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A Primer on Maturity Models
(concept)

A Maturity Model is a technique that is proved
to be valuable to measure a certain aspect of
an organisation. It represents a path towards

Increasingly organised and systematic way of
“doing things” Iin organisations.




A Primer on Maturity Models
(maturity concept)

Typically, maturity models are staged models that consist of a set of maturity

levels (the number of maturity levels is specific to each model). Each maturity
level can be decomposed into:

(1) Dimensions and sub-dimensions;
(2) Elements;
(3) Attributes; etc.

Usually, the result of a maturity model is a single maturity level.




A Primer on Maturity Models

(metaphor)

Using the “driving” abllity of a human being

Level 1

No precise
direction,
several
accidents ...

Level 3
Licensed to Automatic
drive but driving
limited to a instincts
“young (velocity,
driver” braking
insurance distance,
obstacle

avoidance, ...)

Driving
metrics in
place (impact
of trajectory
divergence,
weather, ...)

e o i

Level 5

Performance
Innovation (new
technology in
tyres,
aerodynamics,
fuel, ...)
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A Primer on Maturity Models
(example)

Focus on continuous Optimizing
process improvement

Quantitatively

Process measured and
Managed

controlled

Process characterized for
the organization and is
proactive

Defined

Process characterized for
projects and is often
reactive

Managed

Process unpredictable,
poorly controlled, and
reactive

Initial

(D. M. Ahern, A. Clouse, R. Turner. “CMMI Destilled: A Pratical Introduction to Integrated Process Improvement, Third Edition”. Addson Wesley Professional, 2008.)
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A Primer on Maturity Models
(history)

* In 1974 R. L. Nolan proposed four stages of
growth for the IT department

* Nolan’s work was then adopted and further
developed by several authors:

 McFarlan — Phases of assimilation based on
Nolan’s work;

« Sullivan — Reviewed McFarlan’s Model;
 Earl — Based on Sullivan’s Model;

» Galliers — Based on Earl’'s Model.

Stages of growth:

(1) Initiation...

(2) Expansion...

(3) Formalisation and...
(4) Maturity

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4
Cost-reduction accounting Proliferation of applications Moratorium on new appli- Data-base applications
applications in all functional areas cations; emphasis on

control

Payroll Cash flow
Accounts receivable General ledger
Accounts payable Budgeting

Capital budgeting

Billing

(Source: C. F. Gibson, R. L. Nolan, "Managing the Four Stages of EDP Growth®)
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A Primer on Maturity Models
(capabllity concept)

« Concept: Capability Maturity Models (Continuous Models)

» Consist of a set of capability levels (capability = what things can we
do...);

« Relevant for “process maturity” (process = established rules for how
should we do things ...).

In capability maturity models the result is a series of capability levels, one
for each capability being assessed.




A Primer on Maturity Models
capability concept — example)

AIMING FOR DIGITAL
MARKETING EXCELLENCE

Digital
Capability

A. Strategic
Approach

B. Performance
Improvement
Process

C. Management
Buy-in

D. Resourcing
and
Structure

E. Data
and
Infrastructure

F. Integrated
Customer
Communications

G. Integrated
Customer
Experience

ONE. Initial

No strategy

No KPls

Limited

No specific skills

Limited / no
customer database

Not integrated

Website not integrated

TWO. Managed

Prioritised marketing
activities

Volume-based
KPIs

Verbal support, but
inadequate resourcing

Core skills centralised or
agencies

Separate data, tools
and IT services

Core push activities
synchronised

Desktop and mobile
support, not personalized

“Developing \
capability”

Take your digital marketing to the next level with our
capability assessment. Use our visual checklist to audit
how well your business or clients are exploiting their digital
marketing and then plan how to take it to the next level.

THREE. Defined

Defined vision and
strategy

Quality-based KPIs
‘Last click’ attribution

Sponsorship and
increased investment

Centralised hub and spoke
Dedicated resources

Partially integrated
systems and data

Integrated inbound
approach

Partially personalized
desktop and mobile
experience

“Competent average
capability”

Business-aligned
strategy and roadmap

Value-based KPls
Weighted attribution

Active championing and
approriate investment

Decentralisation and
reskilling

Integrated systems
and 360° data sources

Integrated, Personalised,
Paid-Owned-Earned
media

Integrated, Personalized
web, mobile, email and

social media

FOUR. Quantified

Oz

FIVE. Optimized

Agile strategic
approach

Lifetime-value KPIs

Integral part of
strategy development

Balanced blend of
marketing skills

Flexible approach to
optimize resources

Media optimized for ROI
and to maximize CLV

Full contexual personalized
experiences and
recommendations

“Market leading
capability”

(Source: http://www.smartinsights.com/solution/digital-transformation/attachment/digital-marketing-capabilities-model/)
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A Primer on Maturity Models
(motivation)

1. It allows for flexible performance monitoring;

2. Can help identify areas where organisations are not operating as
desired,;

3. Allows to determine strategies that can improve their operation and
processes;

4. Emphasises learning and improvement;

5. By identifying the current maturity level, the model can reveal what
needs to change to move to the next level.

10
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A Primer on Maturity Models
(assessment)

A maturity assessment can be performed:
1. As a self-assessment;

2. Following an appraisal method such as:
a) ISO/IEC TS 33030:2017 — An exemplar documented assessment

Process;
b) SEI SCAMPI for CMMI:
I. CMMI stands for Capability Maturity Model Integration;
. SCAMPI stands for Standard CMMI Appraisal Method for
Process Improvement.

c) ...

11




A Primer on Maturity Models
(conclusion)

The eArchiving Capability Maturity Model (eACMM):
1. Is a Capability Maturity Model (Continuous model);

2. Has a self-assessment method.

12
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(Introduction)

The eArchiving Capability Maturity Model expresses a path towards an
Increasingly organised and systematic way of deploying digital archiving and
preservation capabilities in organisations.

Optimizing

Quantitatively
Managed

Defined
Initial Managed

Information Value

>

Stages of Long-term Information Accessibility Maturity

|
[
1
Information ! | : I
at Risk l : !
Archival is informal and Basic Archival Archival Process Archival Process Continuous Archival
Focus : ! I N
Adhoc ' Management I Standardization 1Quantitative Managementt Process Management
N . B
Result "= Quality / Highesti Low Quality / HighRisk 1 Medium Quality/ 1 Higher Quality / Low 1Highest Quality / Lowest
Risk : ' MediumRisk ! Risk ' Risk
*
European
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(domain positioning)

14

IT Governance

Process
Management

Software Engineering
Risk Management

Data Management

Information Governance

Records Management

Digital Preservation

eACMM
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(development strategy)

Domain SO 14721 NORTELE ISO 20652
. 1ISO 15489
Requirements “Cosos. (OAIS) (TRAC) (PAIMAS) Revords Monagement CoreTrustSeal

2020

eArchiving
Reference

eArchiving Capability

Maturity Model

Architecture

COBI Tz

IT Specific Requirements

Maturity ST\
Model Iso
Development
NS

Foundations

ISO/IEC

&

CMMI

Capability Maturity
9001:2015 Model Integration

33000
Family

Il The Open Group Series

Open,

29 ArchiMate®
3.2 Specificaton
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(capabilities)

eArchiving Capability Maturity Model

1

Producer

ﬁ

Pre-Ingest

SIP

16

Descriptive
Informa

o\

Preservation Planning

Data

Management

Archival

Storage and
Preservation

Archival Solution

Descriptive
mation

IP
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(capabillities)

* Ingest: “(...) covers archival activities of creating the archival information package (AIP) from the submission
information package (SIP).”

« Archival Storage and Preservation: “(...) services and functions used for the storage and retrieval of Archival
Information Packages.”

« Data Management: “(...) collection of independent processes that aim to manipulate the descriptive metadata (and
in some implementations the inner structure of the AIP) theoretically resulting in a new manifestation or new version
of the AIP.”

« Access: ‘(...) covers the activities of requesting and creating the Dissemination Information Package (DIP) from the
AIP.”

* Preservation and Accessibility Planning: “(...) provides the services and functions for monitoring the environment
of the OAIS and which provides recommendations and preservation plans to ensure that the information stored in
the OAIS remains accessible to, and understandable by, and sufficiently usable by, the Designated Community over
the Long Term, even if the original computing environment becomes obsolete.”

European
Commission
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Levels

Levels

H
H
3

Capability Maturity Model

(Capabilities)

Producer

stapes of mormston osenance ety

[

usesofSeected Dutcomes
(G55 ulderus e o el Doncomes,

2

Poocess qualiy and performance otfectves

(643 Process Peformance dnsiyss.
544 Procasa Prformancs Basines

P3.1-Broducr S Vlkdtion

YR —p——— e
HoCrhara ital S I I
Information Vatue

4 specific criteria

18

3
K]

Level3

Level1 Level2

Descriptive

Informa

"G31 Processaunkyanc prformance obeces.
G2 v

1G4 Proces Prformance Anays
G4 rocessPerformance Baelnes

12349 uniue entiirs comenton
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652-seect and Iplement mprovemerts
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ures and anlyic techriques o quntiatie management
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2" Manogement of unts o description

5-igest 5P vercaton mecnanss

5 Ingest acions and scmitrtion proceses recods
5Pl dspostion documentation

136-AF porsng

Preservtion Descrgtonnformatin (PDI mantomng srocecures

2.1 ngest Producer/deposor responses
122 AP generaton procedure

No Criteria

Stages of Information Governance Maturity 1
aged
nitial

Information Value

15 specific criteria

Leveld  LevelS

Level 3

Level 1 Level2

Level 5

Level 1 Level2 Llevel3 Leveld

Level2 Level3 Leveld  Levels

Levell

Stages of Information Governance Maturity T
| e
5.2 - Select and implement Improvements
53 improvement Effects Evaluation
5.4 - Determine Causes of selected Gutcomes

o5 53 Causes of Selected Qutcomes
ko2 1 - Pricess quality and performance bjectives

2-Measures and snalytic techniques for quanttative menagement
6.3 - process Pedormance Analysis
4 Process Pedon lines

R3.1. Access Data Problem/Eror Reports

3.7 AIP Designated Commundty Requirements

B33 - Infrastructure changes

R34 - Technalogy watches/manttaring

R3S - Risk management process

R21- Praservation Fian

No Crtaria itial

Information Value

8 specific criteria

Stages of Information Governance Maturity 1
[C 1 Porencal Arews Tor Tmprovemant
65.2 - Select and Implement Improvements
653 - Improvement Effects Evaluatian

5.4~ Determine Causes of Selected Gutcomes
(5.5 - Address Causes of Sefected Dutcomes

G4.1- Process quality and perfarmance ohiectives
G4.2- Measures and analytic technigues for quant
G4.3 - Prosess Performance Analysis

G4.4- Process Performance Baselines

3.1 - Designated Community infarmation requirements
3.2 - Descriptive Information association with the AIP
033 - B-directional linksge between the AIP snd descriptive Information

trve management

D2.1.- Deseriptive iformanon Database aged

No Criteria Initial

Information Value

4 specific criteria

Stages of Infarmation Governance Maturity 1

T e
65.2 - Select and Implement Improvements

65.3- Improvement Effects Evaluation

5.4 Determine Causes f Slected Outcomes

55 bl Capses ofseieted Oteorss_

G4.1- Process quality and performance objectives
G4.2- d analyt) for

64.3- Pracess Performance Anslysis
G4.4- Process Performance Baselines
[ S3.17 b integrity monitoring TTT T
53.2- Archival Infrastructure management
533 - Information Dbjects Loeation and Quiantity
53.4 - Disaster preparedness and recovery plan
53.5 - nformation Integrity Measurements
53.6- AIP Storage Procedures
52.1- AIP actions records
52.2- AIP Linking/resolution service:
52.3- Synchronization Mechanisms

No Criteria

Information Value

9 specific criteria

Level3 Leveld Level5

Levell Level2

Descriptive

Information

Stages of Information Governance Maturity 1

T T
65.2 - Saiect aed Implament Imgravesmeots
65 3 - improvermane fects uaiuars

65.4 - Desermine Causes of Sefected Outcomes
5.5 - acoress causes of Selecraa Outcomes
Jou 1 process quaiey ano

Jot 2 Measures arct anatyic echniques for quantative managemens

Mo Criteria itial

Consumer

Information Value

7 specific criteria

AlP
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Capability Maturity Model
(capabillities)

47 specific criteria

+

9 general criteria

The general criteria assess capability levels 4 and 5 of eACMM.
The questions are based on the process areas of CMMI for maturity levels 4 and 5.
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(Ingest capability)

Stages of Information Governance Maturity 1

G5.1 - Potential Areas for Improvement

G5.2 - Selectand Implement Improvements
G5.3 - Improvement Effects Evaluation

G5.4 - Determine Causes of Selected Cutcomes
5.5 - Address Causes of Selected Cutcomes
15.1 - AIP content information testing procedure

G4.1 - Process quality and performance objectives

G4.2 - Measures and analytictechnigues for quantitative management
G4.3 - Process Performance Analysis

G4.4 - Process Performance Baselines

Criteria to achieve capability level 4 - = —=--

13.1} Tools and resources to provide representation information ]
| Byp- SCITpTIon

13.3 - Ingest SIP verification mechanisms

13.4 - Ingestactions and administration processes records

13.5 - SIP final disposition documentation

13.6 - AIP parsing

13.7 - Preservation Description Information (PDI) acquiring procedures (from a SIP)
13.8 - Preservation Description Information (PDI) maintaining procedures

13.9 - AIP completeness and correctness

13.10 - AIP creation records

13.11 - Quality assurance procedures

e&tl Level5

L

\

Lev

Criterion name

12.1 - Ingest Producer/depositor responses
AlP generation procedure
12.3 - AIP unigue identifiers convention

~
]
>
-
L]
g No Criteria
3

Criterion Identifier

L

20 European
Commission
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Level 4 Level 5

Level 3

Levell Level2

eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(questionnaire)

Stages of Information Governance Maturity T

3.7 - Presenan
3.8 - Preservat
3.9 - A1P compl

64.2 - Measures an wique:
64.3 - Process Performance Anaiysis
G4.4 - Pracess Performance Baselines

G5.1 - Potential Areas for Improvement
G5.2 - Select and Implement Improvements

analytic te

3.1 - Tools and resources to provide representation information

3.2 - Management of units of description

3.3 - Ingest SIP verfication mechanisms.

3.4 - Ingest actions and administration pracesses records
ntatio

ion Description Information (PDI) acquiring procedures (from a SIP)
ion Description Information (PDI) maintaining procedures
leteness and correctness

3,10 - AP Creation records

12.1- Ingest Producer/depasitor respanses

aged

12.3- AIP unique identifiers convention

No Criteri nitial

21

Information Value

ID 12.3

Title AIP unique identifiers convention

Question Is there a procedure to generate and manage persistent and unigue identifiers for an AIP?

Purpose The purpose is to identify if the organization generates persistent, unique identifier for each AIP
so that an IAP can be found in the future. This also ensures that an AIP can be distinguished from
all other AIP in the repository. Understand if the organization has records that detail how changes
to unique identifiers are to be performed so that AIP don’t lose context, are not lost and can be
distinguished from all other AIP in the repository.

Notes Examples of evidence to demonstrate this can be documentation describing naming conventions
and physical evidence of its application (e.g., logs).

eArchiving Views -> 03 Maturity Model views -> 02 Ingest -> Generate AIP

RA Mapping

Terms -

Answers No: There is no procedure to generate and manage persistent and unique identifiers for an AIP.
Yes: There is a procedure to generate and manage persistent and unique identifiers for an AIP.

Source TRAC — Criterion 4.2.4 [6]

> Kk
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(reference architecture)

The eArchiving Reference Architecture aims to support institutions to implement or improve

digital archiving operations by describing the most crucial motivation, strategy, business and
Infrastructure components.

It allows institutions to understand more easily what and why they want to achieve with their
digital archive, and help implementing suitable processes and infrastructure.

If you wish to know more, you can watch the webinar available at
https://www.e-ark-foundation.eu/the-earchiving-reference-architecture/

The latest version of the Reference Achitecture (V2.0) is available at
https://kc.dImforum.eu/earchiving-ra20/

22
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https://www.e-ark-foundation.eu/the-earchiving-reference-architecture/
https://kc.dlmforum.eu/earchiving-ra20/

eArchiving Capability Maturity Model

(reference architecture)

eArchiving Referece Architecture v2.0 (o) ] Al

Contents
P Getting Started
ﬁ w eArchiving Reference Architecture Views
» 01 Core Views
P 02 Example scenarios
el v (3 Waturity Model views
01 Pre-Ingest
02 Ingest
03 Access
04 Preservation and accessibility planning
05 Data Management
06 Archival Storage
» 04 Archiving by Design views
P} Reference

Select an element in the model tree or in a view to show
its details here

23

Tasks performed locally with the help of Administration
Archivist D Manage o> Archival =
-— System - Infermation
Configuration Update
A
Migration Package
Producer Dy
SIP Submitted 17"~
—
Submission
Information Package >
(1P}

Ingest O

[ 121 £
1 l | Ingest Fuhction
Resubmit 1O Receipt 1D
S Log - Confi =
o
¢ B4 O . Coordinate archival and descriptive information storage
122 O
¢ B P
Receive submission = 23 O y— ,0: Generste
B§ O —= Descriptive
Transfer emor Quality | —* ¢ B8 O— Information
checking Assurance B7 0 2 ‘.@.
E— ; e
138 O Generste AP by Coordirste =
4 Updates —
— ——r 13.10 i
¢ B3 O 311 O 97 A
— — 51 O i

y
Archival Information
Package (AIP)

Data o
Management
L3
(A
=
—_—

Descriptive
Information 7

B5 O
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model

(reference architecture)

eACMM Question

ID 12.3

Title AIP unique identifiers convention

Question Is there a procedure to generate and manage persistent and unique identifiers for an AIP?

Purpose The purpose is to identify if the organization generates persistent, unique identifier for each AIP
so that an IAP can be found in the future. This also ensures that an AIP can be distinguished from
all other AIP in the repository. Understand if the organization has records that detail how changes
to unique identifiers are to be performed so that AIP don’t lose context, are not lost and can be
distinguished from all other AIP in the repository. |

Notes Examples of evidence to demonstrate this can be docufhentation describing naming conventions
and physical evidence of its application (e.g., logs).

eArchiving Views -> 03 Maturity Model views -> 02 Ingest -> Generate AIP

RA Mapping

Terms -

Answers No: There is no procedure to generate and manage persistent and unique identifiers for an AIP.
Yes: There is a procedure to generate and manage persistent and unique identifiers for an AIP.

Source TRAC — Criterion 4.2.4 [6]

24

Producer (e

eArchiving Reference Architecture

SIP Submitted 1O

Submission
Information Package >
(S1P)

Ingest O
Data o
Management
¢ ra ,o P
1 lngestF ction (A
Sibmissonog | Resubmlt D Recelpt
S)
34 O 1 B b Coordinate archival and descriptive information storage =
\ 123 p i BD) Archival =
Receive submission : B2 ,0: Generate > . T Storage
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Transfer error <> Quality > ¢ 138 O— Information RnasIon
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& .
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2 European
* * ..
Commission



eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(documents and tools)

25

http://kc.dImforum.eu/eark-products

E-ARK Products

The DILCIS Board

The Digital Information LifeCycle Interoperability Standards Board (DILCIS
Board) develops, publishes and supports standards which provide practical
interoperability in digital archiving

eArchiving Reference Architecture
v2.0

This reference model of digital archiving has been created by the CEF
eArchiving Building Block in cooperation with the E-ARK Consortium.

eArchiving Capability and Maturity
Model v2.2 (.ZIP file)

The eArchiving Capability and Maturity Model is an instrument for
organisations to conduct a self-assessment and guide them regarding their
capability on the core individual digital preservation process areas (namely,
pre-ingest, ingest, preservation planning, data management, archival storage

and access).

Previous Versions:
- eArchiving Reference Architecture v1.0 (deprecated)
- E-ARK General Model (deprecated)

- eArchiving Capability and Maturity Model v1.0 (.ZIP file) (deprecated)

* 4%
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(documents and tools)

Excel File with Questionnaire

eArchiving Capability Maturity Model (eACMM)

Purpose

The application of a maturity model results in the evaluation of the organization of its current state, but alsa, and above all, in
improvement guidelines, formulated in action plans. The guidelines that make up these action plans reflect a priaritization of
the capabilities, exposed by levels, that the organization needs to learn, taking into account the level of maturity immediately|

following that in which they are. This is the biggest advantage of a maturity model: knowing what to prioritize. The model is,
therefore, a guide to what needs ta be improved more urgently.

In this sense, this maturity model focuses on the capabilities presented by the Reference Architecture - Pre-Ingest, Ingest,
Archival Storage and Preservation, Data Management, Access, Preservation and Accessibility Planning - and the goal is that the
tions answer the questions assigned to each one, in order to identify misalignments and, with that, identify aspects

1o be improved in their digital archive.

Instructions

All gquestions have the following structure:

sQuestion identifier (ID);

sTitle of the guestion, which states the topic of the question;

+The question itself;

sThe purpose/ground of the question, which explains the purpose of the question and reveals the criterion it represents;
sThe practical example that demonstrates the application of the process in question;

sAnswer of yes or no, which the organization must answer Y or N. Note that all the questions are mandatory, and the lack of

response will be considered as a "no
An optianal field for ohservations - a space to clarify, comment or ather infarmation on the part of the organization. Note that
'the observations will be analysed along with the answers to the questionnaire, and taken into account.

*The mapping of the question on Reference Architecture.

The questions are spread over seven sheets, each one representing each capability. The seventh, "General," represents a set
of questions that encompasses levels 4 and 5 for all capabilities.

The "Dashboard" sheet summarizes the answers given to the guestions and the sheet "Results" immediately informs the
organization at what maturity level is in each capability and the percentage of criteria met per capability and per level.

General

Archiv Preservation & Accessibility PI

[GUCLUTSCER  Pre-ingest | Ingest Storage Data Management

Instructions, capabilities and result dashboards

PDF Document

eArchiving Capability and Maturity Model

eArchiving

Dater  25/03/2024
Doc Version: v22
Template version:3.0.1

Section 6 details on how to use
the questionnaire

**
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(documents and tools)

Excel File with Questionnaire

1 P2.1- Submission Agreement Negotiation Capability / Aspect Level |Question | Answer Count Criteriamet?| Points Capability Tevel Levels [Percentage| Count
Is there a procedure to negotiate the terms of the submission agreement the Producer and the 2 P2.1 Y 1 YES 1 Pre-Ingest 2 Level 2 90% 9
Pl Archive? Pre-Ingest 7 P3.1 N 1] o 0 Ingest| 1 Level 3 55% 17
Purpose: The purpose is to identify if the Archive can negotiate the terms of the submission agreement with P3.2 N o a Archival Storage & Preservation 2 Level 4 80% 4
Producers. Terms of agreement might include the specification of the metadata that must be included at the 12.1 Y 1 Data 2 Level 5 67% 4
time of submission, the schedule and method of submission, the responsibilities of the Producer and the 2 12.2 N 2 NO 0 Access 2
£ Archive regarding the information being ingested, among other examples. 12.3 Y 1 Preservation & Accessi 2
Notes: An example of evidence to demonstrate is the documentation of the procedure to negotiate the terms 13.1 Y 1
LW of the submission agreement between the Producer and the Archive. E2 Y 1
eArchiving Reference Architecture Mapping: £z N 0 —— EENCeTone | RGN
Bl Views -> 03 Business Layer ->» 01 Pre-Ingest -> Negotiate Submission Agreement Ingest 129 N o Cr!tena met 65% Eat
Answerl 3 13.5 Y 7 NO 1 Negative responses 35% 13
6 ("Y" for yes, "N" for no) ¥ Lo Y 1 =
— 13.7 Y 1 Capability Percentage| Count
SLEITIE ’ 13.8 Y 1 Pre-ingest| _ 33% 1
[l (in case there are some comments to your answer that you would like to share, please add them below, [EE) N ] Ingest] 1% 0
13.10 Y 1 Archival Storage & Preservation 89% 8
5 15.1 Y 1 YES 1 Data 50% 2
52.1 A 1 Access| 43% 3
8 2 52.2 Y 3 YES 1 Preservation & Accessibility 67% 4
9 P3.1- Producer SIP Validation St Y 1 IGEREN| 7% 6
Does the Archive validate if the Producer SIP complies with the defined format and structure Archival Storage 8 zz; : 1
[ specifications? e 53.3 N 0
Purpose: The purpose is to identify if the Archive validates the Producer SIP regarding format and structure. If e 53.4 Y 3 iz 1
IRl the SIP has deviations the Archive might reject the SIP and request the Producer to deliver a corrected SIP. 53.5 ¥ 1
Notes: Examples of evidence to demonstrate this can be the logs of the validation procedures; 0 Y 1
{P4 documentation of the validation procedures, among others. 2 D21 Y 1 ¥ES) 1
eArchiving Reference Architecture Mapping: Data Management 7 3;; : 1 o g
{EY views -> 03 Business Layer -> 01 Pre-Ingest - Prepare submission D3:3 v 1
Answerl N 2 A2.1 A 1 YES 1
14 ("Y" for yes, "N" for no) YRl N 2
Observations A32 % 1
LEN (in case there are some comments to your answer that you would like to share, please add them below, Access 3 A3.3 N 1 NO 0
A34 N 0
A3 N 0
4 A4l Y 1 YES 1
2 R2.1 Y 1 YES 1
16
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(documents and tools)

Excel File with Questionnaire

s N
eArchiving Capability Maturity Level Percentage of criteria met per level
ore . 100% 0%
I'SLL nges 0% B9
- A 2T N 0% 67%
Preservation& 3 ™ Ingest Soog
Accessibility 9 Lo g 60% mlevel 2
mlevel 3
405
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 30% Elevel 4
. - 20% Level 5
A ~ P Archival Storage & Bieve
cress -~ - Preservation 10%
- 0%
Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5
Data Management
N J
e ~
Percentage of criteria met Percentage of criteria met per capability
N .
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(Improvement process)

Self- / eArchiving \ Improvement .
Improvement Plan Implementation
Assessment Plan | /o _

Assessment ;- ° N ,m—————— .

[ ) I 1 I 1

I I I i

< ' - '

I 1 1 "

I I I .

. : I

Organisation Capability Maturity Assessor | Assessor | : Validated |
Responsible Model Service : : : Improvement 1 __

1 1 # | "

I 1 1 "

1 1 | A I

A I I I I

(XX} 1 1 | "

/> | L |

I I I .

i ; _— : I Improvement i

Self-assessment Assessment Report Validated | Organisation 1 ' Plan Follow-up !

i , \ / Improvement Plan ' Responsible ' ‘o /

questionnaire )\ ) NN 0. Nem e -

Contact us using the following email address
29 support@e-ark-foundation.eu
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(use cases)

1 (
There are several reported organisations that have used
30 the capability maturity model
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(example findings)

Title Preservation Description Information (PDI) acquiring procedures (from a SIP)
Question Are there procedures for acquiring Preservation Description Information (PDI), from the SIP?
Purpose The purpose is to identify if the organization has defined procedures to ensure that the PDI is

associated with the relevant content information. This will support authenticity of the preserved
objects and enable the detection of unauthorized changes.
Notes Examples of evidence to demonstrate this can be operating procedures, documentation of the

Ingest process, and documentation on how the archive acquires and manages Preservation
Description Information (PDI).

Now PDF Files using version X will not be

— supported by new PDF reader versions.
Descriptive /l Solution: Migrate to PDF/A
Information a

Submission Preservation Technology Watch Service
Information description

Package Informatic.

Archival Migration
— —
Information In the future Package
Package
PDF Files using PDF Files using
Version X PDF/A
31 . European
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(example findings)

Now

Submission

Information
Package

—

PDF Files using version X will not be
supported by new PDF reader versions.
Descriptive
Information

Preservation
description
Informatic.

Archival

Information
Package

Solution: Migrate to PDF/A

Technology Watch Service

Migration

PDF Files using
Version X

PDF Files using
PDF/A

32

How can we check if the migration was successful?

How can we prove that the migration action did not change the document content?
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model
(example findings)

3

ID 12.1
Title Ingest Producer/depositor responses
Question Is there a procedure to provide appropriate responses to the Producer, at the agreed points, during
the Ingest process?
Purpose The purpose is to identify if the organization provides responses to the Producer at the agreed
points to ensure that are no faults in communication that might lead to loss of a SIP.
Notes Examples of evidence to demonstrate this can be submission or deposit agreements, process
documentation, operating procedures, or evidence of responses such as reports, memos, or
emails.
Get me document | do not have | sent it for ingest on D_urlngdlngesthlt was
XYZ document XYZ 01-01-2020 rejecteq, you_ _ave to
resubmit it
Archival '
_ Archlyal
. Solution | Solution
Producer (acting as Producer (acting as
consumer) consumer)
33

| was not informed,
| do not have it
anymore!

Producer (acting as
consumer)
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eArchiving Capability Maturity Model

(example findings)

34

13.10 x

Title AIP creation records

Question Does the Ingest process produces records, according to their legal and regulatory environment, to
serve as evidence of the actions performed to create an AIP?

Purpose The purpose is to identify if the organization has records, according to their legal and regulatory
environment, to serve as evidence of the actions performed to create an AIP, as to ensure that
nothing is omitted from AIP records which might be needed to verify that all AIP have been
properly created and in accordance with the documented procedures.

Notes Examples of evidence to demonstrate this can be documentation of decisions and/or action taken
with timestamps; preservation metadata logged, stored, and linked to relevant digital objects.

eArchiving Views -> 03 Maturity Model views -> 02 Ingest -> Generate Descriptive Information

RA Mapping

Terms -

Answers No: There are no records, according to theirlegal and regulatory environment, to serve as evidence
of the actions performed to create an AIP.

Yes: There are records, according to their legal and regulatory environment, to serve as evidence
of the actions performed to create an AIP.

Source TRAC - Criterion 4.2.10 [6]

Producer (acting as
consumer)

Get me the documents
associated with my
submission XYZ

| do not have any records on

from your submission

which archival objects resulted

Archival
Solution

**

> Kk

* X

EIE
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Thank you

OB ¢ K

Contact

https://e-ark4all.eu/
info@e-ark-foundation.com

@EU_eArchiving

https://www.linkedin.com/company/eu-
earchiving-initiative

https://www.youtube.com/@e-ark
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