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General

Question 1
Which orientations would you suggest for the future development of Europeana as a common access point to Europe's cultural heritage in the digital environment?

The notion of research community and what constitutes a research community is changing. Community contribution and community expertise to research and digital content should not be overlooked in future development. Particularly the notion of use and re-use of digital content is noteworthy. Open access to digitised content should be the emphasis and policy statement in Europe and worldwide. 

To ensure sufficient digitisation and to avoid duplicate digitisation.
To specify general, collective and clear metadata guidelines at EU level.

Question 2
Which features should be given priority in the further development of the site?

The future is now: to give students, young scholars a chance to develop the site, not only to senior researchers.
Semantic web and ontologies. To improve the semantic search engine, for example to add different language translations.
Links to existing social media, not to develop a Europeana social media model.
To develop the year grid service.
To translate all the important basic texts to different European languages.
To offer catalogue data also in English and not only in the language of the producer of the data.
There should be more user information and guidelines. 
The editorial aspect should have more weight. The user’s geographical location and a historical anniversary or birthday of a famous person could influence the material shown on the front page. 

Question 3
Has Europeana struck the right balance between making Europe's digitised cultural heritage searchable through a common entry point and at the same time giving visibility to the institutions that contribute the material, or should the material accessible through Europeana be presented in a more unified way?

Cultural organisations should standardise their metadata from the provenance point of view. This would ensure firstly that the user would be able to identify the authority of the source and secondly create a profile for the contributing institution. 

Open access and Creative Commons should be the guidelines for accessibility.
To gain access to a great abundance of material, not to promote cherry picking in Europeana.

Question 4
How should Europeana further develop its own autonomous identity?

Europeana should become a strong brand – a famous product, known and appreciated by people all over the world. 

The contributing institutions should bank on their reputation. The digital objects they produce can be marketed as trustworthy resources by ensuring the physical and digital provenance of the metadata related to the digital object. Market differentiation – from e.g. Google - is achieved through quality digital metadata practices. 

Through metadata solutions Europeana could gain more visibility in Google and other search engines.

Question 5
Should there be minimum requirements for the content brought into Europeana by the contributing organisations (e.g. minimum viewing or use options)? If so, who should be responsible for defining and imposing these minimum requirements?

Minimum requirements should be defined by Europeana. There should be a clearly stated use and re-use policy together with an agreed Open Access policy. Publicly financed digital content should remain in the public domain, the use of privately funded digital content should be defined by the fund-raising body and copyright material should be accessed according to the European legal framework when applied, until then following the legal conditions of the Member States. 


Content for Europeana

Question 6
Which categories of content are so important for the users that Member States and their cultural institutions should be encouraged to make them available through Europeana? What measures can be taken to ensure the availability of these works through Europeana?

Newspapers have been largely overlooked as research material. They provide a rich source, reaching cross-border.
The possibilities of linking cross domain material are far-ranging. Multi-disciplinary research and data mining (e.g. links to statistical data) must be addressed. 

Question 7
What is the best way to encourage cultural institutions and rightholders to take into account cross-border access - including through Europeana - in their agreements on digitisation and dissemination of in-copyright material? Which legal or practical barriers to this cross-border access need to be addressed?

In the European legal framework we should avoid national silos of digital material. There should be a unified policy of Open Access. All in all, a change of law towards more open access should be enforced. Different copyright sets in every country make it difficult to handle copyright questions of material at European level at the moment. 

Multilingualism is essential. Europeana could also promote combining the virtual collections and digitisation of “difficult” language material, e.g. Hebrew. Cross-border interests should be taken into consideration, for example: The Great Swedish Era linking the Baltic Sea area and the history of many countries.



Question 8
How can the difference in the level playing field for digitising and making accessible older works between the US and Europe (in particular the 1923 cut-off date in the US, that places all material from before 1923 in the public domain) be addressed in a pragmatic way (e.g. better databases of orphan and out-of-print works, a cut-off point that imposes lower requirements for diligent search in relation to orphan works)?

In the Nordic countries extended licensing is possible and can also be applied to orphan works. Nevertheless, it is challenging for cultural organisations to negotiate with publishers since they will not easily give mandate to negotiate extended collective licenses. Also licensed material should have an embargo for release to public domain. A rolling cut-off date could be introduced when changing the law. 

Question 9
What policies should be adopted to avoid that the process of digitisation itself creates new types of sui generis copyright that, in turn, could create barriers to the dissemination of digitised public domain material?

Question 10
What measures can be taken to ensure that cultural institutions make their digitised public domain material accessible and usable in the widest possible way on the Internet? Should there be minimum requirements for the way in which digitised public domain content is made available through Europeana?

Financing and governance

Question 11
Which financing model would reflect a fair distribution between Community funding, Member States' funding and private funding, taking into account that the aim of Europeana is to give the widest possible access to Europe's cultural heritage at pan-European level? Could Europeana be financed solely by national cultural institutions or by private funding?

Cultural organisations should recognise their added value i.e. their knowledge in metadata and long-term preservation. They should reconsider the market and sell these services to private companies. They should also form a common front and work together in order to create better negotiation terms for the public organisations with private companies in the field of digitisation. 

Question 12
Is sustained European Union funding for the basic operations of Europeana necessary and justified for the period after 2013? What type of European funding instrument could best be used?


Question 13
Which governance structure for Europeana would best fit the preferred financing model (as indicated under question 11)? Should there be a role in the governance structure for organisations other than content providers?


Question 14
How can private involvement in Europeana best take shape (e.g. through sponsoring, through technological partnerships, through links from Europeana to the sites of publishers and other rightholders where the user can buy in-copyright content, or through another type of partnership)?
	
The market should be identified and the penetration of business partnerships should include the categorisation of materials to be digitised by e.g. type, format and time period.  There are different segment markets. The public organisations should have a common strategy and form a unified front when negotiating with private companies. 

Europeana could promote the cooperation of libraries and commercial organisations. It is difficult to e.g. Finland as a small country and language area to make public-private agreements, but we could promote these small language area solutions at EU level. 

Question 15
How can private sponsorship of Europeana best be stimulated? Are commercial communications on the Europeana site acceptable, and, if so, what type of commercial communications (e.g. logos of sponsors, promotion of specific products)?

Europeana should pursue a strong marketing and advertising policy, gain a great number of customers/users and via this development suitable co-operation partners.


Question 16
Should there be a contribution (financial or other) in exchange for the links from Europeana to sites with content for which the user has to pay? Can a model such as that of Gallica 2, providing links from the site of the Bibliothèque Nationale de France to the content on the sites of French publishers, be transposed to Europeana?


