitisation and improving collection metadata is impossible in the current 
environment due to lack of resources and so is difficult to prioritise and therefore 
undertaken as a by-product of other priorities and activities such as exhibition 
development and publications.” 

On the basis of the survey information, it might be surmised that many organisations lack a formal 

strategic framework to guide their digital activities and priorities.  In the absence of such a 

framework and with the drivers for digital activity coming from other parts of the organisation’s 

operations or from outside, it is difficult to see how a strategic commitment to digital delivery, 

particularly one backed with sufficient dedicated resourcing, can be established.  Digital activity 

appears primarily still to support other aspects of institutional operations. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Public/research demand for item

Item included in a major exhibition and related
online resources

New accession

Reformatting born digital items for access and
preservation purposes
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A useful parallel here are the findings from the European ENUMERATE study showing  83% of 

institutions with a digital collection, but just 34% with a digitisation strategy.  In Europe at least, 

there is a clear and documented gap in strategic planning for digital activities.  And the same 

appears to be the case within Australia, which undoubtedly impacts on the commitment of 

resources to digital activities.  If digital activities are not recognised as a strategic priority it is 

unlikely resources will be allocated to them. 

On average, according to the ENUMERATE data, 3.3% of paid staff in European cultural heritage 

institutions are working full time on digitisation.  We have no comparable figures for Australia.  It 

would be useful to know how the strategic commitment to digital delivery is currently being made- 

through policies, strategies and resourcing – and how it is growing with the enormous increase in 

demand for digital content and services. From the current survey data there appears to be a large – 

and probably growing – gap between strategic commitment to digital delivery within Australian 

institutions and user demand.  Mandating a shift of resources, either through a quota or dedicated 

allocation, may be one way to address this gap. 

Limited resourcing remains the main reported barrier to increasing the distribution of digital content 

and was cited by all respondents to the survey.   

 

Recommendations regarding strategic commitment 

4.1.1 Encourage all cultural institutions to develop and report against a formal digital strategy and 

digital plan. 

4.1.2 Develop cross domain and cross jurisdictional digital strategies. 

4.1.3 Undertake further research to establish how greater resourcing and increased innovation in 

increasing access to digital content can be achieved. 

 

4.2 Skills  

The skills required to maintain digital capability include knowledge of technical, curatorial and 

preservation requirements.  The survey asked respondents what proportion of their digitisation was 

done in house and what was outsourced.  As Figure 4.3 shows, all respondents to this question (38 

organisations) are undertaking some digitisation in-house.  Three quarters (29) of those 

organisations also reported using some form of outsourcing for their digitisation program. Only four 

organisations reported that they did not undertake some outsourcing of their digitisation. 
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FIGURE 4.3   NUMBER OF ORGANISATIONS UNDERTAKING DIGITISATION INHOUSE/OUTSOURCING 

 
 

Questions about the proportions of digitisation done in house or through outsourcing revealed a 

strong tendency for almost all digitisation to be done in house. As Figures 4.3 and 4.4 and Table 4.1 

show, more than 60% of respondent organisations are doing more than 90% of their digitisation in 

house.  For those which do outsource, the proportion done though outsourcing typically accounts for 

less than 10% of the organisation’s digitisation activity.  Put another way, almost two-thirds of 

organisations are doing more than 90% of their digitisation in house.  Less than 10% of 

organisations outsource more than 90% of their digitisation.  Only six organisations (15%) outsource 

more than 50% of their digitisation. 

TABLE  4.1 PROPORTION OF DIGITISATION DONE INHOUSE/OUTSOURCED BY ORGANISATION 

 
 
Proportion of total 
digitisation work: 

Done in house  
 
Number of 
respondent 
organisations 

Outsourcing 
 
Number of 
respondent 
organisations 
 

<10% 2 15 
10-20% 1 5 
20-30% 2 1 
30-40% 0 1 
40-50% 0 1 
50-60% 1 0 
60-70% 1 1 
70-80% 3 3 
80-90% 4 0 
90-100% 24 2 
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Outsourced
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FIGURE 4.4 PROPORTION OF DIGITISATION DONE INHOUSE AND OUTSOURCED 

 

The use of shared facilities appears to be limited, with most organisations maintaining at least some 

in house capacity.  While this may be the most convenient solution for individual institutions, 

tackling the substantial backlog of digitisation still required to document and make visible all of the 

collections held by these organisations may require scale and collaboration across institutions, 

domains and jurisdictions.  As the complexity of digitisation increases, there will also be a growing 

need for highly developed skills which may necessitate further outsourcing or the implementation of 

shared facilities and expertise. 

In 2014, recognising these skills issues, National and State Libraries Australasia (NSLA) established 

a working group on digital skills, “drawing on expertise both within and outside of NSLA libraries to 

improve the digital skills of library staff, particularly those working with digital collections. Staff 

exchange programs, learning modules and workshops will be designed to build and share 

knowledge across NSLA libraries7.” 

 

Recommendations regarding skills:   

4.2.1 Undertake cost benefit analysis of opportunities for sharing skills across domains, and for 

more widespread outsourcing of collection digitization. 

4.2.2 Further identify the skills profiles required to support and sustain digitisation activities within 

cultural institutions and to provide ongoing training and support. 

 

7 http://www.nsla.org.au/projects/digital-skills 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%
Pr

op
or

tio
n 

of
 o

rg
an

is
at

io
ns

 

Proportion of digitisation done 

In house

Outsourced

Page 28 

 

                                                   

http://www.nsla.org.au/projects/digital-skills


National Arts and Culture Accord: Digital Technology survey 
 

  

 

Page 29 

 



National Arts and Culture Accord: Digital Technology survey 
 

4.3 Systems 

 

The current survey did not directly seek information about the IT systems used in digital delivery 

within individual institutions; however a number of respondents did make direct mention of systems 

and infrastructure issues as key barriers to achieving better outcomes in making their collections 

available digitally.  Several cited this as a reason for not undertaking an active digitisation program.  

In terms of technical standards for digitisation, a number indicated comprehensive in house 

standards were in place, particularly for libraries.  Others referred to industry or government 

standards.  There was no reference in the survey responses to the use of shared technical 

infrastructure or resources.  This is an area that might be profitably explored, as there are many 

benefits of establishing and maintaining infrastructure at scale, or in using an outsourced, shared 

services model. From the survey responses, it seems most institutions are operating their own 

systems infrastructure.  There was no mention of cloud-based solutions for storage of digitised 

resources, which is one area that could lend itself to a collaborative, cross institution, cross domain 

approach.  Given that many institutions have access to high speed Internet connections, cloud-

based storage of assets through private providers or government services such as AARNET 

(Australian Academic Research Network) should be evaluated at the domain and/or jurisdictional 

level.  It would be useful to ascertain what proportion of current digitisation expenditure is systems 

based and how that might be streamlined through collaborative and outsourcing arrangements. 

Just as there have been successful shared services models for material conservation work such as 

ArtLab in South Australia, a shared services model for bulk and specialist digitisation, digital 

preservation and digital storage should be costed and evaluated, particularly as new forms of more 

complex digitisation become commonplace 

 

Recommendations regarding systems: 

4.3.1 Engage domain peak bodies to develop greater sharing/standardisation of technical 

standards for the creation and storage of digital assets.  

4.3.2 Undertake cost benefit analysis of opportunities for sharing facilities across domains; and 

analyse investment required for shared systems and services. 
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4.4 Creation and curation 

 

One critical aspect of the digital distribution supply chain relates to the ways in which digital content 

is selected and described in the creation and curation processes of institutions.  This applies equally 

to digital assets that are created through a digitisation process and those that are born digital.  In 

seeking to establish an overview of current digital search capabilities, Questions 9- 11 of the survey 

sought information about the use of metadata to assist in search-based collection discovery. 

Initially, organisations were asked to nominate the guidelines or standards they use for collections 

metadata.  A mix of technical and terminological standards where cited.  Most organisations cited 

combinations of established international metadata standards and protocols (Dublin Core, Marc21, 

Library of Congress, OAIS, PREMIS, METS, RDA, SPECTRUM, Darwin Core, as well as Australian 

standards such as AGLS and other State based standards e.g. VERS).   Others referred to thesauri 

such as the Getty Art and Architecture Thesaurus (AAT) Australian Picture Thesaurus (APT) the 

Australian Schools Online Content Thesaurus (SCOT) and the Powerhouse Museum object 

thesaurus.  Some other standards also being used include ICOM-CIDOC for cataloguing works of art, 

Geoscience Australia’s gazetteer of Australian place names and a Biodiversity taxonomy.   Several 

made mention of local in-house standards and guidelines and a few noted that standards had yet to 

be applied to their collection records. 

Survey respondents were asked to identify the guidelines and standards they use in their digitisation 

programs.  This produced a wide diversity of responses.  Some referred to in house standards, 

others to domain specific ones. Some highlighted descriptive or preservation metadata standards, 

others made mention of discovery metadata standards (see Discoverability at 4.6 below). 

Generally, responses were made along the lines of domain- libraries nominated library standards, 

archives nominated archive standards and so on.  Some of the larger organisations have developed 

their own frameworks and guidelines.  There were a plethora of issues mentioned here: capture 

formats, copyright, metadata and thesauri- all of which have relevant standards at national and 

international levels.  Further work is required to map all of the areas where standards are being or 

might be applied.   

What is lacking in the responses is a sense of widely shared practice.  Most seem to report an 

institutionally specific blend of diverse standards adopted from elsewhere and developed into local 

practice.  A few have codified their body of standards and guidelines into what could be described as 

practice guidelines.  Many have adopted domain or government standards, or those from 
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international bodies.  There is enormous diversity and some consistencies here, but standards and 

guidelines in use seem to be determined and applied on an institution by institution basis. 

 

Clearly, there is some way to go before these standards are harmonised across Australia’s public 

collecting organisations.  The survey results show a high degree of awareness of cataloguing 

standards for collection metadata, but a greater heterogeneity in the use of standards that may well 

impede greater access, aggregation and reuse. As expected, each domain proceeds from its own 

professional traditions which are deeply entrenched in both systems and practices.  More needs to 

be done to align ( or ‘cross walk’) different domain standards in a way that will support greater 

distribution, discovery and utilisation of digital services and resources by end users.  Greater 

harmonisation of the standards shaping creation and curation practices is perhaps the first 

foundation for more integrated search and access capabilities.  There is significant expertise within 

the sector around these issues, but there need to be more attempts at standardising or at least 

harmonising standards across domains.   

 

Recommendations regarding creation and curation 

4.4.1 Engage domain peak bodies to develop greater sharing/standardisation of technical 

standards for descriptive metadata.  

 

4.5 Distribution 

 

Distribution systems provide the first link from institution to end users.  The core questions of the 

survey sought to identify the channels used to distribute digital content from the institutions and the 

overall volumes of available digital content by subject area and type of collection material.  The 

range of distribution channels utilised was also canvassed.  These questions enable us to baseline 

the amount of digital information available for distribution and the modes of distribution being used 

by institutions. 

In seeking to identify the distribution methods used for digital content by Australian GLAM 

institutions, the survey (Questions 12- 22) sought to establish what collections metadata and item 

level records are publicly accessible online, including breakdowns by subject area (e.g. Archaeology, 

Science and Technology) and by materials (e.g. Public Records, Sound recordings). 
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Distribution via a publicly accessible online collection database 

 

Firstly, survey participants were asked if their institution provides access to collection 

metadata/data8 for all or part of the collection via a publicly accessible online collection database.  

Of the 40 respondents 95% are, only 2 (5%) are not. 

 

FIGURE 4.5 ORGANISATIONS PROVIDING ACCESS TO COLLECTION METADATA VIA A PUBLICLY 

ACCESSIBLE ONLINE COLLECTION DATABASE 

 

A significant number, in fact a majority of respondents appear to have understood the question as 

asking about collections information generally (Ie, collection item records), not collections metadata 

specifically, so the information gathered on this question needs to be treated with caution. 

Of those that did provide access, 11 or one third of respondents indicated that between 90 and 

100% of their overall collection metadata was publicly accessible through an online collections 

database.  The other responses were evenly spread from 0-90%.  Some organisations did not 

provide an estimate of the proportions available.  Two indicated that they had no collection 

metadata available via a publicly accessible online collection database. 

Of the 34 organisations that indicated the proportion of collections data that was made available in 

this way, 13 had less than 50% of their collections metadata/data available through an online 

collections database.  Almost half of the survey participants (21 organisations) indicated that they 

had more than 50% available. 

 

8 In the survey responses, data about collections information (i.e. metadata) may be included as well as individual 
collection item data. 

Yes 95% 

No 5% 
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FIGURE 4.6 PROPORTION OF COLLECTIONS METADATA AVAILABLE VIA A PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE 

ONLINE COLLECTION DATABASE 

 

Organisations were asked to identify the availability of collection item records that were publicly 

accessible through an online collection database by collection focus area (subject or material) in 

terms of total number of items and as a percentage of the total collection items.  The complete data 

is provided in full in the Appendices, with summaries below. 

Volume and type of material made available via a publicly accessible online collection 

database 

Organisations were asked to identify the number of items made available through an online 

collection database. 231 separate collections were reported by the 40 organisations. Those with the 

greatest number of items were Public Records, Natural Science Materials and Public Library 

materials.  More than half of the collections reported held between 1,000- 100, 000 items. 
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FIGURE 4.7 NUMBER OF COLLECTIONS WITH METADATA AVAILABLE VIA A PUBLICLY 

ACCESSIBLE ONLINE COLLECTION DATABASE 

 

Of the 231 collections reported 60% were of collections comprising fewer than 10 000 items.  There 

were 18 collections where the number of items exceeded 1 million. Of these collections, those with 

the highest proportions of items publicly accessible through an online collections database were 

typically public library and art collections.  Those with the lowest proportion of items available 

included Archaeology, Indigenous Culture, Social History artefacts and Science and Technology.  The 

full tables are in the Appendices. 

Fewer collections (183 or 79%) were nominated as having additional digital elements such as 

images. The largest of the collections identified were public records and documentary photographs.  

When asked to identify the proportions of those collections with additional digital elements available 

through an online collections database, responses indicated the areas with the highest proportion of 

additional digital elements available were in the areas of Paintings (Documentary and Art) and 

Photographs (Art).  The lowest proportions were for Natural Science materials, Science and 

Technology and Sound Recordings.  Figures 5.4, 5.5 and 5.6 show the number of items available via 

an online database, and available with additional digital elements in relation to the number of items 

identified in the collection.  Each graph is for a different collection size to maintain scale. 

Please note that these charts are indicative only, providing scale rather than accurate numbers of 

items in public collections. 
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FIGURE 4.8 NUMBER OF COLLECTION ITEMS AVAILABLE VIA ONLINE DATABASES  AND WITH    
ADDITIONAL ELEMENTS AVAILABLE ONLINE, (Collections over 10m items) 

 
 

 

FIGURE 4.9 NUMBER OF COLLECTION ITEMS AVAILABLE VIA ONLINE DATABASES AND WITH 
ADDITIONAL ELEMENTS AVAILABLE ONLINE, (Collections 1-10m items) 
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FIGURE 4.10 NUMBER OF COLLECTION ITEMS AVAILABLE VIA ONLINE DATABASES AND WITH 
ADDITIONAL ELEMENTS AVAILABLE ONLINE, (Collections 1-10m items) 

 

 

 

This data shows that the collections with the greatest proportion of items available through an online 

collections database were Public Library materials, rare books, new media art, paintings (art) and 

photographs (art).  Those collections with the lowest proportion of items available through online 

collections databases were those in the area of Archaeology, Indigenous Culture, Science and 

Technology and Social History artefacts.  The full tables are in the Appendices. 

A further question asked participants what items are available through a publicly accessible online 

collection database with digitised elements such as an image of a painting/object or scan of a book. 

The responses are summarised in the figures and discussion below. Full data tables are in the 
Appendices. 
 
Fewer collections were nominated as having additional digital elements such as images.  There was 

a lower response rate to this question, with just 28 organisations responding. The largest of the 
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collections identified were Public Library materials, documentary photographs, social history 

materials and public records.  

When asked to identify the proportions of those collections with additional digital elements available 

through an online collections database, responses indicated the areas with the highest proportion of 

additional digital elements available were in the areas of paintings (art), social history and 

photographs (art).  The lowest proportions were for public records and natural science materials. 

 

Increasing access to collections information online  

 

Organisations were asked if there were plans to increase access to their collections via a publicly 

accessible online database.  97% of the organisations responding said ‘yes’.  Only one organisation 

responded ‘no’. 

FIGURE 4.11 PROPORTION OF ORGANISATIONS PLANNING TO EXTEND ACCESS TO COLLECTIONS 

VIA  A PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE ONLINE DATABASE 

 

 

Similarly, all those who responded when asked if they plan to include digitised elements (e.g. image 

of painting/object, scan of book) in addition to the collection metadata said ‘yes’. 

Respondents were asked to identify their key strategies to increase access to the collection via a 

publicly accessible online database and to identify barriers to increasing access to the collection 

data and to additional digitised elements such as images. 
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Strategies 

The strategies nominated to achieve an increase in the items accessible via an online collections 

database include planning and strategy development, implementation of software and systems, the 

development and application of standards, workflows and the implementation of new collections 

interfaces. Others discussed working in partnership with commercial, academic and community 

sectors. It is interesting to note these strategies demonstrate the integral connections between the 

dimensions of the diagnostic model proposed here.  

Barriers 

Respondents were asked to identify key barriers to increasing access from a multiple choice list.  

The most commonly cited were limited resources and cultural sensitivity of the collection material.  

Almost all respondents identified limited resource capability as a barrier to increasing access to their 

collections via a publicly accessible online database.  Other barriers nominated by respondents 

included copyright and licensing issues, age of IT software and hardware, quality of data and 

restricted access to records. 

 

FIGURE 4.12   BARRIERS TO INCREASING ACCESS TO THE COLLECTION VIA A PUBLICLY 

ACCESSIBLE   ONLINE DATABASE  

 

Respondents were also asked to identify the key barriers to increasing the number of digitised 

elements that are made available online.  A similar response resulted, with limited resource 

capability cited as the major barrier by all respondents. 
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FIGURE 4.13   BARRIERS TO MAKING DIGITISED ELEMENTS AVAILABLE ONLINE 

 

Other barriers cited include copyright, privacy and cultural sensitivities, as well as IT deficiencies. 

 

Availability of collection level metadata made available via a publicly accessible online 

collection database 

For some items, information is made available at the collection level rather than the item level. 

Respondents were asked if they make collection level metadata available online.  18 (45%) 

answered yes and 22 (55%) answered ‘no’. 

 

FIGURE 4.14   PROPORTION OF ORGANISATIONS MAKING COLLECTION-LEVEL METADATA 

AVAILABLE 

 

Respondents were asked to identify those collections by collection focus area for which collection 

level metadata was available.  The table overleaf shows the number of collections where collections 

level metadata is available online.  For example for the 12 Archaeology focused collections 

identified, seven have collections level metadata available online and five do not. 

Documentary photograph collections have the highest proportion of collections level metadata 

available online and new media art the lowest proportion. 
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FIGURE 4.15 AVAILABILITY OF COLLECTIONS LEVEL METADATA ONLINE BY COLLECTING AREA 

 

 

Of the 347 collections identified in responses to this question, those focused on Photographs 

(Documentary) were the most likely to have collections level metadata available.  New media art 

collections were the least likely to have collections level metadata available online.  For most 

collecting areas slightly more than half of the collections identified had collections level metadata 

available. 

Distribution channels used for collection records and metadata 

 

Respondents were asked to identify what distribution methods were used for making collection 

records and metadata available. Those that responded to this question indicated that the metadata 

is made available by a number of different means, the most popular being by Application 
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Programming Interface (API) and by Open Archives Initiative – Protocol for Metadata Harvesting (OAI-

PMH). 

The survey asked how machine readable metadata is made available. Of the 99 collections 

nominated in response: 

73 of those were made available using machine readable metadata, including 

28 made available via an API 

22 made available via an OAI- PMH protocol 

  2 made available by a Linked Open Data (LOD) standard and 

19 made available by other means. 

See table 7.6 in the Appendices for a full data table by collection focus area.  

 

By way of comparison, the ENUMERATE survey identified 7 main channels by which European GLAM 

institutions make their collections accessible online: 

• Institutional website; 

• National aggregator; 

• International aggregator (ie Europeana) 

• Other aggregator 

• Social media 

• Wikipedia 

• Institutional API 

• Third party API 

A follow up survey might adopt a similar categorisation for tracking and analysing distribution 

methods for Australia’s public collections information. 

 

Recommendations regarding distribution 

4.5.1 Engage domain peak bodies to develop greater sharing/standardisation of technical 

standards for reporting and tracking collection items and metadata records online.  

4.5.2 Evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of different digital distribution channels. 
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4.6 Discoverability 

 

As noted above under creation and curation (4.3) most organisations cited combinations of 

established international metadata standards and protocols.  At that stage we were concerned with 

descriptive metadata only.  In respect of discoverability we are concerned with discovery metadata, 

information used to help people and machines find and organize digital resources.  The survey 

revealed heterogenous use of discovery metadata standards among the surveyed institutions.   

Further work is required to establish awareness and use of discoverability techniques at the 

institutional level and to understand the effectiveness of current practices in ensuring discoverability 

at the user end. 

 

Recommendations regarding discoverability 

4.6.1 Engage domain peak bodies to develop greater sharing/standardisation of technical 

standards for discovery metadata.  

 

 

4.7 Interoperability 

 

Machine readable metadata enables the search engines and aggregation services that now 

dominate the Internet to locate and deliver digital content to end users.  The provision of machine-

readable metadata is essential for integrated searching across collection information from different 

organisations. The availability of machine- readable metadata was one key area of weakness 

identified in the survey. 

Respondent organisations were asked whether machine readable metadata was available for any 

part of the collection beyond the institution (e.g. via an API or OAI-PMH repository) 22 organisations 

(55% ) respondents) answered ‘yes’ and 18 (45%) answered ‘no’.   
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FIGURE 4.16 AVAILABILITY OF MACHINE-READABLE COLLECTIONS METADATA 

 

 

When asked for more detail on the nature of that machine-readable metadata, half of them (11 

organisations) indicated that more than 90% of their collection items had machine readable 

metadata available.  Those organisations and the other four with more than 50% of collection items 

with machine-readable metadata are clearly out in front of the other 25 organisations in making 

their records accessible for harvesting and aggregation. 

 

FIGURE 4.17 PROPORTION OF COLLECTION ITEMS WITH MACHINE-READABLE METADATA 
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Respondents were also asked to report on the availability of machine-readable metadata by 

collection size and collection focus area.  Of the 99 collections nominated with machine-readable 

collection metadata by those respondents, the collection size was typically 1 000 – 100 000 items.  

Public library materials, public records and natural science materials and photographs- documentary 

figured most prominently amongst these collections with machine-readable metadata.   

Respondents were asked to indicate at what level collection metadata was being made available. Of 

the 19 respondents to this question, most indicated that collection metadata was made available at 

both the item and collection level. 

Organisations were also asked whether they planned to increase access to machine readable 

metadata relating to its collections, 83% responded that they were. 

 

FIGURE 4.18 ORGANISATIONS PLANNING TO INCREASE MACHINE-READABLE METADATA 

 

 

Asked to indicate whether future additional machine-readable metadata would be at the item or 

collection level, most indicated it would be both. 

 

FIGURE 4.19 LEVEL OF AVAILABILITY FOR FUTURE MACHINE-READABLE METADATA 
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Strategies 

The key strategies identified for increasing the amount of machine-readable metadata made 

available include releasing an API, actively contributing to linked open data projects, implementing 

enhancements to online collection database interfaces, the development and implementation of a 

digital strategy, recruiting additional resources to improve data quality, including the use of 

‘crowdsourced’ volunteers,  improving internal workflows and staff training. 

When asked to identify the key barriers to increasing the amount of machine-readable metadata 

that is available 95% of respondents cited limited resource capacity as the major impediment.  

 

FIGURE 4.20 KEY BARRIERS TO INCREASING THE AMOUNT OF MACHINE-READABLE METADATA 

THAT IS MADE AVAILABLE  

 

 

A range of collaborative content sharing initiatives such as GovHack9 and the Humanities Networked 

Infrastructure Project (HUNI)10 were identified as drivers for making more collections metadata 

available.   

 

Recommendations regarding interoperability 

4.7.1 Further identify ways to increase the use of machine-readable metadata. 

9 http://www.govhack.org/ 
10 https://huni.net.au/#/search 
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4.7.2 Encourage all collecting institutions to engage with or develop collaborative cross institution 

/ domain / jurisdiction open data initiatives. 

4.7.3 Further support API (Application Programming Interfaces) development for making collections 

data more easily available.  

 

4.8 Access  

 

One area not directly addressed in the survey questions, but evident in a number of responses are 

the ways in which content is made accessible. Further analysis is required to assess any barriers to 

access experienced by current and potential end users.  When asked if the institution was aware of 

an unmet demand for better digital access to collection metadata, 75% of respondents (30 

organisations) answered ‘yes’.  Only 10 organisations (25% of respondents) answered ‘no’. 

Three-quarters of respondents agreed that there was an unmet need for better digital access to 

collections metadata. 

When asked what feedback they had received about unmet demand for better digital access to 

collection metadata 25 organisations provided a response.  Of those which did respond, most cited 

increased user demand for online access to information, including images and data, request for 

higher resolution images and for more discovery and exploration tools.  A number observed a 

growing gap between user expectations based on experience with other websites and what they are 

able to offer.  Other users mentioned were researchers and other staff within the organisation. 

 

FIGURE 4.21   IS THE INSTITUTION AWARE OF AN UNMET DEMAND FOR BETTER DIGITAL ACCESS 

TO COLLECTION METADATA? 

 

Yes 75% 

No 25% 
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When asked to anticipate future needs to digitise collection items, respondents indicated a strong 

commitment to continuing and extending their digitisation programs for collection items.  Many 

mentioned the importance of continuing digitisation of collection materials to increase online access 

and also to support preservation and conservation objectives.  Growing user demand for online 

access and a desire to create digital experiences and programming is also driving future plans.  A 

number of organisations are wrestling with the challenges of digitising items with more complex 

formats, particularly audio-visual material and images at very high resolutions.  Others are beginning 

to look at the opportunities of newer digitising technologies such as 3D scanning. For some 

digitisation has become a routine part of the acquisition process.  None of the respondents 

anticipated a slowdown in the need for digitisation, but many expressed concern about how to 

resource both an existing backlog and anticipated growth in future requirements. 

Recommendations regarding access 

4.8.1 Further investigate the accessibility of collections information made available online. 

4.8.2 Implement uniform accessibility standards for collections content such as those from the 

World Wide Web Consortium (W3C) 11.  

 

4.9 Utilisation 

 

Utilisation of digital content and services by end users was not directly addressed in the survey. In 

particular, the survey did not collect evidence about user outcomes arising from their discovery and 

use of collections information  It is however, critical to evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of 

the digital capabilities of publicly-owned collecting organisations.  There are some useful models 

such as the UK’s Culture 24 action research project Get Real12 that might be used as a starting 

point for further Australian research.   

The survey did address one of the persistent barriers to utilisation, licensing regimes for the sharing 

and re-use of digital content. 

Respondents were asked to indicate what licensing they used on the collections metadata they 

made available online.   The 16 respondents to this question (40% of participants) indicated that 

11 http://www.w3.org/ 
12 http://weareculture24.org.uk/projects/action-research/ 
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most of them have adopted Creative Commons (CC) licensing for their collections metadata.  A few 

mention copyright restrictions of owners and creators, most have adopted a CC-BY (attribution) or 

CC-BY-SA (Attribution-Share Alike) regime for their metadata, with a number opting for the least 

restrictive CC licence (CC0). 

 

Collection focus area Responses Licences used 
Archaeology 4 CC- BY, CC-BY-SA 
Decorative Arts 2 CC- BY, Copyright for some works 
Indigenous Arts 2 In copyright works, licenced by owner; CC-BY-SA 
Indigenous Culture 5 CC- BY, Copyright, CC-BY-SA, community restrictions 
Moving Images 3 CC- BY, CC-BY-SA 
Natural Science 
Materials 

6 CC0 for specimen records, CC-BY on metadata, CC-
BY-NC-SA,  

New Media Art 1 CC0 
Paintings – Art 1 CC0 
Paintings – 
Documentary 

3 CC-BY-SA, in copyright works licence by owner 

Photographs – Art 2 CC-BY-SA, in copyright works licence by owner 
Photographs – 
Documentary 

6 CC-BY-SA, CC-BY, in copyright works licence by owner 

Public Library Materials 9 CC-BY-SA, None 
Public Records 5 CC-BY, CC0, None 
Rare Books 4 CC-BY-SA, CC0 
Science and 
Technology 

1 CC-BY 

Social History Archives 3 CC- BY, CC-BY-SA 
Social History Artefacts 3 CC- BY, CC-BY-SA 
Sound Recordings 4 CC-BY-SA, CC-BY, in copyright works licence by 

owner, none 
Textiles/Fashion 3 CC- BY, CC-BY-SA, Copyright for some works 
3D/Sculpture 0  
Works on Paper 5 CC-BY, CC-BY-SA, no restrictions, variable according 

to donor agreement 
 

In order to promote more consistent use of Creative Commons licensing, National and State 

Libraries Australasia (NSLA) released their Creative Commons procedural guidelines in January 

2015.13  New standards for open licensing of Government content such as  the UK’s Open 

Government licence14 should also be explored. 

13http://www.nsla.org.au/sites/www.nsla.org.au/files/publications/NSLA.Copyright_Creative_Commons_Guideline

s_Jan15.pdf 

http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3/ 
14  
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Recommendations regarding access 

4.9.1 Undertake further research to identify 

• utilisation of digital collections,  

• key markets and users,  

• barriers to access, and 

• reach and impact  

4.9.2 Develop and implement national cross domain procedural guidelines for the application of 

Creative Commons licensing as a preferred licensing option, unless special circumstances 

apply.  
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5. Assessment of strengths and weaknesses using the 

benchmarking framework   

Using the survey findings the following assessment of the strengths and weaknesses in current 

digital capabilities and practice within Australia’s public collecting organisations, might be 

represented as follows using the proposed benchmarking framework. 

 

 

Strategic commitment: 

< 5/10 due to limited evidence of strategic commitment and resourcing . 

 

Skills:  

6/10.  Heavy reliance on in house skills may be limiting efficiency and effectiveness. 

 

Systems: 

5/10.   Heavily reliant on local IT solutions which may limit efficiency and reduce cost effectiveness. 
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Creation and curation: 

4/10.  Much more work is required to ensure that standards for creating and curating digital assets 

are consistently applied. 

 

Distribution: 

7/10.  Successful in providing online access to large numbers of collection records, usually via 

institutional websites. 

 

Discoverability: 

5/10.  Further work required to identify use of discoverability standards and tools. 

 

Interoperability: 

4/10  Use of machine readable metadata is still limited. 

 

Access: 

5/10.  Further work is required to assess the standards and effectiveness for accessibility of 

content. 

 

Utilisation: 

6/10.  Widespread adoption of open licensing standards, but further work is required on national 

consistency in their application. 

The adoption of a benchmarking tool, such as the above diagnostic models, would enable 

monitoring digital practice and achievement over time in order to advance national progress and 

collaboration. 

Recommendation regarding benchmarking 

5.1 Implement a national standard and system for reporting on and benchmarking digital 

activities within publicly funded collecting organisations.  
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6. Survey data tables 

TABLE 6.1  TOTAL NUMBER OF COLLECTIONS WITH ITEMS AVAILABLE THROUGH AN ONLINE 
COLLECTION DATABASE 

 Number of items in collection  
 
Collection  
Focus Area 

<100 
items 
 

100 - 
999  

1,000 
9,999  

10k – 
100k  

100k- 
1m  

1m- 
10m  

10m- 
100m 

>100m Total 
number of 
collections 

Archaeology 2 1 2 4 0 1 0 0 10 
Decorative Arts 2 2 3 3 0 0 0 0 10 
Indigenous Arts 2 2 8 0 0 0 0 0 12 
Indigenous 
Culture 

1 1 3 5 1 1 0 0 12 

Moving Images 4 2 6 1 2 0 0 0 15 
Natural Science 
Materials 

1 0 0 1 3 3 0 0 8 

New Media Art 2 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 
Paintings – Art 2 5 7 1 0 0 0 0 15 
Paintings – 
Documentary 

1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 

Photographs – 
Art 

1 1 5 2 0 0 0 0 9 

Photographs – 
Documentary 

1 0 1 9 5 1 0 0 17 

Public Library 
Materials 

0 0 1 7 2 5 0 0 15 

Public Records 0 1 0 1 2 4 2 0 10 
Rare Books 2 3 7 1 0 0 0 0 13 
Science and 
Technology 

0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 

Social History 
Archives 

1 1 2 1 3 0 0 0 8 

Social History 
Artefacts 

2 0 1 6 1 0 0 0 10 

Sound 
Recordings 

2 1 5 2 1 0 0 0 11 

Textiles/Fashion 3 3 3 1 0 0 0 0 10 
3D/Sculpture 5 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 13 
Works on Paper 1 1 7 5 2 1 0 0 17 
TOTAL  35 36 68 52 22 16 2 0 231 
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TABLE 6.2  PROPORTIONS OF ITEMS AVAILABLE THROUGH AN ONLINE COLLECTION DATABASE 

 

Areas/ Materials <10% 10-
20% 

20-
30% 

30-
40% 

40-
50% 

50-
60% 

60-
70% 

70-
80% 

80-
90% 

90-
100% 

Archaeology 56% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 11% 11% 22% 0% 
Decorative Arts 22% 0% 22% 0% 0% 0% 11% 0% 0% 44% 
Indigenous Arts 30% 10% 0% 0% 0% 10% 10% 10% 0% 30% 
Indigenous 
Culture 

55% 0% 0% 0% 18% 9% 9% 0% 0% 9% 

Moving Images 36% 0% 0% 7% 0% 0% 14% 14% 0% 29% 
Natural Science 
Materials 

0% 13% 13% 13% 0% 0% 38% 0% 13% 13% 

New Media Art 13% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 13% 50% 
Paintings – Art 36% 0% 0% 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 55% 
Paintings – 
Documentary 

33% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 33% 0% 33% 0% 

Photographs – 
Art 

14% 0% 0% 14% 14% 0% 0% 0% 14% 43% 

Photographs – 
Documentary 

20% 27% 7% 0% 7% 0% 7% 13% 0% 20% 

Public Library 
Materials 

7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 14% 7% 71% 

Public Records 33% 0% 11% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 22% 22% 
Rare Books 18% 9% 0% 0% 0% 9% 9% 0% 0% 55% 
Science and 
Technology 

50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 50% 0% 0% 0% 

Social History 
Archives 

33% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 17% 0% 33% 

Social History 
Artefacts 

44% 22% 0% 11% 0% 0% 11% 11% 0% 0% 

Sound 
Recordings 

22% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 33% 11% 0% 22% 

Textiles/Fashion 0% 14% 0% 0% 14% 0% 29% 14% 0% 29% 

3D/Sculpture 33% 8% 0% 8% 0% 0% 8% 0% 8% 33% 
Works on Paper 40% 7% 0% 0% 0% 14% 0% 21% 0% 21% 
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TABLE 6.3  TOTAL NUMBER OF ITEMS AVAILABLE WITH ADDITIONAL DIGITAL ELEMENTS 
THROUGH AN ONLINE COLLECTION DATABASE 
 

 
Collection  
Focus Area 

<100 
items 

100 - 
999  

1,000 
9,999  

10k – 
100k  

100k- 
1m  

1m- 
10m  

10m- 
100m 

>100m Total 
number 

reported  

Archaeology 2  2 3  1   8 
Decorative Arts 2 2 1 2     7 
Indigenous Arts 2 3 5      10 
Indigenous Culture 1 2 1 3 1 1   9 
Moving Images 3 2 3 1 2    11 
Natural Science 
Materials 

1    2 3   6 

New Media Art 2 5 1      8 
Paintings – Art 3 3 4 1     11 
Paintings – 
Documentary 

1 3       4 

Photographs – Art 1 1 3 2     7 
Photographs – 
Documentary 

1  1 7 4  1  14 

Public Library 
Materials 

 1  6 2 4   13 

Public Records   1 1 2 3 2  9 
Rare Books 2 2 6 1     11 
Science and 
Technology 

   1     1 

Social History 
Archives 

1 1 1 2 3    8 

Social History 
Artefacts 

2  1 3 1 1   8 

Sound Recordings 2 1 3 2 1    9 
Textiles/ 
Fashion 

2 2 3      7 

3D/Sculpture 4  3      7 
Works on Paper 1 1 6 4 2 1   15 
TOTAL 33 29 45 39 20 14 3  183 
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TABLE 6.4  PROPORTIONS OF ITEMS WITH ADDITIONAL DIGITAL ELEMENTS AVAILABLE 

THROUGH AN ONLINE COLLECTION DATABASE 

 

Areas/ Materials <10% 10-
20% 

20-
30% 

30-
40% 

40-
50% 

50-
60% 

60-
70% 

70-
80% 

80-
90% 

90-
100% 

Archaeology 71%   29%       
Decorative Arts 17% 33% 17%   17%    17% 
Indigenous Arts 38% 38%   13%     13% 
Indigenous Culture 75% 13%        13% 
Moving Images 78%  11%       11% 
Natural Science 
Materials 100%          

New Media Art 67% 17% 17%        
Paintings – Art 22% 11%   22%   33% 11%  
Paintings – 
Documentary 33%  33%       33% 

Photographs – Art 20% 20%   20%   20% 20%  
Photographs – 
Documentary 54% 23%   8%  8%   8% 

Public Library 
Materials 75% 8% 8%       8% 

Public Records 100%          
Rare Books 70% 10%    10%    10% 
Science and 
Technology 100%          

Social History 
Archives 71%        14% 14% 

Social History 
Artefacts 57% 14%  14%      14% 

Sound Recordings 88% 13%         
Textiles/Fashion 40%    40%   20%   
3D/Sculpture 33% 17%  17% 17%    17% 0% 
Works on Paper 46% 8% 8%  8% 23%    8% 
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TABLE 6.5 NUMBER  OF COLLECTIONS WITH MACHINE READABLE METADATA BY COLLECTION 

SIZE AND COLLECTION AREA FOCUS  

 

 <100 
items 

100 - 
999  

1,000 
- 
9,999  

10k - 
100k 

100k- 
1m 

1m- 
10m 

10m- 
100m 

>100M  Total  

Archaeology 1 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 5 
Decorative Arts 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 
Indigenous Arts 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 
Indigenous Culture 0 0 1 3 1 1 0 0 6 
Moving Images 0 2 3 1 0 0 0 0 6 
Natural Science 
Materials 

1 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 6 

New Media Art 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Paintings – Art 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 
Paintings – 
Documentary 

0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Photographs – Art 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 
Photographs – 
Documentary 

0 0 1 4 4 1 0 0 10 

Public Library 
Materials 

0 0 0 4 2 5 0 0 11 

Public Records 0 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 5 
Rare Books 1 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 7 
Science and 
Technology 

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Social History 
Archives 

0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 

Social History 
Artefacts 

0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 4 

Sound Recordings 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 4 
Textiles/Fashion 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
3D/Sculpture 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 
Works on Paper 0 0 4 3 1 0 0 0 8 

 
TOTAL 

 
5 

 
12 

 
31 

 

 
25 

 
13 

 
13 

 
0 

 
0 

 
99 
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TABLE 6.6  METHODS USED FOR MAKING COLLECTIONS METADATA AVAILABLE BY COLLECTION 

FOCUS AREA  

 Total 
collection
s  

Machine 
readable 
metadata 

Available 
by API 

Available 
by OAI-
PMH 

Available 
by LOD 

Available 
by other 
means 

       
Archaeology 5 4 2 1 0 0 
Decorative Arts 3 2 1 1 0 1 
Indigenous Arts 4 2 1 0 0 1 
Indigenous Culture 6 3 1 1 0 0 
Moving Images 6 4 1 2 0 0 
Natural Science Materials 6 6 4 1 1 2 
New Media Art 1 1 1 0 0 1 
Paintings – Art 3 1 0 1 0 0 
Paintings – Documentary 3 3 2 1 0 1 
Photographs – Art 3 2 1 0 0 1 
Photographs – 
Documentary 

10 8 2 4 0 1 

Public Library Materials 11 9 4 2 1 5 
Public Records 5 4 0 2 0 0 
Rare Books 7 5 2 2 0 1 
Science and Technology 1 1 0 0 0 0 
Social History Archives 3 3 1 1 0 1 
Social History Artefacts 4 3 1 1 0 0 
Sound Recordings 4 3 0 1 0 0 
Textiles/Fashion 3 2 1 0 0 1 
3D/Sculpture 3 2 1 0 0 1 
Works on Paper 8 5 2 1 0 2 
 
TOTAL 
 

 
99 

 
73 

 
28 

 
22 

 
2 

 

 
19 
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TABLE 6.7  AVAILABILITY OF MACHINE-READABLE METADATA FOR COLLECIONS BY AREA OF 

FOCUS  

 

Collections Collection-level 
metadata 
available 

/accessed 

Item-level 
metadata 
available/ 
accessed 

Collection and 
item-level 
metadata 
available/ 
accessed 

N/A Total 

Archaeology 1 0 3 2 6 
Decorative Arts 0 1 1 2 4 
Indigenous Arts 1 0 2 1 4 
Indigenous Culture 1 0 4 2 7 
Moving Images 1 1 2 2 6 
Natural Science 
Materials 

0 2 4 1 7 

New Media Art 0 0 1 2 3 
Paintings – Art 1 2 1 0 4 
Paintings – Documentary 0 0 1 2 3 
Photographs – Art 0 0 3 2 5 
Photographs – 
Documentary 

1 4 6 0 11 

Public Library Materials 1 5 4 1 11 
Public Records 3 1 0 1 5 
Rare Books 0 3 2 2 7 
Science and Technology 1 0 0 1 2 

Social History Archives 2 0 2 1 5 

Social History Artefacts 1 0 2 2 5 

Sound Recordings 1 1 3 1 6 

Textiles/Fashion 0 0 2 2 4 
3D/Sculpture 1 0 1 1 3 
Works on Paper 2 1 4 1 8 
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ATTACHMENT A:     

List of respondent organisations by jurisdiction and self-nominated domain/s. 

 

ACT Heritage Library ACT Library/Archive * 
Araluen Arts Centre NT Gallery  
Art Gallery of NSW NSW Gallery * 
Art Gallery of South Australia SA Gallery * 
Art Gallery of WA WA Gallery * 
Arts Centre Melbourne VIC Museum * 
Australian Centre for the Moving Image VIC Gallery/Archive/Museum * 
Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander Studies Commonwealth Library/Archive * 
Australian Museum NSW Museum * 
Australian National Maritime Museum Commonwealth Museum * 
Australian War Memorial Commonwealth Gallery/Library/Archive/Museum * 
Carrick Hill SA Museum  
History SA SA Museum * 
Museum and Art Gallery of the Northern 
Territory NT Museum * 
Museum Contemporary Art Australia NSW Museum  
Museum of Applied Arts & Sciences 
(Powerhouse Museum) NSW Museum * 
Museum of Australian Democracy at Old 
Parliament House Commonwealth Museum * 
Museum Victoria VIC Museum * 
National Archives of Australia Commonwealth Archive * 
National Film and Sound Archive of Australia Commonwealth Archive * 
National Gallery of Australia Commonwealth Gallery * 
National Gallery of Victoria VIC Gallery * 
National Library of Australia Commonwealth Library * 
National Museum of Australia Commonwealth Museum * 
National Portrait Gallery Commonwealth Gallery * 
Northern Territory Archives Service NT Archive * 
Northern Territory Library NT Library * 
Public Record Office Victoria VIC Archive * 
Queensland Art Gallery / Gallery of Modern 
Art QLD Gallery * 
Queensland Museum QLD Museum * 
Queensland State Archives QLD Archive * 
South Australian Museum SA Museum * 
State Library of New South Wales NSW Library * 
State Library of Queensland QLD Library * 
State Library of South Australia SA Library * 
State Library of Victoria VIC Library * 
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State Library of Western Australia WA Library * 
State Records Authority of NSW NSW Archive * 
State Records of South Australia SA Archive * 
State Records Office of Western Australia WA Archive * 
Sydney Opera House NSW Other  
Tasmanian Archive and Heritage Office 
(TAHO) TAS Gallery/Library/Archive/Museum * 
Tasmanian Museum and Art Gallery TAS Gallery/Museum * 
Territory Records Office / Archives ACT ACT Archive  
Western Australian Museum WA Museum * 

 

 

Note:  * organisations included in data analysis. 
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ATTACHMENT B: Survey Questions 

 

Survey questions 

1. Which institution does this survey relate to?  

2. Which domain does the institution fall under? Select more than one if applicable.  

3. Does the institution have an active digitisation program for collection items? 

4. What determines the priorities for digitisation of collection items (where 1 = very low or no 

priority, and 6 = very high priority)? 

5. What guidelines or standards are used for digitisation? 

6. Is the digitisation done in house, or outsourced? If both, please provide a percentage. 

7. If the institution does not have an active digitisation program, what are the key reasons? 

8. Does the institution anticipate a future need to digitise collection items? Please elaborate. 

9. What guidelines or standards are used for collection metadata?  

10. Is the institution aware of an unmet demand for better digital access to collection metadata? 

11. Please outline any feedback received about the unmet demand.  

12. Does the institution provide access to collection metadata for all or part of the collection via 

a publicly accessible online collection database?  

13. What percentage of the overall collection metadata is available via a publicly accessible 

online collection database? 

14. For each collection focus area listed below, please specify the total number of items in each 

focus area and the percentage of these item records that are available via a publicly 

accessible online collection database. 

Note 1: Use your discretion to best fit the collection to these focus areas. If a collection focus 

area is not represented in the institution's collection, leave that field blank. If you wish to 

comment on the way that you have interpreted the institution's collection in relation to the 

list below, please provide details in the box following the list.  

Note 2: For collection items catalogued as a series or deposit lot, provide a percentage and 

number where applicable.  

15. For each collection focus area, please specify the total number of items in each focus area, 

and the percentage of collection items with digitised elements (e.g. image of painting/object, 

scan of book) available on the publicly accessible online collection database. 

Note: Use your discretion to best fit the collection to these focus areas. If a collection focus 

area is not represented in the institution's collection, leave that field blank.  
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16. Does the institution plan to increase access to its collection via a publicly accessible online 

database?  

17. Will this include digitised elements (e.g. image of painting/object, scan of book) in addition to 

the collection metadata?  

18. What are the key strategies to achieving this?  

19. What are the key barriers, if any, to increasing access to the collection via a publicly 

accessible online database? Please select as many as applicable. 

20. What are the key barriers, if any, to increasing the number of digitised elements that are 

made available online.  Please select as many as applicable.  

21. Does the institution make collection-level metadata about its collection as a whole available 

online?  

22. For each collection focus area, specify if collection-level metadata are available online for 

some or all of that focus area. Note: Use your discretion to best fit the collection to these 

focus areas. If a collection focus area is not represented in the institution's collection, leave 

that field blank.  

23. Is machine-readable metadata made available for any part of the collection beyond the 

institution (e.g. via an API or OAI-PMH repository)?  

24. What percentage of the overall collection items has machine-readable metadata?  

25. Please provide details of the item-level machine-readable metadata, according to collection 

focus area. 

Note: Use your discretion to best fit the collection to these focus areas. If a collection focus 

area is not represented in the institution's collection, leave that field blank.  

26. Please list the known aggregators or users of machine-readable metadata (e.g. Trove), and 

specify the level of metadata for each collection focus area. 

Note: Use your discretion to best fit the collection to these focus areas. If a collection focus 

area is not represented in the institution's collection, leave that field blank.  

27. What licensing conditions are placed on the available machine-readable metadata for each 

applicable collection focus area?  

Note: Use your discretion to best fit the collection to these focus areas. If a collection focus 

area is not represented in the institution's collection, leave that field blank.  

28. Does the institution plan to increase access to machine-readable metadata relating to its 

collections?  

29. What level will the machine-readable metadata be at?  

30. What are the key strategies to achieving this?  

31. What are the key barriers, if any, to increasing the amount of machine-readable metadata 

that is made available beyond the institution?  
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32. If you have anything further you wish to add about digitisation activity and digital search 

capability, please do so.  

33. Please provide examples of up to 3 current or recent projects that you think demonstrate 

excellence in the use of digital innovation to deliver programming and services.  

Please include a couple of paragraphs describing the project, why it demonstrates 

excellence, links to any online information about it, and outline how the project relates to one 

or more of the following: • Education; • Cultural tourism;• Community driven projects 

(where the community either visits the institution, or the institution goes out to the 

community); • Research and innovation;• Audience development; and• Market 

development.  

34. Please outline any digital technologies/potential projects that you think represent significant 

opportunities for the collections sector to consolidate and build on its contribution to 

Australia’s cultural capital and creative industries.  

35. If you have anything further you wish to add on digital innovation activities, please do so. 
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