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1. Introduction.  

1.1. History of the project.

The Consortium’s primary objectives are stated in its Development Plan: to bring together information about the written heritage of Europe in a central resource to assist all those whose work and interests are in the field of interpreting European cultural heritage as it survives in the form of books, written or printed. For printed books, the Consortium focuses on material printed before the middle of the 19th century, when records in the form of national bibliographies became established and when new printing techniques changed the nature of printed material.  In 1997, after several years of preparation, the HPB database comprising files of records of printed books became available on-line to the Consortium’s members.

Over the last few years, the Consortium has discussed and explored the possibility of extending the provision of access to historical materials by setting up a system for cross-file searching of manuscript databases that are already made available on-line by individual institutions or projects. After approval of the initiative by the Consortium’s members, a small Working Party of experts in the field and chaired by myself was set up in 2001 for consultation and further discussion. It consisted initially of Dr Fernanda Campos (National Library of Portugal), Mr Gordon Dunsire (at the time Napier University, Edinburgh, now University of Strathclyde), Dr Consuelo Dutschke (Columbia University, NY and Digital Scriptorium), Dr Fabienne Queyroux (Institut de France), and Dr Jutta Weber (Staatsbibliothek in Berlin).  This year Mrs Mura Ghosh (University of London Library) was invited to join. From March 2003 the Consortium’s Executive Manager, Drs Marian Lefferts was closely involved in the development which took place in constant discussion with her. The Consortium’s Secretary, Dr David Shaw, made also valuable contributions on the basis of his own experience in this field.

On the basis of successive reports and a survey of automated manuscript catalogues that are available on-line (carried out in 2001), CERL’s members approved in November 2002 a proposal to commission a technical report on the feasibility of a federated search system with the capacity to cope with the diverse formats in which manuscript material is recorded. Moreover, it was strongly argued at the meeting that intellectually it is no longer acceptable to continue the traditional segregation of access to manuscript material from that to printed books. The brief of the present project is therefore to include the HPB database in the federated searches.

The initial technical report, commissioned from Radcliffe Interactive, Oxford, was issued in March 2003; it advised a strategy and offered recommendations which led to inviting four companies to submit proposals for the implementation of the primary aim of this project: federated searching of manuscript databases together with the HPB database. The companies received identical briefing provided by CERL management. By mid-September CERL had received four proposals from the companies we had identified, as well as a fifth from the Centre for Digital Library Research (CDLR) at Strathclyde University, drawn up on the initiative of Gordon Dunsire. The present report seeks to assess the five proposals with a view of recommending to the Executive Committee and CERL’s members not more than two proposals for further investigation with a view of proceeding to contract.

1.2. External assessments.

It was evident that the proposals include elements that cannot be assessed without specialised knowledge in the field of database technology, as well as specific experience of a range of manuscript databases, such as is not available within CERL management and not even in the Working Party. The proposals were therefore initially not only submitted to the Working Party, but also to experts in these particular fields.  We invited comments on general feasibility from Professor Andrew J. Prescott (University of Sheffield). We asked the Systems & Electronic Services (SERS) of the University of Oxford, which is member of CERL, to compare the proposals with as leading question the efforts required from the contributing institutions. We commissioned a short technical report on the architecture of the five proposals from Mr Kim Wilson (city-centre.net Ltd), who has worked with us previously and was co-author of the first part of the Radcliffe report. 

From Fabienne Queyroux we received a comment based on her experience in France, from Jutta Weber based on her experience with Kalliope and MALVINE, while those of Fernanda Campos are based on her experience in international projects and their management.

It is a wholly agreeable surprise that these reports and comments arrive at practically the same conclusion based on different arguments. The reports and comments are attached in Appendices I - VI. They add many constructive points that should be carefully taken into account in any further development of the project.

1.3. Further perspectives.

Before comparing the proposals in detail we can consider some broad conclusions that have emerged from the exercise as a whole. 

1.3.a. The initiative is generally applauded. The words ‘visionary’ and ‘laudable’ are employed in relation to the combination of access to records of manuscripts and printed book, and the ‘no-date’ limit of manuscript materials. The Consortium is encouraged to persist in this initiative.

1.3.b. CERL’s experience in international organization through establishing the HPB database and promoting its use (and the goodwill it has acquired by its activities of the last ten years) are highly relevant to the project. The structures and practices of recording manuscript material are, however, very different from those of the recording of printed books. CERL will have to adjust its own working practices. An immediate step should be to invite active participation of experts in these materials to join and complement the experts in printed books who have already established good working relations in CERL’s committees. It is advisable to encourage joint working, instead of setting up separate committees. Efficient coordination of projects is crucial to overall success.

1.3.c. CERL has instigated the development of the CERL Thesaurus file that is already in successful operation applied to the HPB file, albeit for a limited area of metadata. The concepts of the CT file can be of great value in overcoming the difficulties posed by multi-lingual  (and multi-traditional) recording of manuscript material. Further development of the CT file must be coordinated with that of the new project and may have to be accelerated.

1.3.d. From the proposals and the ensuing reports and comments it is clear that portal technology should be the preferred option for meeting CERL’s requirements.  

In the Development Plan as well as in the recent report of the Services Working Group the need is identified for a portal to support a number of supplementary functions for CERL to develop. Once a portal is established for federated searching, it will undoubtedly be feasible to extend its use to those supplementary functions. CERL’s wider planning is therefore converging on portal technology. This further perspective may be borne in mind when selecting a proposal. However, in the following report the proposals are only assessed in the context of federated searching of manuscript databases and the HPB.

2. Premises.

The Consortium’s aim is to give access through federated searches to the widest possible range of records of manuscript materials as recorded in the widest possible range of Web-based databases along with the HPB database. For the purpose of this project ‘manuscript’ is defined as ‘any material that is recorded in an automated manuscript catalogue / project’, therefore without imposing date limits. 

In internal discussion the Consortium has agreed the strategy to concentrate in the first instance on the large consolidated manuscript projects, some of which may be union catalogues for any number of small collections, or projects encompassing material from different collections.

CERL is aware that a variety of requirements are to be met, relating to the variety of people and institutions that have to work with the product we are seeking. Their interests converge, but are not identical. Even as we hope to arrive at a smooth-working product that is equally convenient to maintain, manipulate and consult for service-provider, via administrator and intermediaries as for end-user, we are aware that these functions represent a variety of interests to be served. Although they converge and partly overlap, it is for the purpose of this report useful to consider these interests separately, and then explore which proposals best match these requirements. 

3. The Proposals.


In response to invitations to submit, CERL has received five proposals, in alphabetical order: 

aStec Angewandte Systemtechnik GmbH

Centre for Digital Library Research (CDLR), Strathclyde University

CrossNet Systems

Fretwell-Downing Informatics Ltd

MuseGlobal Inc.

In the present report they are coded as A, S, C, F, and M. 

In the invitation, a number of requirements were set out. In the proposals some further facilities were offered.

All five proposals offer technology and methods which can be expected to deliver the basic objective.

Like the HPB database, all five are text-oriented, as opposed to e.g. image-oriented/ iconographical.

4. Requirements.
Users and providers whose requirements are to be served:

a. end-users

b. contributing libraries (in dialogues with CERL and/or with service provider)

c. system host

d. project management

e. CERL administration 

fa. CERL as a membership organization (getting value for money).

fb. members / libraries that have to implement the (new) facility in their own library  environment.

Profiles: 4a.

The requirements of end-users define the product we need. 

The targeted end-users are academic users, usually searching the system in a library (or institutional) environment. This type of user is used to navigating an OPAC and comparable research aids and databases made available for public use, but cannot be expected to cope with complex systems requiring more than moderate computer literacy. The HPB (including Thesaurus) as available on RLIN is an excellent model and may serve as a minimum-level bench-mark.

Many users will in the first instance be text-oriented, but for manuscript material, more than for printed material, a substantial number of users will as primary aim be searching for non-textual elements such as images, bindings, and related to this illustrators, scribes, binders. It depends, of course, on levels of cataloguing and indexing in the originating files whether such elements can be searched. Links to image databases should be provided.

The research of the user will not be supported unless a substantial number of databases are made accessible in one federated search system, as a facility that is not available in any other form. The system should be hospitable to expansion of its access potential, as more individual web-based projects become available.

The preferred system should therefore be the one that can best cope with a variety of cataloguing and exchange formats.  This principle was stressed in the comments of Andrew Prescott , SERS and Fabienne Queyroux (see Appendix I, III, IV).

The user will expect to be able to initiate searches by putting in a single search term or more than one search term linked by Boolean operators. With the (expected) vastness and wide range of materials it is of first importance to be able to limit searches:  

e.g. as to: dates, language, holding collection(s), links to full text materials, images. Subject indexing ranks much lower in the line of expectations. ‘Nature of the material’, featuring in some of the proposals, is likewise highly dependent on the data and indexing of the originating database. In several proposals it is, however, possible to form ‘user profiles’.

The end- user will expect to receive in the first instance a standardized, abbreviated record, in a display determined by the software system, and from there to proceed to his/her selection of higher-level records – either created in the system, or by direct linking to the originator’s database.  Some, but not all, of the proposals base this first search on an index.

Manuscript material as recorded in large institutional databases is usually complex, much of it archival in nature, and structured hierarchically as collections within collections. The excellent but complex database of the Bodleian Library can be taken as example, but is not unique – rather a forerunner of what is to come from the large libraries whose work is in progress. 

As Andrew Prescott has pointed out in his comments (see Appendix I), in manuscript material there is even greater diversity in the ‘identifiers’ (names, titles, attributions) than there is in printed material. Problems of indexing and compiling Thesaurus system(s) have to be met.

The end-user will expect to have eventually convenient access to the original record(s) in all their complexity, displayed through the originator’s internet database display. The end-user may then wish to be able to continue searching in the same database.

The system CERL seeks to provide can therefore better be described as a portal (overused as the term may be), rather than a distributed  union catalogue. The dynamic is to provide access routes rather than to incorporate within one system. 

The end-user may require searches to be sorted and will wish to store searches, to be downloaded, printed out or manipulated in other ways.

End-users can benefit scholarship in the long term by having the facility of a ‘note-pad’ for scholarly communication, adding observations or corrections to the record of individual items. Such notes are to remain unique to the system, and the system will not allow them to be incorporated into the originator’s database, unless the owner of the database decides otherwise (and finds a way of taking note).

Unlike the use of the HPB, the by definition unique nature of manuscript material diminishes the significance of use of records by cataloguers in other libraries for derived cataloguing. The project should therefore be guided by the requirements of the mainly academic end-users, as set out above.

Profiles 4b: Contributing libraries. 

CERL’s experience over the last decade should guide the strategy here.

For the HPB database CERL depended on file conversions with considerable input from the contributing libraries. 

The profile is of enthusiastic support from collection curators, who have little or no control over the technical staff who are to provide essential information, input and other work required by the conversion procedures. (An interesting exception is the National Library of Russia, where apparently there is less of the strict division between technical and curatorial staff that exists in other institutions).  The experience has therefore been of much delay, jeopardising any schedules and arrangements with service providers. The problem appears to be increasing, probably due to the ever- rising demands made on technical staff in libraries.

In its new project CERL should therefore aim to minimise the input required from contributing libraries; this should be one of the prime considerations in the evaluation of the proposals.

The diversity of cataloguing and exchange formats is an issue that should be met in the system, and should not lead to a burden of conversion by contributors. It is a risk that is pointed out by each of the commentators. This is the most obvious difference with the systems that are in operation for the recording of printed books. 

To quote the guiding principle expressed by Andrew Prescott: ‘The main technical requirement will be a system which can handle EAD most effectively, and this means essentially a good XML repository and browser.  Since XML enables different types of databases to effectively be linked together, this provides the best general approach.’

See below section 5b.

4c. System host.
CERL has received proposals from a major research library and from an academic organisation to host a system (A, S), as well of commercial organizations (C, F). The commercial organizations show a relatively high cost, which should be offset, however, against the cost of staff-time if the system is hosted in a non-commercial organization. In terms of stability and control, there is a great deal to be said in favour of a commercial organization bound by a contractual commitment.

The system host has to guarantee capacity, staffing as well as agreed times of availability.

4d. CERL management.

Its profile is a very small permanent group (Chairman, Secretary, Executive Manager), supported by ad hoc consultants. CERL may have to anticipate that additional manpower will be required once the present project gets into the implementation phase.

In the assessment of each proposal CERL should not shrink from asking the question: ‘Can we work with this service provider?’ The issue of the provider’s experience in this particular field is an important element here.

4e. CERL administration.
Closely related but not identical to 4d. There is a good deal of difference between the services and facilities the proposals offer.

4f. CERL as a membership organization.
In any decision taken on the basis of the present proposals, an element of risk cannot be eliminated, since in each proposal development will be required. The remit of the present report is to attempt to show which proposal offers least risk while satisfying the requirements as set out above by meeting (reasonable) end-users’ expectations.

5. Assessment of the proposals.
Proposals have to be assessed on:

a. technology

b. feasibility

c. functionality (achieving objectives in user-friendly, efficient manner)

d. input required from contributors

e. integration of CERL Thesaurus

f. hosting

g. input required from CERL management

h. cost in terms of value for money

i. add-on bonuses of various proposals

k. experience / reputation of the potential service provider(s).

The proposals all offer the ‘standard’ functionality for end-users (comparable with the present RLIN functions) as either immediately available or in line for short-term development.

It is therefore useful to concentrate on where they diverge.

5a. Technology.

The five proposals are based on several quite different approaches. 

CERL commissioned a report on the technical architecture of the proposals from Mr Kim Wilson (city-centre net Ltd, Oxford). Like the commentators at SERS, he judges that all proposals would do what CERL requires, but states the arguments for a clear order of preference. His assessments are set out in his report (see Appendix II and III). He arrived at the following order of preference:

1. C - CrossNet

2. M - MuseGlobal

3. F - Fretwell-Downing

4. S - CDLR

5. A - aStec.

5. b. Feasibility.
Of course, all proposals claim to be feasible, and experts concur that they all are. It is a matter of precisely agreeing on what is to be achieved, and perhaps this is best expressed in the question: which service provider has understood best what CERL aims to achieve? 

All external reports stress that the main difficulty lies not only in the diversity of the materials, but in the variety of standards used for manuscript cataloguing. See in particular the comments by Andrew Prescott, SERS, Fabienne Queyroux and Fernanda Campos.  (Appendix I, III, IV, VI) Prescott puts strong emphasis on preferring the system that can handle EAD most effectively, and that provides the best XML support. His view is fully supported by Fabienne Queyroux, based on her experience with database development in France and by Fernanda Campos. 

The commentator RG of SERS draws attention to the Metadata Object Description Scheme (MODS) that he recommends as extendable and more appropriate to manuscript material than Dublin Core. He arrives at the same conclusion as Prescott Queyroux and Campos that in this context  C and M come out as most adaptable in a comparison of the proposals.

Prescott, however, sees as main obstacle that the descriptive information provided by cataloguers can vary widely and is much less predictable than as usual in printed materials. 

CERL may exploit the concepts of the CERL Thesaurus to assist in responding to this problem.  

Summing up: M and C are the preferred options of all commentators, with one exception, Jutta Weber, who puts C and F at the top

.

5.c. Functionality – in the first place for the benefit of end-users.

The proposals divide into: distributed union catalogue (S), 




       portal with search engine (A, C, F, M)

S’s union catalogue is accessed primarily through selecting 1) collections, 2) standardized records 3) fuller records 4) optional – original records. The system depends on harvesting of metadata and indexing.  Re-keying of collection descriptions  is required. Most of the work is to be done centrally by a dedicated technical post.

In spite of the merits of this proposal, the end result appears to be considerably less user-friendly than the portal solution. It may be less geared to the ‘archival’ and hierarchical element in manuscript collections, although the Burns example included in the proposal may contradict this.

The portal option appears to offer a more direct route to the records of complex material. In detail the four proposals differ:

a. db formats: EAD and TEI still to be implemented by M (commit to do so).TEI by c.

b. customisable interface: strong in M, C

c. browser lists – not in A

d. special character search – not in A

e. free-text search – not in F

f. storing data,  to be developed in A, C

g sorting data – not in C (to get faster results) 

h. linking through to originating db – not in F

i. links to image database – not in F

j.note-pad: not in F, to be developed in A and C. Very strong in M.

k. integrate Thesaurus file - C, presumably A and M.

Schematically (including S for comparison):
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Conclusion: F comes out low, as least prepared to customise and meet the special requirements of dealing with historical material. A and C have experience in these materials, M is a powerful system for modern materials, but is apparently flexible and can be expected to adapt and extend. A still requires a great deal of development; to a lesser extent, so does C, but C is company entirely geared to development.

The rating of user-friendliness and efficiency for the user is in order of preference:

1
2
3
4
5
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F

5.d. Input required from contributors.

Each of the proposals has taken on board the requirement to minimize effort on the part of contributors. Each of the proposals offers technology that should reduce significantly the amount of work required of contributors.  Agreement as to rights of dissemination of data is tacitly asssumed.  

SERS was asked to comment in particular on this important aspect, where experience with HPB has shown that the amount of input expected from contributing institutions  can delay extension of the system to the point of jeopardising project management.  The commentators at SERS gave full weight to this factor (as well as constructively giving a number of suggestions), but took also other elements into account. See Appendix III. They did not express a clear order of preference, but I am inclined to rate their considerations as 

1.   M - MuseGlobal

2.   C - CrossNet

3.   A  - aStec

4.   F  -  Fretwell-Downing

5.   S  - CDLR

The other commentators did not neglect this aspect, and arrived at the same conclusion that M and C should be placed at the top in this table.

5.e. Integrating the CERL Thesaurus File.

This affects users, because it assists in achieving a search result in an environment of  materials with a great variety in languages and  traditions that are culturally determined.  It also affects the nature of the indexing systems that are required to make the system operable.

It would appear that CERL’s Thesaurus can be integrated into M’s system, ‘seamlessly’, a word much used in all the proposals. Although not mentioned in the proposal, it seems likely that A would also wish to integrate it. C states that a Thesaurus system could optionally be implemented to assist searching.

Rating:

M - C

A

S F

5.f. Input required from CERL management.

S has built into its proposal what amounts to the management of the project as centralised by the service provider.
M provides a high level of support to the project management and administration, as in other respects, followed by C. 

There is no such provision in A. 

Management input can be put in terms of cost, but also of experience as well as expertise required to manage this project (organisation / coordination as well as ‘mapping’ and other forms of data-preparation. and description of collections).

This issue is highly dependent on further clarification from selected companies. 

5.g. Hosting:
A, C and S offer to host the system.  A and S in their respective institutions, C at relatively high cost including the management, against which must be set staffing cost and cost of central management. Hosting will undoubtedly be the subject for discussion in the Consortium’s meetings, financial considerations to be weighed against guarantees of stability, availability and convenience. I note that the considerable advantages in hosting on a commercial basis should not be underrated.

5. h. Cost.
Surprisingly, in so far as the figures provided are comparable, they do not differ all that much between proposals.  Service providers, whether commercial or institutional, are clearly highly competitive. S was the most specific, and included staffing cost for running the project.  They pointed out that staffing was the highest cost-element in their proposal. Nevertheless, on this point concern was expressed by SERS and Wilson (Appendix II and III).

With the other proposals, CERL will have to assume that additional staff, perhaps part-time, will have to be recruited in order to provide extra man-hours required for managing the project. The level of support offered by the service provider is therefore an important element in the balance of considerations.

I recommend that the proposals should not be evaluated in the first instance on the basis of cost, but on their potential for delivering what is required.

The conclusions of the expert reports suggest that we may expect greatest ‘value’ from  proposals C and M. 

Further question to be asked: do these proposals fall into the limits of obviating the legal requirement of EU tender?

Preliminary answer: 

A three-year contract would be within the limits.

When closer to deciding, the financial status of the companies must be investigated before agreeing a contract.

5. i. Add-on bonus.
Proposals diverge a great deal.

M offers more add-on bonuses than the other proposals, in particular of benefit to the end-users in sorting, storing and further processing of data.. M is a company used to working for libraries, and has clearly given much attention to the benefits that can be provided as optional services to benefit the scholarly user.

C offers CERL a considerable bonus by offering a highly customised product, where development is to take place in consultation with CERL’s project management.

5.k. Experience and reputation of the service providers.

Projects can be distinguished as those that will require a good deal of development  (C, S, and to a lesser extent A) and those that offer an already ready-made system that can be customised (M, F).

In terms of risk, a customised system is attractive – as long as we can be sure that this will indeed be done. F shows little sign of willingness to customise, but M has now an excellent reputation in the library world. Of particular relevance is a recent report brought out by the National Library of New Zealand. Customising is made explicit in their proposal. M states that it is working with 25 European libraries (as well as US, Canada  and NZ). A priority in their adaptation will be the ability to handle EAD and TEI, which in the proposal they state that they are willing to take on as a commitment.

A has experience with MALVINE as an international project, which is perhaps more relevant than KALLIOPE since the latter operates (albeit successfully) in a single-language environment. In view of the Consortium’s multi-language remit (in its database material as well as in its communication with members and users) this must be seen as a draw-back. C also quotes its participation in MALVINE and LEAF as a subcontractor.

S has the advantage of being offered on a non-commercial basis, as an organisation based at the University of Strathclyde. S shares with C the advantages as well as drawbacks of being in need of a great deal of development. The end-product is based on principles already established in an on-going project. S offers to take on much of the central responsibility for running the project. CERL must consider if it thinks it is desirable to delegate to this extent to another (non-member) organisation, apart from the many drawbacks detected by experts in the system that is offered (Appendix I, II, III).

C has participated in MALVINE and LEAF as sub-contractor to A. CERL is already making use of their services as they have supplied and are maintaining the UNIMARC interface. C offers a custom-made system. Dependence on development incurs a risk factor that should be set against the advantage of setting up a system according to specifications.  

For CERL management there are some practical advantages in working with a Europe-based company, instead of one with a time-difference (The Hague- Utah) of  eight hours.

6. CONCLUSION.

On the assessment points set out under 5 we can schematically conclude on the basis of expert advice as well as our own assessment as follows:



top choices:


a:
C and M


b:
M and C


c:
M and C


d:
M and C


e: 
C


f:
M and C


g:
C


h:
?


i:
C and M


k:
C and M

Such schematic presentation does not do justice to the careful considerations as set out in the appended reports. It must be noted that both Andrew Prescott and Kim Wilson state C as their preferred option, while SERS indicates M as the preferred proposal.

In conclusion my recommendation to the Executive Committee and to the Consortium’s members is, upon considering the arguments put forward by experts and commentators, to authorize CERL management to investigate further the proposals offered by CrossNet and MuseGlobal with a view of agreeing a contract with one of them.

Lotte Hellinga

London, 24 October 2003

It may be useful to summarize what the proposals of the two companies recommended in the present report can offer. If either of the two is selected, further discussions and negotiations have to take place, not least in order to take account of the constructive comments made by the experts. The following is abstracted from the two proposals:

Crossnet offers a fully hosted service, covering provision of software, hardware, network connectivity, implementation consultancy, and ongoing maintenance of the system.

The system offered gives access to an unlimited number of databases. Database formats currently supported are UKMARC, MARC21, UNIMARC, EAD-XML, other XML.

Exchange protocols already supported are: Z39.50, Web services/SOAP, either with HTML or XML, google-style searching of proprietary web servers.  If required, consideration can be given to cater for other exchange protocols. 

Hardware platform: Microsoft Widows 2000, Server operating system on the INTEL Pentium platform; Microsoft.Net framework.

End-users:

The system is designed to lead the user to the correct databases to answer their query. Selection screens enable the user to select. This system is managed by using a collection description database, and optionally a thesaurus.

Once relevant databases are selected, the user puts in single or more complex search terms (Boolean operator). 

The user can browse through the individual results sets at a summary or full record level.

The system returns results as each result is reported by the underlying search engine, not sorted. The user can then immediately access the details of the records.

The initial response is a result summary screen that lists the number of hits per database.  When a result set is selected, summary records for each hit are displayed. Finally, a full record can be selected by clicking on one of the summary results.

Interactive notepad: to be developed.

Contributing members are to be responsible for: 

providing information about connectivity to their system

providing Z 39.50 access if applicable

supporting established communication links on an ongoing basis

Members do not have to provide datafiles

harvesting data  should not be necessary (unless it is not possible to connect data remotely)

Re-keying of data will not be required.

Administrative tools offered are: management of the collection description database

data entry for the collection description database

analysis of usage statistics

Configuration of links to databases and the mapping of database fields to Dublin Core elements is currently managed using configuration files that can be edited using a standard XML editor. 

user authentication is at present under development.

Implementation: Crossnet points out that very little development work is required to meet CERL’s requirements. 

Crossnet outlines an 11-point implementation plan, allocating responsibilities to Crossnet and CERL respectively, without specifying a time-line. This is subject to further discussion and agreement, to be documented in a mutually agreed charter which controls project management. 

Cost: Crossnet provided global estimates for the project as offered, with variables for three-year or five-year contracts.

The Company: Crossnet has worked successfully on software technologies in the field of heritage material and has in particular won a good reputation with European projects, as well as a smaller project for the Consortium.
*****

MuseGlobal can host the service but recommends that a member host it.  The system offers access to an unlimited number of databases. Formats currently supported are: HTML, XML, MARC, MARC 21, CMARC, ISO 279, Dublin Core, SUTRS (but not EAD). MuseGlobal commits to implement EAD /TEI as well.

Exchange protocols already supported are: HTTP, LDAP, SIP, SIP2, SOAP, SQL, XML, Z39.50, Proprietary protocols.

MuseSearch can be installed on any Windows NT 4.0, Windows 2000, Win XP server, or on Sun Solaris, or on Linux flavour of Unix such as RedHat. The most effective access for end-users is either Internet Explorer 4.0 (or higher), or Netscape Navigator 4.0 (or higher) with JavaScript enabled. MuseSearch supports alternative browsers such as Mozilla.
End-users: 


The user can enter a search query and retrieve an integrated set of results from any group or range of resources. Retrieved results are merged, reformatted into Qualified Dublin Core and displayed uniformly in a single integrated results set. This allows additional processing. Results returned from multiple search engines are translated and reformatted into a merged and integrated results set. They are displayed in a  consistent, uniform look.

The system supports date searching and filtering by material type, can restrict searches to a library or group, or expand searches globally without retyping a query. Other limitations can be added if required. 

A single search can be conducted across all databases at the greatest depth possible for each database. Alternatively, if a user selects a subset of databases, the mapping and hence the search screen, can be modified to reflect that. Assuming that a free-text search engine is used to index the required databases, this can be added to a MuseSearch on its own, or in conjunction with structured (index-based) searches.

In addition, with one click search results can be returned in the form of hyperlinks to the relevant record(s) in the databases. 

Search results can be marked, saved, e-mailed, exported to hard disk or floppy, or to the special facility, the MuseSearch WorkRoom. This is an optional module that allows for the permanent storage of the user’s search statement and the resulting records, for further processing and manipulation.

Interactive notepad: this can be shown by mapping a link field from the record either simultaneously with the base record, or in a child window.




Contributing members:

Required is that CERL provides a free-text search engine. The system uses the existing indexes of all the disparate sources and builds Source packages for each source. No provision of datafiles, no harvesting of data, no re-keying is required.

Administrative tools: there are several scenarios, but permanently offered are:
user authentication, also used for compiling various statistics of usage.

portal statistics

MuseAdministrationConsole (MAC) which is a browser-based utility providing access to all the necessary administrative and monitor functions for day-to-day use. 

Global Source Factory, where a full suite of non-exclusive Source Packages are made available to all MuseSearch clients to upload into their own system.

Implementation: 

MuseGlobal provides a detailed  implementation plan with a time-scale, beginning one week after award up to delivery and testing of prototype and commissioning of integrated search system (8 weeks after approval of specification). The time-scale for the further implementation plan is to be contractually agreed. 

Cost: MuseGlobal provides a ballpark estimate of an annual fee to be augmented by the one-off fees for each individual connection, with a price-range that depends on the level of difficulty. At this stage the figures are therefore difficult to compare with those provided by Crossnet.  
Company: MuseGlobal enjoys a high reputation in the library world, based on a powerful and sophisticated system. Their experience is not only in libraries in the USA but also an impressive list of some 25 libraries in Europe. They were highly commended in a report issued by the National Library of New Zealand. They stress that their work is flexible and can be customised. Their strength is in modern printed books, and adaptation would be needed to cater for the particuar requirements of manuscript material.

APPENDIX I


Andrew J. Prescott, CERL MANUSCRIPT SEARCH FACILITY

I have read the documentation on the proposed CERL manuscript search facility with great interest. The approach taken by CERL and the questions asked in the tendering process seem to me sensible. The aim of producing cross-searching between printed book information and manuscript/archive information is visionary but one that certainly should be pursued. However, I think it is important to emphasise from the outset that searching of manuscript information will never achieve the high degree of cross-compatibility that is potentially available for printed books, simply because the key information in the manuscripts themselves is expressed in a variety of ways. The vast majority of items in manuscripts will not have a formal title and information about authorship may be patchy. The descriptive information provided by the cataloguer may therefore vary and the form in which it is given can be difficult to anticipate. Thus the same text may be variously described, all quite correctly, as ‘A Treatise on Geometry’, ‘Charges of the Masons’ and ‘Old Charges of the Masons’. These three versions will only ever easily be able to be traced on a database by repeated varied searches. Moreover, scholarly research frequently leads to new conclusions on authorship, dating, etc., so that information in a catalogue of manuscripts can quickly become outdated. The emphasis of the CERL requirements on flexibility is therefore very important. Equally important is the ability effectively to explore the detailed levels of information which make up the manuscript description. This is not only in order to provide access to the detailed argumentation which is an inherent part of the manuscript description but also because researchers working with manuscripts are quite likely to want to explore detailed aspects of the manuscript e.g. a search may be required on all 12th-century manuscripts with 17th-century annotations, or on all manuscripts which are annotated with the symbol of pentagram, etc.
The CERL documentation correctly stresses the variety of standards used for manuscript cataloguing, but in my view it is possible to overstate the case. The reason for the variety of standards are driven as much by institutional requirements as by the nature of the material. The need for records which are either MARC-based or MARC compatible has been driven by the requirement for cross-searching across the collections of libraries which hold both manuscripts and printed books. This requirement is likely to remain. However, in repositories where the bulk of the holdings are manuscripts or archives, MARC records are generally not used, and standards more appropriate to these materials have emerged. The standard that has been adopted by the bulk of libraries is EAD, and this is used now by most archives. The MASTER standard, since this is also TEI/XML based, should be regarded as closely related to EAD. The sheer number of EAD records available for manuscript and archival material is huge – in Britain alone the PRO and Access to Archives catalogues now hold some fifteen million records in EAD format. The support for EAD within archival cataloguing standards such as ISAD-G means that the number of EAD records is likely to continue to grow enormously. EAD, with a very much smaller MASTER subset, should therefore be regarded as the main standard, with the assumption that a much smaller number of records in other formats, such as MARC, will also be involved.
The main technical requirement will therefore be a system which can handle EAD most effectively, and this essentially means a good XML repository and browser. Since XML enables different types of databases to effectively be linked together, this provides the best general approach. So from a technical point of view I think that in assessing these systems the most important requirement is to look for the system which provides the best XML support. I realise that this is a rather superficial view, but it seems to me that this is the guiding principle to which one needs to keep hold in examining the various proposals.
XML is such an important emerging standard that, not surprisingly, this is taken account of by all the proposals which CERL has received. As far as I can see, all the proposals can do the job perfectly well (except possibly the Kalliope, where insufficient information is given to reach a final judgement), so it may be, given CERL’s restricted resources, that the decision should primarily be driven by issues such as cost and ability of the particular firm to deliver in a timely fashion. I have no particular information on these issues, so will consider the various proposals purely from the point of view of proposed technical architecture. I will consider the proposals in no particular order:
Muse Search. This seems to me a very strong proposal. The way in which the searching of the dispersed indexes and the use of XML is used to produce a unified Dublin Core record seems to me very impressive. I think the issue is whether the Dublin Core structure will necessary handle all the metadata for archival material effectively for search purposes. The dummy screen and other information provided by MuseGlobal suggest that it might, but I think this requires further investigation. I like the XML/Java architecture, and the support for a variety of protocols. It seems effectively to handle all other CERL requirements, but cost might be a factor.
Fretwell Downing. As far as I can see this will do the job perfectly well. I think it is particularly interesting that it refers to museum items; this is an area of cross-searching that perhaps might be relevant to CERL’s interests in the future. But I worry about the structuring of the information implied in the hierarchies presented in the proposal. While it offers cross-searching across institutional catalogues and many other materials, it seems limited in the way in which it can deal with hierarchies. I’m not convinced that the profiles/collections/targets hierarchy would work well with archival records. The ability to work down through different hierarchies of information is particularly important with archival catalogues, and I worry about how difficult this will be with the structures proposed. Similarly, the availability of limited numbers of sorts seems to me a serious restriction for the wide range of information in archival/manuscript materials. Also the creation of a separate centralised index for the huge resources already available in archival catalogues such as the A2A database seems an unnecessary complication and expense. The system seems better geared to Z39.50 library catalogues rather than large EAD XML repositories. 
Centre for Digital Library Research. I worry immediately about a proposal that states that ‘CDLR cannot guarantee timescales or specific levels of functionality’, but obviously the attractiveness of such a proposal depends on financial considerations which I cannot judge. The proposal seems sensible and well-founded, and to be grounded in substantial previous work. Basically, it offers a cheap option which CERL might consider if it decides it cannot proceed with any of the commercial options available.
CrossNet. I like this proposal very much simply because it is the only one that makes full and considered use of the XML technologies which is essential in making full use of the XML-based EAD records which will inevitably represent the overwhelming bulk of the archive/manuscript records. It is the only proposal to mention the related XML technologies of XPATH and XSLT which will be vital in displaying various categories of information and developing elaborate search paths for XML records and is also the only proposal to take account of the key issues of relevant XML schema and style sheets. Its approach to the harvesting of metadata seems very sensible. The use of SOAP offers the potential for a highly integrated XML product. Likewise, the view taken of the potential integration with other databases seems very sound. The suggestions for image handling and storage of digital objects are very imaginative. A small but important point – the browser support (including the increasingly popular Opera) is very good. At all points, an extremely impressive proposal.
Kalliope. While this system is XML compatible, the ‘internal structure is oriented on MAB and MARC’, which seems to me to create a fundamental problem. Beyond this, the technical information presented is extremely thin indeed, which makes it difficult to make any detailed appraisal of the proposal.
My preferences would therefore be as follows (on the very limited grounds of appraisal which I have outlined):
1. CrossNet
2. Muse Search.
3. Centre for Digital Library Research.
4. Fretwell Downing.
5. Kalliope.
AJP
2 October 2003

APPENDIX II
Kim Wilson, Analysis of proposals for CERL search facility.
The proposals under review, while all clearly based on a practical understanding of the problems of developing the kind of system required by CERL, take very different approaches and provide three different basic designs:

· A system optimised for wide area searching with collation and presentation of results using mapping to Dublin Core: CrossNet and MuseGlobal

· A catalogue system with extensions for wide area searching: Astec

· A hybrid of the above two models: CDLR and arguably Fretwell-Downing

Some of these proposals involve relatively little customisation of existing products while others require more extensive development in order to meet CERL’s requirements. CDLR’s software does not natively offer anything like the functionality required and will have to be considerably extended and adapted. Astec on the other hand proposes relatively little adaptation of their product which seems ill suited to this project. The other three proposals are based on software which already provides appropriate core functionality.

The proposals from CrossNet and MuseGlobal seem technically very sound and are worth serious consideration. Fretwell-Downing’s proposed system, while powerful and robust is over specified and is unlikely to result in an affordable and appropriate product. CDLR’s system seems attractive but there are serious doubts about as to whether they will be able to deliver an appropriate product in a reasonable timescale. Astec’s proposal is short on detail but the design is both over specified and technically inappropriate. A more detailed analysis is given below.

It is also important to consider the implications of these proposals in terms of project management of the development phase, ongoing support and hosting. 

Project management is more difficult where there is ambiguity about technical design or where extensive development or customisation is required – this can lead to increased costs and project slippage. CDLR scores badly on this point and there may be some issues regarding both the CrossNet and MuseGlobal proposals.

Hosting and user support will be carried out either by the supplier or by a third party chosen by CERL – presumably an academic library. It is clearly necessary that appropriate technical resources and appropriately skilled staff should be available, for example to carry out technical administrative tasks in order to maintain or upgrade links to the databases of contributing libraries. Astec and MuseGlobal leave this considerable burden with CERL.

All the proposals are likely to provide an acceptable experience in terms of ease of use, functionality and speed. CERL’s requirements in this respect are very straightforward. None of the proposals would appear to place any significant technical burden on the contributing libraries other than, of course, the requirement to provide technical information about access and search protocols.

The proposals are considered below in order of suitability.

1. CrossNet

CrossNet’s software architecture is end-to-end XML - probably the only way to develop a truly future-proof system. XML data can be readily manipulated through the use of XLST transformations, such as Crossnet outline in their discussion of “brokers” – software components which will provide a mapping into and out of non-standard databases. This type of design is typically used in industry, for example for enterprise-wide intranets or e-commerce systems. It is a tried and tested approach.

The physical architecture also adopts current best practice for web-based commercial systems. It uses a conventional Microsoft platform which is highly scalable and should be able to cope with significant levels of traffic. It is to be expected that this system would cope well with the problems of connection to non-commercial remote databases.

There is not sufficient information in the proposal to be absolutely certain about the system’s efficiency in accessing the target material. However, the system as proposed should in principle be able to handle the stream of results efficiently provided Crossnet have adopted appropriate XML parsing and data streaming technologies within their DScovery product. Note that the system operates asynchronously – that is, when a request has been sent to a remote server the system is able to handle other work and need not wait for a response. 

More customisation of the system is required than immediately meets the eye. Some of the administrative functionality appears to be rudimentary and the user interface will require further development. The system currently only supports Z39.50 “out of the box” and would require the development of “brokers” for other protocols – although the system already offers SOAP, which is an XML-based communications technology used by ZING. In an XML-based system all of these developments should be straightforward. 

Conclusions

This is a highly professional proposal which shows a clear understanding of the technical requirements and outlines a flexible and scalable solution. It proposes a robust, extensible technical design. 

2. MuseGlobal

The MuseGlobal system is designed as a general-purpose workhorse and uses Java technology because of its suitability for deployment into a wide range of environments. Java and XML work well together so MuseGlobal’s claims about its software’s abilities are entirely believable.

The general-purpose nature of the software means that CERL should expect that a fair amount of customisation will be necessary and it is not clear from MuseGlobal’s proposal that they have fully appreciated the unique nature of the data and the chaotic environment in which they would be operating. Their timescale for development seems very optimistic and more suitable to the modest levels of customisation that would be required when delivering their system into a reasonably well ordered commercial or academic environment.

The ability of the MuseGlobal system to handle expected traffic levels and to scale up is to a large extent dependent on the manner in which it is hosted. The software itself is inherently scalable but there is a potential risk that the hosting provider – presumably a university library – may not be able to offer adequate facilities for optimum operation and for growth.

I have some questions over the efficiency of the system when adapted to meet CERL’s requirements. The searches will be carried out against non-commercial targets and one should be wary of expecting a fast and efficient response from them. I would like to know how the Muse software handles delays or dropouts in the returned data streams.

The user experience may be expected to be a good one. Muse appears to support a good range of user and administration functionality. The impact on the contributing institutions should be minimal.

Conclusions

This is a technically strong proposal from a company that can clearly deliver an effective system. The proposal’s shortcomings stem from its use of general purpose software that must be customised for CERL’s purposes, and from the requirement that CERL should do its own hosting. These factors will add time and cost to the project, probably beyond what is anticipated in the proposal.
3. Fretwell-Downing

This system is the most powerful of those proposed to CERL and utilises heavy-duty commercial software. The use of Oracle technology, which is usually deployed in the most demanding commercial environments, implies a robust and powerful system. It raises the question, however, of whether the system is over specified for CERL’s needs.

Considerable thought has gone into the problems of unifying the various disparate resources and all relevant protocols are fully supported. The use of metadata to enhance remote searching seems to be well thought out and would greatly enhance the user experience. The system would appear to be readily adaptable and capable of future expansion, and unlike the other two leading contenders relatively little customisation would be required.

On the other hand the system is capable of a level of performance that would seem to go far beyond anything that CERL is ever likely to require and is able to provide far greater functionality than CERL’s users are likely to need. 

Overall, the design is best suited to a large library and will have heavy hosting and support requirements. It is noteworthy that Fretwell-Downing expects to provide a considerable level of training, implying very strongly that the system has complex administrative requirements.

Conclusions

This would be a Rolls-Royce solution. There would be heavy administrative and support burdens. It provides a level of functionality that goes considerably beyond CERL’s requirements.

4. CDLR

This is put forward as a hybrid solution, but is considerably weakened by its reliance on a third party provider of proprietary technology and by questions over resourcing.

One major component, which handles collection-level descriptions, uses off-the-shelf Microsoft technologies based around SQL Server, which is a robust and XML-friendly product. These scale well and are easily extensible. Searching the collection-level descriptions should be extremely fast. 

Remote searching is handled by Dynix Information Portal, a well-established third-party product. No clear information has been provided about how non Z39.50 catalogues are to be addressed, nor about how the Dynix software can be customised to CERL’s requirements, although it may be assumed that CDLR has addressed these issues during the SCONE project.

It is not clear how future-proof the proposed system would be. XML is mentioned, and is certainly supported by some of the underlying technology, but the remote searching software depends entirely on Dynix. For example I note that OpenURL is not currently available. The range of protocols that are natively supported is weak compared with the other proposals. 

The user interface requires an XHTML-compliant browser. XHTML is “next generation” HTML and is only supported by the very latest browsers. If the interface relies on XHTML features then this poses a real problem for users who only have access to slightly older computers. This point should be clarified.

There is considerable lack of clarity about the software development process, which seems unnecessarily drawn out for a project of this scale. The process as described leaves unacceptable scope for delays, “feature creep” and cost increases. 

Conclusions

Superficially, the CDLR system has a lot to recommend it and has a well thought out design. But it is clear that the system presented in the proposal is bare-bones. There is a heavy reliance on a third party supplier. Much development work is required. From a project management perspective the implementation schedule seems vague and lengthy, which may indicate under-resourcing.

5. Astec

The Astec software, aDIS/BMS, sits on top of an Oracle platform. As noted earlier Oracle is powerful, extensible and expensive. But there is no easily understandable reason why CERL should have to run Oracle in order to carry out remote searches of library databases. 

aDIS/BMS is described by Astec as a “library management system” and it appears that Kalliope extends what is essentially a powerful OPAC by providing remote searching – described by Astec as a portal. This seems to be a long way from the researcher’s tool that CERL requires.

The software architecture of the system is said by Astec to be capable of meeting CERL’s requirements of compatibility with the various heterogeneous standards. There is no reason to doubt this. Overall, however, there is a worrying emphasis on conformance with MARC and German library standards and there must be a suspicion that the system will take a prescriptive approach to the manuscript material rather than the open standards approach that is implied in CERL’s brief and is proposed by CrossNet, MuseGlobal and Fretwell-Downing. 

Conclusions

This proposal is extremely short on detail. It is far from clear exactly how the system functions, and neither Astec’s website nor other published material offers much enlightenment. The facts that can be gleaned militate against this proposal, which seems to use inappropriate technology, a prescriptive methodology and does not offer the functionality that CERL requires.

Kim Wilson
city-centre.net Ltd
22 October 2003

APPENDIX III

Comments by Systems & Electronic Resources Service , University of Oxford (SERS)

This is certainly a very worthwhile project, although I remain sceptical about the value of providing distributed searching via Z39.50 or similar over pre-existing records in EAD etc as opposed to the creation of a repository of records in a standardized format. EAD is commonly used for manuscript descriptions but is essentially a system for collection-level descriptions and is pretty poor at the item level. The MASTER standard is more powerful but far fewer items are currently recorded in MASTER records. In both cases, the diversity of ways in which they are implemented makes cross-searching very difficult. In addition, the quality of many descriptions currently available is very poor in terms of approaches to name authorities, uses of uniform titles to handle diverse descriptions of the same title etc etc. All of which would require a substantial input from institutions to render MSS records as consistent and readily searchable as printed book records.

I would personally recommend employing a core metadata standard such as MODS (Metadata Object Description Schema), which offers a rich array of elements while also allowing extensibility to allow more detailed, but less readily cross-searchable, metadata to be included as well. So, for instance, a MS record could include the basic information which should be available from cross-searching in the core MODS elements and then incorporate a full description encoded in MASTER using MODS’ extensibility mechanisms. This would give the best of both worlds, although it would involve the conversion of records from their current formats (in practice, this would not require much more effort than the mapping procedures necessary for the more diverse approach proposed). When it comes to non-authoritative names, etc, there would be no alternative to the manual editing of records, which is presumably well outside the practical costs of this project. 

I cannot comment on the quality of the data the system has to work with, but like RG, I noticed that collection and item level descriptions seem to be considered sometimes  as fairly interchangable, which they are not. I have assumed that all systems are working with the data as is, since the guiding question was what the amount of effort would be for participating institutions, obviously striving to minimize work on that side. Generally, I think all of the proposals will do what CERL asked for, some will do a bit more, but it seems none will do less. With regard to the guiding question about the efforts involved for participating institutions, the proposals seem to unanimously agree that these will be very low, basically consisting of providing detailed information about the databases to be included, their functionalities and capabilities, which is reasonable for a multi-protocolled distributed search engine as envisioned by CERL. Although the CERL specifications themselves are at times unclear and even contradictory, all of the proposals have made good educated guesses at what CERL mean. More information would be required about the organisation of the HPB database for example to assess the central point of access to the repositories better. I think it is largely "minor things", therefore, which seem to make one system superior to another. My ranking of the products would differ a bit from Andrew Prescott's ranking as well.

Thoughts on the proposals on the file preparation overheads involved:-

1)  KALLIOPE:  this proposal is too vague on technical matters to allow a clear idea to be reached on the degree of input that would be needed by projects and CERL.  It looks as if it can handle XML files directly, but how intelligently is anyone’s guess.

This seems a perfectly reasonable proposal to me, although it is not explicit enough to assess the deeper functionalities, on the surface though it will do what CERL asked for, nothing more, nothing less. Its technology of a distributed profile-based query-engine with an internal data format and capability to a configurable display seems standard, though tailored a bit towards a German market (MAB), no “browsing” (or rather Z39.50 scanning) seems envisioned.

2)  Muse Search: This seems to follow something like the approach I suggest in terms of producing a unitary Dublin Core record (though only at the display stage). I would, of course, suggest MODS rather than Dublin Core, which is much inferior in terms of interchangeability and granularity. That apart, this seems the most sensible approach taken of these systems. Unfortunately EAD and TEI (and hence) MASTER are not supported by MuseSearch and so developmental work will be required to allow such records to be incorporated.  Again, it is difficult to gain much idea from the proposal of the preparation work involved to make records available this way.

This proposal seemed the strongest one of all to me and  is virtually identical to the CrossNet proposal in its technical realization. A XML/DC based approach seems reasonable enough to encompass most of the data available in the CERL databases anyway and could probably be further qualified if needed. Its provision for web services, its OS-independence, and its basis on JAVA are certainly plus points. Sadly, the proposal makes no comments on the collection vs. Item level problem 

3)  Fretwell Downing: this look a powerful system although the current lack of Unicode could be a problem.  It suggests that it can handle an impressive array of source formats, but how much work is involved in preparing them cannot be gained from the proposal itself. It is possibly a bad sign that is conflates EAD, TEI etc with XML as if they were equivalent!

Certainly a powerful system, yet also quite huge, which might point to a lack of flexibility or long development times if extras are wanted currently not covered by the system.

4)  CDLR: I would be wary of a system based on SCONE rather than a more generic collection-level description scheme. It is extensible but will probably require a good deal of work to extend it enough to cope with many MS collection records. Similarly I should think CAIRNS would require a good deal of work to handle item level records. I suspect the lead-in costs, particularly in staff time, will be high using this option.

Both Z39.50 searching and scanning are supported by the system, CERL members need to set up OAI targets for their databases to allow for metadata harvesting. Personally I found the proposal a bit strange, it seems to have no project-independent development task force, also I found its stress of JISC-compliance a bit odd given that this is a proposal for a European consortium, but maybe there is good reason for that.

5)  CrossNet: this seems to support a good range of formats, although it doesn’t mention TEI or MASTER which maybe implies these aren’t mapped yet. It recommends structured mapping to DC, but seems to suggest other formats (perhaps MODS?) could be used instead. Little detail is given on the mapping facilities, however, so it is again difficult to infer how much preparation work would be involved.

As mentioned a fairly similar system to MuseSearch and a sound proposal, including its support of web services in addition to Z39.50. Clearly its dependence on the MS.NET platform is its biggest flaw. It makes quite a few comments on customizable front-ends, yet seems to focus on HTML/CSS rather than simply offering stylesheets to format the XML used at the lower level directly. Also the current lack of user authentication might be less than ideal for what CERL envisions.

RG/AH 22 October 2003

APPENDIX IV. 

Comments from Fabienne Queyroux.
After reading the proposals and the draft report, as well as the comments by Andrew Prescott, I can only say that I mostly agree with everything there. I don’t have much to add.
I agree with the report that all the proposals seem technically feasible and could do the job quite well. However, there are other considerations : cost of course, but also work required from CERL members and maintenance and management, not to mention hosting. I tend to think that any solution requiring work from members such as creation of collection-level records is, alas, not realistic. 
I am not competent in technical matters, but I still would like to point out a few things.
1. Most proposals rely very heavily on Z39.50 (CDLR, Fretwell-Downing, Astec, CrossNet). As we have seen in the preliminary survey of manuscripts projects currently undertaken, very few of them are Z39.50 compliant. Therefore Z39.50 should not be the main component of the future system.
2. I agree very much with Andrew Prescott when he points out that the main format for manuscript catalogues is already and will increasingly be EAD, or, more largely, XML (EAD, MASTER, TEI). Therefore it is indeed crucial that the chosen system can support and handle well XML and specifically EAD.
As an example, almost all the large projects currently undertaken in France are either in UNIMARC (LiberFloridus bibliographical data, various local catalogs) or a version of MARC (Intermarc for PALME – with a possible conversion to EAD in the future), or in EAD (conversion of the Catalogue général des manuscrits des bibliothèques publiques de France, i.e. 170.000 records – the conversion will begin next year-- , inventories at the National archives, and in the near future all the manuscripts catalogues of the Bibliothèque nationale de France). Other systems outside of France work with EAD : the Bodleian Library, MALVINE…
Maybe the most important feature of EAD-based catalogues and inventories is that, compared to other XML-based data, they use more often and in a larger extent the hierarchical structures. The future system must be able to handle that in a satisfactory way.
3. Functionalities : I would insist on the absolute necessity of the free-text search option, which sort of disqualifies Fretwell-Downing. 
4. Finally, I agree that flexibility is highly important, perhaps the most important feature, and in that regard CrossNet and MuseGlobal seem better than the other proposals. They seem to me more technologically advanced, more « modern », so to speak.

APPENDIX V

 Comments from Jutta Weber.
1. For me as for you the proposal of Crossnet Systems is the most convincing one, but I also like Fretwell-Downing's. Considered that Fretwell Downing and Crossnet both are involved with HPB their interest might have been the highest. [LH: Fretwell-Downing has no involvement with HPB].

2. I would like to have some points considered in a more detailed way than it has been done by now as these
aspects have been very important in my projects:
- the integration of  multilinguality
- the integration of archival standards (EAD/EAC)
- the extended Z39.50 SORT and UPDATE facilities.


3. I would furthermore like to direct your attention to specific problems (use of etc.) which might arise when co-operating with archives.

4. As you will also have to handle authority data, please do consider how the technical solutions might deal with them. A "flat" presentation of data will not be sufficient in many cases, hierarchical structures must be transparent.

All this said I am convinced that with the Crossnet people you will have excellent partners. Nevertheless: I am still not sure whether the combination of HPB and manuscripts will really be what users are expecting, so before going into more details: Why don't you ask them?

. APPENDIX VI. 

Comments from Fernanda Maria Campos.
My comments will be very few because the most important issues I could raise have already been tackled by previous comments.
1. I think it is fair enough to say that the proposals do seem technically adjusted to the project. Some vaguenesses that are, sometimes, in the proposals may have to do with the fact that this project is aiming at combining two different realities: the collection-level description that is adequate to archival material and the item-level description that may be found in library databases, using MARC formats, and dealing with manuscript books, manuscript music scores, etc.
2. I also have a preference for a “one-stop shop” solution that will base itself in the handling of XML files rather than a Z 39.50 implementation, for the reasons that colleagues have already pointed out. The problem of adequate metadata is of enormous relevance and without wanting to be pessimistic or playing the “devil’s lawyer” part, my feeling is that we have not considered this issue sufficiently among ourselves. The proposals that seem to be more flexible and supportive of Web services are, in my view, Crossnet and MuseGlobal.
3. Two last issues that will have to be in our minds are the costs and the additional work that participating institutions will have to develop. I agree with Gunilla’s comment that, preferably, CERL’s annual contribution should be left the same but I am afraid there may be additional work to the project that we have not yet envisage.
4. Finally, I would like to say that within the TEL Project (The European Library) a cross-search service with multilingual facilities and that can search and retrieve national libraries databases at the same time, will be available next year. Our timing may prove some overlapping but I cannot help to feel sorry for it because technical developments and architectural decisions may go in the same direction and being able to test it or even use it might prove advantageous.
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