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Preface

This assessment of the proof of concept prototypes for the Search and Retrieval Interface Application of the Resource Discovery Service was conducted by Dr. John Carlo Bertot under contract with the Z Texas Implementation Component of the Library of Texas (ZLOT) Project. Dr. Bertot developed the methodology for the assessment, including the protocol for examining the prototypes, in consultation with the ZLOT staff. Dr. Bertot and two ZLOT project staff carried out the assessments. 

1.
Introduction

In June 2002, Moen and Murray issued a report that identified the functional requirements for the Library of Texas (ZLOT) Resource Discovery Service. The report entitled Project Deliverable C: Functional Requirements for the Library of Texas (available at <http://www.unt.edu/zlot/fr_index.htm>) detailed and prioritized a number of features and requirements that a broad range of Texas librarians, state library agency staff, and others anticipate from an actual implementation of the ZLOT Resource Discovery Service.  

This report also served as the basis for informing a proof of concept demonstration, the goal of which was to assess the feasibility of the functional requirements compared with the current library technology marketplace. The ZLOT project issued a call for participation in the proof of concept demonstration and invited library technology vendors to participate. Prototypes of the Search and Retrieval Interface Application were to access a number of Texas library online catalogs (OPACs), TexShare online databases, the Texas Record and Information Locator Service (TRAIL), and web-based resources as a test of the feasibility of the ZLOT Resource Discovery Service functional requirements. For information about the proof of concept demonstrations, see <http://www.unt.edu/zlot/POC/poc_index.htm>.

In brief, the Functional Requirements report identified three levels of functional requirement priorities for four Resource Discovery Service components: Virtual Catalog (VC), Search and Retrieval Interface (SRI), Search Interface (SI), and Retrieval Interface (RI). Details on each of these are provided in the report and thus are not reviewed here.

Based on the Functional Requirements report, conversations with the study’s principal investigator, and an independent assessment of a number of existing vendor integrated search and retrieval interfaces (see Bertot, 2002), the consultant developed a methodology and evaluation form to engage in a systematic assessment of the participating vendors’ prototypes of the Search and Retrieval Interface Application.  

This document presents the methodology and results of the assessment.

2.
Methodology

Underlying the evaluation approach were a number of assumptions:

· A vendor’s prototype was technically able to access the Texas library resources as defined to them by the ZLOT study team;

· Texas library online catalog systems selected as targets for the proof of concept demonstration did not undergo significant system changes that would affect the proposed evaluation activities; 

· All Texas library resources (i.e., selected TexShare databases, selected Texas online catalogs, TRAL) were available and accessible to the vendors’ prototypes during the test period; and

· The ZLOT functional requirements remained unchanged since the release of the June 30, 2002 Functional Requirements report.

These assumptions served as the foundation for the various proposed assessment activities. Overall, the assumptions were met, with the exception of one vendor product that experienced continued difficulties throughout most of the test period. This vendor did eventually overcome the various technical problems.

The draft evaluation form (see Appendix A) and proposed methodology built upon a number of ZLOT project activities that included:

· The technical, functional, and other specifications as identified in the Functional Requirements report;

· The review of a number of ZLOT-related documents and material;

· Discussions with the ZLOT study principal investigator;

· Consultant assessment of integrated system vendor products, literature, and other material to the extent possible; 

· Preliminary tests with demonstration and implemented integrated search and retrieval systems deployed in various library settings; and

· An initial review of the evaluation form with the ZLOT study team during which suggestions for changes to a draft form were suggested and incorporated to the extent possible.

Together, these activities informed the development of the evaluation form, methodological approach, and anticipated analysis of evaluation data. In all, there were twelve vendor prototypes available for review from ten different library technology vendors (one vendor provided three separate prototypes; see <http://www.unt.edu/zlot/POC/poc_eval.htm>).

2.1
Description of the Evaluation Form

It is possible to assess a search and retrieval interface application along any number of usability, functionality, and results criteria.  Rather than impose generic system evaluation criteria, however, the consultant relied on the criteria identified in the Functional Requirements report for a number of reasons:

1. The consultant identified independently a number of similar evaluation criteria;

2. The evaluation criteria identified are field generated and specific to the assessment environment of the ZLOT initiative and thus should receive priority attention;

3. The evaluation criteria identified provided a substantial sense of the priorities for the various system components; and

4. The evaluation criteria were those upon which the participating vendors prepared their prototypes.

The consultant incorporated the identified criteria into the evaluation form.

There were a number of ways in which to organize and present the evaluation form. Those included using a 1) mixed prioritization approach such as that presented in Appendix F of the Functional Requirements document; 2) simple listing of functional requirements by search and retrieval component; or 3) nested search and retrieval component, functional requirement, and priority. After creating a number of evaluation forms that varied according to the three approaches identified above, the consultant settled on approach 3 for logic, flow, and completion capability reasons. The form also includes a comment field to enable evaluators to remark on particular aspects of the search and retrieval experience. Pre-tests determined the need to modify the form to best meet the needs of the evaluation activities.

In addition to the evaluation criteria, the evaluation form contains a number of additional informational fields such as vendor name, search and retrieval interface product name, evaluator name, date and time accessed, and system configuration of the evaluator. Others were possible, however, these provided a minimum set of variables to inform the study.

The form also contains a set of recommended search strings so as to standardize the evaluator assessment process. These include:

	Search Type
	Search String 1
	Search String 2

	Subject
	Lymes Disease
	Mexican-American War; U.S. Mexican War

	Author
	Mark Twain/Samuel Clemmons 
	Charles R. McClure

	Keyword
	Mosquito 
	Library information networks

	Title
	Dr. Spock’s Baby and Child Care 
	To Kill a Mockingbird


The queries represented resources that libraries of all types should have in some form. The intent was to have the evaluators conduct the same searches through each search and retrieval interface application across the spectrum of participating library resources (i.e., OPACs, web sites, and databases).  Evaluators began with Search String 1 and switched to Search String 2 if no results were returned after initiating String 1. Evaluators specified which search terms they used throughout the evaluation.

2.2
Evaluation Approach

The consultant developed a multi-stage assessment methodology that involved the following activities:

1. Finalizing a list of ZLOT vendor participants (see <http://www.unt.edu/zlot/POC/poc_eval.htm> for a listing);

2. Finalizing a list of Texas library participants and their specific content/resources to be accessed during the test phase;

3. Accessing each of the vendor’s prototypes and conducting sample searches using the pre-defined search terms

a. The search terms were executed using the following groupings so as to test the various systems

i. OPACs only,

ii. Databases only,

iii. Web content only,

iv. All resources (if a “select all” feature was available); 

4. Completing the evaluation form (Appendix A) as part of the assessment exercise; and

5. Comparing the OPAC searches conducted through the search and retrieval interface versus going directly to the OPAC site of one of three participating Texas library OPACs and conducting the same search.

This approach provided a basis for assessing the Search and Retrieval Interface Application prototypes along a number of criteria as well as comparing the resources discovered using the integrated search and retrieval product against the results from a subset of library systems’ native interfaces.    

The consultant and two ZLOT project staff members assessed each participating vendors’ search and retrieval interface prototypes. Doing so provided triangulation of the results for each prototype and provided a series of validity and reliability checks on the assessment strategy as well as results. Each prototype was evaluated a total of three times, for a total of 36 completed assessment forms for all 12 prototypes.

2.3
Timeline

The evaluation occurred over a period of four weeks during September 2002.  

2.4
Summary Comments on Methodology

The evaluation form located in Appendix A underwent a number of changes, refinements, and developments prior to the final version used in the assessment. The consultant, in conjunction with the ZLOT study team, drafted an initial evaluation form that the team discussed and suggested modifications. The modified form was used in a pre-test of three separate vendor systems as a test for appropriateness and usability. After the pre-test, the consultant and ZLOT study team again revised the form to reflect issues encountered during the pre-test. The revisions led to the development of the final form as it appears in Appendix A.

Although the Functional Requirement report served as the basis for developing the evaluation form, it became evident that certain functional requirements could not be assessed through engagement with the prototypes. For example, the Functional Requirements report includes requirements for the Virtual Catalog Application. These requirements are intended to be addressed by the target resource, not the search and retrieval interface application (e.g., ensuring that specific access points in the online catalog area available for searching). These requirements were excluded from the evaluation form for the assessment.

In addition, a number of the functional requirements for the Search and Retrieval Interface Application were not possible to assess because the associated functionality was not visible in the prototypes. For example, a Priority 1 requirement to “collect usage statistics” is not something that the evaluators could determine by engagement with the application. There were number of functional requirements that were excluded from the formal assessment, and these are listed in the following table:

	Priority 1 Requirements

	SRI 15
	Collect usage statistics

	SRI 17
	Meet accessibility standards

	Priority 2 Requirements

	SRI 3
	Allow libraries to offer patrons access to a statewide common LOT interface and/or a locally customized version of the common LOT interface

	SRI 4
	Link to local library web sites

	SRI 5
	Support local customization

	SRI 6
	Interact with profiles of participating libraries

	SI 13
	Allow customized presentation of resource collections or resources at the local library level based on user groups and other criteria

	SI 14
	Allow local libraries to select a group of catalogs for searches that will be the default set for searching


The Search and Retrieval Interface Application prototypes are dependent on data in the target resources to show certain functionality. Some functional requirement indicated that certain data be presented to the user or the application operate on such data. The applications rely on those data being provided by the target resource, and if no data are present in or provided by the target resources records, the applications are not able to address those requirements. 

The evaluators made every effort to determine if a functional requirement was addressed by each prototype and a total of 39 functional requirements were assessed through this evaluation. 

3.
Findings

This section of the report provides summary findings of the evaluation.  Appendixes B, C, and D contain figures that detail the full findings for each functional requirement.  

To present the findings in a summary fashion that controls somewhat for evaluator variance, the consultant developed two indexes:

· The Functional Requirement Capability Index.  This index was devised by summing all the points that a single functional requirement (and its subcomponents, if applicable) received from each evaluator for all prototypes and dividing that by the total number of points possible for the functional requirement.  

Points for each functional requirement were assigned for the following values:

· Yes = 2    

· No = 0    

· Somewhat = 1

In effect, this index indicates the extent to which the prototypes were able to meet the functional requirements as specified by the Functional Requirement report.

· The Functional Requirement Ability Index.  This index was devised by summing all the instances in which a prototype was fully able to meet the functional requirement (and its subcomponents, if applicable) [an indication of “yes” on the assessment form by the evaluators] received from the evaluation and dividing that by the total number of points possible for the functional requirement. In effect, this provides an indication of the full extent to which the prototypes were able to meet the functional requirements as specified by the Functional Requirement report.

The results of both indexes are presented in Figures 1, 2, and 3.  Appendixes B, C, and D present another view of the data from the evaluation by showing the percentages for each of the possible values in the assessment (Yes, No, Somewhat, Undetermined) for each of the functional requirements.

The findings from the evaluation indicate that, overall, a number of the vendor system prototypes are able to meet several Priority One and Two functional requirements:

3.1
Search Interface Functional Requirements

A total of 17 Search Interface requirements were assessed. The following summarizes the results: 

· Overall, the prototypes were able to meet the Priority One functional requirements with a Capability Index of between 48.6% to 98.6%. The Ability Index mirrors closely the Capability Index, lending validity to the findings. The low index was for allowing the concurrent searching of multiple TexShare databases (SI 6).

· The prototypes met Priority Two requirements with much wider variance as reflected in a Capability index range of 9.7% to 84.7%. Again, the Ability Index mirrors closely the Capability Index, lending validity to the findings. The prototypes rarely were able to enable the evaluators to enter a “date request by” request during the search process (SI 16) or allow concurrent searching of multiple LOT resource collection types as well as the web (SI 8).

· The prototypes were able to meet one of the Priority Three requirements reasonably well (SI 15: allow the inclusion of non-Texas libraries), whereas they fell short in their support for searches of special collections (SI 17). The following table summarizes the Search Interface functional requirements by quartiles for the Ability Index:

	Ability Index Summary
	Functional Requirement

	· 75.0% and Greater
	· Priority 1:  SI 1, 2, 5

· Priority 2:  SI 7

	· 50.0% - 74.9%
	· Priority 1:  SI 6, 10, 12

· Priority 2:  SI 11

· Priority 3:  SI 15

	· 25.0% - 49.9%
	· Priority 2:  SI 3, 9, 19

· Priority 3:  SI 17

	· Less than 25.0%
	· Priority 2:  SI 4, 8, 16, 18


· See Figure 1 for a summary of the Capability and Ability Indexes for the evaluated Search Interface requirements. See Appendix B for frequency counts for the specific requirements.

Figure 1.  Search Interface Functional Requirement Capability and Ability Index. (N=36)
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Search Interface (SI) Functional Requirements

SI 1.
Provide simple keyword search functionality

SI 2.
Provide basic search functionality that includes the following search criteria:

SI 3.
Provide advanced search functionality that includes: 

SI 4.
Allow refinement of searches with qualifiers

SI 5.
Allow concurrent searching of multiple online catalogs

SI 6.
Allow concurrent searching of multiple TexShare databases

SI 7.
Allow concurrent searching of multiple LOT resource collection types

SI 8.
Allow concurrent searching of multiple LOT resource collection types as well as the web

SI 9.
Group resource collections by subject

SI 10. Group online catalogs by geographic proximity

SI 11. Group online catalogs by type of library

SI 12. Limit searches to local resources

SI 15. Allow the resource collections of non-Texas libraries to be included

SI 16. Allow users to specify a critical time sensitivity for their information need

SI 17. Support queries in Spanish

SI 18. Support searches of special collections

SI 19. Allow users to browse catalog

3.2
Retrieval Interface Functional Requirements 

A total of 11 Retrieval Interface requirements were assessed. The following summarizes the results: 

· The prototypes were able to meet Priority One functional requirements for the Retrieval Interface in less than half the instances.  Indeed, the Capability Index for the Retrieval Interface for Priority One requirements ranged between 12.5% and 43.1%. The Ability Index mirrors closely the Capability Index, lending validity to the findings.

· The prototypes were not able to meet, in general, the Priority Two functional requirements for the Retrieval Interface, with a Capability Index range of 0.0% to 29.2%. The Ability Index mirrors closely the Capability Index, lending validity to the findings.

· The prototypes were not able to meet the Priority Three functional requirement of grouping results in tiers by subject categories (RI 3).

· The following table summarizes the Retrieval Interface functional requirements by quartiles for the Ability Index:

	Ability Index Summary
	Functional Requirement

	75.0% and Greater
	NA

	50.0% - 74.9%
	NA

	25.0% - 49.9%
	Priority 1:  RI 4, 10

Priority 2:  RI 8, 11

	Less than 25.0%
	Priority 1:  RI 5, 6, 9

Priority 2:  RI 2, 3, 7

Priority 3:  RI 1


· See Figure 2 for a summary of the Capability and Ability Indexes for the evaluated Retrieval Interface requirements. See Appendix C for frequency counts for the specific requirements.

Figure 2. Retrieval Interface Functional Requirement Capability and Ability Index. (N=36)
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Retrieval Interface (RI) Functional Requirements 

RI 1. Group results in tiers organized by subject categories

RI 2. Group results according to type and format of resource

RI 3. Group results according to user selectable criteria

RI 4. Include the following data elements in retrieved results:

· Author

· Subject

· Title

· Keywords

· Format (e.g., book or video)

· Language

· Geographic proximity

· Date of publication

· Type of material (e.g., digital or analog)

· Cost (e.g., free or fee)

· Owner

· Standard identifier 

· Availability

RI 5. Indicate resource availability in terms of:

· Physical location

· Copyright information

· Circulation status

· Circulation policy 

· Reservation 

· Delivery options

· Time interval for delivery

RI 6. Link to resources directly from search results

RI 7. Initiate a search of online catalogs for journal titles selected by users from search results

RI 8. Initiate a borrowing request directly from the search results

RI 9. Alert users of the local availability of resources

RI 10. Allow users to document search results 

RI 11. Provide a follow-on search to discover resources similar to one identified by the user

3.3
Search and Retrieval Interface Functional Requirement 

A total of 11 Retrieval Interface requirements were assessed. The following summarizes the results:

· The ability of the prototypes to meet Priority One functional requirements for the Search and Retrieval Interface was mixed, ranging from 5.6% to 88.9%. In general, the prototypes were able to present a consistent user experience (SRI 1, 88.9%), enable independence of the interface from resources and changes in resources (SRI 2, 84.7%), provide technical and operating support (SRI 16, 48.6% -- usually through online help as well as documentation), and authenticate users (SRI 12, 48.6%).  With authentication, it is important to note that not all vendors required a log on for the prototypes, though nearly all indicated that they do and/or can require such a feature.

· The prototypes were not able to meet, in general, the Priority Two functional requirements for the Search and Retrieval Interface, with a Capability Index range of 8.3% to 22.2%. The Ability Index mirrors closely the Capability Index, lending validity to the findings.

· Similarly, the prototypes were not able to meet the Priority Three functional requirement (SRI 10 : allow users to create default user profiles) for the Search and Retrieval Interface, with a Capability Index range of 1.7%. The Ability Index mirrors closely the Capability Index, lending validity to the findings.

· The following table summarizes the Search and Retrieval Interface functional requirements by quartiles for the Ability Index:

	Ability Index Summary
	Functional Requirement

	75.0% and Greater
	Priority 1:  SRI 1, 2

	50.0% - 74.9%
	NA

	25.0% - 49.9%
	Priority 1:  SRI 12, 16

	Less than 25.0%
	Priority 1:  SRI 11, 13, 14

Priority 2:  SRI 7, 8, 9 

Priority 3:  SRI 10


· See Figure 3 for a summary of the Capability and Ability Indexes for the evaluated Search and Retrieval Interface requirements. See Appendix D for frequency counts for the specific requirements.

Figure 3.  Search and Retrieval Interface Functional Requirement Capability and Ability Index (N=36)
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Search and Retrieval Interface (SRI) Functional Requirement

SRI 1.
Present a consistent user experience

SRI 2.
Enable independence of the interface from resources and changes in resources

SRI 7. 
Describe the available resource collections

SRI 8.
Describe the journals in the TexShare databases

SRI 9.
Support user-selectable language interfaces

SRI 10.
Allow users to create default user profiles

SRI 11.
Allow users to select a system’s native interface

SRI 12. 
Authenticate users 

SRI 13.
Allow users to search only those resource collections from which they have the right to obtain the resources
SRI 14.
Keep user logins to a minimum
SRI 16. 
Provide technical and operational support

3.4
Summary

The findings suggest that the prototypes were able to meet 10 of the Priority One and Two functional requirements at the 50% level or greater, as compared to 22 of the Priority One and Two functional requirements at the 50% level or below. It is important for the Library of Texas working group, in conjunction with the ZLOT study team, to determine significance of this in terms of the ability of the prototypes to meet the identified needs of a Library of Texas resource discovery service. It may be the case that the 10 functional requirements met by the prototypes are determined to be, upon further analysis, the critical functions at this juncture as compared to the others not met.

It is important to note also that a number of the functional requirements not met in the assessment conducted may in fact be able to be met by a number of vendors at this time – just not for the proof of concept phase. For example, some vendors do indeed have translation capabilities for a number of foreign languages and these require various settings to be enabled. Similarly, data elements such as resource cost, format, and availability items are influenced by their availability in the target resources records. If data are not available in the target resources, it is not possible for the search and retrieval interface application to show functionality related to those data. 

4.
Final Comments and Lessons Learned

This approach to assessment provided a number of lessons that should guide additional work in this important area of research:

· Assessment of prototypes such as these requires an iterative learning strategy that enables evaluators to make changes to the assessment protocol, strategy, and other aspects to better reflect the operating environment in which the evaluation activities occur. System variances, technology difficulties and variation, and a number of local circumstances influence the evaluation process.

· While a standard, agreed upon assessment protocol and method were developed by the consultant and ZLOT study team, there are evaluator differences that influence the assessment of a particular functional requirement and/or prototype. In most cases, two out of three assessments concurred; however, variations did enter into the overall evaluation. It is therefore recommended that more evaluator coordination and training occur in the areas of functional requirement terminology, definitions, and protocol use, to name a few.

· There is a need to have vendors provide a uniform set of documentation that the evaluators can review prior to the prototype assessment. In particular, this documentation should describe and provide examples of how the vendor’s system engages the specified functional requirements. The documentation does not necessarily need to be extensive, but should provide at least a basic description of the prototype’s operation vis-à-vis the functional requirements.

· While the consultant understands time constraints, this evaluation process unfolded in a very short period of time. The extent to which the time frame affected the findings remains unclear.

Overall, the consultant considers the prototype evaluation process a success. The evaluators were able to assess all the prototypes in the time allotted, and, moreover, were able to detail findings of use to the Library of Texas and the process of developing final technical requirements and specifications. 

Appendix A: 
Prototype Assessment Form

ZLOT Search and Retrieval Component Evaluation:

Evaluation Form

Evaluator Name:
____________________________________

Vendor:
_________________________________________

Vendor Product Name:
_____________________________________________

Date/Time Accessed:

__________________/________________

Time Completed:
__________________________

Computer Type: 
__________________________

Operating System: 
__________________________

Browser and Version: 
__________________________

Resolution:
__________________________

Connection Type: 
__________________________

Comments on access to site or other general access issues:

Search terms (please circle the search terms used for the evaluation):

	Search Type
	Search String 1
	Search String 2

	Subject
	Lymes Disease
	Mexican-American War; U.S. Mexican War

	Author
	Mark Twain/Samuel Clemmons 
	Charles R. McClure

	Keyword
	Mosquito 
	Library information networks

	Title
	Dr. Spock’s Baby and Child Care 
	To Kill a Mockingbird


	
	Functional Requirement
	Feature Available
	Comments

	Search Interface
	
	

	Priority 1
	
	

	SI 1
	Provide simple keyword search functionality.  The basic interface should allow an undifferentiated keyword search. This could be any word, for example a topic, title, name, date, etc
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD


	

	SI 2
	Provide basic search functionality that includes the following search criteria:

· Author Keyword

· Title Keyword

· Subject Keyword
· General Keyword
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	SI 5
	Allow concurrent searching of multiple online catalogs 
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD


	

	SI 6
	Allow concurrent searching of multiple TexShare databases 
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD


	

	SI 10
	Group online catalogs by geographic proximity. The interface should group online catalogs available for searching by the owner's geographic proximity to the user's local library. Users should be able to search based on one or more proximity categories.
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD


	

	SI 12
	Limit searches to local resources 
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	
	
	
	

	Priority 2
	
	

	SI 3
	Provide advanced search functionality that includes: 

· Boolean logic

· Truncation

· Exact match

· First word search

· First character search

· Limiting results to full-text

· Search history

· Combined searches

· ISBN

· OCLC number
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	


	
	Functional Requirement
	Feature Available
	Comments

	Search Interface 
	
	

	Priority 2 (continued)
	
	

	SI 4
	Allow refinement of searches with qualifiers:

· Format (e.g., book or video)

· Language

· Geographic proximity

· Date of publication

· Date ranges

· Type of material (e.g., digital or analog)

· Cost (e.g., free or fee)

· Owner

· Availability
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	SI 7
	Allow concurrent searching of multiple LOT resource collection types
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD


	

	SI 8
	Allow concurrent searching of multiple LOT resource collection types as well as the web
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	SI 9
	Group resource collections by subject.  The search interface should allow users to easily select one or more categories for their search. Categories should be based on disciplines or subjects and should be persistent over time. 

The interface application should allow resource collections and sub-collections, such as specific journals or databases, to be associated with the categories. Easily accessible descriptions of the resource collections should be available to assist the user in selecting appropriate collections to search.
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD


	

	SI 11
	Group online catalogs by type of library
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	SI 16
	Allow users to specify a critical time sensitivity for their information need
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD


	

	SI 18
	Support searches of special collections. The interface should include the ability to search the online records for special collections in Texas libraries. No collections have been identified as yet for the LOT and a standard for representation has not been defined. There is an understanding that just because collection is searchable does not mean that items in the collection are available for resource sharing.
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD


	

	SI 19
	Allow users to browse catalogs. The search interface should allow users to select a catalog browse feature (e.g., via a button). This "search by browsing" function would allow users to browse through alphabetical lists (e.g. author indexes, title indexes, or subject indexes) on a catalog-by-catalog basis.
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD


	

	
	
	

	Priority 3
	
	

	SI 15
	Allow the resource collections of non-Texas libraries to be included
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	SI 17
	Support searches of special collections
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	


	
	Functional Requirement
	Feature Available
	Comments

	Retrieval Interface
	
	

	Priority 1
	
	

	RI 4
	Include the following data elements in retrieved results:

· Author

· Subject

· Title

· Keywords

· Format (e.g., book or video)

· Language

· Geographic proximity

· Date of publication

· Type of material (e.g., digital or analog)

· Cost (e.g., free or fee)

· Owner

· Standard identifier 
· Availability
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	RI 5
	Indicate resource availability in terms of:

· Physical location

· Copyright information

· Circulation status

· Circulation policy 

· Reservation 
· Delivery options
· Time interval for delivery
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	RI 6
	Link to resources directly from search results
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	RI 9
	Alert users to the local availability of resources
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	RI 10
	Allow users to document search results (RI10)
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	
	
	

	Priority 2
	
	

	RI 2
	Group results according to type and format of resource. Organize search results for easy access according to the type and format of the resource. For example, all digital images might be grouped together and further organized by image type (e.g., png or gif).
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	


	
	Functional Requirement
	Feature Available
	Comments

	Retrieval Interface
	
	

	Priority 2 (continued)
	
	

	RI 3
	Group results according to user selectable criteria.  Allow users to specify the manner in which the results of their searches will be grouped. Groupings that are expected to be of importance to most LOT users include: 

· Format (e.g., book or video)

· Language

· Geographic proximity

· Date of publication

· Type of material (e.g., digital or analog)

· Cost (i.e., free or fee)

· Availability
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	RI 7
	Initiate a search of online catalogs for journal titles selected by users from search results. Provide a mechanism for users to identify the owners of journals from records in search results. This might be a button that, when selected, initiates a search of pre-selected online catalogs and returns a list of libraries grouped by geographic proximity to the user's local library or some other grouping criteria.
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	RI 8
	Initiate a borrowing request directly from the search results
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	RI 11
	Provide a follow-on search to discover resources similar to one identified by the user
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	
	
	

	Priority 3
	
	

	RI 1
	Group results in tiers organized by subject categories.  Organize search results hierarchically by categories. This could possibly be done using subject categories or metadata associated with resources.
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD 
	


	Functional Requirement
	Feature Available
	Comments

	Search and Retrieval Interface
	
	

	Priority 1
	
	

	SRI 1
	Present a consistent user experience.  All screen displays and user interactions should have a common and consistent "look and feel" as well as common and consistent operational qualities regardless of the resource collection, library automation system, or other information retrieval system involved in the search and retrieval operations.
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	SRI 2
	Enable independence of the interface from resources and changes in resources. The interface should be designed in such a way that it can remain stable in both its "look and feel" and in its operational qualities regardless of changes to the accessible resource collections and their associated lists and databases.
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	SRI 11
	Allow users to select a system’s native interface. Users should be able to move out of the common LOT interface to search known resources of interest to them through a particular resource’s native interface. For example, this might involve a user moving from the common LOT interface to search a particular TexShare database through that database’s native interface.
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD 
	

	SRI 12
	Authenticate users. Employ a mechanism to authenticate users for resources where access control is necessary (e.g., licensed databases). The mechanism might include: IP recognition or entry of patron-specific or library-specific usernames and passwords. The current TexShare authentication procedures could serve as a model.
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	SRI 13
	Allow users to search only those resource collections from which they have the right to obtain the resources. For resource collections or specific resources that have access and/or distribution restrictions based on user affiliation, the interface should only present users with those collections or resources for which they have the right to search and retrieve.
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	SRI 14
	Keep user logins to a minimum. Provide a mechanism that authenticates users as few times as necessary.
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	SRI 16
	Provide technical and operational support. Installation, reference, and general help manuals should be provided for all components of the LOT search and retrieval interface. 
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	
	
	

	Priority 2
	
	

	SRI 7
	Describe the available resource collections. Include easy access (e.g., a button) to a list of the contents of all resource collections available for resource discovery and a high-level description of the contents of each collection.
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	SRI 8
	Describe the journals in the TexShare databases. Include easy access (e.g., a button) to the descriptions of each journal, serial, or newspaper included in each of the TexShare databases
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	


	Functional Requirement
	Feature Available
	Comments

	Search and Retrieval Interface
	
	

	Priority 2 (continued)
	
	

	SRI 9
	Support user-selectable language interfaces. Allows users to easily select the language for their interface. The available languages should be representative of significant Texas populations as reflected in demographic information. This would include:

· Spanish
· Korean
· Hindi
· Vietnamese
· German.
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	

	
	
	

	Priority 3
	
	

	SRI 10
	Allow users to create default user profiles. Allow users to easily create profiles that identify search and retrieval criteria of consistent importance to them. This "default" user-specific profile would define preferences such as: 

· Language
· Format
· Cost 
· Availability
	  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD

  Yes     No     Somewhat   UD
	


Search Comparison Form

Note:  This form is intended to aid the evaluators perform a basic check on the items returned by the integrated search interface versus selected participating library OPACs.  To conduct the test, evaluators should first search using the integrated interface, review the results of the search from a pre-determined participating library OPAC, and then go directly to that participating library’s OPAC and conduct the same search.  This will allow for a relatively quick check on the extent to which the searches yield the same results.

Evaluator Name:
____________________________________

Vendor:
_________________________________________

Vendor Product Name:
_____________________________________________

Date/Time Accessed:

__________________/________________

Time Completed:
__________________________

Participating Library OPAC:
_________________________________________

Date/Time OPAC Accessed:

__________________/________________

Time OPAC Search Completed:
__________________________

Computer Type: 
__________________________

Operating System: 
__________________________

Browser and Version: 
__________________________

Resolution:
__________________________

Connection Type: 
__________________________

Search conducted in Integrated System and OPAC (please circle one):

	Search Type
	Search String 1
	Search String 2

	Subject
	Lymes Disease
	Mexican-American War; U.S. Mexican War

	Author
	Mark Twain/Samuel Clemmons 
	Charles R. McClure

	Keyword
	Mosquito 
	Library information networks

	Title
	Dr. Spock’s Baby and Child Care 
	To Kill a Mockingbird


Additional Comments:

	First Five Results Displayed by Integrated Search System (if less than 5, indicate all) 

	1.

	2.

	3.

	4.

	5.

	First Five Results Displayed by OPAC  (if less than 5, indicate all)

	1.

	2.

	3.

	4.

	5.


Appendix B: 
Frequencies for Search Interface Requirements Met by Prototypes 

Figure B-1.  SI 1, SI 5, SI 6, SI 10, and SI 12 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 1)
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N=36

UND = Undetermined

SI 1 = Provide simple keyword search functionality.  The basic interface should allow an undifferentiated keyword search. This could be any word, for example a topic, title, name, date, etc. 

SI 5 = Allow concurrent searching of multiple online catalogs.

SI 6 = Allow concurrent searching of multiple TexShare databases.

SI 10 = Group online catalogs by geographic proximity. The interface should group online catalogs available for searching by the owner's geographic proximity to the user's local library. Users should be able to search based on one or more proximity categories.

SI 12 = Limit searches to local resources.

Figure B-2.  SI 2 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 1)
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N=36

UND = Undetermined

SI 2 = Provide basic search functionality that includes the following search criteria:

· Author Keyword (AK)

· Title Keyword (TK)

· Subject Keyword (SK)

· General Keyword (GK)

Figure B-3.  SI 3 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 2)
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N=36

UND = Undetermined

SI 3 = Provide advanced search functionality that includes: 

· Boolean logic (BL)

· Truncation (TR)

· Exact match (EM)

· First word search (FWS)

· First character search (FCS)

· Limiting results to full-text (LFT)

· Search history (SH)

· Combined searches (COM)

· ISBN (ISBN)

· OCLC number (OCLC)
Figure B-4.  SI 4 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 2)
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N=36

UND = Undetermined

SI 4 = Allow refinement of searches with qualifiers:

· Format (FOR)

· Language (LAN)

· Geographic proximity (GEO)

· Date of publication (DP)

· Date ranges (DR)

· Type of material (MAT)

· Cost (COST)

· Owner (OWN)

· Availability (AV)

Figure B-5.  SI 7, SI 8, SI 9, and SI 11 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 2)
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N=36

UND = Undetermined

SI 7 = Allow concurrent searching of multiple LOT resource collection types.

SI 8 = Allow concurrent searching of multiple LOT resource collection types as well as the web.

SI 9 = Group resource collections by subject.  The search interface should allow users to easily select one or more categories for their search. Categories should be based on disciplines or subjects and should be persistent over time.

SI 11 = Group online catalogs by type of library.

Figure B-6.  SI 16, SI 18, and SI 19 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 2)

[image: image9.emf]0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

80.0%

90.0%

100.0%

Functional Requirement

Percentage of Requirement

NO

88.9% 11.1% 69.4%

SOMEWHAT

2.8% 2.8% 5.6%

YES

8.3% 16.7% 25.0%

UND

69.4%

SI16 SI18 SI19


N=36

UND = Undetermined

SI 16 = Allow users to specify a critical time sensitivity for their information need.

SI 18 = Support searches of special collections. The interface should include the ability to search the online records for special collections in Texas libraries. No collections have been identified as yet for the LOT and a standard for representation has not been defined. There is an understanding that just because collection is searchable does not mean that items in the collection are available for resource sharing.

SI 19 = Allow users to browse catalogs. The search interface should allow users to select a catalog browse feature (e.g., via a button). This "search by browsing" function would allow users to browse through alphabetical lists (e.g. author indexes, title indexes, or subject indexes) on a catalog-by-catalog basis.

Figure B-7.  SI 15 and SI 17 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 3)
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N=36

UND = Undetermined

SI 15 = Allow the resource collections of non-Texas libraries to be included.

SI 17 = Support searches of special collections.

Appendix C: 
Frequencies for Retrieval Interface Requirements Met by Prototypes

Figure C-1.  RI 4 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 1)
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N=36

UND = Undetermined

RI 4 = Include the following data elements in retrieved results:

· Author (AU)

· Subject (SU)

· Title (TI)

· Keywords (KW)

· Format (FOR)

· Language (LAN)

· Geographic proximity (GEO)

· Date of publication (DATE)

· Type of material (MAT)

· Cost (COST)

· Owner (OWN)

· Standard identifier (SI)

· Availability (AV)

Figure C-2.  RI 5 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 1)
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N=36

UND = Undetermined

RI 5 = Indicate resource availability in terms of:

· Physical location (PL)

· Copyright information (COP)

· Circulation status (CIRC)

· Circulation policy (CP)

· Reservation (RES)
· Delivery options (DEL)

· Time interval for delivery (TIME)

Figure C-3.  RI 6, RI 9, and RI 10 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 1)

[image: image13.emf]0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

80.0%

90.0%

100.0%

Functional Requirement

Percentage of Requirement

NO

72.2% 80.6% 50.0%

SOMEWHAT

8.3% 13.9% 2.8%

YES

19.4% 5.6% 41.7%

UND

5.6%

RI6 RI9 RI10


N=36

UND = Undetermined

RI 6 = Link to resources directly from search results.

RI 9 = Alert users to the local availability of resources.
RI 10 = Allow users to document search results.

Figure C-4.  RI 2, RI 7, RI 8, and RI 11 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 2)
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N=36

UND = Undetermined

RI 2 = Group results according to type and format of resource. Organize search results for easy access according to the type and format of the resource. For example, all digital images might be grouped together and further organized by image type (e.g., png or gif).

RI 7 = Initiate a search of online catalogs for journal titles selected by users from search results. Provide a mechanism for users to identify the owners of journals from records in search results. This might be a button that, when selected, initiates a search of pre-selected online catalogs and returns a list of libraries grouped by geographic proximity to the user's local library or some other grouping criteria.

RI 8 = Initiate a borrowing request directly from the search results.

RI 11 = Provide a follow-on search to discover resources similar to one identified by the user.

Figure C-5.  RI 3 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 2)
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N=36

UND = Undetermined

RI 3 = Group results according to user selectable criteria.  Allow users to specify the manner in which the results of their searches will be grouped. Groupings that are expected to be of importance to most LOT users include: 

· Format (FOR)

· Language (LAN)

· Geographic proximity (GEO)

· Date of publication (DATE)

· Type of material (MAT)

· Cost (COST)

· Availability (AV)

Figure C-6.  RI 1 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 3)
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N=36

UND = Undetermined

RI 1 = Group results in tiers organized by subject categories.  Organize search results hierarchically by categories. This could possibly be done using subject categories or metadata associated with resources.

Appendix D: 
Frequencies for Search and Retrieval Interface Requirements Met by Prototypes

Figure D-1.  SRI 1, SRI 2, SRI 11, SRI 12, SRI 13, SRI 14, and SRI 16 Functional 
Requirement Frequencies (Priority 1)
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N=36; UND = Undetermined

SRI 1 = Present a consistent user experience.  All screen displays and user interactions should have a common and consistent "look and feel" as well as common and consistent operational qualities regardless of the resource collection, library automation system, or other information retrieval system involved in the search and retrieval operations.

SRI 2 = Enable independence of the interface from resources and changes in resources. The interface should be designed in such a way that it can remain stable in both its "look and feel" and in its operational qualities regardless of changes to the accessible resource collections and their associated lists and databases.

SRI 11 = Allow users to select a system’s native interface. Users should be able to move out of the common LOT interface to search known resources of interest to them through a particular resource’s native interface. For example, this might involve a user moving from the common LOT interface to search a particular TexShare database through that database’s native interface.

SRI 12 = Authenticate users. Employ a mechanism to authenticate users for resources where access control is necessary (e.g., licensed databases). The mechanism might include: IP recognition or entry of patron-specific or library-specific usernames and passwords. The current TexShare authentication procedures could serve as a model.

SRI 13 = Allow users to search only those resource collections from which they have the right to obtain the resources. For resource collections or specific resources that have access and/or distribution restrictions based on user affiliation, the interface should only present users with those collections or resources for which they have the right to search and retrieve.

SRI 14 = Keep user logins to a minimum. Provide a mechanism that authenticates users as few times as necessary.

SRI 16 = Provide technical and operational support. Installation, reference, and general help manuals should be provided for all components of the LOT search and retrieval interface.
Figure D-2.  SRI 7 and SRI 8 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 2)
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N=36

UND = Undetermined

SRI 7 = Describe the available resource collections. Include easy access (e.g., a button) to a list of the contents of all resource collections available for resource discovery and a high-level description of the contents of each collection.

SRI 8 = Describe the journals in the TexShare databases. Include easy access (e.g., a button) to the descriptions of each journal, serial, or newspaper included in each of the TexShare databases.

Figure D-3.  SRI 9 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 2)
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SRI 9 = Support user-selectable language interfaces. Allows users to easily select the language for their interface. The available languages should be representative of significant Texas populations as reflected in demographic information. This would include:

· Spanish (SP)
· Korean (KOR)
· Hindi (HIN)
· Vietnamese (VIET)

· German (GER)

Figure D-4.  SRI 10 Functional Requirement Frequencies (Priority 3)
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SRI 10 = Allow users to create default user profiles. Allow users to easily create profiles that identify search and retrieval criteria of consistent importance to them. This "default" user-specific profile would define preferences such as: 

· Language (LAN)
· Format (FOR)
· Cost (COST)

· Availability (AV)
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