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CYCLADES  - annual project review 2003

1. review report: executive summary

Introduction

IST-2000-25456 is an RTD project funded under the 3rd IST Call for Proposals.  Its start date is 1.02.2001 and it is due to finish on 31.7.2003.  This was the second review of the project and it was held in Luxembourg on 23.1.2003.

Review procedures

The reviewers were Mrs. Birte Christensen-Dalsgaard, State and University Library, DK  and Prof Rudi Schmiede, TU-Darmstadt, DE.  Both were reviewers at the first review.  The review meeting was chaired by Patricia Manson, DG INFSO/E3 (project officer until 31.1.2002) and by Axel Szauer, DG INFSO/E5 (project officer from 1.1.2003).

Reviewers were selected, notified to and agreed by the project in due time before the review.  Project workprogramme, consortium description, list of review deliverables, progress reports and review guidelines were distributed by the Commission to reviewers and, in the case of the guidelines, to the project more than 3 weeks before the review.  Review deliverables were distributed electronically by the coordinator directly to the reviewers, on the basis of the list agreed with the Commission.

Present at the review:

The review was attended by the following partners: ERCIM (coordinator) FR; ICS-FORTH, GR; FHG-FIT, DE; UNIDO, DE; CNR, IT.  The list of persons present is attached in Appendix II, together with the review agenda.

Deliverables

The following deliverables were submitted to the review:

· CYCLADES Detailed System specification report (D3.0.1)

· Mediator Working Prototype (D3.1.1)

· Access Service Working Prototype (D3.2.1)

· Collection Service Working Prototype (D3.3.1)

· Filtering and Recommendation Service Working Prototype (D3.4.1)

· Collaborative Work Service Working Prototype (D3.5.1)

· Search and Browse Service Working Prototype (D3.6.1)

· D4.1.1 Open Archives working service environment

· D9.2.1 Progress Report 3/4 

· D 9.1.2 Annual Report 2

The review assessed the progress of work and compliance against the work plan, the quality of the results, contribution to and synergy with state of the art and standards, dissemination and exploitation potential, and project management.

Summary of Reviewers' Conclusions

Compliance with objectives and workplan, including impact of previous review recommendations (if applicable): As a pioneer implementer of OAi-based services, the project can deliver collaborative access services to information and thus provide a new model for digital library services.  The work carried is fully compliant with the workplan.  The strong suggestions of the previous review on early user involvement have been taken up as far as feasible at this stage but should be intensified in the future given the availability of the prototype.

Quality of results (deliverables), approach and methods: Approach and methods for technical implementations are soundly based and work has been carried through according to plan.  The distributed development seems successful, building on well detailed specifications.  The application of web-service technologies is at the front of the state of the art in the field of digital libraries.  The success of the system will depend on a good user interface which needs to be adequately tested before the end of the project.  The reviewers feel that the time frames for this may not be sufficient and the project should review its timescales to ensure this testing can be achieved.  The software deliverables, presented in the form of prototypes at the review, are acceptable.  The system testing report (D.4.2.1 presented in draft & due end January) should concentrate solely on the integrated system test - the component tests are important for the functionality but need not be converted into a documentary report to the Commission.

Exploitation and dissemination: Dissemination is unfocused and needs to be concentrated on promoting sustainability post-project.  Dissemination activities do not reflect the strategy and commitments of the DUP (D7.2.1).  Dissemination to a global audience is relevant but should not be at the neglect of the European digital library community and the OAi activities.  Future dissemination should actively promote results through demonstrations, as well as through scientific papers to relevant fora.  Very little is evident on exploitation and it is urgent that the project starts to formulate a group strategy towards exploiting the results including identification of additional developments necessary to make it sustainable.

Management: Judged on the evidence of the maintenance of the Web site and on the annual report administrative management is poor.  Last available reports cover resource usage to end July so effectiveness of resource consumption cannot be judged - lacking statements from  the project to the contrary, the reviewers, however, assume the use of resource to be on target.  Scientific management and cooperation across the partnership are sound.

Reviewers' Recommendations

Overall recommendation: Modify (the work programme - as recommended below).

Identify an exploitable product and support this by an intensification of user contacts, and if necessary extend the duration to achieve this.

The above changes can be accommodated without modifying the Technical Annex to the contract.

Annex 1: Individual review reports

Reviewer 1: Birte Christensen-Dalsgaard

Reviewer 2: Rudi schmiede

2´nd review report

for

Cyclades

By

Birte Christensen-Dalsgaard

A.
Objectives, work plan and resources 

The OAi protocol is considered one of the most promising protocols to assure access to heterogeneous collections, not only among libraries but also across different institution types. In many ways it seems to hold more promise than the X39.50 protocol due to its simpler form and its inherent philosophy in line with the Web. It is therefore surprising, that only few broad services have been developed based on this protocol. The idea behind Cyclades is innovative and its implementation could provide a very convincing example of the use of the OAi protocol.

The project contributes to the objectives in many ways – as a test of a potential very important protocol and as a testbed for an new type of service combining collaborative tools with innovative content related services such as recommender systems, collection building and search facilities.

Based on the material provided and especially the presentations at the review it seems, that the project is on target and is following its time schedule. 

The balance between use of resources and work done could not be judged based on the information provided.

As one of the main actors has moved between these two universities, the project wants to make a similar change in partnership. This change is supported. 

B.
Approach, methods and results

The work done since the last review has focussed on developing, implementing and testing the individual components required for the Cyclades service, and on making them interoperate.

Individual components were developed according to the specifications. In the cases, where changes had to be made – the specs will be updated to reflect the actual API.

Development was done in java or in Python. Both are good development environment, however I have to stretch that it would have been more user-friendly if only one development environment had been used. The reason for adopting the two – the re-use of components and use of on-site expertise make the decision understandable.

During the period we had access to the system I had problems accessing it. The demonstration given at the review was however quite convincing – not that everything was solved, but large part and especially the integration between these was enough advanced to allow a convincing demonstration.

There are still many lose ends and the whole user-interface issue has not been addressed. The prototype focused on the functionality and my assessment is, that the system needs a lot of work before it can be subject to a meaningful test involving the end-users. 

The algorithms behind the profiling and the recommender system are interesting and ought to result in one or more scientific papers.

The development has focussed on creating a system, where users can maintain their profiles. However many situations are quite different, e.g. if a university wants to use the system, the Cyclades user administration system should be linked to the student administrative system. Generally, the development does not seem to address the large-scale use and its special requirements for automatic maintenance of the system. Also use of standards like LDAP is not addressed.

The development methodology has been changed from a waterfall model to a more iterative model. I think this is a good change.

The project has a close link to the standardisation bodies. They can and does feed results back to the OAi initiative. It seems however, that the usual thing seems to happen: the European partners seem to be under the US. At the review problems around maintenance of potential OAI targets were raised and we were told, that this point had been raised – with no effect. I think that rather than accept the “no” the project should take initiative to create this service. I have a strong feeling, that this central register will be crucial for the scalability of the approach and for the future maintenance of services.

In the period reviewed most deliverables were prototypes, which all seems of acceptable quality (judged based on the demonstration at the review). The report deliverables: testplan and annual report were at best drafts. None of these were in their present form acceptable.

The reviewers suggest, that the test-report should be modified and reduced relative to the table of content presented. Despite it is very important to test the individual components these tests needs not be presented as a report. However the interoperability is more delicate and should be reported.

C.
Exploitation and dissemination

At the last review a dissemination plan was presented. At this review it became clear, that it had been too ambitious not taking into account the fact, that there would be no system to demonstrate. 

In the period very little had been done on disseminate the ideas of the project.

D.
Management


The management seems to be the weakest part of the project. Some of the relevant reports had not been forwarded to the reviewers and the internal part of the website seems not to have been updated for a significant amount of time.

The timescale may be realistic. It is hard to judge the resources required to carry out the remaining work. My feeling is, that the project is not as far advanced as it ought to – and that user evaluation may be delayed as only the functional side of the interaction with the system has been addressed.

As the project is now in a phase, where it needs to test the interoperability of the different components, synergies as well as self evaluation is build into the process.

Self evaluation regarding deliverables seems not in place – judged on the fragments of the only report due in this reporting period.

E.
Modifications and developments since the last review (if applicable): 

My specific comment at the last review were:

· Provide more information in connection with progress reports allowing an assessment of resource usage compared to actual achievement. Including a statement of % fulfilled and % resource usage could e.g. do this.

· Repair the inappropriate user survey with introduction of usability runs during the development phase.

· Consider how to ensure access to the full text documents (or video or simulation or….)

· Consider using standards for user authentication and authorisation.

None of these suggestions were followed. At the review a proposal to satisfy the third were developed and shown.

The second proposal might be implemented in the coming phase. The forth I think is imperative for the system to be a candidate when big institutions decide on future systems and thus will have to be addressed. I am not seriously concerned about these two not being followed.

However I think the first is serious. It should be stretched, that we do not address the evaluation of appropriateness of resource usage because of lack of information – again. This is not acceptable!

The general comment in the consolidated report on more user involvement has not been addresses, but as with my point 2 I expect that to happened in the coming period.

F.
View on project status:  

Cyclades is an interesting project, which at the review did present results giving the impression that they are on track. Before the review it had been hard to judge as the software were not working properly and relevant material had not been posted on the projects intranet. 

The individual components seem to be working as individual pieces and a number of them were demonstrated to interact with the others. An estimate was presented on the level of completion, which sounded plausible.

The project has adopted a more iterative approach to its development, which seems to be a better approach.

G.
Community added value: 

The project is among the first to implement an OAi service and therefore has an opportunity to feed input into the standardisation work going on. There is an overlap between the partners in Cyclades and in the OAIforum, which should optimise the impact. It was however felt, that the partners were not strong enough on pushing the standardisation work.

OAi has an opportunity for making a lot of impact not only on library services but on other services as well – e.g. on cultural services build across library, archive and museum material. Europe has most of this material and therefore aught to be leading in this work.

H.
Contribution to social objectives (if relevant): 

Not relevant.

I.
Recommendations for future work


Strength the administration of the project

Involve users to evaluate the services

Try to think of use scenarios – for those implementing and using the service. These may have different requirements to integration with other administrative systems.

J.
Overall recommendation

· Continue (without major modifications of the work programme)

Århus 11/2 2003

Birte Christensen-Dalsgaard

Prof. Dr. phil. Rudi Schmiede

Institut für Soziologie
Fachbereich 2

Residenzschloß
D 64283 Darmstadt
Telefon: +49 6151 16-28 09

Fax :      +49 6151 16-60 42

Email: Schmiede@ifs.tu-darmstadt.de
http://www.ifs.tu-darmstadt.de
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Darmstadt, 03/03/2003

Betreff
Project Assessment „Cyclades“ (IST-2000-25456)

2nd Review, 23/01/2003 Luxemburg

(
A. Objectives, work plan and resources

The project contributes to the objectives of the EU programme advancing the information society in a fundamental way: By implementing and using the wide-spread OAI protocol it allows for the access to resources and archives of all kinds making available contents of cultural heritage. The separation of resources and services being the basis of the OAI protocol is an advance of great importance in creating a standardized world-wide space of cultural contents. The OAI protocol has its special limitations: It is a protocol for metadata, not for contents, and – being based on the Dublin Core – has a rather primitive semantic content, as compared to traditional library formats. So, in the USA, a discussion has started on the comparable advantages of the AACR II, and whether they should not replace the DC categories set in due time. This, however, is too much in flux, yet, to be taken into consideration by the project for the implementation of the Cyclades system. It is also innovative to develop a collaborative work environment to deal with these resources. The CSCW taken from Fraunhofer in Germany is tested and well working. Its implementation in an OAI context is innovative and promises new possibilities for scientific and other users.

The suggestion of the first review that links to the full texts of the referenced documents should be included has been realized. The demand stated in the first project review that as early as possible users should be involved in the project design has been followed up not yet. This delay is due to the development of a functioning prototype which was completed only short time before the review. It should be intensified in the remaining project time, however. 

The project – as far as this can be evaluated from the poor figures on time and money consumption – seems to be roughly on schedule in its use of time and resources. Better and more reliable information on status and advance of the project should be provided for the final review.


B. Approach, methods and results

The evaluation of system development has to be based mainly on the prototype presented at the review meeting, since the papers delivered do not reflect the main focus of work since the first review, namely practical implementation and testing of the prototype and the interoperability of the components of the system. 

Whereas before the review meeting it was difficult to access the prototype and – if one succeeded in doing so – only part of the functionalities really worked, the presentation at the review meeting itself was impressive. Reviewers could be convinced that the presentation was not only a pre-fabricated show piece, but also the spontaneous online research worked in a satisfactory way. 

The implementation of web services technologies are to be welcomed since they are the state-of-the-art in digital library development. They should be thoroughly documented towards the end of the project. Instead, the documentation of the technical testing of the components of the system – as provided for the CWS component in deliverable D 4.2.1 – should be confined to internal use within the project team, for otherwise a document of several 100 pages would be produced which would be read by nobody, but just disappear in the rubbish bin. Only the last chapter – called integrated system test – is of public interest because it might be important for a later plugging-in of additional components or services. So, the time and resources, saved by this change, should be rather spent into a thorough testing of functionalities and user interface in cooperation with selected user groups. The project has changed to a more iterative road of system development which in my eyes is fully acceptable; the inclusion of selected users as early as feasible is in line with this changed accent in methodology.

There are, however, several tasks to be fulfilled in the time remaining. Probably the most important one is the already mentioned testing of the system by real user groups which was scheduled already earlier, but should be one of the main focusses now. Furthermore, the compliance with standards should be kept thoroughly in mind. There seems to be no user administration so far; here, the LDAP standard should be integrated. The APIs for web services are, as far as it can be judged by now, not yet properly specified, let alone documented. This is, however, crucial for the further development of the system, i.e. its sustainable use.


C. Exploitation and dissemination

The system, once it is fully developed, has a high exploitation potential for hitherto there is no competing software. It has a potentially high strategic impact, too, because the collaborative working with world-wide distributed resources is a way of working in sciences and humanities which is new and hardly practiced, yet. The dissemination documented in the report and at the review meeting, however, seems to be rather arbitrary and not focussed. The project members should in a systematic way attend the relevant digital library and OAI user conferences and workshops to make the system known – by scientific contributions as well as by demonstrations and participation in exhibition activities. Relevant contexts are e.g. the ECDL and Eusidic conferences, the European OAI workshops, or the IFLA world congress this autumn in Berlin; but also the American JCDL would be a good forum. Articles should be placed e.g. in D-Lib magazine, Ariadne and other user-oriented journals as well as in more scientific journals like the Journal on Digital Libraries. If the project does not succeed in gaining some interested user groups in the time remaining it will not have an endurable success. 


D. Management

The management information provided for the review was week (cf. above A.). Part of the relevant documents were not disseminated, the internal part of the web site was antiquated. Especially, there was no relevant information concerning the use of resources in terms of time and money. The missing testing by user groups suggests that most of working capacity has been spent to implement the technical components and their interoperability. So it might well be that the project is behind its schedule. From the information available this cannot be validated, however. This information should be provided in a convincing manner for the final review.


E. Modifications and developments since the last review

The recommendation to integrate at least links to the contents of resources beyond their metadata has been followed. It remains to be seen how far the retrieval facilities extend to the contents (this could not be properly evaluated during the presentation in Luxembourg).
Nothing was done concerning the insufficient user survey presented at the first review meeting. Now, at the present state this should not be repaired. Rather, the inclusion of user groups mentioned above should be accelerated.
The lacking user administration has been mentioned above. It should be included because otherwise it might show up to be the main stumbling stone for the future use and dissemination of the system.


F. View on project status

The project seems to be basically in line with the work schedule. The evaluation of the appropriateness of time and money use is, for the reasons mentioned above, difficult. However, it seems possible that the project will achieve its aims in the time remaining. The prototype seems to be of sufficient quality to continue work on this basis. The inclusion of users and user administration are over-due. 


G. Community added value

Cf. the first paragraphs of A. and C.


H. Contribution to social objectives

The project might develop into a contribution towards a major long-term change in the character of scientific work: A growing urge to work on a global level taking into account the relevant world-wide information; and working more or even mainly with electronic digital resources instead of printed materials.


I. Recommendations for future work

Include user groups for thorough testing and amelioration of the prototype and its components and services.

Develop and include a user administration adhering to international standards.

Use the relevant digital library conferences and workshops for dissemination of the system and gaining of potential users.

Provide relevant and reliable management information, esp. on use of time and money resources.

Use available resources to test and disseminate the system, even if it takes a couple of months longer than planned.


J. Overall recommendation

Continue (without major modifications of the work programme)
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Time




Schedule 

09.00 – 09.10
(E. Commission)
Introduction of the review 

09.10 – 09.20



Roundtable Presentation

09.20 – 09.30 (CNR, ERCIM)

CYCLADES project overview 

09.30 – 10.00 (CNR) 


Detailed System Specification (WP3) 

10.00 - 10.30 (FhG)


System Integration, Testing, Revision (WP4) 

10.30 - 10.50 (UniDo)


System Validation (WP5) 

11.00 - 12.15 (All) 


Cyclades Demonstration & questions

12.15 - 12.45 (ERCIM)
Project Management, Dissemination and Exploitation (WP7 & 9) 

12/45- 13.00
(CNR) 


CYCLADES - OAI co-ordination (WP8) 

13.00 - 14.00



Lunch

14.00 -14. 15



Reviewers questions, discussion with the project partners

14.15 - 15.15



Review panel meeting

15.15 – 15.30 



Closing of the meeting including feedback and next actions
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