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Agenda

What are standards and why do we care?
How did we get to where we are?
What is the working group doing?
When will we have a standard?
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Presentation Notes
We would like to thank the Taxonomy Division for giving us this opportunity to speak with you about the effort underway to revitalize NISO’s indexing standard. We’ve tried to design the agenda to allow for plenty of time for discussion at the end. I will start us off and provide a very short refresher on what standards are and why we care, and then I’ll do my best to explain how we got to where we are without a current NISO indexing standard.Then Pilar will take us through what the working group is doing and how we’re doing it, including when we expect to have a published standard.<NEXT SLIDE>



Standards 101
What are they and why do we care?
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Let’s start by walking through a very brief reminder of what standards are and why we care about them.<NEXT SLIDE>



Why Standards?

Ensure consistency, ease of use and 
interoperability across different products, 
services, and systems used by different users

 Imagine if we didn’t have:
EPUB as a commonly used e-book file format?
Publishers would have to publish their material 

multiple times in multiple formats to be available 
on multiple e-readers?!
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Presentation Notes
First, let’s acknowledge that not all standards are formally defined and managed standards. Something can become a de facto standard; for example RTF (rich text format), which was simply a published specification from Microsoft, became a standard when a large portion of the user community adopted it.  And why would the community adopt it or any formal standard? We do because it ensures consistency, ease of use and interoperability.  It makes it easier for us to do whatever the heck it is we’re trying to do. And that’s the value proposition for a standard, whether formal or de facto.Imagine if we didn’t have EPUB as a commonly used e-book format? Think of the incredible waste of time and money for publishers trying to make their material available on all e-readers, not to mention the hassle for the users if the publishers didn’t go to that expense? Would I have to own 3 or 4 e-readers to be sure I could read whatever I want to read?!So, clearly, the point of standards is to drive efficiencies through consistency, ease of use and interoperability. (EPUB is a technical standard published by the International Digital Publishing Forum (IDPF))<NEXT SLIDE>



Why Standards for Indexes?

Multiple audiences interact with indexes in 
different ways for different purposes

 Indexes need consistency, ease to use and 
interoperability  to maximize efficacy 

With current ever-evolving digital interfaces and 
search technologies, these features are critical

Presenter
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We want standards for indexes for the same reasons the community wants standards for any other reason.There are multiple audiences or user groups interacting with an index in different ways for different purposes. Publishers, publishing services (layout/typesetting), librarians, end users, etc are all creating or using the index in different ways and for different purposes. To be cost effective and efficient to produce and to be easy to use, the index must adhere to a common set of RULES which consider the different users groups and use cases, so that it’s consistent and is interoperable. The index has to be predictable and easy to use.And during a time when digital interfaces and search technologies continue to evolve, consistency, ease of use and interoperability are critical if we want the content to be discoverable and accessible. Which is, after all, the entire point of creating and sharing content.<NEXT SLIDE>



Refresher on NISO

 Responsible for technical standards to manage 
information (USA)

Covers whole lifecycle, from creation through 
documentation, use, repurposing, storage, metadata, 
and preservation

 Standards, Recommended Practices and Technical 
Reports 

Work starts as proposed Work Items sponsored by a 
Topic Committee and approved by NISO voting 
members.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
And since NISO is sponsoring this work, I thought we should just do a quick overview of the organization.NISO is an ANSI accredited standards organization charged with technical standards related to managing information. NISO covers the whole lifecycle of information, from creation through documentation, use, repurposing, storage, metadata, and preservation	Even specifications for steel shelving & brackets!Work products include published Standards, Recommended Practices and Technical Reports but NISO also facilitates webinars & conferences on key topics of interest and emerging trends.  All formal NISO work starts as a proposed Work Item which must be sponsored by a Topic Committee. The Topic Committee assigns one of its members to be the Liaison to the Working Group, shepherding the volunteers as appropriate in support of the chairperson(s). In the case of the Z39.4 Working Group, I am serving two roles, one as the Liaison to the Information Creation & Curation Topic Committee as well as a co-chair of the working group. <NEXT SLIDE>IDI – Information Discovery & InterchangeICC – Information Creation & CurationIPA – Information Policy & Analysis(ANSI, essentially,  exists to provides standards for standards bodies. ANSI accredits other organizations as standards bodies.)



Generic Path to a New Standard

Identify a need Submit Work Item 
Proposal

Topic Committee 
approves

NISO Voting 
Members approve

Working group formsWorking group worksWorking group 
submits draft to NISO

NISO opens 30-day 
public comment 

period

Working group 
responds to public 

comments
Final draft submitted 

to NISO
NISO Voting 

Members review & 
vote to approve

If approved, NISO 
works with ANSI to 

finalize as a new (or 
revised) ANSI/NISO 

standard
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The process starts when “Members of the community identify a need”. In this case, it was Heather Hedden who noticed ISO had a standard but NISO did not!They draft and submit a Work Item Proposal to NISO who puts it in front of the right Topic CommitteeTopic Committee reviews, discusses and usually approvesNISO Voting Members review and approveWorking group is formed. Sometimes it can be challenging to recruit diverse membership reflecting NISO constituencies (libraries, general interest, and suppliers/vendors/publishers)Working group works, reporting monthly to sponsoring Topic CommitteeWorking group submits draft to NISO editorial teamNISO opens 30-day public comment periodWorking group responds to public commentsFinal draft submitted to NISOPeriod for Voting Members to approveIf approved, NISO works with ANSI to finalize as a new (or revised) ANSI/NISO standard<NEXT SLIDE>



History Lesson
How did we get here?
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NISO no longer has a standard which addresses indexes. It used to have a standard, though! So how did NISO end up without a standard for specifying indexes? <NEXT SLIDE>



A bit of history…

 The previous standard & its revisions (Z39.4-1959, Z39.4-
1968, Z39.4-1984) focused on print indexes created by 
human indexers 

 In the mid to late 1980’s, it was time to incorporate 
machine-aided indexing, online display of indexes, etc…

 But consensus could not be reached across the 
community as to scope.

 The technical report (TR 02-1997) is a very robust 
document and comprehensive for its time. 
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Presentation Notes
More specifically, what happened to the standard that was in place for 25 years?When Z39.4-1984, which focused on focused on print indexes created by human indexers, was being revised, consensus could not be reached by the NISO voting members on approval of the draft revised standard, so it was published instead as a Technical Report. My understanding is that there was lack of agreement on scope. So Z39.4 Basic Criteria for Indexes became TR02-1997 Guidelines for Indexes and Related Information Retrieval Devices.However, before we explore the scope issue, pause for a minute and let’s do the math. Revision work probably started in 1989 during the usual 5-year revision cycle for the standard. That means this was worked on for 8 years before the compromise that it would be published as a Technical Report. My hat is off to the working group members who stayed with it for that long!<NEXT SLIDE>



A bit more about scope

What do we mean by scope in this context:
Human-created vs. automated indexes
Back-of-the-book vs. database indexes
Displayed vs. non-displayed indexes

 Should one standard cover full scope or should there be 
multiple standards?
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So clearly, it’s important to look closer at the issue of scope for this standard. We are specifically referring to the question of inclusion or exclusion of:Human-created vs. automated indexesBack-of-the-book vs. database indexesDisplayed vs. non-displayed indexesWhere do you draw the line, if you draw the line from a standards perspective? Can one standard cover all these aspects?I will leave it there as a cliff-hanger and turn you over to Pilar who will talk about the actual work being done.<NEXT SLIDE>



The Actual Work
What are we doing?

Presenter
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Before we address the issue of scope, let me provide some more information about the Work Group.<NEXT SLIDE>



Composition of Working Group

Professional indexers
Publishers (including 

University Presses) 
 Indexed Database 

vendors
Librarians

 ATLA
 NLM
 ITHAKA/JSTOR/Portico
 OCLC
 UCLA
 Nova Southeastern University
 Gale/Cengage Learning
 Proquest
 American Society of Indexing
 Ascend Learning
 Springer Nature
 Independent operators
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There are 17 members in the working group, including Paula McCoy, representing broad perspectives & experiences. As pleased as we are with the coverage, we are missing representation from one constituency…<NEXT SLIDE>Editorial Manager, Religion Database National Center for Biotechnology Information Taxonomy Manager Executive Director, Metadata Strategy & Operations Metadata Analyst Cataloging Librarian Electronic Cataloging Librarian Director, Indexing & Vocabulary Services Senior Manager, Content Technical Information Specialist Past President (ASI)Director of Relationship Management Head of Abstracting and Indexing Chief Indexer & Consultant Reference Librarian 



Working Group = Expected Users

Professional indexers
Publishers (including University Presses) 
 Indexed Database vendors
Libraries
 Indexing tool vendors*
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Presentation Notes
And that is Indexing Tool Vendors. Otherwise, the composition of the working group reflects the composition of the expected user base. So, the standard should be appropriately balanced and effective. We will need to be very purposeful during the public comment period to make sure we hear from these Indexing Tool Vendors, if we can. We want to be confident that the standard does not specify something which conflicts with the capabilities or functionality of the tools. <NEXT SLIDE>



What is changing…..

Scope:
Human-created and algorithmic indexes
Back-of-the-book and database indexes
Displayed and non-displayed indexes
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The biggest change in Z39.4 is the scope of the standard. We are moving well past human-created indexes for print items and adopting the scope reflected in TR02.While NISO TR02-1997 is very robust and has provided an outstanding starting point for the working group, it is missing several things, which isn’t surprising in a 20+ year old technical document.<NEXT SLIDE>



What is changing…..

Removing obsolete guidance
Revision of terminology
Addition of newer techniques and 

methodologies such as embedded indexing 
Expansion on discussion of online display, 

algorithmic indexing, and more
Less a guide or tutorial and more a standard, so 

fewer but more relevant examples
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Besides advances in technology, another challenge has been finding the language and articulating the common ground and connections between open and closed indexing. Sound familiar? Vocabulary control is ever the name of the game, indeed. <NEXT SLIDE>



How the work was structured

 Planned 6 rounds of review and revision

 First: divided into 3 subgroups, each tasked with review and revision of full 
document as a draft standard:
 Closed indexing, Open indexing, Algorithmic indexing

 Second: divided into subgroups based on existing sections of TR02, each 
tasked with consolidated three versions of section into a single version

 Third: editorial subgroup consolidated those sections into anew coherent 
document with light editing

 Fourth: returned to original subgroups of open/closed/algorithmic for 
review and editing

 Fifth: return to subgroups based on sections for final review and editing

 Sixth: editorial subgroup consolidates and edits for style and consistency

June 2020

Presenter
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What we thought would be three rounds of revision prior to a final editing has, appropriately, became an iterative process involving 6 distinct rounds from two different perspectives. First from the perspective of the conceptual groups and then by cross-conceptual group section groups. Rinse and repeat!<NEXT SLIDE>



Remaining work
When will we have a standard?
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We’re not sure we can tell you when we’ll have a standard, since the voting members will need to approve it for that to happen, but we can tell you the schedule for our remaining work. <NEXT SLIDE>



What’s next

Task Deadline
Complete first draft of revised standard and circulate for 
public comment

August 2020

Complete final draft of revised standard and Working Group 
approval

October 2020

Approval by NISO Topic Committee November 2020

Approval by NISO Voting Members December 2020

Approval by ANSI (estimated) January 2021
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We would like to emphasize that you do not need to be a NISO voting member to provide comments during the public comment period. We intend to broadly communicate the availability of the draft, so we maximize the amount of community feedback we receive.<NEXT SLIDE>



Questions?

Pilar Wyman, Chief Indexer & Consultant, Wyman Indexing

(pilarw@wymanindexing.com)

Marti Heyman, Executive Director Metadata Strategy and Operations, OCLC

(heymanm@oclc.org)
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