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| Executive summary

Executive summary

What to keep in terms of research data has been a recognised  
issue for some time but research data management and in particular 
appraisal and selection (ie “what to keep and why”) has become a 
more significant focus in recent years as volumes and diversity of 
data have grown, and as the available infrastructure for ‘keeping’  
has become more diverse.

The purpose of the What to Keep study is to 
provide new insights that will be useful to 
institutions, research funders, researchers, 
publishers, and Jisc on what research data  
to keep and why, the current position, and 
suggestions for improvement. 

The study was commissioned by Jisc and 
undertaken by Charles Beagrie Ltd during May 
2018-January 2019. It considered a broad range 
of evidence from interviews, desk research, 
and from a stakeholder workshop that reviewed 
emerging findings and draft recommendations. 

Some of the key findings from the study are:

• The two major use cases and drivers for 
what to keep are Research Integrity and 
Reproducibility (availability of the data 
supporting the findings in research); and 
the Potential for Reuse (availability of  
data for sharing with other users) 

• These two major use cases for keeping data 
may influence differently what is kept, for 
how long, where, and how it is kept and made 
accessible. Although these use cases can 
overlap it is important to recognise they are 
distinct and that they may even have distinct 
data types required to be kept to support 
them (see Case study 8.4: Research Integrity 

and Reproducibility for which the raw data 
and pipeline is needed; and Reuse for which 
only the end result/structure is useful) 

• Not all research data is the same: it is highly 
varied in terms of data level; data type; and 
origin. In addition, not all disciplines are in the 
same place or have identical needs. Different 
disciplines are at different evolutionary stages 
and will not necessarily have identical use 
cases for what to keep or derive the same 
value from them 

• Whilst some broad generic principles  
can apply to what to keep there will  
always be specific disciplinary and  
sub-disciplinary differences 

• In the interviews and case studies there 
was interest in evolving disciplinary norms 
especially where these are currently not 
well defined; in what is transferable in terms 
of effective practice between disciplines; and 
in harmonisation of funder requirements 
where relevant 

• Research grant terms and other legal 
requirements (eg for clinical trials data) can 
specify a minimum term for which research 
data must be kept and at a basic level that 
sets one simple retention criterion. However, 
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as these dates begin to expire an increasing number 
of datasets will need review and potentially more 
complex appraisal decisions made on whether they 
are retained 

• The comparison of appraisal and selection criteria 
from What to Keep and existing checklist criteria 
suggests that a broad consensus has emerged 
around the key high-level generic criteria that are 
useful for what to keep. These broadly-agreed generic 
criteria are now being applied in multiple domains. 
This suggests there are examples of effective 
practice in these checklists that can be promoted  
to others 

• What to Keep also identifies a number of criteria that 
primarily reflect disciplinary or data-type specific 
norms. These may be valuable to those wishing to 
look beyond the high-level generic criteria for what  
to keep when developing more domain or data-type 
specific guidance 
 

• It is essential to consider not only What and Why to 
keep data, but for How Long to keep it, Where to  
keep it, and increasingly How to keep it in ways that 
reflects its potential value, cost, and available funding 

• Curation levels appear in What to Keep and feature in 
one of the selected case studies (see section 8.3). 
Curation levels could be one important means of 
addressing the issue of How to keep research data in 
light of potential value, cost, and available funding 

• The current state of knowledge of what is kept 
reported by interviewees is highly varied: in a few rare 
cases, where there is an end-to-end process and all 
outputs are in a single repository, the current state is 
categorically known. In the majority of cases, it is 
known when deposited in a central repository in the 
organisation but largely unknown when deposited 
elsewhere. This is discussed further in section 4 and 
the evidence from interviews presented in Appendix 1 
Table 4

• It is worth stressing that this is still an emerging field. 
The high-level principles for research data 
management may be established but the everyday 
practice and procedures for the full-range of research 
data, what and why to keep, for how long, and where 
and how to keep it, are still evolving 

• Everyday practice by researchers and curators, and 
those implications for cost and trade-offs that reflect 
value for money and use, are being worked through  

It is hoped this study provides insights on how such 
decisions can be guided and supported, and that the ten 
study recommendations summarised below and the 
potential implementations for them described in more 
detail in the body of the report, provide practical 
suggestions for future development. 

The study analysis of emerging themes and mappings  
is available as a set of tables in the report (Appendix 1). 
Seven mini case studies have been prepared to illustrate 
in more detail the approaches and rationale for what to 
keep for different repositories, stakeholders and 
disciplinary areas (section 8).
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| Summary of What to Keep recommendations

No. Recommendation and suggested stakeholders
(page reference is to discussion of each recommendation and its implementation)

Page

1 Consider what is transferable in terms of effective practice in what to keep 
between disciplines. Support adoption of generic effective practice via training, 
providing supporting technologies, case studies, and guidance such as 
appropriate checklists. 
[Funders, Jisc, Repositories, and UK HE Institutions]

14

2 Support workshops to bring communities together to evolve disciplinary 
norms for what to keep for their research data where these are currently 
absent or evolving. 
[Funders, Jisc, Repositories, UK HE institutions]

14

3 Seek to harmonise funder requirements for research data where relevant,  
eg where the data type is the same but the funders and their requirements differ. 
[Funders]

15

4 Investigate the relative costs and benefits of differential curation levels, 
storage, or appraisal for what to keep for the two major use cases (Research 
Integrity, and Reuse) identified in the study.
[Funders, Jisc]

15

5 Apply the FAIR principles and the Open Research Data Concordat principles, 
as appropriate, to kept data. Leverage existing national and international 
collaborative work by groups such as the RDA, to support their implementation.
[Funders, Repositories]

16

6 Enhance data discoverability and enable unambiguous identification of what 
has been kept, by supporting the ability to record and to identify data 
generated by UK research projects in existing research databases.
[Funders, Repositories, UK HE Institutions]

17

7 Require Data Access Statements (alternatively referred to as a ‘data 
availability statement’) in all published research articles where data is used as 
evidence, and encourage adoption of the Transparency and Openness 
Promotion (TOP) guidelines, created by journals, funders, and learned 
societies to align scientific ideals with publication practices. 
[Funders, Publishers, Learned Societies] 

18

8 Improve incentives and lower the barriers for data sharing.
[Funders, Jisc, HE Institutions]

19

9 Increase publisher and funder collaborations around research data. 
[Funders, Publishers, Learned Societies]

20

10 Improve communication on what research data management costs can be 
funded and by whom, as suggested by the “Funder data management 
requirements and costings” project.
[Funders, Jisc, HE Institutions]

20

Summary of What to Keep 
recommendations
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2. Introduction

2.1. Background

The purpose of the What to Keep study is to provide 
new insights that will be useful to researchers, 
institutions, funders, publishers, and Jisc on 
what research data to keep and why, the current 
position, and suggestions for improvement.

It should be noted What to Keep is a relatively 
small study and it should be seen as a review 
providing a contemporary view and building 
upon earlier work in this field.

The study was commissioned by Jisc and 
undertaken by Charles Beagrie Ltd during May 
2018-January 2019. It considered a broad range 
of evidence from interviews, desk research, and 
from a stakeholder workshop that reviewed 
emerging findings and draft recommendations. 

Why is what to keep an issue at this time?
Managing research data and decisions on what 
to keep are not new but managing research data 
has become more of a hot topic in recent years. 

Research data is growing rapidly in volume and 
complexity. As funders have evolved their policies 
and grant terms for research data over the last 
decade, there have been a growing number of 
new research data services and repositories 
developed for research data management within 
UK higher education and research institutions. 
A recent review (Pham 2018) found out of 169 
recognized UK higher education institutions, 
97 (57%) now offer services related to research 
data management and 100 (59%) have policies 
governing it. Pham notes a steady increase in 
either the creation or review of policies in recent 
years. There is strong growth of new institutional 
data policies from 2012 with the most 
significant growth occurring between 2014-
2015, with a 45% increase in institutional 
policies (Ibid, pages 64-8 and Figure 24). 

Research data management is therefore an 
important and growing issue for a significant 
number of UK Higher Institutions at this time.

Jisc is working to develop shared services, inform 
policy, and provide guidance to support institutions 
with the growing need for robust research data 
management. There is a wide range of needs 
and existing provision for creation, collection, 
storage and preservation, and reuse of data for 
UK Higher Education and research. Types of 
data needing to be retained also vary and may 
include related materials such as software and 
documentation. Now was seen as an opportune 
time to commission this study to help further 
development of relevant guidance and services.

Terms of Reference for the Study
The Jisc Terms of Reference for the study 
were a report that contains sufficient empirical 
evidence and analysis to enable readers to 
understand, in a range of disciplinary and 
interdisciplinary subject areas:

a. What researchers (as data creators and 
data users), research funders, ethics 
professionals, archivists, research data 
managers, publishers, peer reviewers, other 
research users, and other relevant experts 
working in those areas see as the optimal 
research data to keep from research 
projects conducted at UK institutions 

b. Any conditions, such as degree of openness, 
timescales, etc, associated with the data 
noted in (a) 

c. The reasons behind their opinions, policies, 
professional practices, etc. relating to (a), 
and the extent to which these reasons are 
based on empirical evidence, professional 
judgements, top-down policies, etc 
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d. The extent to which the data noted in (a) is, in fact, 
known to be kept in line with the conditions in (b),  
and the approaches used to achieve that 

e. The extent to which the data noted in (a) is not, in fact 
known to be kept in line with the conditions in (b), the 
reasons for that shortfall, and plans or suggestions to 
address it 

It was agreed as part of the project design requirements 
that seven case studies would be included in the  
final report.

Definition of research
At the outset of the project it was agreed to use the 
definition of research for the REF 2014 exercise. This 
would ensure all disciplines including those in the arts and 
humanities which are practice-based would be within the 
scope of the study. The definition used was as follows:

“research is defined as a process of investigation leading 
to new insights, effectively shared. It includes work of 
direct relevance to the needs of commerce, industry,  
and to the public and voluntary sectors; scholarship [...
intellectual infrastructure of subjects and disciplines,  
in forms such as dictionaries, scholarly editions, 
catalogues and contributions to major research 
databases]; the invention and generation of ideas, 
images, performances, artefacts including design, where 
these lead to new or substantially improved insights;  
and the use of existing knowledge in experimental 
development to produce new or substantially improved 
materials, devices, products and processes, including 
design and construction.”
(REF 2011, p48)

Definition of research data
We recognised that there are several potential definitions 
of research data. There has been growing interest and 
focus in recent years on materials such as software, 
scripts, physical samples, and the documentation in 
addition to or as part of “data” that needs to be kept. 
Within this study report, we have adopted the broad 
definition provided by the Concordat on Open Research 

Data as it has an inclusive scope. This includes print, 
digital or physical data and other evidence that can  
be used to validate findings (Concordat 2016).

2.2. Methodology

Our methodology involved desk research and developing 
case studies, in depth interviews, analysis, and a 
workshop for stakeholders to discuss emerging findings 
and draft recommendations. This aimed to generate 
sufficient evidence and analysis for a range of 
disciplinary and interdisciplinary subject areas to meet 
the Jisc terms of reference for the study. We identified 
the broad disciplinary and interdisciplinary subject  
areas and selection criteria for potential interviewees and 
documentary sources with Jisc in the project plan  
at the inception of the study to ensure the desired  
range was achieved.

We agreed jointly what the study must cover:
 
• The main academic research areas in the UK  

(ie those covered by the UK research councils) 

• A range of disciplinary maturity in terms of policy  
and development for what to keep 

• A range of outputs potentially including not only data 
but software and documentation required for its 
future use 

• Differing requirements for location of data such 
as domain (international/national disciplinary) 
repositories, institutional repositories, or instrument 
data repositories 

• Different reasons for what to keep 

We conducted desk research and interviews using 
document review frameworks and semi-structured 
interview questionnaires. The interview briefing and 
questionnaire provided the terms of reference for the study 
and incorporated points (a) to (e) of the Terms of 
Reference to ensure evidence was gathered on each  
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of these specific areas. The interview briefing and 
questionnaire are included in this report (see Appendix 
2). Draft summaries of the interviews were prepared  
and shared with interviewees for any additions or 
corrections. On completion of the interviews and desk 
research an analysis was completed of emerging  
themes and mappings developed as a set of tables  
(see Appendix 1). 

We prepared seven mini case studies (see section 8) 
based on a selection of the interviews to illustrate in more 
detail the approaches and rationale for what to keep for 
different repositories, stakeholders and disciplinary areas. 
The selection aims to provide a broad set of perspectives. 
The case studies cover perspectives from a major 
funder (UKRI); domain repositories in archaeology, and 
the social sciences; an instrument data repository; a 
university research data service; and publishers 
(International Association of STM Publishers). 

We held a day workshop on 15 November 2018 to 
explore emerging findings and draft recommendations 
from the study with 20 representatives from key 
stakeholders. We agreed the stakeholder analysis and 
potential workshop invitees in advance with Jisc. A 
briefing that summarised the aims of the study, key 
findings and draft recommendations was circulated to 
invitees in advance of the workshop. The aim of the 
workshop was to discuss, refine, and augment emerging 
findings and recommendations from the study for the 
final report. Feedback from the workshop was used to 
validate and refine recommendations and to suggest 
how they could best be implemented.

2.3. Acknowledgements

We would like to thank all the following 28 individuals 
who kindly participated as interviewees, workshop 
participants, or provided review comments on earlier 
versions of this report: 

Mike Ball, UK Research and Innovation;  
Juan Bicarregui, STFC; Chris Brown, Jisc; Sarah 
Callaghan, Centre for Environmental Data Analysis;  
Dave Carr, Welcome Trust; Laura Fortunato, UK 
Reproducibility Network and University of Oxford; 
Rebecca Grant, Springer Nature; Caroline Ingram, Jisc; 
Neil Jacobs, Jisc; Gareth Knight, London School of 
Hygiene and Tropical Medicine; Wen Hwa Lee, Action 
Against AMD (formerly at Structural Genomics Group); 
Kara McNair, University of Glasgow; Prof Simon 
McVeigh, Goldsmiths and Practice Research Group UK; 
Jenny Mitcham, University of York (now at Digital 
Preservation Coalition); Laura Molloy, University of 
Oxford; Hollydawn Murray, F1000; Cathy Pink, University 
of Bath; Prof Julian Richards and Katie Green, University 
of York and Archaeology Data Service; Mandana 
Seyfeddinipur, Sophie Salffner, and Gema Zamora, 
Endangered Languages Archive, SOAS; Malcolm Skingle, 
GSK; Eefke Smit, International Association of STM 
Publishers; Paul Stokes, Jisc; Sara Thomson, Digital 
Preservation Coalition; Prof Matthew Woollard and  
Hervé L’Hours, University of Essex and UK Data Service. 
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3. Optimal data 
to keep and why

3.1. Findings from previous work

Practices for the appraisal and selection of 
research data have been established for a long 
time in some domain repositories such as the 
social sciences and natural environment. 
High-level criteria that have evolved from practice 
in these repositories (eg SEEDAC 2005) have been 
influential on the development of guidance in 
other domains and for guidance from multi-
domain institutional research data services 
developed for their researchers. Traditional records 
management and archival practices of appraisal 
have also been influential and are reflected in 
existing guidance for appraisal and selection 
of research data (eg Whyte and Wilson 2010).

We included within the desk research for What 
to Keep a review of existing guidance on the 
appraisal and selection of research data using 
key UK sources agreed with Jisc, extended and 
supplemented during the course of the literature 
review and interviews. Short overviews of a 
range of existing UK guidance are provided below 
summarising their approaches to what to keep.

How to Appraise and Select Research Data 
for Curation [8 pages]
This Digital Curation Centre and Australian 
National Data Service Guide (Whyte and Wilson 
2010) was aimed at researchers responsible 
for managing data and those supporting them. 
It provided working knowledge of approaches, 
issues and challenges current as of 2010, and 
of the roles of research groups and institutional 
data services in addressing these. It provides 
an excellent and extensive discussion of key 
concepts and suggests seven general criteria 
for assessing research datasets (Relevance to 
Mission; Scientific or Historical Value; Uniqueness; 
Potential for Redistribution; Non-Replicability; 
Economic Case; and Full Documentation). 

UK Data Service Collections Development 
Selection and Appraisal Criteria [8 pages]
This document (UKDS 2018) sets out criteria 
for selecting and appraising data collections 
across the UK Data Service. They are designed 
to be applied by a member of the UK Data 
Service Data Appraisal Group (DAG). The 
high-level criteria used to review the value of 
the data are: Relevance to the UK Data Service 
remit; Scientific or historical value; New sources 
or types of data; International value; Uniqueness/
risk of loss; Usability/redistribution/operational 
benefits; Replication data and resources for 
published or unpublished research. There are 
also certain criteria for not accepting data even 
though the value is deemed to be high which 
include: insurmountable legal and ethical 
issues and where full use of the data would 
not be possible without infringing legislation; 
lack of sufficient contextual materials to 
enable reuse; old/unreadable formats that are 
highly resource-intensive to convert or make 
usable, or impossible to recover.

The NERC Data Value Checklist [3 pages]
The Data Value Checklist (NERC 2015 - first 
version issued in 2013) aims to identify which 
data should be considered for accession to  
the NERC Environmental Data Centres. It is 
supplemented by the collection policies of the 
individual NERC Data Centres. It is not expected 
to give a definitive response to whether data 
should be retained but to offer guidance on 
assessing their long-term value. It is short and 
covers a wide range of criteria with a pragmatic 
tripartite hierarchy of mandatory, important, 
and supporting criteria and sub-criteria. The 
mandatory high-level criteria are legal/statutory 
considerations; important criteria are policy, 
and scientific or historic value; and supporting 
criteria are origin, condition, storage and 
preservation, access/use, and formats/
technical limitations. Although domain 
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specific, it has been influential on the development of 
checklists for other repositories and disciplines.

Five steps to decide what data to keep: DCC Checklist 
for Appraising Research Data [12 pages]
This DCC guide and checklist (DCC 2014) aims to help 
UK Higher Education Institutions aid their researchers in 
making informed choices about what research data to 
keep. It sets out five steps with checklists to consider: 
potential reuse purposes; legal or policy compliance 
risks; long-term value; the costs; and completing the data 
appraisal. The guide draws on the DCC guide to appraisal 
and selection (Whyte and Wilson 2010), NERC Data 
Value Checklist (NERC 2015), the University of Bristol 
Research Data Evaluation Guide (as of 2013), and an 
early edition of the UK Data Service’s Data management 
costing tool and checklist (UKDS 2015 for latest version).

Selecting what to keep and what to bin [1 page]
This one-page Factsheet from the Cambridge PrePARe 
Project (PrePARe 2012) is aimed at researchers and 
adopts a records management approach. It aims first to 
help researchers decide what they might keep, then if they 
should consider deletion. The final decision is made by 
the researcher. The factsheet has also been adopted for 
guidance by the digital archivist at the University of York 
(one of our study interviewees). A similar approach in a 
one-page decision tree is used by King’s College London 
as a guide to how long research data should be kept 
(KCL 2014).

University of Bristol Research Data Evaluation  
Guide [6 pages].
The latest version of this Guide and checklist (University 
of Bristol 2018) aims to assist researchers in the task  
of sorting research data according to its relative reuse 
value. It does not provide a definitive answer as to 
whether or not a dataset should be retained or disposed 
of but provides support for the researcher who is to 
make such a decision. There is a 2-page checklist closely 
modelled on the NERC Checklist but generalised where 
necessary for wider application. It applies five high-level 
criteria for retaining data: special scientific or historical 
value; uniqueness; high reuse potential; not be easily 

reproduced; and a strong economic case for data 
retention. It is a concise summarised version of material 
found in the Digital Curation Centre’s How to Appraise 
and Select Research Data for Curation Guide and  
the Natural Environment Research Council’s Data  
Value Checklist. 

Overall, we observed in the desk research a close 
awareness of and learning from related work in each  
of the sources. There is also a trend to move from  
initial guides that have broad, longer discussion and 
identification of the issues towards very short checklists 
of one -two pages that are seen as easiest for 
researchers to apply (where researchers are expected  
to make retention decisions).
 
3.2. Findings from What to Keep 

Study interviewees suggested some 33 different factors or 
elements to consider in appraisal and selection of what to 
keep (Appendix 1 Table 1) and some 17 reasons for why 
data may be kept (Appendix 1 Table 2). Seven case studies 
are provided to illustrate and explain in more depth the 
identified criteria for what to keep and why from interviewees 
in specific domains (see section 8). Some of the key findings 
generally from the interviews and analysis can be 
summarised as follows: 

• Not all research data is the same: it is highly varied 
in terms of data level (raw, processed, supporting 
publication, synthesis, curated datasets); data type 
(experimental, observational/primary, secondary, 
negative); and origin (a by-product of research; a product 
from a research project whose primary aim is to generate 
a shared community resource; or an external input to 
research in UK institutions such as data generated by 
Government, the Met Office, or Industry) 

• Practices for selection and appraisal and managing data 
have been established for a long time in some disciplines 
and sub-disciplines. Awareness and activity are being 
extended across other areas by recent initiatives such as 
Open Data and FAIR (Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, 
and Reusable) 
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• Although the FAIR principles were not explicitly 
mentioned during most What to Keep interviews, they 
were often implicitly reflected in feedback given. A 
number of FAIR initiatives have reached important 
milestones recently: the Knowledge Exchange FAIR 
in practice report (Allen and Hartland 2018); the 
Turning FAIR data into reality Action Plan from the 
Horizon 2020 Commission expert group (European 
Commission 2018); and the Coalition for Publishing 
Data in the Earth and Space Sciences Commitment 
Statement in the Earth, Space, and Environmental 
Sciences (COPDESS 2018) 

• The need for kept data to support research integrity 
and reproducibility was mentioned by the majority 
of interviewees. There are significant drivers and 
initiatives for Research Integrity and Reproducibility 
including the concordat to support research integrity 
(Universities UK 2012), the Open Research Data 
Concordat (Concordat 2016), and the Transparency 
and Openness Promotion (TOP) guidelines for 
Journals (TOP 2015) 

• The two major use cases and drivers for what to keep 
are Research Integrity and Reproducibility (availability 
of the data supporting the findings in research); and 
the Potential for Reuse (availability of data for sharing 
with other users)  

• The two major use cases for keeping data (research 
integrity and reproducibility; and potential for reuse) 
may influence differently what is kept, for how long, 
where, and how it is kept. Although these can overlap 
it is important to recognise they are distinct and that 
they may even have distinct data types required to be 
kept to support them in some cases (see Case study 
8.4. for an example where the raw data and pipeline 
is needed for validation of the research but the end 
result/structure is the data with most potential  
for reuse) 

• Not all disciplines are in the same place or have 
identical needs. Different disciplines are at different 
evolutionary stages and will not necessarily have 

identical use cases for what to keep or derive the  
same value from them 

• Whilst some broad generic principles can apply  
to what to keep there will always be specific 
disciplinary differences 

• There is interest in evolving disciplinary norms 
where these are currently not well defined, in 
what is transferable in terms of effective practice 
between disciplines, and in harmonisation of funder 
requirements where relevant 
 

• In HE Institutions researchers have the key role in final 
appraisal and selection decisions, aided by guidance 
and support that is available from the institutional 
research data service. This is an important distinction 
and difference from domain repositories where a curator 
has this final responsibility 

• It is essential to consider not only What and Why 
to keep data, but for How Long to keep it, Where to 
keep it, and increasingly How to keep it in ways that 
reflects its potential value, cost, and available funding

3.3. Emerging lessons and what is new?
 
Four checklists of appraisal and selection criteria within 
existing UK sources of guidance (those from the DCC, 
NERC, PrePARe Project, and the University of Bristol) 
were used to provide a baseline of existing knowledge 
against which suggested criteria from the What to Keep 
Study could be compared. Each checklist is described  
in more detail in the Introduction to the Tables (see 
Appendix 1) and used in the mapping and comparison  
to What to Keep criteria for appraisal and selection  
in Table 3. 

• The comparison of criteria from What to Keep and 
existing checklist criteria suggests that a broad 
consensus has emerged around the key high-level 
generic criteria for what to keep that are useful and 
these are now being applied in multiple domains. It 
suggests there are examples of effective practice 
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in these checklists that can be promoted to others. 
There are some small differences in What to Keep 
such as cultural heritage value (in addition to 
academic, scientific or historical value) that can 
reflect wider domains  

• What to Keep also identifies a number of criteria that 
primarily reflect disciplinary or data-type specific 
norms. These may be valuable to those wishing to 
look beyond the high-level generic criteria for what 
to keep when developing more domain or data-type 
specific guidance. These include: 

• Data Level such as raw data, processed data, data 
supporting publication, synthesis (grey literature, 
models, or curated databases), and practice (in the 
Arts & Humanities) 

• Data Source Type such as observational (or 
primary) data, experimental data, secondary  
data, and negative data and

• Some supplementary materials such as physical 
samples, or workflow 
 

• In addition to high-level criteria for what to keep, 
some checklists adopt a record-keeping approach 
and explicitly incorporate criteria for what to delete. 
What to Keep interviewees also identified criteria for 
what not to keep/delete. There are some differences 
between these criteria identified in What to Keep and 
the lists, and the comparison in Table 3 could help 
further refine checklists promoting this approach 

• Curation levels appear in What to Keep and feature 
in one of the selected case studies (see section 8.3 
for an interesting example of two levels of curation 
applied by one repository). As noted in the previous 
section, it is essential to consider not only what and 
why to keep, but for how long to keep it, where to keep 
it, and increasingly how to keep it. Curation levels 
could be one means of addressing that final point of 
how to keep research data in light of potential value 
and cost (and available funding) 
 

• The concepts behind curation levels potentially 
stretch back to the different requirements suggested 
for three types of Long-lived Data Collections in a 
2005 report by the National Science Board in the USA 
(NSB 2005). In the NSB report, data collection refers 
to the data and the infrastructure, organisation and 
individuals essential to managing the collection.  
They suggested that data collections fall into one  
of three categories: 

• Research data collections are the products of one 
or more focused research projects. Typically, they 
contain data that are subject to limited processing 
or curation. They may vary greatly in size but are 
intended to serve a specific group, often limited to 
immediate participants. There may be no intention to 
preserve the collection for more than the short-term 
 

• Resource or community data collections serve a 
single community. These digital collections often 
establish community-level standards either by 
selecting from among pre-existing standards or by 
bringing the community together to develop new 
standards where they are absent or inadequate  

• Reference data collections are intended to serve 
large segments of the research and education 
community. Characteristic features of this category 
of digital collections are a broad scope and a 
diverse set of user communities from a wide 
variety of disciplinary, institutional, and 
geographical settings. In these circumstances, 
conformance to robust, well-established, and 
comprehensive standards is essential. The 
expectation is that these collections will be 
maintained indefinitely. It is also interesting to 
compare and see possible synergies in Figure 1 
opposite, between data collection and curation levels 
and recent suggestions by Carol Goble for staged 
open access and her Spiral of Open Access and 
Benefits (Goble 2018). You move from what is 
described as basic preservation in the middle of the 
Spiral, to packaging, and to exchange and sharing on 
the outside. As you progress outwards, the number of 
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assets reduces and the richness of metadata needed 
increases. As the reach of sharing increases the 
burden of work increases, hence the need for staged 
sharing. Arguably as you progress outwards the 
preservation and duration needed also increases

Staged (Open) Access

Figure 1. Spiral of Staged Open Access (after Goble 2018)

 
Four Levels of Curation Performed have  
recently been defined in the Core Trustworthy Data 
Repositories Extended Guidance (Core Trust Seal 
2018) but focus on primarily on access. We have 
suggested further exploration (and consideration) 
of curation levels as part of recommendation  
4 below. 

• Choosing the right term: best practice, good practice, 
or effective practice. There has been illuminating and 
sometimes animated discussion around whether to use 
the terms best practice or good practice in the report. 
There are often unconscious or subjective perceptions 
around aspiration, pragmatism, or current state of the 
field implied by these terms. After careful consideration, 
the report has chosen to refer to effective practice in its 

recommendations. This term was thought to be less 
judgemental and more relevant to what is still often an 
evolving and complex body of practice in what to keep 

3.4. Section recommendations

Recommendation 1:
Consider what is transferable in terms of effective 
practice in what to keep between disciplines. Support 
adoption of generic effective practice via training, 
providing supporting technologies, case studies,  
and guidance such as appropriate checklists. 

Implementation: 
[Funders, Jisc, UK HE Institutions]
 
The workshop discussion guided implementation of the 
recommendation towards training, providing supporting 
technologies, case studies, and guidance. Care needs to 
be taken to determine what practice is genuinely 
transferable and relevant to different disciplines and to 
recognise disciplinary differences. There is often no 
shared common terminology eg even the term research 
data management is not used across all disciplines (eg 
see case study in section 8.6). 

A potential implementation for Jisc is that the Jisc RDM 
Toolkit does not currently include tools for appraisal and 
selection. From What to Keep it could be suggested that 
some of the checklists reviewed in section 3.1 could be 
included by Jisc, with some adaptation for Jisc use and 
possibly updates from this study. The majority of the 
checklists have been made available under Creative 
Commons licences. 

Recommendation 2:
Support workshops to bring communities together  
to evolve disciplinary norms for what to keep for  
their research data where these are currently absent  
or evolving. 
  
 
 

peers

close
colleagues

my team

ME

publishers

fu
nd

ers

collaborators

tra
din

g partners

policy m
akers

potential collaborators

public

revie
wer

s

14



3. Optimal data to keep and why | 

Implementation: 
[Funders, Jisc, Repositories, UK HE Institutions]
 
This is a current area of activity by funders and Jisc and 
the recommendation encourages this as a set of ongoing 
actions when opportunities and needs arise. Funders  
can support and initiate workshops where these 
conversations are already occurring for specific data 
types/disciplines and identify areas that don’t have clear 
practice norms to enable conversations. The workshop 
discussion guided implementation of the recommendation 
towards recognition that the communities which might 
be brought together could vary according to the task. It 
could often involve not just researchers in a discipline but 
staff from central services and repositories or selected 
practitioners from another field. Three possible examples 
were suggested during the study: practice research 
within the arts and humanities, for research data 
generated by PhD students, or establishing standards for 
types of data that cross disciplinary boundaries. Content 
in the What to Keep report, either of a generic or more 
disciplinary/data-type focus on what to keep could 
contribute to these future activities.

There was also positive feedback from attendees at the 
What to Keep workshop who noted that the opportunity 
to engage with the topic across multiple stakeholders 
was very rare. Jisc could also consider holding similar 
future multi-stakeholder workshops to address emerging 
generic issues on what to keep.
 
Recommendation 3:
Seek to harmonise funder requirements for research 
data where relevant, eg where the data type is the same 
but the funders and their requirements differ.
 
Implementation: 
[Funders]

The research councils and other major funders often 
have shared principles but implementations may differ by 
funder. There may be scope to harmonise more by 
eliminating unnecessary differences in requirements and 
standards, for what to keep, for how long, and how. 

Harmonisation is particularly relevant where data types 
are the same but funders and requirements differ. 
Workshop discussion noted that UKRI has an important 
part to play and What to Keep (see Case Study 8.1) notes 
that a relevant review is currently underway in UKRI.  
This could contribute towards implementation of  
this recommendation. 

A parallel Jisc project based at the University of Glasgow  
on “Funder data management requirements and costings”  
has a number of findings on communication that are also 
relevant (McNair 2018) and these are discussed in greater 
detail in section 5.2 and Recommendation 10.

Recommendation 4: 
Investigate the relative costs and benefits of differential 
curation levels, storage, or appraisal for what to keep for 
the two major use cases (Research Integrity, and Reuse) 
identified in the study. 

Implementation: 
[Funders, Jisc]  
This is a potentially challenging but valuable area for 
future study. In 2010 the question was posed “Does the 
cost of selection outweigh the combined cost of creating 
and managing metadata, and undertaking preservation? 
Although no-one really knows the answer to this question 
there is some evidence that the answer is no…” (Whyte 
and Wilson 2010). Although the Keeping Research Data 
Safe project (Beagrie, Lavoie, and Woollard 2010) and the 
4C project (4C Project 2013-15) have provided some of 
the evidence base for this, it remains partial and 
incomplete. A key focus of future study could be the 
two-tier system with differential curation levels used by 
the UKDS (see case study 8.3) or the DANS data archive’s 
systems - DataverseNL for short-term data management 
(up to ten years) and EASY for long-term archiving, in the 
Netherlands (DANS 2015). Both these examples in the 
UK and the Netherlands have different time horizons 
(how long the data is kept), costs in terms of metadata 
and preservation care (how it is kept) for their two 
systems, with the option to move from short-term to 
long-term systems and curation levels after future 
appraisal (or alternatively be maintained in their existing 
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short-term system/ or deleted). It could be valuable to 
explore the cost/benefit of such future appraisal/
selection options and perhaps the degree if any to which 
some could be automated (possibly in a similar way to 
Hierarchical Storage Systems today¹). 

Implementation and outcomes of Recommendation 4 
could potentially add to evidence for the cost/benefit of 
open data/data sharing, and where appropriate assist 
funding or targeting of funding, to achieve improved 
outcomes from what is kept.

The workshop guided implementation of the 
recommendation towards: looking at the magnitude  
of difference in cost; including other drivers such as 
value; a pragmatic approach allowing research data 
management to be good enough but with a definition  
of what is unacceptable for basic curation; and prioritising 
non-reproducible data. It was noted that any examination 
of costs and benefits must also consider a standardised 
method of evaluating costs and benefits including 
assigning value to indirect / non-monetary costs/ 
benefits (such as risk, impact, etc). 
 
Recommendation 5: 
Apply the FAIR principles and the Open Research Data 
Concordat principles, as appropriate, to kept data. 
Leverage existing national and international collaborative 
work by groups such as the Research Data Alliance 
(RDA), to support their implementation.

Implementation: 
[Funders, Repositories]

The workshop guided implementation towards 
increasing clarity on FAIR or levels of Openness, and 
communication; and utilising existing international 
collaborative work and groups such as the Research 
Data Alliance (RDA), GO FAIR, CODATA and perhaps the 
European Open Science Cloud (EOSC) as it develops. 
Issues were noted around awareness of FAIR, its 
implementation for different domains, repositories and 
curation levels. “As appropriate” for FAIR has already had 
some clarification in terms of commercial data, sensitive 
data, and data involving third-party rights and obligations 
leading to the widely cited “as open as possible, as 
closed as necessary” (eg European Commission, 2018).

¹https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hierarchical_storage_management
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4. Current state

4.1. Findings

Interviewees were asked a number of 
questions relating to the terms of reference  
for the study including: Are there any legal/
contractual/professional conditions, such as 
timescales to be kept, or degree of openness, 
etc, associated with that research data?  
Are there any other considerations that you 
feel are important for what to keep in your 
discipline(s)? To what extent is the research 
data in fact, known to be kept/known not to be 
kept in line with the conditions you have listed? 
What approaches do you have to know that?

Responses on the current state are analysed  
in Table 4 in Appendix 1. Some key findings of 
the study of the current state of management 
of data to specified conditions and means of 
knowing/not knowing this are:

• The current state reported by interviewees 
is highly varied: in a few rare cases where 
there is an end-to-end process and all 
outputs are in a single repository, the 
current state is categorically known. In 
the majority of cases it is known when 
deposited in a central repository in the 
organisation but largely unknown when 
deposited elsewhere 

• It is currently often difficult to establish 
from sources such as research publications 
or grant databases which research projects 
have generated research data and therefore 
what the total population may be, or where 
the data is 

• The broad picture from the interviews is not 
contradicted by the desk research and a 
number of surveys at specific points in time at 
local level via Data Asset Framework studies 
(eg Jones et al 2008, Cox and Williamson 
2015), or nationally (Beagrie et al 2009)

• Interviewees expressed different views on the 
potential utility of ResearchFish, institutional 
current research information system (CRIS) 
systems, or Data Management Plans 
(DMPs), to give a better picture of the 
current state of research data 

• One interviewee noted the need for 
international and discipline specific data 
repositories to help institutions identify 
data generated by their research projects 
in existing external data repositories. This 
would help the institution to provide guidance 
for researchers on where to archive data, 
and would help with internal advocacy by 
demonstrating how other researchers have 
successfully archived their data. For some 
data repositories this has been very easy 
for their institution to do, as the repositories 
capture author affiliation as part of their 
metadata schema [ie ORCID identifier]. This 
data is therefore being picked up by indexes 
such as the Data Citation Index. However,  
a number of data archives or databases  
don’t capture this information

4.2. Section recommendations

Recommendation 6: 
Enhance data discoverability and enable 
unambiguous identification of what has been 
kept, by supporting the ability to record and to 
identify data generated by UK research projects 
in existing research databases. 

Implementation: 
[Funders, Jisc, Repositories, UK HE institutions]

This recommendation aims to address the 
difficulties reported by interviewees in identifying 
which research projects have generated research 
data and therefore what the total population may 
be, or where the data is. This makes it difficult  
to audit implementation of grant terms and 
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conditions, and hinders successful advocacy and 
recognition. It will be complex to implement because 
multiple databases are used and each covers only part  
of the data involved.

One starting point could be to encourage international and 
discipline specific data repositories (who do not already do 
so) to help institutions identify data generated by their 
research projects in existing external data repositories. This 
will require some minimum data that includes personal 
persistent identifiers. There may be some complex areas to 
consider such as curated databases in the biosciences and 
individual/institutional provenance for data contributors.

Large databases of grants or research activity increasingly 
exist, such as Research Fish and Dimensions, and in the 
near term could be enhanced by including better links to 
where outputs are hosted and by improving search tools 
for research datasets. In the longer term, more sustainable 
and industry-standard solutions based on open persistent 
identifiers such as ORCID and DOI would likely play a more 
significant role.

There are groups which bring a range of stakeholders 
together to discuss these issues such as the Research 
Interoperability Steering Group (previously the 
ResearchFish ISG). They could be important vehicles for 
implementing this recommendation.

Recommendation 7: 
Require Data Access Statements (alternatively referred 
to as a ‘data availability statement’) in all published 
research articles where data is used in evidence, and 
encourage adoption of the Transparency and Openness 
Promotion (TOP) guidelines, created by journals, funders, 
and societies to align scientific ideals with  

publication practices.
Implementation:
[Funders, Publishers, Learned Societies]

There is a need to improve easy identification of data used 
in publications. It is crucial in signposting where any data 
associated with a paper is available, and under what 
conditions the data can be accessed, including links to the 
dataset. Currently identifying data and its status from 
published research articles is too laborious and piecemeal. 
A number of publishers already require data access 
statements and it would be helpful to see this extended and 
enhanced. One key mechanism for achieving this is the 
Transparency and Openness Promotion (TOP) guidelines, 
created by journals, funders, and societies to align scientific 
ideals with publication practices (TOP 2015).

In the workshop it was recognised there are limitations to 
statements when they are the minimal possible (“on 
request”). Often claims of data being available on request 
have been found not to be true when data is actually 
requested. It should be possible to check real availability of 
data – either manual or automated checks by the journal 
– and some journals already do this. There is a need for 
definition of statements and what to include in them. They 
should be accompanied by full citation information. The 
key output has to be to define what the general 
requirement, in terms of making sure data supporting 
the publication is accessible, means in practice: what 
needs to be kept, how and for how long.
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5.1. Findings

Interviewees were asked a number of 
questions relating to the terms of reference for 
the study including: ‘What do you see as any 
current shortfalls and the reasons for them?’; 
and ‘What plans or suggestions would you 
have to address shortfalls?’.

Responses on the current shortfalls and 
suggestions for improvement are analysed in 
Table 5 in Appendix 1. Interviewees identified 
some 15 different areas where there are 
current shortfalls and made some 26 different 
suggestions for improvements. The full list  
is available in Table 5. Some of the most 
common shortfalls or challenges (with 
between nine and three interviewees 
mentioning them) and any related suggestions 
for improvement (in brackets) were:

• Growing Data Volumes (More selection, 
More funding, Tiered storage, Costing more 
accurately, Improve discovery/access)

• Not following grant conditions for sharing  
(Improve Incentives such as data citation, 
awards, More recognition in REF, More 
publisher and funder collaboration on 
incentives, More audit, More sanctions, 
Improve grant databases, More advocacy 
stressing benefits, More training, More 
data access statements in articles, More 
automation of deposit workflow, More  
one-to-one guidance)

• Disciplinary differences and in state of  
play within them (Bringing communities 
together to develop effective practice,  
Look for transferable practice from 
established data communities to  
other less developed areas) 

• Costs of research data management seen 
as too high (Better demonstration of value, 
Develop guidance, Sustainability models - 
budgeting for time and effort needed)

• Obsolescence of data format or  
software (Data archaeology projects,  
Jisc shared service)

• Ethics, data protection, and rights  
issues [no specific interview suggestions  
for improvement]

5.2. Section recommendations

A number of areas of suggested shortfall have 
already been the focus of recommendations  
in previous sections, so these are not repeated. 
The remaining recommendations for this 
section are:

Recommendation 8: 
Improve incentives and lower the barriers  
for data sharing.

Implementation: 
[Funders, Jisc, HE Institutions]

Note the findings and suggestions for REF 
2021 (FFRRM 2018), and for changing the 
future research culture by the Royal Society 
(Royal Society 2017). Discussion in the 
workshop focussed on more recognition still 
being needed for research outputs other than 
publications; providing more opportunities for 
data citation including encouragement of data 
papers; incentivizing the reuse of data (the 
Economic and Social Research Council is 
already doing this); making creating and 
sharing high-quality data criteria for 
recruitment/promotion/tenure; and prizes  
for data sharing. It was noted however there 
could be unintended consequences such as 

5. Shortfalls and suggestions 
for improvement
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giving an unfair advantage to disciplines which are 
already established in sharing data or encouraging 
sharing of poor data, so potential adverse consequences 
would need to be considered and mitigated for each 
initiative. Making data sharing easier through additional 
automation and tools was also proposed.

Recommendation 9: 
Increase publisher and funder collaborations around 
research data.

Implementation: 
[Funders, Publishers, Learned Societies]

Several interviewers saw this as potentially crucial  
and recognised that valuable publisher and funder 
collaborations had already been established. The emphasis 
was on developing this further moving beyond the high-level 
principles that had been agreed to specific action points 
and reaching out to more publishers. One suggested 
possible early area for joint action was on defining 
requirements for data access statements (see 
recommendation 7). It was recognised that other 
stakeholders might also need to be involved as 
collaborations developed.

Recommendation 10: 
Improve communication on what research data 
management costs can be funded and by whom,  
as suggested by the “Funder data management 
requirements and costings” project.

Implementation: 
[Funders, Jisc, HE Institutions]

A parallel Jisc project based at the University of Glasgow 
on “Funder data management requirements and 
costings” notes in its review “Even among research 
organisations that are mandating open data and data 
sharing, the requirements differ. Furthermore, there are 
persistent ‘grey areas’ across even the most ardent open 
data organisations. The gaps in the knowledge of 
researchers and the lack of homogeneity contributes  
to a culture of uncertainty and ambiguity in the  
research field”. There are a number of suggestions in  
its discussion section for improvements that could also 
assist with the implementation of this recommendation 
(McNair 2018). These include:

“Sourcing data management information  
from funders websites proved to be somewhat 
challenging as information was frequently hard to find 
and often embedded in different types of document. 
Ie Terms and Conditions, Grant Scheme Guidance, 
Instructions for Applicants, to name but a few. Only a 
handful of funders had dedicated Data Management 
sections from where all information would stem. Even  
in these situations, there was a clear lack of structure, 
often leading to uncertainty about whether or not  
all available information had been identified. 
Restructuring of this information, making it more 
obvious and more accessible would reduce the  
level of confusion amongst applicants.”
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“Costing data management activities into grant 
applications is somewhat unclear. Researchers are 
either unsure if they can cost such activities into their 
applications, and if they can, are not fully aware of the 
scope of what they can request. Unfortunately, there 
is no consensus on this between funders. Factors 
such as type of grant scheme, value of grant, 
significance of data etc. all have an influence. Even  
for Welcome Trust, where they have a detailed 
description of what can and cannot be costed, they 
find that applicants do not submit detailed costings 
for data management. The primary reason for this is 
thought to be the layout of the application form. It 
would be helpful in this instance to have costings 
sections separated into activities, which would ensure 
applicants carefully consider the cost of data 
management as a separate entity. What is 
encouraging, however, is that requests for data 
management costs would be considered by a number 
of different organisations, even those that do not 
mandate open data as part of their grant scheme, if 
appropriate justification can be provided. The key is to 
ensure that researchers are fully aware of the 
possibility to request costs.”

“As two of the biggest funders of healthcare research, 
CRUK and Welcome Trust are by far the frontrunners 
in advocating good data management, and as such 
have detailed, comprehensive requirements. 
Nonetheless, there are still some ‘grey areas’ around 
their policies. Whilst there is no resolution yet as to 
how they will monitor implementation of plans 
beyond end of grant reporting, they recognise the 
importance of finding a solution. CRUK are utilising 
Researchfish to help with monitoring, and are looking 
to develop this further. Welcome have started to roll 
out compliance checks, but these are still only taking 
place at the end of a grant.“

An interviewee also suggested that that Data 
Management Plans submitted with funding proposals 
should clearly articulate how the data will be kept (in  
line with any generic funder requirements), what this  
will cost, and how this will be met.
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The volume of research data and the number of new 
research data services and repositories is increasing. 
Research data management and the issue of what to 
keep are therefore important and growing issues for a 
significant number of UK Higher Education Institutions

Research grant terms and other legal requirements can 
specify a minimum term that research data must be kept 
for and at a basic level that sets one simple retention 
criterion. However, as these dates begin to expire an 
increasing number of datasets will need review and 
potentially more complex decisions made on whether 
they are retained. 

It is worth stressing that in many ways this is still an 
emerging field. The high-level principles for research 
data management may be established but the everyday 
practice and procedures for the full-range of research 
data, what and why to keep, for how long, and where and 
how to keep it, are still evolving. The current position is 
captured effectively in a quote from the Concordat on 
Open Research Data:

“All those engaged with research have a responsibility 
to ensure the data they gather and generate is 
properly managed, and made accessible, intelligible, 
assessable and usable by others unless there are 
legitimate reasons to the contrary. Access to research 
data therefore carries implications for cost and there 
will need to be trade-offs that reflect value for  
money and use.” (Concordat 2016)

Everyday practice by researchers and curators and those 
implications for cost and trade-offs that reflect value for 
money and use, are being worked through. 

It is hoped this study provides insights on how such 
decisions can be guided and supported, and that the ten 
study recommendations and potential implementations 
for them provide practical suggestions for future 
development.

6. Conclusions
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8.1. Funder all disciplines (Mike Ball, 
UK Research and Innovation)

Context
UK Research and Innovation (UKRI) is a 
relatively new body bringing together the  
seven UK Research Councils, Innovate UK,  
and Research England (the research support 
functions of HEFCE).

Managing data has become more of a hot 
topic in recent years. Practices for managing 
data have been established for a long time in 
some areas and activity is being extended 
across others. There is an interest in which 
tools, mechanisms and principles are possibly 
transferable across disciplines.

The different Research Councils agree on the 
fundamental principles for research data but 
there are some differences in administering 
the principles and between disciplines eg in 
DMPs, data costs, and timelines, so they are 
looking at harmonisation where relevant.  
There is also work being done on research 
data management at a European level and 
with other UK funders eg Welcome Trust. 
Many individuals and projects will be working  
across borders or will be joint funded, so  
there is motivation to establish a common 
landscape in terms of research data policies 
and practices.

The optimal research data to keep
There are some high-level principles.  
It is important to retain: 

• Data which support primary research 
findings, eg are necessary to reproduce  
or query those findings 

• Data that is of obvious long-term value eg 
longitudinal studies over time of population 

behaviours, or field trials. The value is in the 
longevity of the series and uniqueness in 
time of the data 

• Data which is subject to legal requirements 
such as clinical trials or engineering 
equipment test data (eg for vehicles and 
aircraft it must be kept for as long as that 
product remains in current use) 

• Some data with short term value for one 
purpose or set of users can also have long 
term value for other purposes or users. 
This is where an archival decision has to 
be made on retention or transfer. Librarians 
and archivists have been doing this for 
a while. Specific communities need to 
define the principles for when data is still 
scientifically relevant and has not been 
superseded. Discussions around these 
decisions can also be kept 
 

• Quality of data: disciplines all have their 
own quality control systems and do not 
want to keep poor quality data 

• Data suitable for reuse 

Some questions remain around: 

• Instrumentation data. There is a question 
mark around whether to keep raw data, 
processed usable output or both. This 
depends on the complexity of the steps 
required to transform the raw data 

• Outputs from models and simulations. Do you 
need to store simulation models and outputs, 
or would rerunning the process using the 
same model, inputs and boundary conditions 
produce exactly the same output? Individual 
disciplines must decide on specific principles 

8. What to Keep case studies
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• Serendipity. Today’s research is tomorrow’s historical 
record so there can be a value in keeping it. We 
don’t always know what will be valuable in future. 
Cohort studies or election studies may no longer be 
current for their original purpose but still valuable for 
historical research 

• “Curated Databases”. Some community datasets are 
constantly updated and evolving eg many genomic 
databases. There is a question for the community 
about how to maintain access to old versions of the 
database at specific points in time, eg if a particular 
finding or conclusion in a paper is based on a specific 
older version. The problem is these databases tend 
to be large and complex datasets so it is a difficult 
problem to solve 

Regarding supplementary data and materials,  
we should keep: 

• Metadata. All data should have metadata,  
which could be integral to the dataset, or as  
separate documentation 

• Software. Some software/algorithms/codes support 
data reproduction/interpretation, and should be 
preserved next to the data that it supports, in the 
same form. This should be the version that was used 
in the process that produced the data. Algorithms, 
simulations and R packages etc, may need the 
original software in order to reproduce an identical 
output. Other software that is intended to be used as 
an output in and of itself, should be considered as a 
separate category of output, as it needs versioning 
and maintaining 
 

• Physical materials are an open question.  
Reagents and samples need to be considered  
but are outside the scope of data and need  
separate consideration 

Why do you see that as optimal?
• Research integrity 

• Potential for reuse 
 

• Long-term value in terms of a series, uniqueness, 
ongoing original research value, or for alternative use 

• Retaining capacity to replicate the findings  
and output

8.2. Domain repository archaeology 
(Prof. Julian Richards, University of York)

Context
For archaeology it is important to distinguish between 
secondary and primary research data. Secondary data  
is generated largely in universities where datasets are 
produced as part of (or as the main output from) 
research projects. Primary research data is from 
archaeological excavations or other field/laboratory  
work that usually leads to the destruction of the 
resource. There is a long-established tradition and ethic 
within the profession of preservation by record: that  
the digital record becomes a surrogate for the original 
monument, and the archive is a key resource for 
preservation and future re-analysis.

The optimal research data to keep
Primary data: The Archaeology Data Service (ADS) 
undertook a Digital User Needs Survey http://ads.ahds.
ac.uk/project/strategies/ in 1998 when they were 
starting out. They sampled about 600 users about what 
should be kept. This would have included text, databases 
spreadsheets, Geographical Information Systems, 
Computer Aided Design, and 3D records. Now it  
would also encompass digital imaging and other new 
technology. The conclusion was to keep everything that 
has a reuse value (though you can’t always predict what 
that will be). ADS don’t preserve or accept responsibility 
for sensitive or embargoed data that is unlikely ever to 
be available for reuse.
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In 2018 Historic England and the Chartered Institute for 
Archaeology (CIfA) launched a six-month study on how 
to determine what should be included in a digital archive 
from field recording. ADS have pressed for this as there is 
less understanding of best practice for what should be in a 
digital rather than a paper archive; a lot of contractors think 
a pdf and a few digital photos will suffice. The national 
online index of archaeological interventions (OASIS) may 
only require the contractors to upload a grey literature 
report but there may be tables etc. embedded in the pdf 
which could be better preserved as data to enable reuse. 
Also, post-excavation specialists invariably work with digital 
data but the contractor doesn’t deposit the digital outputs, 
only the text reports. Appropriate formats are important. 
Scanned paper records (eg of the stratigraphic matrix)  
are not as valuable for reuse as the original digital data.

There have also been discussions on the optimum  
digital archive for negative evidence (eg where a watching 
brief has found no archaeological evidence), and the 
agreement is that you need to record at least a polygon of 
the area investigated, and an accompanying text record.

Secondary data: These will have some commonality with 
other disciplines. There is a huge variety of software to 
generate models and reconstructions and problems 
preserving it. For example, a Virtual Reality model of a site 
is probably not worth preserving except as mpeg. If the 
Computer Aided Design primary data exists it is better to 
preserve it as the Virtual Reality can be generated directly 
from this. Some huge secondary databases such as 

corpora have been generated. These have great reuse 
potential and are essential to preserve, as even where  
the primary sources still exist elsewhere, recreating  
the secondary database can be very difficult.

Why do you see that as optimal?
It is a professional ethic that excavation (and any 
intervention that causes destruction of the material) is 
unrepeatable and the data can’t be reproduced. Excavation 
archives see very low levels of reuse and reinterpretation 
but must be kept as primary data. Most reuse is from  
grey literature text reports that present a synthesis of  
the findings. There is also a lot of use of specialist online 
databases for finds and scientific analysis, etc. that  
are used.

8.3. Domain repository social sciences 
(Prof Matthew Woollard University of Essex)

Context
The UK Data Service collection is a wide-ranging resource 
for research and teaching communities across and beyond 
the social science discipline in the UK, EU and globally. The 
Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) funds the 
UK Data Service and has a research data policy which UK 
Data Service implements and finds solutions for any 
implementation issues that arise. The core data holding  
is comprised of large-scale government and ESRC-
commissioned survey and aggregate data, as well as  
other data created with ESRC funding.
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The optimal research data to keep 
There are two key policy and procedures documents  
for the UKDS available online: the UKDS Collections 
Development Selection and Appraisal Criteria2; and the 
UKDS [higher level] Collections Development Policy3. 
Policy and appraisal help to determine transparently 
what is considered to be important and to determine the 
appropriate service solutions offered by UKDS: ReShare 
or the UKDS main catalogue. ReShare is a relatively new 
service solution and based on a non-standard Eprints 
solution with standard metadata and some content 
checking. In terms of studies (or data collections) there 
are 1,363 studies in ReShare and 5,957 in the UKDS main 
catalogue. ReShare is growing more rapidly than the 
main catalogue.

The Core Trustworthy Data Repositories Requirements 
for 2017–20194 notes four curation levels that can be 
performed by trusted repositories: 

a. As deposited 

b. Basic curation eg, brief checking, addition of basic 
metadata or documentation 

c. Enhanced curation eg, conversion to new formats, 
enhancement of documentation 

d. Data level curation (as in C above, with additional 
editing of data for accuracy) 

UKDS broadly focusses on curation level A in ReShare 
and curation level C in the UKDS main collection. Data 
collections regardless of curation level are findable 
through the same catalogue interface.

Why do you see that as optimal?
“What to keep” could be anywhere on a line between 
nothing and everything, and depends on a number of 
factors in terms of what can physically be done and 
cost. Data collections held by the UKDS fall into two 
main categories:

1. Data collections selected for long-term curation. 
These data will have long term secondary analysis 
potential (the UKDS main catalogue)

2. Data collections selected for “short-term” 
management. These collections will not initially be 
retained for long-term preservation (but may be moved 
to category one in the future). They will be backed-up ie, 
bit-level preservation only (ReShare)
 
Also, while it might be pragmatic to remove data from 
either collection if there is a considerable period of 
non-use, the issues of doing this tend to outweigh the 
benefits. Theoretically, even datasets which have not 
been downloaded over say a thirty-year period, may have 
been referenced, and deleting may ‘break’ the persistent 
identifier. Their rationale is to maintain access to all 
collections permanently (potentially through more active 
preservation actions), unless they lose the rights to 
curate those data.

2.  ukdataservice.ac.uk/media/455175/cd234-collections 
appraisal.pdf

3.  ukdataservice.ac.uk/media/398725/cd227-
collectionsdevelopmentpolicy.pdf

4.  coretrustseal.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Core_Trustworthy_
Data_Repositories_Requirements_01_00.pdf 
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8.4. Instrument repository science and 
technology (Juan Bicarregui, STFC)

Context
The STFC scientific computing department manages 
and makes available the data coming off the large 
Neutron and Synchrotron instrument facilities at 
Rutherford Appleton National laboratory. It also holds 
many other data resources. The users of the instruments 
are mostly researchers from UK universities but some 
are also international. Typically, they collect data on site 
for a few days. They may also do the data analysis on 
site or they often take the data away for analysis. All 
instrument users have to be registered and there is an 
automatic STFC archiving process running whilst they 
are on site using the instruments.

The optimal research data to keep
If everything goes well the STFC repository would want 
to keep the whole pipeline of raw, intermediate, and final 
data for publication. Also the metadata, hypothesis, 
methodology, instrument configuration settings and 
calibration data.

You wouldn’t want to keep data if you don’t know what it 
is or if it is not reusable, eg data from experiments that 
didn’t proceed correctly.

It is not just about what to keep, but how long to keep it. 
Some samples (eg a gene line) can’t be reproduced so 
should be kept in perpetuity. For a mineral analysis 
though, you could probably do it better in ten years’ time. 
The old data would then be superseded and have no 
scientific value any longer, but it might have historical 
value or value as support for a paper published at  
the time.

So far, Moore’s law has worked to our advantage. Data 
from 30 years ago doesn’t take up much space, but the 
software might not run anymore so it might be useless. 
A lot of the software is decades old but has been 
continuously updated. It may not be backwards 
compatible with data from 30 years ago. They don’t see 
keeping the software as part of their role as this would 

be too expensive and the facility is focussed on 
supporting new science.

Why do you see that as optimal?
• You might want to redo/replicate the experiment, eg 

by running the same data through the same software. 
Peer reviewers in future might want to do this 

• A different research group might want to rerun it to 
validate with a different model/software/hypothesis 

• Validation or Reuse tends to be the objective

End to end archiving of the processes has been the 
vision for a while. They are good at collecting and 
archiving the front end of the pipeline. Depending on the 
instrument, the analysis could happen on site and they 
could therefore archive the whole chain. However, if the 
researcher takes the data away, they have less control 
over what happens to the subsequent processing of the 
raw data. Hopefully the home universities of the 
researchers will take care of it, as they have funder 
policies on this. If there is a publication, they might be 
able to link the results with the raw data, but there may 
be some gaps in the middle of the pipeline.

It is important to distinguish different use cases: Open 
data is not an end in itself.

• Validation (for which the raw data and pipeline  
is needed) 
 

• Reuse (for which only the end result/structure  
is useful)
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8.5. University research data service 
(Catherine Pink, University of Bath)

Context
Faculties in the university have a STEM focus, so there  
are no Arts. They do cover some Humanities and Social 
Sciences, Education, Psychology, Health and a School  
of Management. The Research Data Service covers 
anything to support researchers around storage, security, 
file management, DMPs, publishing etc. It provides the 
Institutional Research Data Archive. The service also covers 
policy, links with other departments and increasingly ethics 
and data protection issues. The University’s Research  
Data Policy is available online and is in the process of  
being updated5.

The optimal research data to keep
The primary objective is to keep data required to substantiate 
published research articles and their findings. Institutionally, 
the driver is in terms of validating the findings, reproducibility 
and supporting the institutional Code of Good Conduct in 
Research Integrity6. However, what would be needed for 
others to build on the research or reuse the data might 
require a more processed version. Realistically in order for 
support for data management to grow researchers must see 
some benefit. Traditionally this is in terms of impact and 
citations – eg for reuse of the data.

Subsidiary drivers are data defined by funders as important 
to keep, and anything deemed by the researcher to have 
intrinsic value in its own right. If it doesn’t go into the 
institutional data archive then it should be in another 

repository. Deposits need to have enough documentation 
for the data to be understood in order to go into the  
archive and are not accepted without it. Software and  
code may be kept either in their own right or as  
supporting documentation.

Focussed guidance is given to researchers about what to 
keep, eg input and output files. For interview data, the 
archive prefers to receive an anonymised transcript over 
raw audio files, as this can be directly reused. Any data that 
can’t be reproduced is also valuable. See the online 
guidance on selection and appraisal of research data7.
Increasingly researchers need to comply with  
publishers requiring a data DOI so publisher and journal 
requirements have an important role. Research is  
often international and collaborative and may have 
multiple different funders and funder requirements. A 
requirement from a journal applies to all contributors and 
all the research, irrespective of their local requirements.

The REF is not a driver currently for researchers in terms 
of their research data management but does have some 
bearing in terms of the research environment in REF.
 
Why do you see that as optimal?
This is the easiest approach to explain to a researcher.  
It is a defined thing – what are the findings and evidence 
that validates them? The service covers a large range of 
disciplines and their advice and guidance needs to be 
generic. However, at a more specific level, discipline/
sub-discipline needs and specific best practice will  
vary substantially. Researchers need to decide which 

5.  bath.ac.uk/corporate-information/research-data-policy/
6.  bath.ac.uk/corporate-information/code-of-good-practice-in-

research-integrity/ 
7.  https://library.bath.ac.uk/research-data/working-with 

data/weeding-data
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selection and retention decisions to apply. Raw and 
processed differs between disciplines eg in DNA 
sequencing raw reads can be enormous files; the 
processed version is much smaller and this is what  
the findings are generally based on (unless the  
research is around the methodology itself). 

8.6. Researcher practice-based arts and 
humanities (Prof Simon McVeigh, PRAG  
UK member)

Context
The Practice Research Advisory Group (PRAG-UK) is a 
UK-wide informal group. It has a steering group of a dozen 
senior representatives across all Arts and Humanities 
disciplines working with non-traditional research outputs. 
One primary object is to raise awareness of different ways 
of preserving non-published research data. They are 
seeking a common understanding of what research data is 
in the arts, and how to curate it and make it available across 
disciplines as diverse as music, theatre, art, design, film, 
architecture, creative writing etc. The objective is to define a 
common approach to handling data of all kinds and to 
make research explicit and visible, verifiable and 
sustainable, in ways that can be built upon; this is  
almost completely absent at the moment as eg only a 
minute fraction of 2014 REF outputs can now be found. 
The problem is not purely technical or conceptual: the  
main issue is with the professional environment in  
the disciplines. 

The optimal research data to keep
The term “research data” is anathema to many colleagues 
working in these areas. They would not recognise the term 
and are more likely to use colloquial expressions such  
as “stuff”.

From experience within musicology and historical contexts, 
the idea of keeping and sharing ancillary data is still quite 
novel. Ethnomusicology colleagues are more familiar  
with the concepts, but Open is as yet not so much part  
of their culture. 

It is not clear what the output is in REF terms. Unlike in 
science, people don’t necessarily recognise a division 
between the output and supporting data. REF is moving 
towards a more flexible view of what the output is, so 
that for a practice researcher the whole lifecycle  
of research can be captured and the process seen as 
equally important as the outcome. Alongside the public 
face of the research (exhibitions, performances etc) 
diverse input includes process-maps, prototypes, 
interviews, software etc. and also evidence of impact 
and engagement by the research community and the 
public. PRAG-UK is keen on developing a range of ways 
in which these can be tied into the research evidence.

Why do you see that as optimal?
For practice-based research at UK institutions, 
researchers need to take ownership of and document 
their research projects so they can be preserved and 
passed on through active curation, and people can 
understand the research imperatives and follow the 
processes. The exhortation to narrativise the project  
is key. The discrete package/portfolio (and individual 
components as appropriate) could have a DOI.

One problem is people see their projects as open-ended. 
Without the imperative to complete research projects for 
publication, arts practitioners want to keep exploring and 
extending the work. They should be encouraged to start a 
new DOI for extensions and revisions.

We are starting from a position where almost nothing is 
available. A Web of Arts of the best and most interesting 
work would enhance the research agenda and have clear 
benefits for the research community and the individual 
researcher, as well as for the sector in engaging with the 
creative industries. Universities have a big part to play. An 
advocacy call could be made to Research England and the 
research councils. This could help counter the lingering 
suspicion that even the AHRC is biased against work which 
falls outside traditional forms – not to speak of science-
dominated universities and their research managers. 
PRAG-UK will encourage funders and HEIs as well as 
researchers to reaffirm the UK’s international leadership  
in this field.

31



| 8. What to Keep case studies

8.7. Publisher science technology medicine 
(Eefke Smit International Association of  
STM Publishers)

Context
Publishers are now very aware of the importance of 
research data: there has been a rapid growth in last  
five-six years. Previously some areas such as astronomy, 
crystallography, and genome research already had this 
awareness, but it is now reaching across all disciplines. 
Publishers are aware that there needs to be data sharing 
and tie-in with the papers for reproducibility.

All the big publishers have set up workflows with the 
main data archives so people can submit data and 
articles at the same time. This practice is spreading to 
mid–sized publishers. It is stimulated partly by requests 
from authors, but the funders are really driving this. This 
does not mean that a high percentage of data is shared 
yet, but it is at least on the radar.

The optimal research data to keep
The first hurdles are already becoming evident: What 
kind of data should people submit? There is a continuum 
from really raw to processed. People who say “all of it” 
don’t understand the problems of volume and ensuring 
sufficient quality of metadata, etc. 

There is a spectrum of views about what is optimal and 
this depends on whose perspective it is looked at from. 
For the readers of a research paper and also fellow 
researchers in the same area, the basic minimum for 
what to keep is probably the data supporting the claim in 
a publication. At the other end of the spectrum you could 
have raw data from labs.

However in-between these two outer points of the 
spectrum, one may also always want a comprehensive 
dataset as a deliverable result of a research project. 
Preferably nicely cleaned (in a well-documented way: 
what data was discarded and why), edited and  
metadata added to make it FAIR (findable, accessible, 
intelligible, reusable).

The optimal requirement for what to keep therefore, 
probably is the data supporting the claim in a publication 
plus a well edited and clean complete dataset for the whole 
research project. Several different journal policies have 
emerged. Science and Nature, etc, have a reproducibility 
declaration in the Principles and Guidelines for Reporting 
Preclinical Research8. In fact, some prestigious journals 
have always asked for (but not necessarily received), the 
data that supports a scientific claim in an article. This should 
be the minimum, for reproducibility. Several publishers 
also want the data behind any illustration – eg a graph, 
map or digital image. 
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In addition, there is also data that should be added to 
well-structured databanks to help them develop a useful 
body of data. In some areas it is compulsory to add to 
such common databases. Think of the way Genbank 
was built up and crowdsourced. The same applies  
for the International Protein dB [now superseded  
by Ensembl/UniProt] and the CCDC in crystallography.

Why do you see that as optimal?
What is optimal may be discipline specific  
but the minimum above should apply to all.

Persistent links are important: Data should always  
be linked to an article explaining how the data was 
generated and interpreted, in what context. The DOI is 
necessary but not sufficient eg, see Scholix: A 
Framework for Scholarly Link eXchange9. 

Raw data is just a data dump unless it is usable – it 
might need software and protocols etc. to make it 
intelligible. Materials, videos, reagents, lab protocols 
might all be relevant, and the format of the research 
article should make space for this and also for a 
reference to the DMP and a data access statement.  
See the Joint Declaration of Data Citation Principles10  
as applied by DRYAD.

A data access statement (alternatively referred to as a 
‘data availability statement’) is crucial in signposting 
where the data associated with a paper is available, and 
under what conditions the data can be accessed, 
including links (where applicable) to the dataset. Some 
research funders, require data availability statements to 
be included in publications, and relevant Journal policies 
can support compliance with these requirements. 
Authors submitting a paper to a journal with a data 
sharing policy, are prompted to provide a data availability 
statement with their submission. For examples see 
Taylor and Francis11 or Springer Nature12. There is a  
lot of fragmentation in the area.

8.   nih.gov/research-training/rigor-reproducibility/principles-
guidelines-reporting-preclinical-research

9. scholix.org/ 
10.  force11.org/article/joint-declaration-data- 

citation-principles 
11. https://authorservices.taylorandfrancis.com/data-
12.  springernature.com/gp/authors/research-data-policy/data-

availability-statements/12330880
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Appendix 1 – tables

Introduction and explanation of tables

Tables 1-5 (column 1 of Table 3) 
The tables are based on analysis of responses 
in the following study interviews:

• Domain Repository (CEDA), Sarah 
Callaghan, Centre for Environmental  
Data Analysis 
 

• Domain Repository (ADS), Prof Julian 
Richards, Archaeology Data Service  

• Domain Repository (ELAR), Mandana 
Seyfeddinipur, Endangered Languages 
Archive, SOAS 

• Institutional RDS (Bath), Cathy Pink, 
University of Bath 

• Funder (Welcome Trust), Dave Carr 

• Publishers (STM), Eefke Smit, International 
Association of STM Publishers 

• Institutional RDS (York), Jenny Mitcham, 
University of York (now at Digital 
Preservation Coalition) 

• Instrument Repository (STFC), Juan 
Bicarregui, Science and Technology 
Facilities Council 

• Researcher (PhD student), Laura Molloy, 
University of Oxford 

• Industry (GSK), Malcolm Skingle 

• Researcher (SGC), Wen Hwa Lee, Action 
Against AMD (formerly at Structural 
Genomics Group)

• Domain Repository (UKDS), Prof Matthew 
Woollard, University of Essex and UK  
Data Service 

• Researcher (PRAG-UK), Prof Simon 
McVeigh, Goldsmiths and Practice 
Research Group UK 

• Funder (UKRI), Mike Ball, UK Research  
and Innovation

Tables 1 and 2
In Tables 1 and 2 the analysis of criteria for 
what to keep and why are the results of 
aggregation of the interviews and show the 
number of times a criterion was mentioned by 
different interviewees. All results are based  
on semi-structured interviews with open 
questions (see appendix 2). Each interview 
instance is shown by a bar in the brackets 
after number of mentions to give a visual 
indication of the relative occurrences of those 
criteria in the interviews. 

Table 3 
Table 3 provides a comparison of appraisal 
and selection criteria from What to Keep and 
four other sources. Sources for Table 3 are: 

• WTK Optimal Data to Keep. Taken from 
the What to Keep study. Table 1 of this 
study analyses interview responses on 
the optimal data to keep and provides a 
mapping onto identified criteria. Analysis 
of what not to keep has been added from 
interview responses analysed in Table 2 
Why to Keep. Each interview instance is 
shown by a bar in the brackets after the 
criteria to give a visual indication of the 
relative occurrences of those criteria in  
the interviews.
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• NERC checklist. The NERC Data Value Checklist 
(NERC 2015) aims to identify which data should be 
considered for accession to the NERC Environmental 
Data Centres. It is not expected to give a definitive 
response to whether the data should be retained, but 
offers guidance on assessing their long-term value. 
The two-page checklist has a tripartite set of criteria: 

• Mandatory criteria (Legal/statutory 
considerations): answering ‘Yes’ to one or more  
of the questions automatically result in selection 
for retention 

• Important criteria (Policy, and Scientific or historic 
value): answering ‘Yes’ to at least one of the 
questions should probably result in selection  
for retention 

• Supporting criteria (Origin, Condition, Storage  
and Preservation, Access/Use, Formats/Technical 
limitations): answering ‘Yes’ to the majority  
of the questions should result in selection  
for retention 

A final one-page appendix provides general guidance and 
expands discussion of the criteria.

• DCC 5 Steps. The Five steps to decide what data 
to keep: DCC Checklist for Appraising Research 
Data (DCC 2014) aims to help UK Higher Education 
Institutions aid their researchers in making informed 
choices about what research data to keep. It sets out 
five steps with criteria checklists to consider: 

• Step 1 potential reuse purposes 
• Step 2 legal or policy compliance risks 
• Step 3 long-term value 
• Step 4 the costs and 
• Step 5 completing the data appraisal 

• Bristol Checklist. The latest version of the University 
of Bristol Research Data Evaluation Guide and 
checklist (University of Bristol 2018) aims to assist 
researchers in the task of sorting research data 
according to its relative reuse value. There is a 2-page 
checklist modelled on the NERC Checklist with the 
mandatory, important, and supporting hierarchy 
of criteria but with some additions/deletions, and 
generalisation for wider disciplinary application. It 
discusses five high-level criteria for retaining data: 
special scientific or historical value; uniqueness; 
high reuse potential; not be easily reproduced; and 
a strong economic case for data retention. It is a 
concise summarised version of material found in the 
Digital Curation Centre’s How to Appraise and Select 
Research Data for Curation Guide and the Natural 
Environment Research Council’s Data Value Checklist 

• PrePARe checklist. Selecting what to keep and 
what to bin from the Cambridge PrePARe Project 
(PrePARe 2012) is a one-page Factsheet is aimed 
at researchers and divided into two parts: Deciding 
what to keep; and Deciding what to bin. Each part 
has seven criteria. It adopts a record management 
approach noting most research material - including 
data, some emails and reports - are classed 
as ‘records’ and may be covered by funder’s or 
department’s records retention policies. It aims first 
to help researchers decide what they are obliged to 
keep, what is of use to them now and what may be 
of use to them or others in future. If they answer Yes 
to any of the questions, they should probably keep it. 
Once they have decided what they need to keep, the 
factsheet helps them review the rest of their material. 
If they answer Yes to any of the questions, they could 
consider deletion. The final decision on retention or 
deletion is made by the researcher.
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Table 1 – Optimal data to keep

What to keep criteria mapped from interviews Interview mentions

1. Relevant to mission 

1.1 Funder requirement 9 (IIIIIIIII)

1.2 Potential for reuse 8 (IIIIIIII)

1.3 Legal requirement 2 (II)

1.4 Publisher requirement 3 (III)

1.5 Data to substantiate research publications & findings 8 (IIIIIIII)

1.6 Degree of Openness 6 (IIIIII)

1.7 Uniqueness 8 (IIIIIIII)

1.8 Time Series/Aggregate collection 3 (III)

1.9 From specified creator 6 (IIIIII)

1.10 Intangible Cultural Heritage 5 (IIIII)

1.11 Deemed to have intrinsic academic value 3 (III)

1.12 Within collection policy 4 (IIII)

1.13 Within supporting criteria

Origin(ality) 2 (II)

Condition 6 (IIIIII)

Storage and preservation 2 (II)

Access/use 5 (IIIII)

Formats/technical limitations 3 (III)

Likely demand 3 (III)

2. Data Level

2.1 Raw Data 3 (III)

2.2 Processed Data 4 (IIII)

2.3 Data supporting publication 5 (IIIII)

2.4 Synthesis (Grey lit, Models) 3 (III)

2. 5 Practice (A&H) 2 (II)
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What to keep criteria mapped from interviews Interview mentions

3. Data Source Type

3.1 Observational Data 4 (IIII)

3.2 Experimental Data 2 (II)

3.3 Secondary Data 3 (III)

3.4 Negative Data 3 (III)

4. Supplementary materials

4.1 Physical samples 4 (IIII)

4.2 Metadata / documentation 8 (IIIIIIII)

4.3 Software 8 (IIIIIIII)

4.4 Workflow 5 (IIIII)

4.5 DMP, consents, contracts 2 (II)

4.6 Persistent Links (and systems for them) 2 (II)

1. Cost 5 (IIIII)

2. Curation Level 2 (II)

3. Disciplinary norms 5 (IIIII)
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Table 2 – Why to keep

What to keep criteria mapped from interviews Interview mentions

1. Research Integrity and reproducibility 10 (IIIIIIIIII)

2. Reuse 13 (IIIIIIIIIIIII)

3. Disciplinary Needs/Norms 11 (IIIIIIIIIII)

4. Funder Requirement 9 (IIIIIIIII)

4.1 Deposit 7 (IIIIIII)

4.2 Time 6 (IIIIII)

4.3 Openness 10 (IIIIIIIIII)

5. Legal Requirement 4 (IIII)

5.1 Time 2 (II)

6. Publisher requirement 5 (IIIII)

7. Citations and impact 1 (I)

8. De-duplication of research 1 (I)

9. Return on Investment/responsibility to public 4 (IIII)

10. Open Science 3 (III)

11. Intangible cultural heritage 3 (III)

12. Irreplaceable 7 (IIIIIII)

13. Cost to recreate 3 (III)

14. Critical mass 2 (II)

15. REF Research environment 2 (II)

16. Serendipity 2 (II)

17. Why not to keep

17.1 Duplicate of a master held elsewhere 1 (I)

17.2 Superseded/draft 2 (II)

17.3 Restrictions on reuse 1 (I)

17.4 Easier/cheaper to recreate/replicate 1 (I)

17.5 Quality (incorrect or faulty experimental results, etc.) 1 (II)
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Table 3 – Data appraisal and selection criteria mapped from what to keep and other sources

Mapped criteria WTK Optimal  
Data to Keep

NERC  
checklist

DCC 5  
steps

Bristol  
checklist

PrePARe  
checklist

1. Relevant to mission 

1.1 Funder requirement  (IIIIIIIII)  (mandatory)  (step 2)  (mandatory)  (probably keep)

1.2 Potential for reuse  (IIIIIIII)  (important)  (step 1)  (important)  (probably keep)

1.3 Legal requirement  (II)  (mandatory)  (step 2)  (mandatory)  (probably keep)

1.4 Publisher requirement  (III)  (step 2)  (mandatory)

1.5 Data to substantiate  
research publications  
& findings

 (IIIIIIII)  (important)  (step 1)  (mandatory)  (probably keep)

1.6 Degree of Openness  (IIIIII)
 (supporting)

 (supporting)  (step 2) 
 (step 3) 

1.7 Uniqueness  (IIIIIIII)  (important)  (step 3)  (important)  (probably keep)

1.8 Time Series/ 
Aggregate collection

 (III)  (important)  (important)

1.9 From specified creator  (IIIIII)  (important)

1.10 Intangible  
Cultural Heritage

 (IIIII)

1.11 Deemed  
to have intrinsic  
academic value

 (III)
 (important)

  (important)
 (probably keep)

 (step 3) 
“reputation”

1.12 Within  
collection policy

 (IIII)  (important)  (introduction)

1.13 Within supporting criteria

Origin(ality)  (II)  (supporting)  (supporting)

Condition  (IIIIII)  (supporting)  (step 3)  (supporting)

Storage and preservation  (II)  (supporting)  (supporting)

Access/use  (IIIII)  (supporting)  (supporting)

Formats/technical 
limitations

 (III)  (supporting)  (supporting)

Likely demand  (III)  (important)  (step 3)  (important)

39



| Appendix 1 – tables

Mapped criteria WTK Optimal  
Data to Keep

NERC  
checklist

DCC 5  
steps

Bristol  
checklist

PrePARe  
checklist

2. Data Level

2.1 Raw Data  (III)

2.2 Processed Data  (IIII)

2.3 Data supporting 
publication

 (IIIII)

2.4 Synthesis  
(Grey lit, Models)

 (III)

2. 5 Practice (A&H)  (II)

3. Data Source Type

3.1 Observational Data  (IIII)

3.2 Experimental Data  (II)

3.3 Secondary Data  (III)

3.4 Negative Data  (III)

4. Supplementary materials

4.1 Physical samples  (IIII)

4.7 Metadata /
documentation

 (IIIIIIII)   (supporting)  (step 1) 
 (step 3)

4.8 Software  (IIIIIIII)  (supporting)  (step 1)

4.9 Workflow  (IIIII)

4.10 DMP, consents, 
contracts

 (II)  (step 3)

4.11 Persistent Links  
(and systems for them)

 (II)

4.12 Analysis scripts  (step 1)

5. Cost  (IIIII)  (supporting)  (step 4)   (supporting) 

6. Curation Level  (II)

7. Disciplinary norms  (IIIII)  (mandatory)

8. What Not to Keep

8.1 Someone else 
responsible for  
master copy

 (consider 
deletion)

8.2 Duplicate of a master 
held elsewhere

 (I)  (consider 
deletion)
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Mapped criteria WTK Optimal  
Data to Keep

NERC  
checklist

DCC 5  
steps

Bristol  
checklist

PrePARe  
checklist

8.3 Superseded/draft  (II)  (consider 
deletion)

8.4 restrictions on reuse  (I)  (consider 
deletion)

8.5 copyright prevents 
sharing

 (consider 
deletion)

8.6 Material identifying 
living individuals

 (consider 
deletion)

8.7 easier/cheaper to 
recreate/replicate

 (I)  (consider 
deletion)

8.8 Quality (incorrect  
or faulty experimental 
results, etc.)

 (II)
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Table 4 – Current state

Current 
State

Domain 
Repository 
(CEDA )

Domain 
Repository  
(ADS)

Domain 
Repository 
(ELAR)

Institutional  
RDS (Bath)

Funder (Welcome 
Trust)

Known/Not 
Known to 
conditions

Knows from 
experience that 
some researchers 
do sit on their data 
despite conditions. 
They don’t have 
many sanctions 
but in theory can 
withhold the last 
grant payment. 
This has probably 
never been 
applied. Younger 
researchers 
understand the 
importance of data 
management 
better so this is 
improving but will 
probably never  
be 100%.

ADS estimate 
that for fieldwork 
80-90% of reports 
are deposited  
in OASIS but 
deposition is 
lower for primary 
research data.  
An exception 
would be the big, 
high-profile 
projects like 
Crossrail where 
data management 
and archiving has 
been properly 
planned.

All of it is in line 
with conditions

Know about 
datasets 
deposited with 
them and in some 
external archives 
but not rest. Know 
researchers don’t 
delete unselected 
data to release 
active storage just 
in case they need 
data themselves. 

Sufficient 
experience to  
say things are not 
100% compliant. 
There is fairly 
limited tracking 
currently but 
monitoring is 
being enhanced.
Decisions on 
which data in  
the process is 
worth saving and 
sharing are up to 
the researchers.  
This is a work  
in progress as 
areas of best 
practice are  
still evolving.

Approaches  
to Know that

Deposit  
in own 
repository

Yes Yes Yes Yes (not all 
elsewhere)

End to End 
Monitoring

Yes (control 
whole chain  
for funder)

Annual 
deposit/
funding

Yes (progressive 
deposit/funding)

Grants 
Database / 
CRIS

Yes (manual 
review searching 
for data)

Yes (OASIS for 
fieldwork)
Yes (Grants less 
clear on data)

All methods 
available for 
tracking data  
are manual and 
currently too  
time consuming.
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Current 
State

Domain 
Repository 
(CEDA )

Domain 
Repository  
(ADS)

Domain 
Repository 
(ELAR)

Institutional  
RDS (Bath)

Funder (Welcome 
Trust)

DMPs Yes (variable) DMPs are not  
the solution to 
tracking all  
the data.

Introducing  
new end of  
grant data  
policy checks 
against the 
original DMPs

Past 
surveys

Manually 
checking 
articles

Data editor
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Current 
State

Publisher (STM) Institutional RDS 
(York)

Instrument 
Repository 
(STFC)

Researcher (PhD 
student)

Industry (GSK)

Known/Not 
Known to 
conditions

We are only at the 
beginning of this. 
There are lots  
of different 
approaches for 
different journals 
– some say it is 
necessary to 
have a data editor 
but others just 
accept what they 
are given.

Know what has 
been deposited 
with them. They 
encourage 
researchers to 
enter a record in 
PURE for 
datasets 
deposited 
elsewhere and to 
link to them. 
There are 
examples of this 
though it is pretty 
hard (near 
impossible) to 
measure or 
enforce 
compliance. They 
don’t know how 
many researchers 
aren’t depositing, 
or what is being 
produced. DAF 
survey about five 
years ago, before 
the repository 
was in place, and 
most researchers 
didn’t know what 
to keep or for 
how long.

Facility is 
producing and 
keeping the raw 
data. However, if 
the researcher 
takes the data 
away, they have 
less control over 
what happens to 
the subsequent 
processing of the 
raw data. 
Hopefully the 
university will 
take care of it, as 
they have funder 
policies on this. If 
there is a 
publication, they 
might be able to 
link the results 
with the raw data, 
but there may be 
some gaps in the 
middle of the 
pipeline.

ESRC encourages 
but does not 
mandate 
research data 
deposit by PhD 
students. No 
conditions apply 
- note contrast to 
other ESRC 
research grants. 
Institutional terms 
and conditions for 
their students vary 
from university to 
university. Overall 
position unknown.

N/A

Approaches 
to Know 
that

N/A

Deposit  
in own 
repository

Yes (but not 
elsewhere)

Yes (but not 
elsewhere)

End to End 
Monitoring

Yes (automated 
raw data 
archiving)

Annual 
deposit/
funding
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Current 
State

Publisher (STM) Institutional  
RDS (York)

Instrument 
Repository 
(STFC)

Researcher (PhD 
student)

Industry (GSK)

Grants 
Database/
CRIS

(PURE 
limitations)

DMPs

Past 
surveys

Yes

Manually 
checking 
articles

Some but too 
laborious

Yes

Data editor Yes (some 
journals)
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Current 
State

Researcher 
(SGC) 

Researcher 
(PRAG-UK)

Domain 
Repository 
(UKDS)

Funder (UKRI) Industry (GSK)

Known/Not 
Known to 
conditions

100% known, as 
in-house. Plus, for 
any end point 
they generate, the 
data is also 
uploaded to the 
appropriate 
public databases.

Known to be 
largely NOT kept 
in line in any 
rigorous way: we 
need to develop 
protocols. 
Contractual 
issues, especially 
regarding part-
time staff, are 
thorny and may 
not be resolvable 
within the current 
frameworks. 
There are bound 
to be copyright, 
performing and 
mechanical rights 
which would 
require specialist 
knowledge to 
resolve.

Virtually everything 
offered is brought 
into the collection. 
They think this  
is a significant 
proportion of 
ESRC-funded 
research. However, 
there is  
still research 
generating data 
that is not offered 
to them. This 
might be failure  
of the project to 
create any usable 
data or data which 
might be sensitive. 
Consent is a legal/
ethical issue  
for sharing  
some datasets. 

The landscape  
is diverse so it is 
difficult to answer 
generically 
across all 
communities. 
They are not all in 
the same place. 
Where there  
is a specific 
repository 
stipulated by  
the research 
council (eg ESRC 
and UKDS) we 
have a good idea 
of levels of 
compliance.

Approaches  
to Know that

Deposit  
in own 
repository

Yes Yes Yes (some RCs)

End to End 
Monitoring

Yes

Annual 
deposit/
funding

Grants 
Database / 
CRIS

Yes 
(ResearchFish 
fields but how to 
use consistently) 
EPSRC obligation 
on Uni to track

DMPs Yes (have DMP 
list but not DMPs)
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Current 
State

Researcher 
(SGC) 

Researcher 
(PRAG-UK)

Domain 
Repository 
(UKDS)

Funder (UKRI) Industry (GSK)

Past surveys

Manually 
checking 
articles

Yes (but this  
is uncertain 
process )

Data editor

Tracing 
unique 
reagents

Yes
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Table 5 – Current shortfalls and suggestions to address them

Shortfalls/
Suggestions

Domain 
Repository 
(CEDA)

Domain 
Repository 
(ADS)

Domain 
Repository 
(ELAR)

Institutional 
RDS (Bath)

Funder 
(Welcome 
Trust)

Growing Data 
Volumes

Yes

More selective Yes (ingest is 
main cost)

Yes (more 
domain specific)

More funding Yes Yes (not 
sufficiently 
resourced)

(Funding is 10% 
of grant and 
covers training 
etc)

Tiered storage Yes

Costing more 
accurately

Yes (ADS 
costing tool, HE 
2 stage 
approach to 
grant)

Improve 
discovery/
access

Yes (this is key)

Not following 
grant conditions 
(sharing)

Yes Yes No problem

More Incentives 
(data citation, 
awards, REF, 
etc)

Yes (more to 
share, RAE, Data 
citation)

Yes (have a 
good data 
collection 
award)

Yes (encourage 
data citation and 
access 
statement. REF)

More Audit Yes (funders)

Improve grant 
databases

Yes 
(ResearchFish?)

Yes 
(ResearchFish?)

More Sanctions Yes (funders 
should police it)

More Advocacy 
(benefits)

Yes Yes (UKRI 
changing mood 
more credit)

Yes

More Training Yes (PhDs) Yes (week 
intensive 
course)
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Shortfalls/
Suggestions

Domain 
Repository 
(CEDA)

Domain 
Repository 
(ADS)

Domain 
Repository 
(ELAR)

Institutional 
RDS (Bath)

Funder 
(Welcome 
Trust)

More Data 
access 
statements  
in articles

Yes (will 
consider for 
Internet 
Archaeology)

Trying to 
encourage

Yes

More 
automation of 
deposit 
workflow

More one to one 
guidance

Diverse Funding  
landscape

More 
harmonisation

Yes (RCs)

Peer review  
of data

? Creaking at the 
seams

Low reuse of 
many data 

(Yes) higher 
demand for 
synthesis than 
data

Yes (currently 
low as discipline 
shifts)

Gaps in 
repositories

Yes Yes

Zenodo/
Figshare

Yes (less 
metadata/
useful)

Institutional 
Data Services

Domain Services Yes (have ELAR)

Shared services Exploring 
offering service 
for orphan 
data without 
repository
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Shortfalls/
Suggestions

Domain 
Repository 
(CEDA)

Domain 
Repository 
(ADS)

Domain 
Repository 
(ELAR)

Institutional 
RDS (Bath)

Funder 
(Welcome 
Trust)

Obsolescence

Data 
archaeology 
projects

Yes (data at risk)

Metrics

Work with 
Discipline/S-D 
on definition

Yes (HE/CfA 
study)

Costs seen  
as too high

Yes (advocacy 
needed)

Yes

Better demo  
of value

Develop 
guidance

Costs of data 
sharing. Trying 
to develop 
guidance. Are 
these costs 
specified in  
the grant?

Sustainability 
models - 
Budgeting for 
time and effort 
needed

Ethics and data 
protection

Yes (growing 
areas and in a 
learning 
process)
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Shortfalls/
Suggestions

Domain 
Repository 
(CEDA)

Domain 
Repository 
(ADS)

Domain 
Repository 
(ELAR)

Institutional 
RDS (Bath)

Funder 
(Welcome 
Trust)

Disciplinary differences  
and in state of play  
within them

Bringing 
communities 
together to 
develop best 
practice

Working  
with different 
disciplinary and 
sub -disciplinary 
communities  
to develop  
data practices. 
Bringing 
communities 
together to 
develop best 
practice.

Look for 
transferable 
practice from 
established data 
communities  
to other less 
developed areas

Incentives

More funder and 
publisher 
collaboration

Slow pace of 
culture change

Training for  
early career 
researchers  
and hope to 
influence PIs

Lack of 
disciplinary 
knowledge for 
all subjects

Slow speed of 
data release

Modify funder 
requirements
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Shortfalls/
Suggestions

Publisher (STM) Institutional 
RDS (York)

Instrument 
Repository 
(STFC)

Researcher 
(PhD student)

Industry (GSK)

Growing Data 
Volumes

Yes Yes (So far 
Moore’s Law 
working to our 
advantage)

Yes (exponential 
growth)

More selective Yes (appraisal  
is key)

Yes (Not just 
what but how 
long to keep)

More funding

Tiered storage

Costing more 
accurately

Improve 
discovery/
access

(trade-offs in 
data entry and 
depth of 
metadata )

Not following 
grant conditions 
(sharing)

Yes

More Incentives 
(data citation, 
awards, REF, etc)

Yes Yes (insufficient 
credit for data 
sharing)

Yes (data quality 
and sharing)

More Audit

Improve grant 
databases

More Sanctions No (incentives 
better)

More Advocacy 
(benefits)

Yes Yes (currently 
compliance not 
aspiration)

More Training Yes (for early 
career and 
checking DMPs)

Yes (selection 
and appraisal 
under-taught)

More data 
access 
statements in 
articles
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Shortfalls/
Suggestions

Publisher (STM) Institutional 
RDS (York)

Instrument 
Repository 
(STFC)

Researcher 
(PhD student)

Industry (GSK)

More 
automation  
of deposit 
workflow

Yes (make  
it easier)

More one to one 
guidance

Diverse Funding landscape

More 
harmonisation

Yes (tie more  
to type of data 
– UKRI role)

Peer review  
of data

Yes (QA a 
mammoth task)

Low reuse of 
many data 

Gaps in 
repositories

Yes (middle  
of pipeline)

Zenodo/
Figshare

Institutional 
Data Services

Domain Services

Shared services

Preservation/
Obsolescence

Yes (software)

Data 
archaeology 
projects

Jisc shared 
service

Yes (to address 
preservation)

Metrics

Work with 
Discipline/
sub- Disciplines 
on definition

Costs seen  
as too high

Yes (who pays?)
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Shortfalls/
Suggestions

Publisher (STM) Institutional 
RDS (York)

Instrument 
Repository 
(STFC)

Researcher 
(PhD student)

Industry (GSK)

Better demo  
of value

Develop 
guidance

Sustainability 
models - 
Budgeting for 
time and effort 
needed

Ethics and data 
protection

Yes (challenges 
of ethics 
approvals and 
blunt instrument 
approach to 
data retention)

Yes (NHS 
consents could 
be major 
attraction for 
inward 
investment)

Disciplinary differences and  
in state of play within them

Bringing 
communities 
together to 
develop best 
practice

Yes (publishers 
and funders can 
work together)

Yes (work with 
the willing)

Yes (What 
should post-
grads PhDs  
do with data?) 

Look for 
transferable 
practice from 
established data 
communities  
to other less 
developed areas

Yes Yes (apply FAIR 
principles as 
widely as 
possible)
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Shortfalls/
Suggestions

Publisher (STM) Institutional 
RDS (York)

Instrument 
Repository 
(STFC)

Researcher 
(PhD student)

Industry (GSK)

A format you 
can re-analyse 
(role of NPL/
NIST)

Yes (lot of 
redundant  
data – looking 
for subtle 
differences)

Incentives

More funder  
and publisher 
collaboration

Yes (can 
encourage right 
behaviours)

Slow pace of 
culture change

(more targeting 
on to PIs)

Training for  
early career 
researchers  
and hope to 
influence PIs

Yes (more targeting 
on to PIs)

Lack of 
disciplinary 
knowledge for 
all subjects

Yes

Slow speed of 
data release

Modify funder 
requirements
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Shortfalls/
Suggestions

Researcher (SGC) Domain Repository 
(UKDS)

Researcher  
(PRAG-UK)

Funder (UKRI)

Growing Data Volumes

More selective Yes (keep but select 
curation level)

More funding Yes (lack of 
resources)

Tiered storage

Costing more 
accurately

Improve discovery/
access

Not following grant 
conditions (sharing)

Yes Yes (early-career 
researchers 
probably better at 
following grant 
conditions than 
more experienced 
researchers)

More Incentives 
(data citation, 
awards, REF, etc)

Yes (change  
from number of 
papers to quality /
reproducibility  
of them)

Yes (data quality 
feeding promotion 
paths and tenure)

More Audit Yes (more checking 
and verify data is 
available and 
useable when paper 
is published)

Yes (no funder is 
sufficiently proactive 
using DMPs to 
monitor)

Improve grant 
databases

Yes (UKRI needs  
a better mechanism 
for sharing 
information on 
research which 
includes data 
production. All 
stakeholders need 
access to this to 
ensure that they’re 
meeting UKRI Policy 
and managing data 
assets in their control)

Yes (cannot  
embed media)

More Sanctions Yes (ineligible  
for funding)
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Shortfalls/
Suggestions

Researcher (SGC) Domain Repository 
(UKDS)

Researcher  
(PRAG-UK)

Funder (UKRI)

More Advocacy 
(benefits)?

Yes (culture change 
so seen as essential 
best practice)

Yes (discussion 
around Open data  
is an opportunity to 
talk about data in a 
different way. Data 
management is 
currently framed as 
an administrative 
process but data 
needs to be viewed 
as a primary output 
in itself, often on a 
par with publications)

More Training Yes

More Data access 
statements  
in articles

More automation of 
deposit workflow

More one to one 
guidance

Yes

Diverse Funding 
landscape

More harmonisation

Peer review of data Yes (especially  
in terms of data 
publications)

Low reuse of  
many data 

Gaps in repositories

Zenodo/Figshare

Institutional Data 
Services

Domain Services

Shared services

Preservation/Obsolescence

Data archaeology 
projects
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Shortfalls/
Suggestions

Researcher (SGC) Domain Repository 
(UKDS)

Researcher  
(PRAG-UK)

Funder (UKRI)

Jisc shared service

Metrics

Work with 
Discipline/sub 
-disciplines on 
definition

Costs seen as  
too high

Better 
demonstration of 
value

Develop guidance

Sustainability 
models - Budgeting 
for time and effort 
needed

Yes (Long-term 
access requires 
long-term and 
sustainable funding) 

Curation levels Yes

Access Levels Yes (access levels 
might require 
manual output 
checking (where 
data is originally 
personally 
identifiable). 
Increased access to 
these data increases 
the cost of delivery 
of these types of 
data)

Ethics and data 
protection

Disciplinary 
differences  
and in state of  
play within them

Yes (difficult to 
address this across 
different disciplines 
as they are at 
different evolutionary 
stages).
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Shortfalls/
Suggestions

Researcher (SGC) Domain Repository 
(UKDS)

Researcher  
(PRAG-UK)

Funder (UKRI)

Bringing 
communities 
together to develop 
best practice

Yes (disciplinary and 
institutional 
segmentation in 
approaches role of 
PRAG-UK)

Yes (needs to be  
a conversation to  
get everyone up  
to speed. From a  
UKRI perspective, 
guidance is key)

Look for transferable 
practice from 
established data 
communities  
to other less  
developed areas

A format you can 
re-analyse (role of 
NPL/NIST)

Incentives

More funder  
and publisher 
collaboration

Slow pace of  
culture change

Yes (difficult  
despite investment)

Training for early 
career researchers 
and hope to 
influence PIs

Lack of disciplinary 
knowledge for  
all subjects

Slow speed of data 
release

Yes

Modify funder 
requirements

Yes (data published 
five to ten years later 
is often not usable)
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Appendix 2 - What to Keep interview 
briefing and questionnaire

Interviewee(s):

Role(s): 

Discipline(s)/Inter-disciplinary  
subject Area(s): 

Date:

Thank you very much for agreeing to talk to  
us about the What to Keep study.

Our brief is to produce a report that contains 
sufficient empirical evidence and analysis to 
enable readers to understand, in a range of 
disciplinary and interdisciplinary subject areas: 

a. What researchers (as data creators and 
data users), research funders, ethics 
professionals, archivists, research data 
managers, peer reviewers, other research 
users, and other relevant experts working 
in those areas see as the optimal research 
data to keep from research projects 
conducted at UK institutions 

b. Any conditions, such as degree of 
openness, timescales, etc associated  
with the data noted in (a) 

c. The reasons behind their opinions, policies, 
professional practices, etc relating to (a), 
and the extent to which these reasons are 
based on empirical evidence, professional 
judgements, top-down policies, etc 

d. The extent to which the data noted in (a) 
is, in fact, known to be kept in line with the 
conditions in (b), and the approaches used 
to achieve that 
 

e. The extent to which the data noted in (a) 
is not, in fact known to be kept in line with 
the conditions in (b), the reasons for that 
shortfall, and plans or suggestions to 
address it 

The interviews are part of this process. Not  
all questions that follow may be applicable  
to/or answerable by every interviewee but  
these issues and questions may provide a 
framework for the interview. Please feel  
free to discuss any additional issues you  
think relevant.

The interviews will be informal and designed to 
gather input and views from and answer any 
questions you may have. The interviewers  
will be Neil Beagrie and Daphne Charles. The 
interview will typically cover the following 
broad areas (not all questions may be 
applicable to you):

Interview questions

1.  Introductions – background to  
the consultancy 

2. Brief description of your work / research 
and relevance of research data to it? 

3.  In your discipline(s), what do you see  
as the optimal research data to keep  
from research projects conducted at  
UK institutions?

What is the optimal (or if you prefer most 
realistic and/or necessary) data to keep?

Supplementary to or as part of research  
data, what additionally do you think needs  
to be kept (eg documentation, software  
code, materials, etc)?
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4. Why do you see that as optimal?

5.  Are there any legal/contractual/professional 
conditions, such as timescales to be kept, degree of 
openness, etc, associated with that research data? 

6.  Are there any other considerations that you feel are 
important for what to keep in your discipline(s)? 

7.  To what extent is the research data in fact, known to 
be kept/known not to be kept in line with the 
conditions you have listed in Q5?

8. What approaches do you have to know that? 

9.  What do you see as any current shortfalls and the 
reasons for them?

10.  What plans or suggestions would you have to 
address shortfalls?

11. Any other Issues you wish to flag to the consultants?
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