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Purpose of this Document
The purpose of this document is to:

· Set out the methodologies to be employed in meeting HILT Phase II aims and objectives, initially as a 'draft for discussion', ultimately as a final, agreed statement of intent

· Set out, as part of this process, the project and pilot evaluation and quality assurance and review methodology to be employed in the project

· Show timescales and schedules, dependencies, order of progression
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Project Steps and Associated Methodologies 
0 Project and pilot evaluation and quality assurance and review methodology

0.1 Task: Project and Pilot Evaluation methodology
Methodology: 

Quality assurance of project products and processes and formative and summative evaluation at project level are ensured through the key roles played in the project by the Project Evaluator (PE), the Professional Level Evaluation Group (PLEG), and the Methodologies Document, as follows:

· The Project team, assisted by other project participants, will set out the methodologies to be employed in meeting project aims and objectives in a Methodologies Document, initially as a draft for discussion, ultimately as a final and agreed statement of intent that will guide project activity

· Successive drafts of this will be critically examined, refined, and ratified by the PE, the PLEG, and others 

· Once agreed, the methodologies will be applied by the project team and others and the PE and PLEG will monitor the implementation of the agreed approach, the accuracy of the results recorded, and the validity of subsequent analyses, conclusions, and recommendations produced 

· The PE will produce an Evaluator’s Report that will be included in the Final Report and will influence final conclusions and recommendations.

Timescale for finalising the methodologies listed in this section: Required at an early date (target: 31.08.02) in order to ensure quality assurance of project products and processes and formative and summative evaluation at project level (Target date met).

Note: Literature search

A common thread running through many of the methodologies is the need to conduct searches of the literature on specific topics. To ensure an orderly approach to this, templates will be produced detailing specific questions to be researched, why the data is being sought, and providing 'prompts' for recording the who, what, why, where, when and how of any relevant report found in the literature, a judgement on the reliability of conclusions drawn by the authors of the report,  and the implications for HILT Phase II aims, objectives, or outcomes. Questions to be researched include:

· What mapping projects are reported in the recent literature? Are any specific to JISC services?

· What categories of mapping problem are reported? What specific examples of each type can be found? What are the implications for retrieval?

· What schemes and practices are in use in JISC projects and initiatives?

· What is there on methods of testing collection strength?

· What is there on mapping specialist thesauri to general schemes?

· What is there on indexing staff departures from standard schemes and the reasons for them?

· Do particular subject areas in a universal scheme present particular problems?

· What is there on user studies and terminologies and any of the following: retrieval, interfaces, choosing representative users, user study methodologies, monitoring softwar, how users express subject queries, user search strategies, the effect of training on retrieval effectiveness, user subject retrieval requirements

· What is there on choosing queries for testing subject retrieval

· What is there on different perspectives on what good retrieval is for given queries (different users, intermediaries, lecturers etc)

· What is there on different approaches to solving the subject-based interoperability problem?

· What is there on the effectiveness of the CHESHIRE clustering approach?

· What is there on the benefits and deficiencies of different approaches to solving the subject query interoperability problem - methodologies for measuring these (particularly effectiveness of retrieval)?

· What is there on the difficulties staff have assigning terms?

· What is there on how dictionary compilers go about work to identify new words in the electronic age?

· What is there on the problems of using DDC in particular domains?

· What is there on costing methodologies in the terminology creation, compilation, mapping area?

· What is there on expressing costs against benefits and ranking the results in this area?

Note: We are looking at museums, archives, e-services, not just libraries in all of the above

Timescale for finalising the methodologies listed in this section:  late August onwards
~~~~~

1 Methodologies to ensure investigation examines representative services, subject schemes, and subjects within schemes:

1.1 Task: Ensure examination of a good representative set of service types (IE landscape scope)

Methodology: Identify JISC collections using JISC web site as source but checking what future additions may be in the pipeline with appropriate JISC personnel. Take care to encompass cross-sectoral and cross-domain needs.

1.2 Task: Ensure examination of representative subject schemes

Methodology: Identify JISC collections from JISC web site and survey them to find out about the schemes they use and their practices and staffing (e.g. trained cataloguers or not?). Use HILT 1 list to add any additional schemes the PLEG and PE think necessary or useful. Obtain any additional information available in the literature.

1.3 Task: Ensure examination covers subject strengths within general collections as well as special or subject collections in providing for users' collection level terminology needs in specific subject areas

Methodology: Identify representative general collections via 1.1 and examine TeRM and TeRM alternative effectiveness in at least two scenarios:

· General service always offered to users with subject query

· More subject specific approaches based on existing in-depth collection strength data (e.g. from SCONE CURL sites)

1.4 Task: Identify means of examining any implication arising from the need to use specialist thesauri such as MeSH

Methodology: Choose a number of specialist thesauri like this from a list provided by the mini-survey described at 1.5 below. Investigate how best to integrate these with the terminologies route map. Log difficulties, problems, and possible solutions.  Obtain any additional information available in the literature.

1.5 Task: Ensure research data is obtained on staff departures from standard terms in standard schemes and reasons for these departures (to help identify specific problem areas and range of problem areas - and, ultimately, to help determine mapping level requirements for TeRM)

Methodology: Use list of JISC collections, identify contact staff, do a mini-survey:

· What subject scheme(s)/taxonomy(ies) are in use at your service/collection?

· DDC (Dewey Decimal Classification)

· LCSH (Library of Congress Subject Headings) 

· UNESCO thesaurus (United Nations Educational, Scientific, & Cultural Organisation) 

· AAT (Art & Architecture Thesaurus) 

· MeSH (Medical Subject Headings) 

· UDC (Universal Decimal Classification) 

· SHIC (Social History and Industrial Classification) 

· In house scheme (a scheme developed specifically to suit the need of your service/collection) 

· Other, please specify 

· How many individuals are involved in the subject description of items in your service/collection? 

· Of these, how many are: 

· Qualified or experienced information professionals  

· Qualified or experienced in the subject of this collection  

· Neither of the above, but given on-the-job training

· Do those involved in subject description sometimes have to make alterations to your chosen scheme(s)?

· When this is done, what are the reasons:

· subject scheme too detailed?

· subject scheme too broad? 

· to accommodate new concepts or areas of knowledge? 

· to facilitate geographic specificity? (e.g. place names, geographical features or geographical areas not included in a used scheme)

· to reflect bilingualism?  

· cultural differences? (e.g. British/American/Canadian/Australian view of history)

· to reflect user needs or demands? 

· to reflect your service/collection sector? (e.g. HE or FE) 

· to reflect your service/collection domain? (e.g. libraries, museum, archives) 

· don't know 

· Please give an example of the alteration(s) mentioned above in question A4 . (e.g. Terms you have added, altered, etc.)

· Are there any particular subject areas which require regular modification in this way? Please give details

· Approximately how many times in the past 6 months have you adopted the following techniques when describing material not well catered for by your chosen scheme(s) 

· Consulted other services/collections?  

· Consulted other schemes  

· Employed a 'best match' or partial match policy in your service/collection?  

· Asked colleagues?

· Is there any mechanism in place whereby changes and modifications are recorded?

· Are there any particular subject areas that usually don't require you to make changes to the standard scheme? Please comment 

· Are you aware of any situations where users of your service/collection are attempting to search using terms not used in your standard scheme(s)? 

Obtain any additional information available in the literature. 
1.6 Task: Ensure examination of representative subject areas within schemes

Methodology: Mini-survey to cover this issue. PLEG will also discuss the issue and SG members will also be invited to comment. It will also be investigated via the literature survey.

Timescale for finalising the methodologies listed in this section: third week in September the target (target met in outline, detail not complete until November).

~~~~~

2 Methodologies to ensure investigation examines representative user types, tasks, and associated retrieval requirements, and strategies:

2.1 Task: Identify a representative group of FE and HE users, including (as far as possible): students by year, PGs, researchers, teachers, supervisors, intermediaries and indexing staff.  

Methodology: Agree approach with JISC, Project Evaluator, and Steering, Management and Professional Level Evaluation Groups, basing the proposed approach on the needs implied given project aims and objectives. 

Timescale for finalising the methodologies listed in this section:  third week in September the target (target met in outline, detail not complete until November).. 

2.2 Task: Identify representative list of queries for the chosen services, subject areas, tasks, user types. Real queries needed  (from user interviews, actual work set by academics, data from the literature) but also some invented examples that provide real tests and compensate for any inadequacies in snapshot of real queries

Methodology: Pursue in a variety of ways, including most of the following: 

· Ask users eg. students, researchers etc. via email to identify some queries recently entered in search engines, put to librarians etc.

· Ask enquiry desks at the Andersonian Library and the Central College of Commerce to log some queries for a set period of time

· Post to lis-link, scotslink and Re:SOURCE lists to ask for data

· Diane Lindsay has been approached regarding SCONUL statistics - this data is not qualitative

· Ask academic departments to send examples of queries posed to students

· Contact 'Ask a Librarian' and ask them for examples

· Ask interviewees

· Consult BUBL enquiries

· Consult literature for previously studied queries

Obtain any additional information available in the literature. Get PLEG agreement on final list.

2.3 Task: Identify subject retrieval requirements for particular tasks for user group, including supervisor and intermediary perspectives.   

Methodology: Utilise process specified at 2.2 above and use project expertise to determine initial list of tasks and retrieval requirements. Obtain any additional information available in the literature. Agree final set with PLEG.

2.4 Task: Identify different user ways of expressing the queries being tested

Methodology: Utilise process specified at 2.2 above. Obtain any additional information available in the literature. Get PLEG and SG input.

2.5 Task: Identify a good representative sample of subject search strategies employed by users

Methodology: Utilise process specified at 2.2 above. Plus, at second workshop ask users to carry out selected list of queries then follow up with questions on the process they followed. Obtain any additional information available in the literature. Get PLEG and SG input.

2.6 Task: Examine how additional training/interaction over and above disambiguation might improve retrieval success?

Methodology: At second workshop, and perhaps on an e-mail list, conduct trials with experienced and  inexperienced users and at least one group with no training but access to a training mode.

Timescale for finalising the methodologies listed in this section:  third week in September target for finalising before comparative tests begin

~~~~~

3 Methodologies to ensure: 

· That the full functional requirement for an operational (as opposed to pilot) terminologies server is identified 

· That the extent to which this is implemented in the pilot is optimised

· That the software used in the pilot is utilised in a way that faithfully reflects any specific requirements implemented and tested

3.1 Task: Agree initial service specification at outline level
Methodology: Utilise HILT 1 recommendation and HILT 2 proposal to sketch out initial specification (attached as Appendix A) and get agreement from PMG and SG 

3.2 Task: Determine functionality available in pilot software
Methodology: Attend Wordmap training, read documentation, explore use of software

3.3 Task: Determine initial list of end user and staff user requirements as regards functionality
Methodology: Determine initial list using survey and interviews described under sections 1 and 2 above

3.4 Task: Determine types of mapping problems likely to be encountered in building a terminologies server and specify mechanisms for solving these problems
Methodology: Examine the literature and investigate particular subject areas; list types of problems encountered as regards relationship types between terms; specify possible HILT solutions

3.5 Task: Determine M2M requirements
Methodology: Survey likely M2M requirements in JISC IE

3.6 Task: Identify adequate mechanisms in the pilot software for implementing these proposed HILT solutions and implement these
Methodology: Compare results of 3.2 above with the results of 3.1, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5. Detail the proposed mechanisms in a specifications document and ask PLEG to evaluate. Implement those mechanisms considered adequate, list any remainder as part of a full specification for a future operational server.

3.7 Task: Refine and extend the requirement and the pilot TeRM
Methodology: Conduct various end-user and staff user tests on the stage 2 pilot; extend 3.6 to encompass these; agree final specification; optimise pilot

Timescale for finalising the methodologies listed in this section:  January 2003.

~~~~~

4 Methodology to ensure investigation examines adequate set of alternatives to the subject-based interoperability problem addressed by HILT:

4.1 Task: Identify appropriate set of alternative approaches to assess and compare given project aims and associated resources

Methodology: Project team to outline proposed alternatives and discuss with SG, PMG, PLEG and JISC, aiming to finalise an agreed list shortly after the first workshop.

Timescale for finalising the methodologies listed in this section:  third week in September target for finalising before comparative tests begin

Current proposal (discussed with SG and JISC):

	Option
	Methodology
	Benefits
	Costs

	Various TeRM alternatives, looking at effects (on costs and benefits) of varying the number of schemes mapped, granularity level of mappings, different schemes as spine, no spine
	Measure extent to which particular approaches:

1. Successfully identify and relevance rank appropriate collections based on user input of subject queries

2. Meet optimum retrieval requirement for particular tasks in a timely fashion by comparing ideal retrieval by actual retrieval in representative databases

3. Meet other user and staff requirements identified by the project
	Benefits to users performing retrieval or retrieval-related tasks in different subject areas and to staff performing indexing and staff and user training tasks


	Costs under various alternative scenarios (e.g. UK HE TeRM, Outsourced TeRM

	Auto term translation methods such as proposed RDNC LCSH to DDC experiment and any feasible extension to other schemes
	
	
	

	Cheshire clustering approach based on indices of collections
	
	
	

	No aids, but use of TeRM to identify collections
	
	
	

	Each service searched without aids
	
	
	

	Any other approaches that can be examined based on available data without conducting significant additional work
	
	
	


~~~~~

5 Methodologies to ensure the investigation identifies and measures the benefits and deficiencies of particular options (includes retrieval effectiveness and user and staff requirements)
:

5.1 Task: Measure extent to which particular approaches successfully identify and relevance rank appropriate collections based on user input of subject queries

Methodology: Carry out 5.2 first and utilise results to determine ideal ranking, compare this with ranking achieved by the various approaches

5.2 Task: Measure extent to which particular approaches meet optimum retrieval requirement for given tasks in a timely fashion by comparing ideal retrieval by actual retrieval in representative databases

Methodology: Monitor actual retrieval and compare with 'ideal' possible retrieval for each database as measured by alternatives listed at note ii below

5.3 Task: Measure extent to which particular approaches meet other user and staff requirements identified by the project

Methodology: As appropriate

Notes on likely needs:

i. Data on all items retrieved in test - full records (base need is searches used?)

ii. Data on all new records added over a particular period by services (ensures full knowledge of items not retrieved that might have been) or some alternative approach (e.g. in-depth attempts by staff to find better results)

iii. Record of user search behaviour

iv. Need full databases of representative (domain-based?) services for clustering comparison 

v. Data on difficulty staff have in assigning DDC terms with and without use of TeRM
 (possible benefit)

vi. Comparative data on problems of mapping schemes and user terminologies to DDC spine and other alternative approaches to mapping (Is there any base difficulty in using DDC in the various domains?)

vii. Examination of whether the mapping database could have provided improved performance but was prevented from doing so by a poor interface.

Timescale for finalising the methodologies listed in this section:  5.1 - 5.3 required by third week in September for finalising during and after first workshop but before comparative tests begin

~~~~~

6 Methodologies to ensure relevant and accurate cost comparisons of particular options

Timescale for finalising the methodologies listed in this section:  As soon as possible, target end date 31.01.03

7 Methodologies to ensure investigation uses fair and appropriate methods of expressing and ranking costs against benefits:

Timescale for finalising the methodologies listed in this section:  As soon as possible, target end date 31.01.03

Appendix A: Initial Service Specification Draft

	
	  Process
	Notes

	
	
	

	
	User enters system at TeRM server or at some other site that uses TeRM  data  
	TeRM is built around an SQL compliant database using the ORACLE RDBMS

	
	▼
	

	Task not subject related, so go elsewhere
	◄  User specifies task from  

       drop down list 
	The Copac/clumps project, cc-interop will begin to identify tasks

	
	▼
	

	
	Task is subject related
	Obvious example is user says she wants to do a search by subject, but there may be other tasks that imply a subject search

	
	▼
	

	
	User is prompted for subject terms
	

	
	▼
	

	
	TeRM  interaction disambiguates subject and maps to DDC
	In Wordmap user is given optional meanings of terms and asked to pick which she means (e.g. lotus, the flower, the software, the car, or…)

	
	▼
	

	
	Task and DDC used to search CLD and CS collections database (a clone of SCONE for the pilot)  that also contains service details
	Implies a SCONE-like database, but with (1) DDC based collection strengths added, where they exist, for both special collections and general collections, with the latter mapped for strength below the general level where data exists, and (2) ▼

	
	▼
	

	
	Collections service identifies sub-group of collections relevant to task and to subject using DDC number, truncating it to find collections described at higher level of granularity
	(2) Task relevance specified. As in SCONE, the top level of any collection hierarchy will, if it is an online service, have connection details attached. Services returned will be ranked according to the granularity level of ▼  their subject strength coding, with those with lower granularity levels ranked highest

	
	▼
	

	
	User ‘trims’ list of collections to suit her purpose, deselecting those she decides not to use initially
	User may spot services not relevant to her or simply wish to search less than the full list. Option to test results from highest ranked service may be available

	
	▼
	

	
	Collections service details include subject scheme(s) used in each collection, and connection details
	Specifying subject schemes necessary so that only appropriate terms are sent to any specific service, thereby avoiding the false drops that will occur if all terms from all schemes are sent to all services

	
	▼
	

	
	Further interaction with TeRM based on ‘trimmed’  list of services provides terminologies set  needed to search for the user’s subject in each chosen service, including standard terms from scheme(s) and (possibly) common UK alternative terms or service specific alternative terms
	User clicks button which says something like ‘get terms’, TeRM sends back appropriate terms for each service. Different levels of service are possible, beginning with terms from standard unchanged scheme used by service, to this plus common UK alternatives, with or without standard terms, to service specific alternatives. The addition and maintenance of UK alternatives will raise costs, and the addition of service specific terms will raise costs even further. Costs against benefits of each approach will be measured by HILT and compared against alternative approaches such as clustering

	
	▼
	

	
	User gets option of switching off all but one of the various schemes used by a given service and the user’s own terms before searching
	User will have the option to use her own terms, plus the standard term, plus UK or service alternatives for each service, or to switch any of these alternatives off.

	
	▼
	

	
	User searches services, either singly or in groups, using preferred term sets
	This is assumed to be a broadcast search using Z39.50 plus, where facilities exist, other alternative protocols.

















� Note that, together with the costs against benefits section, this also covers the creation of a full service specification


� Note that, together with the costs against benefits section, this also covers the creation of a full service specification


� In this second instance, staff do the following:


Identify the terms they want to associate with items


Use TeRM to identify appropriate DDC number(s)


Assign new mapping where none exists


Assign DDC number(s) to item


Service designed to ensure user always uses TeRM first


Staff assign DDC number to item
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