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Executive Summary

The current integrated library system (ILS) at Readwell Library was a good

quality system when purchased seven years ago.  However, the vendor has not kept up

with new concepts or technology and the system does not meet current expectations or

needs of staff, students and faculty.  In response to growing dissatisfaction this

committee was formed and charged with finding a replacement for the current system.

We evaluated products from Endeca, Evergreen, Ex Libris, Innovative Interfaces, Koha,

and SirsiDynix. Out of that group, Innovative Interfaces and Ex Libris were selected for

further consideration.

We selected Millennium by Innovative Interfaces as the ILS and Primo, with

Primo Central, by Ex Libris as the discovery tool or OPAC.  Innovative Interfaces has a

good reputation for keeping up with technological change and has a long history in the

field.  They employ many librarians, and actively seek user suggestions.  Millennium

has a modular design and can be customized to suit user needs.  Ex Libris is also a

company with a good reputation and has created products that enhance the functions of

an ILS. Primo, with Primo Central, was selected as the discovery tool.  It is more full-

featured not only than other discovery tools examined, but also in comparison to the

discovery feature of Millennium, delivering additional functionality to meet the needs

of the users.
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Introduction

The current integrated library system (ILS) at The Readwell Library was

purchased seven years ago.  At that time it was a good quality system, but the vendor

has not continued to upgrade the system in a timely manner and it falls short of current

needs, e.g., for federated searching, and electronic resource management.  Other

processes, while supported, are cumbersome and time-consuming, e.g., electronic

receipt of invoice information from vendors and paying for materials electronically.

Overall, the staff feels that the vendor has been slow to respond to its customers and

requests for enhancements and that the current system is no longer adequate to meet

the needs and expectations of staff, students, and faculty.

An Automation Committee was formed to investigate ILS providers.  The

members are representatives from Acquisitions, Cataloging, Circulation, Reference

(OPAC), and Systems.  Each member was to investigate one vendor; each department

representative prepared a list of departmental requirements and one member took on

the responsibilities of compiling the final document.

The following report consists of a section on the requirements for each

department, a discussion of each vendor’s products, and a final recommendation on

which product to select.

Departmental Requirements

Acquisitions

1. The ability to order, invoice, receive and claim both serials and monographs

It should go without saying that an acquisitions module should have the above

functionality, but the proper mechanisms and procedures must be in place to insure
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the payment and receipt of requested items with an efficient and straightforward

workflow.

2. A full Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) interface with major library vendors and the

university’s accounting department

The ability to conduct common acquisitions department activities, such as

purchasing and invoicing, through the electronic exchange of information is

important for departmental efficiency.  Benefits of EDI include greater accuracy (no

re-keying errors), reduced data entry time, and faster response and transaction

fulfillment (Hodgson 25).  Therefore, Readwell should not seriously consider any ILS

that does not support EDI for ordering, claiming, canceling, invoicing, and reporting

for both monographs and serials (Hodgson 26).  The EDI implementation should

conform with ANSI X12, a standard which defines messaging structure, syntax,

codes, transaction sets, directory of elements, and rules of behavior (Hodgson 25).

3. Electronic Resource Management System (ERMS)

Readwell subscribes to approximately 20,000 electronic serial publications, in

addition to other electronic resources such as databases and electronic books. This

number continues to grow annually.  Keeping track of technical, subscription, and

licensing information pertaining to e-resources is a massive undertaking for which a

traditional, print-oriented ILS is not sufficient.  An ERMS to supplement the ILS

would be an important asset to the acquisitions department because it exists

specifically to manage all the complex data surrounding e-resources, as well as the

business model for acquiring them (typically “leasing” rather than buying).  An

ERMS would also benefit library patrons by allowing the display of information

about electronic resources in the OPAC.

4. Full integration with other modules
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In order to best serve students, faculty and library staff, the acquisitions module

must be well-integrated with other modules so that users and staff in other

departments can track the status of materials.  For example, the order status must be

automatically updated in the OPAC as the order moves through the acquisitions and

cataloging cycles, and authorized acquisitions staff must be allowed direct and easy

access to cataloging functions.

5. An audit trail provided by the system and mechanisms for staff security

Because the acquisitions department deals so closely with finances, its ILS module

must be permission-based so that there is a record of who has done what.  There

should be an audit trail displaying operator ID, creation dates, updates and approval

date; each transaction that affects a fund balance must be logged with: transaction

type, date/time, operator ID, PO or invoice number and a comment field for manual

fund adjustments or transfers.

6. The ability to create fund accounts at the beginning of the fiscal year, and facilitate a

simple and streamlined close to the fiscal year

The system must allow acquisitions staff to create separate accounts for different

academic departments so that when titles are ordered at the request of a department,

the acquisitions department has the ability to charge it against that department’s

fund, as well as track how much money they have remaining.  Funds and orders

from each department should automatically “roll over” at the start of a new fiscal

period so that staff is not forced to manually input large amounts of data at the end

of the fiscal year.

Cataloguing

1. Support of MARC21 and a variety of XML formats – in particular, Encoded Archival

Description (EAD) and Dublin Core
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MARC21 is the standard format we use for cataloging the majority of our resources

and we strive to be Dublin Core compliant.  At minimum, the ILS must support the

full MARC21 formats for bibliographic records, authority records, and holdings

records without limitation on record length.  Readwell Library possesses a large

collection of archival materials, cataloged using Describing Archives, a Content

Standard (DACS), and we have a need to more thoroughly integrate these records

into the full library catalog via EAD.  We also catalog our visual media materials

utilizing the Visual Recourses Association (VRA) Core Categories.  An ILS must be

able to integrate and manage all these formats.  Looking to the future, we anticipate

adopting Resource Description & Access (RDA) as well as new XML and metadata

schemas as they are developed.  The ILS we select must be ready to make any

changes necessary to accommodate these new standards.

2. Inclusion of a robust interface with the Online Computer Library Center (OCLC)

and be compliant with the National Information Standards Organization (NISO)

Z39.50 standard

It must allow for easy searches of the OCLC database for the purpose of copy

cataloging, as well as editing and deleting bibliographic records, and uploading

original catalog records into the OCLC database.  We also find it useful to be able to

search the catalog holdings of other libraries and institutions, as well as to make our

own holdings searchable, in order to verify and maintain the quality of our

cataloging records.

3. The capability to create active links to electronic and Web-based resources in the

MARC 856 field in the bibliographic record
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Many of our users expect to be able to click through to further resources directly

from the records they locate via searching our OPAC.  This functionality must also

include an effective link resolver.

4. The ability to make global edits to authority files, including establishing and

updating SEE and SEE ALSO references, and to the full spectrum of data fields and

tags

As names change and new forms of main entry listings are adopted, we must be able

to update our records easily.  Changes to data fields must propagate to all records

which include this information, without the need for our staff to update each record

individually.

5. Support of Unicode and a full range of foreign language character sets

In keeping with the mission of Utopia University to include a “diversity of

perspectives, experiences, and traditions as essential components of a quality

education in our global context,” Readwell Library takes active steps to acquire a

wide variety of foreign language materials.  We must be able to catalog and search

these materials in their original languages and characters.

6. Allow a variety of searching options for administrative purposes

We need to be able to sort records by various subject classification schemes (Library

of Congress, Dewey Decimal, etc.) as well as by a variety of data fields (title, author,

call number, holding and record number, etc.)  We need to be able to easily search

our holdings, pull shelf lists, and perform inventories.

Circulation

1. Barcoding
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The system must be able to associate the patron’s library card with multiple

circulation records, i.e., the barcodes on the materials.

2. Security

Patrons should be able to view only their own record.  Patrons must not be able to

see the records of other patrons or alter them.

3. Management of patron records

Patrons should be able to see all of their transactions, including: history, holds,

claims for lost or damaged materials.  Patrons should be able to pay fines or a lost

book fee at the circulation desk.  The system must have ability to associate the

barcodes of multiple items with each individual patron record, including those

items with differing patron rights and privileges.

4. Relational database

The ILS must be able to link the bibliographic records, patron’s files so that, if

necessary a hold on privileges can be placed if fines or fees are outstanding.  The

system must also be able to communicate with the systems running in the

Registrar’s office. This allows the Circulation department to notify the University

Administration of outstanding fines or fees on graduating students.

5. Loan Periods

The system should be able to support different loan periods as defined by library for

students, faculty, staff, and assess different fines based on status and time. The

system must also allow for course reserves.

6. Interlibrary loans

Follows International standard ISO10160, allowing all libraries in the consortium to

communicate.
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Reference (OPAC)

1. User-friendly interface

The patron should be able to find what they need as efficiently and easily as

possible. The search interface must be uncluttered with clear navigation from the

initial simple search page to more advanced search options.

2. Web-based

3. Search options

Searches must be possible using Boolean operators and parameters such as

keyword, title, author or creator, date range, language, media type, genre, and

library location. The application must also offer a spell check and a “Did you mean

… ?” response.

4. Federated search

While the collection at Readwell is broad, the interests and research needs of our

students and faculty extend beyond the contents of the library’s collection. Our users

must be able to search outside the library’s collection in all media and material

types.

5. Results

Effective searching means being able to sort results and our users must be able to

sort results by relevance, subject, and authority, as well as by the search parameters.

Results should be bundled according to FRBR principles when appropriate. The user

must be able to refine the search through facets and tags created by other users.

There must be easy access to digital media from the results page.

6. User interaction

We wish to encourage the creation of a scholarly community.  In support of that goal

we need an application that allows for third-party plug-ins and social media.  Users
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must be able to comment on the items, e.g., through reviews and tagging, and those

comments must visible to other users of the system.

Systems

1. Cross-platform accessibility

Despite the uniformity of the computers at Readwell, the librarians are at a loss

when having to do work or research outside of the library with the current system.

The new ILS needs to be able to work with different systems and configurations

2. Light-weight system requirements

Because the OPACs and circulation terminals are thin-client terminals, the new ILS

must be flexible enough to be able to run with little processing power.

3. Scalability

 It is important that the new ILS be able to grow with the library's needs. Utopia

University has shown that it is committed to the success of its students through the

library and the system should grow as the library does.  RFID, mobile computing,

and other new technology initiatives on the horizon need to be supported.

4. Third-party application support

The systems librarian anticipates hiring additional IT staff in the next few years to

cope with ever-expanding expectations of users in regards to technology.  The new

ILS needs to provide APIs or otherwise support the library's efforts in expanding its

reach through technology.

5. Customization

University OIT has certain standards for the look of all public interfaces.  The new

system must be able to conform to these standards to ensure a consistent user

experience with all of Utopia University's software.
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Vendors

Endeca

Overview

Endeca, a search applications company, was founded in 1999 and is based in

Cambridge, Massachusetts.   The company specializes in guided search, auto-

categorizing results based on the keywords entered.

Features

Endeca’s purpose is to deliver software that helps people make better daily

decisions when evaluating large volumes of diverse and changing information.  For

eCommerce or media Web sites, Endeca’s software helps customers find products more

quickly and make more informed buying choices, thus increasing revenue.  For

Business search applications, Endeca helps employees make better decisions

interpreting internal and external resources, thus reducing costs and improving

productivity.  For the purposes of a library’s implementation, all of these functionalities

would be utilized for searches by patrons, and for the administration of library

materials, as well as patron records.

Endeca has pioneered new software that enables users to not only easily find

what they are looking for, but also to discover information, gain insights, and uncover

relationships across disparate data.

Endeca’s search applications are powered by  its Information Access Platform, a

major enterprise search innovation, on an advanced architecture, for building high-ROI

applications that let users find any kind of data from any source, any way they need it.

Encompassing many analytic features common in business intelligence, these

applications return much more than just a list of query results: they solve specific
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business problems with a unique combination of advanced query capabilities that guide

users through asking and answering any questions; a flexible data model that offers

unprecedented ease in exploring data of all structures and formats; and a software

development kit for search applications that makes it easy to build tailored search

applications at lower total cost of ownership, and faster time to value than any other

approach.

Advantages

Endeca technologies are well suited to libraries as it has a guided navigation

system, an implementation of the faceted navigation that has been a common theme

among the next generation of library interface.

The Endeca product operates primarily behind the scenes, providing a search

engine with a number of powerful features.  At the heart of Endeca Information Access

Platform lies the MDEX Search Engine, which performs most of the work during the

search process.  The initial task involves determining what items match the query.  The

search engine can be configured to process results according to a variety of options,

which can be set differently for each index or dimension.  The determination of results

candidates from a query can be performed according to several different techniques,

ranging from “match all,” where all the terms in the query must appear, to “match

any,” where even a single query term triggers a match.  The Endeca engine includes the

ability to automatically detect and correct spelling errors in query terms, offering “did

you mean” suggestions.  North Carolina State University Libraries was the first to

launch a library catalog based on the Information Access Platform from Endeca.  They

crafted an interface to operate with its SirsiDynix Unicorn implementation.

The implementation of an Endeca-based catalog involves operating a search

interface that is largely decoupled from the library’s existing ILS.  Records from the ILS
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will need to be exported and loaded into the Endeca search engine through a set of tools

called the Data Foundry.  This process builds the indexes according to the library’s

specifications, creating the various dimensions that will be available as facet categories.

The Endeca system also supports more than 200 languages.

The Endeca catalog is connected to the ILS, as several aspects of the catalog rely

on functionality provided by the existing online catalog or dynamically obtained in

other ways from the ILS.  The Endeca catalog might, for example, rely on the other

catalog for the real time status and availability of items and for patron service requests

such as renewals, recalls, and holds.

By browsing the titles by subject, Endeca allows the user to browse the entire

collection by subject category.  A portion of the search page lists all the subject

categories along with the number of items classified in that area.

Disadvantages

Looking at the implementation of library catalogs using the Endeca technology

reveals that while the software provides a common set of search features, focusing on

faceted browsing with relevancy ranking, there is not a single interface that streamlines

the entire search process from discovery to delivery. Unlike other systems, Endeca does

not have a federated search function which would enable users to search through a

wide range of remote information resources at the same time as searching their local,

institutional materials, and present a single results list.  Users must go to the Web-based

catalogue to do separate searches.

Recommendation

Endeca has many features that we would like to have in a discovery tool and is

currently being used successfully in many libraries.  While there are features that are
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missing, we feel that there are enough positives to warrant further consideration for use

at Readwell Library.

Evergreen

Evergreen was developed for the Georgia Public Library Service when they

determined that no existing commercial ILS systems would fit their needs. The library

service is a consortia of over 200 libraries that all shared materials, requiring a fast and

robust system. Developers agreed early on that the system would be open source, i.e.,

owned, developed and shared by the library community to build a better and stronger

system. Developers of Evergreen also state, “Open source software also helps protect

libraries against some of the painful trigger events in the life-cycle of proprietary

software such as capabilities and upgrades that are never delivered, or vendor buy-out

and vendor abandonment. We have watched our library colleagues suffer through all

these events and knew there was a better way.”

Features

First and foremost, Evergreen is open source. The ILS architecture and code is

freely available to everyone and anyone.  Developers as local libraries can add, remove

and tweak the code to support their library needs; other libraries facing similar

problems can then use the code without having to duplicate the work.

Evergreen’s Cataloging module is Z39.50 compatible which allows users to

download records from a variety of sources. “Buckets” allow for grouping and sharing

of related items and their bibliographic records, which allows for easy collaboration

with others. There are customizable label templates and the ability to create batches of

volumes and collections.

The Circulation module allows for offline transactions in case the power or

system goes down, allowing the library to still continue to function.  Evergreen allows
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for a powerful patron search by elements such as first and last name, e-mail, phone,

barcode, ID and address.  It also has the ability to take credit card payments and issue

reminder notices to patrons.

The OPAC is simple and clean which makes for easy patron usability.

“Bookbags” allow patrons to save and sort items to their account for later viewing and

allow for public sharing within their own accounts. With plug-in support, libraries can

give patrons access to social media, RSS feeds, and media such as jacket-covers and

book reviews.

Advantages

Evergreen was designed from the outset to be used in a consortia system; the

code is robust, stable, and fast.

As open-source software it is cost effective, especially for libraries which do not

have a technical staff sufficient to create complex code.  For single branch libraries, this

can be an enormous cost-saver.

Evergreen’s interface is user friendly on both the front-end and back-end.  It was

created during the era in which librarians were vocal about dissatisfaction with the

OPACs of commercially available ILS applications.  Evergreen designers were

determined to make the catalog a better place for patrons and librarians alike.  The front

page of the OPAC defaults to what looks like a simple “google” search bar.  Once a

keyword search has begun, the patron may sort and filter the results, or chose an

Advanced Search.

The back-end of the system is just as clean: it runs with tabs and looks a lot like

Firefox, an open source search engine.  Jennifer Wood, a homeschooling mother of

three, says this of Evergreen’s OPAC: “My favorite feature would have to be the ability
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to order items from other libraries,” she says. “Before, we would have to go into the

library to do that.” She also says the new catalog is faster, and it’s “just cooler.” (Weber)

Disadvantages

While the system itself is free, tech support and the ability to customize the

system for an individual library is not.  Because the system is open source, nothing is

guaranteed.  When there are problems with the system, or when customization is

needed, the system vendor has no responsibility to fix the problem or create the

customization.  With a commercial vendor, there is an incentive to help customers to

maintain a good reputation that will fuel future sales in what is a relatively small

market. In this situation the costs of maintenance could increase the overall cost of the

service to the point that “free” becomes a misnomer.  In addition, the bare bones

approach could mean that documentation on the system is scarce or available at a cost.

The Acquisitions module is in beta mode and vendor testing is in progress.

Because of the open source nature, the module needs to be configured for each vendor’s

ordering process, a complicated and time-consuming process.

Recommendation

Due to the probability of incurring additional costs for tech support and

customization as well as the need to have experienced IT staff which adds costs, this

software should not receive further consideration for use by Readwell Library.

Ex Libris

Overview

Ex Libris was founded in 1986 with one ILS, Aleph.  In 2006 the company bought

Endeavor Information Systems and acquired Voyager.  It currently supports both ILS

applications.  Ex Libris seems committed to maintaining and developing both ILS

applications and presents each with the same amount of emphasis on the company’s
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Web site.  The company offers a wide variety of products which have been developed

over a long period of time and on different technology architectures.  The primary

customers of Aleph and Voyager are museum and research libraries, academic and

national libraries of various sizes as well as library consortia, although there are also

corporations and government bodies among their customers. (ELUNA Member List).

Ex Libris has a broad international presence, with customers in 78 countries; 59 of 124

Association of Research Libraries members in the US use either Voyager or Aleph

(Breeding “New Models”; Ex Libris).

Features

Although Aleph was developed in the early 1980s in a mainframe environment,

the system has been continuously upgraded, accumulating new functionality, becoming

one of the most sophisticated and feature-rich products available (Breeding “Vendors”).

Voyager was developed in the mid-1990s and it too has been upgraded to accommodate

changing requirements. Voyager supports a Web-based OPAC system and also can

accommodate third-party software.  Both are based on an Oracle database and support

integration of third-party software through an XML gateway. The applications are

flexible and scalable for a various sizes of institutions.  They have full Unicode support

and can handle a variety of languages and writing systems.

The company recognizes that a traditional ILS is based on managing print

holdings.  It has positioned Voyager and Aleph as systems to manage print resources

while providing other product offerings that add functionality that goes beyond what

each has: Primo for discovery; SFX link resolver; MetaLib for federated search; Verde

for electronic resource management; DigiTool for digital asset management; and

Rosetta for preservation.
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Primo, including Primo Central, provides functionality beyond the OPAC that is

part of either Voyager or Aleph.  Primo is the discovery and delivery tool, Primo

Central allows searching remote resources.  This software can work with any third-

party system, e.g., course management systems or institutional portals, in addition to

Voyager or Aleph (Ex Libris).  Primo features personalization, a single sign-in, federated

search, facets to refine a search, and tagging which go beyond the functions offered by

the OPAC of either Aleph or Voyager (Breeding “Primo”).  Results are sorted by

relevancy and bundled according to FRBR principles.  The Primo Central index is

hosted by Ex Libris in a cloud computing environment, and is comprised of global and

regional e-resources, such as journal articles and e-books, that are obtained from

primary and secondary publishers and aggregators, and from open-access repositories.

Although currently Primo Central requires MetaLib, in the next release of Primo

Central the two will be completely integrated.

The company has a policy of making APIs freely available as a way of allowing

customers to work with its products beyond the user interfaces that come with the

system (Breeding “Vendors”).

The applications offered by Ex Libris and the strategy of surrounding Voyager

and Aleph with other applications that expand the functionality, will change in the near

future.  The company is currently putting development efforts toward the creation of a

Unified Resource Management (URM) application built on a service-oriented

architecture and Web services.  The goal is to integrate back-office processing of

material regardless of type, format, and acquisition method.  The new URM does not

have an OPAC, so an additional application, such as Primo, would be needed (Bracke).

The company is partnering with several libraries in developing URM.



Group 3 – 18

Advantages

With two ILS applications, the company has more than one option for library

automation.  Ex Libris can market Aleph to those institutions who need a high degree of

customization and have the technical support  to support further in-house changes and

market Voyager as a system that can be used out of the box with a minimum of

customization.

The company offers a full suite of other products that extend the functionality of

both Voyager and Aleph.  These products, as modules, allow a library to choose which

systems will meet their needs.  The additional products also work seamlessly with

either ILS.  Primo is a particularly good addition to the functionality of the system.

The company generally received good comments from users for customer

relations.  Ex Libris supports user groups and allocates development resources for

specific enhancements nominated by users. They also have groups on the Web site to

assist customers: EL Commons extensions developed by the user community; eService

to track support “incidents” and access a Knowledge Base; Support Web for further

support; and Documentation Center. Both applications were said to be well designed

systems that support all basic library operations and services, and the applications fell

in the middle tier of response levels in a survey of libraries ((Kurth; O’Neill; Breeding

“Perceptions 2008”).

Disadvantages

While the underlying functionality of both systems has been upgraded, not as

much work has been done on the exterior: the user interface of Aleph shows its

mainframe heritage and Voyager’s interface has the look and feel of a 1990s Windows

application.
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Both ILS products do need to be supplemented with other products to

accommodate contemporary patron expectations and the expansion of electronic media.

While news of the development of a URM is encouraging, this is a product that has yet

to be released; a library looking to buy now has to accept the current ILS products.

Comments from several users indicated that Aleph and Voyager both perform

well up to a point, but both are older products that do not meet current expectations or

needs (Kurth; O’Neill).  One commenter made the point that like most of the ILSs

available they were designed to handle print materials and have an underlying

conception of library services dating from the 1990s and earlier (Bracke).  For Voyager,

the workflow for acquisitions of electronic materials is more complicated than for print

and is not well-supported. The examples cited are handling trial subscriptions, the

management of the licensing process and tracking of the license after purchase.

 Another respondent commented that on the front end, the Aleph interface was

non-intuitive and the OPAC does not meet the expectations of users, e.g., it lacks

faceted searching and has poor relevancy ranking capabilities (O’Neill).  On the back

end, it is complicated to use (O’Neill).

The variety of offerings is a positive, but there is a corresponding variety of code

base that can make for difficulties when dealing with the APIs; when considered across

the individual products, the APIs are disjointed and inconsistent (Breeding “Vendors”).

There have been complaints that they varying widely in quality and usefulness

(Breeding “Vendors”).

Recommendation

Given their strengths, both Aleph and Voyager should be put on the short list,

with the understanding that other applications might be necessary to completely

manage the current variety of library materials.  The functionality is sound and the
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consensus is that both do what they are supposed to do with a minimum of fuss

(Breeding “Perceptions 2008”).  Ex Libris is recognized as a supportive company willing

to listen to users and to work to resolve customization issues and provide support

(Kurth).

Primo, with Primo Central, as a front end application, also should be retained for

consideration.  It has a flexible interface and a wealth of functions that support current

needs and expectations in a discovery tool.

Innovative Interfaces

Overview

Innovative Interfaces, Inc. is one of the oldest and largest library automation

vendors; it was founded in 1978, in Emeryville, California, where it still maintains

almost all operations.  (Breeding “New Models”).  III serves all types of libraries,

including academic, public, special and school libraries.  It boasts the highest retention

rate (98%) amongst library automation vendors (Innovative Interfaces). Customer

satisfaction rankings are relatively high, with the score (on a scale of 1 to 10) on a survey

of company satisfaction, ILS satisfaction and company loyalty being 7 across the board

(Breeding “Perceptions 2008”).

Innovative’s main product is the Millennium ILS, which has been in use for more

than twenty years, through several generations of technology (Breeding “Vendors”).

According to Innovative’s Web site, there are over 1200 Millennium systems installed

and it is the number one ILS at libraries belonging to the Association for Research

Libraries or the Urban Library Council.  Millennium has a reputation for strong

acquisitions and serials modules; this can be traced back to Innovative’s beginnings in

law libraries, where it began implementing acquisitions and serials applications in the

early 1980’s (Innovative Interfaces).
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Features

Millennium is not a one-size-fits-all ILS.  There is no standard set of modules that

make up Millennium.  Rather, libraries choose exactly which modules they want in

their ILS rather than buying a pre-determined package that may have functionality that

the library does not want or need.  The modules  or features offered by Innovative that

can be included in its ILS include: Millennium Circulation; My Millennium, a user

personalization tool; Millennium Serials; WebPAC Pro, an OPAC; Electronic Resource

Management; Millennium Acquisitions; Millennium Cataloging; Management Reports;

and Encore, a discovery tool  (Innovative Interfaces).

Millennium uses a multi-tier, client-server architecture with a Web-based

computing model.  It is a UNIX application written in C/C++ and Java. Millennium is

its own DBMS and it was specifically designed for performance in library applications;

it can also be implemented under Oracle (Innovative Interfaces).

Advantages

Although most of what Innovate offers in its Millennium ILS is also offered by

other vendors, there are multiple factors that make Millennium a solid choice for

Readwell Library.  First of all, Innovative was founded 30-plus years ago and, as

mentioned, has a high retention rate (98%) and is the number one library among ARL

libraries (Innovative Interfaces); Innovative clearly has the longevity and solid reputation

to show that it is a viable business that will be around for a long time to come.

Additionally, as reported by Steve Strohl during his in-class presentation, III

employs the second most librarians in the state of California; having the perspective of

librarians rather than just programmers and business people is invaluable, as librarians

will be more in touch with actual library needs. Additional information offered by

Strohl, namely that Innovative’s co-founder is still involved in the day-to-day



Group 3 – 22

operations of the company and that support is not outsourced, also speak to the passion

of those behind the product, as well as the level of quality and support offered.

Laurel Baker, the ILS administrator at the University of South Carolina, which

uses Millennium, shared in an e-mail that Innovative’s support department has been

extremely responsive in times of emergency, although for less urgent matters the

response will be slower, since the company has a large customer base and prioritizes by

level of urgency.  She also gave Innovative a very favorable evaluation for training,

assigning a score of 8 out of 10.  This fits with the results of survey results, where

Innovative received a score of 7 for support satisfaction (Breeding “Perceptions 2008”).

Positive comments from the survey include: “III’s basic product is rock steady”; “Great

implementation team…top of the line”; and “We are very satisfied with the Millennium

system compared to other products on the marketplace.”

There is an impressive level of customization offered by Innovative, from being

able to choose modules to being able to change the configuration of the screen in front

of you.  Also impressive is how much Innovative seems to take user input into account

when creating and updating its products, and the fact that the Innovative Users Group,

founded in 1991, is very active – it has a very lively Listserv and annual conferences

with very high attendance rates (Innovative Users Group).

From the perspective of the Acquisitions Department in particular, Millennium is

an excellent choice.  Innovative originally found success with its acquisitions and serials

applications, and those services have remained robust.  The Acquisitions module offers

EDI, combines ordering and invoicing, and provides instant generation of order records

when a new bibliographic record is created.  It also offers Fiscal Close, an application

which offers guided steps for reports, posting, and fund activity.  Innovative’s

Millennium Serials stands out because of its proven history in law libraries, its color-
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coded at-a-glance window for serials check-in, and the process it provides for creating

reports and updating batches of records without the need for a systems administrator

(Strohl).

Innovative also markets both a specific Management Reports module and an

ERM, developed with user input from Cornell University Library and University of

Washington Libraries (“Innovative Interfaces Releases ERM Product”), which can be

stand-alone or part of the ILS package.

Disadvantages

The primary disadvantage to Millennium is its cost.  Contributing to the cost is

that Millennium’s support staff is housed in corporate headquarters in California and, is

not outsourced and that its modules are sold separately rather than as part of a package.

One user commented that “the price is staggering in the current economic climate.”

Along the same lines, another stated that “we find our vendor’s pricing to be

completely out of touch with our budget realities” (Breeding “Perceptions 2008”).

Also, while Innovative gets high marks for responding in times of emergency, its

support at other times can apparently be lacking: “The quality of their customer

support goes in waves; my main gripe with it is the turnaround time to resolve a

problem”; “With III minor fixes, non critical requests seem to languish” (Breeding

“Perceptions 2008”).

A third disadvantage to Innovative is the closed, proprietary nature of its

products: “The vendor's system is closed to Web 2.0 innovation and the vendor has no

apparent plan to change its business model”; “The vendor is seemingly uninterested

in…creating the ability for the ILS to ‘talk’ to other systems and share data easily back

and forth”; “Our biggest frustration with Innovative is their unwillingness to open their
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system, so that we can access our own data…and make the system work with third-

party products” (Breeding “Perceptions 2008”).

Recommendation

The Millennium ILS will provide for the needs of the Systems Department at

Utopia University.  Millennium has cross-platform accessibility, lightweight system

requirements, scalability, third-party application support, and customization.  For these

reasons, this application should be investigated further for use at Readwell Library.

Koha

Overview

Koha was developed in 1999 for the Horowhenua Library Trust in New Zealand

by Katipo Communications (Bissels).  According to the Koha-community Web site,

Koha is “the first free software library automation package” (“About [Koha]”).  It is free

and open source software distributed under the GNU General Public License version 2.

Features

The GNU license enables users to download and use the software free of charge,

with access to the code upon which the software is built for the sake of modification

(“GNU General Public License, version 2”).  As such, Koha is an extremely low cost,

extensible system for library automation.

For library systems, the installation of Koha requires Linux, MySQL, Perl and

Apache, all of which are extremely common packages for servers.  Linux is a common

server operating system; MySQL is a relational database management system; Perl is a

server scripting language; and Apache is a Web server.  All of Koha's interfaces are

Web-based and comply with common Web standards such as XHTML and CSS

(“About [Koha]”).  Koha is also compliant with most library standards such as

MARC21, Unicode, Z39.50 and others.
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The current stable Koha release is version 3.0, though version 3.2 is on its way.

The default installation of Koha 3.0 contains acquisitions, cataloging, circulation, patron

management, branch management, serials, reports, and an OPAC.  PTFS has begun

integrating its ArchivalWare digital asset management system with Koha as an ERM

(Breeding “LibLime”).  The OPAC includes many features common to other modern

integrated library systems (ILS) such as federated searching and Web 2.0 features like

tags and RSS feeds (“Koha Features”).

Advantages

Koha offers several advantages over other ILSs.  The main advantage is that it is

open source.  First, this gives libraries a system that is full featured and free.  Second,

this allows libraries to make modifications to any part of the system to better serve their

staff and patrons.  The CAMLIS library at the Royal London Homeopathic Hospital

implemented a different acquisitions module and utilized Wordpress for the online

interface to better serve the library (Bissels 287-288).  LibLime, a library consultant that

supports Koha installations, developed cataloging and acquisitions modules for Koha to

augment the functionality already present in Koha (Open Source Library Software).

Another possible advantage is the use of Web-based interfaces for all modules.  This

ensures that Koha is lightweight and cross-platform, which can be important in mixed

computer environments and on older systems.

Disadvantages

Koha does not include an electronic resource management (ERM) system or a

digital asset management system.  In addition to missing modules for ERM and digital

asset management, some modules present in Koha are underwhelming.  For example,

Koha cannot import XML files and the federated searching component of Koha is

inadequate (“Comparing Evergreen and Koha;” “Converting XML to MARC”).
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The idea of free software may also mask the costs of maintenance and upkeep.

Due to the lack of staff, in order to implement a Koha system, Readwell will either have

to hire additional IT staff or contract for support from LibLime or Bywater Solutions.

Though this will still cost less than proprietary solutions, it may not be by much.  Also,

the extent of customizability and personalization that Koha can offer is tempered by the

time required to program, test, and deploy these solutions.

Finally, there was a rift caused by LibLime in the Koha community that calls the

ILS's future into question.  LibLime's Enterprise Koha release was developed against the

spirit of the open source license under which Koha was originally released.  This release

can create problems with new Koha releases already in the pipeline (Hadro).

Continued action like this could create multiple code bases for what is ostensibly the

same system that could lead to long term instability.  If a library with a current Koha

system wanted to upgrade, it would have to ensure that the upgrades were consistent

with the code implemented by the library.  If the library wanted to install new modules

or new features, they would have to be consistent with a specific version of Koha.  Even

contracting support may be hindered by this “forked” code.

Recommendation

The disadvantages related to Koha make it unsuitable for the Readwell Library at

Utopia University. This software should not receive further consideration.

SirsiDynix

Overview

The company serves over 4,000 clients in over 23,000 library locations in 70

countries.  They provide a full range of integrated library solutions for all types of

libraries and library systems – public, academic, governmental, private, corporate,

special libraries and consortia.  SirsiDynix was formed in 2005 when the companies Sirsi
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Corp. and Dynix merged.  Sirsi Corp. was originally founded in 1979 and Dynix in 1983;

between them, they are one of the oldest library software vendors in the world,

originally utilizing software developed in the 1960s by Northwestern University to

automate their card catalogs.

Features

Most of the information available about Symphony is marketing-focused.

SirsiDynix operates on a Software-as-a-Service model.  According to the information

they provide, Symphony is an API-rich ILS – “one of the most complete APIs available

with an ILS,” (Breeding “New Models”) based on a modular and scalable multi-tier

server structure.  It allows the user to easily change databases, implement new

functionality, and employ new modules.  Their software is coded in C/C++ and Java

and can be run in UNIX, Microsoft Windows, and Linux environments.  Symphony is

standards-based, utilizing both MARC21 and XML formats, and compliant with SIP2,

NCIP, EDI, and Z39.50 standards.  It can manage all forms of record-keeping – patron

records, catalog and acquisition records, circulation records, financial records, etc.  It

can be integrated, and is interoperable, with most other library and Electronic Resource

Management (ERM) systems.  It also supports Unicode for foreign language-based

bibliographic activities.  SirsiDynix offers a wide range of add-ons to enrich the use of

their ILS, including: two discovery portals – Enterprise and e-Library, both of which

offer customizable interfaces and faceted search results; a Web-based staff client for

circulations and cataloging;  24/7 access to the catalog for users; mobile services for

Web 2.0 integration; an iPhone application called BookMyne for library users;

PocketCirc, which allows staff to access the system remotely; URSA, a Universal

Resource Sharing Application, geared especially towards facilitating inter-library

interactions; ERes, which allows users to reserve materials electronically and which
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assists in the bulk management of e-documents; and over 100 built-in administrative

reports.  Symphony is designed with future developments in mind and SirsiDynix is in

the market for long-term reliability.

Advantages

The depth of the API s offered by this company make it possible for local

libraries to create customizations as needed. The system is robust and modular,

allowing a library to choose which modules best suit its needs; other modules can be

added or existing ones upgraded as necessary.  The ability to interface with a variety of

third-party applications in common use among patrons is an advantage and makes

library services more accessible. There is a robust reporting module that can help

provide information on library use and track trends.

Disadvantages

There are a variety of factors that give rise to some concerns.  The first is the

complexity of the Symphony ILS and its associated products.  A search of the SirsiDynix

Web site shows that, while there are some academic libraries that use Symphony, e.g.,

Utah State University and Carnegie Mellon University Libraries, most of the libraries

that use SirsiDynix products are multi-institutional library systems.  This pattern of

usage is further established by several articles that are accessible online.

Two articles published in “Advanced Technology Libraries” (37.8, August 2008;

vol. 38.10, October 2009, respectively) announce that the County of Los Angeles Public

Library and the Libraries in Clackamas County (LINCC), Oregon, both “successfully

installed and begun operations using… Symphony.”  In addition to Symphony, both

libraries are also using e-Library, Director’s Station, Web Reporter, and other associated

products from SirsiDynix.  It should be noted that the County of Los Angeles Public

Library system “is composed of 84 regional and community libraries, one institutional
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library, and four book mobiles… and an annual circulation of about 14 millions items.”

(“County of LA Public”)  As well, LINCC “is a system of 10 independent city libraries

and one county library that cooperate to share a centralized Symphony system….

LINCC’s 11 libraries are located in 13 physical buildings through Clackamas County…

and serve a population of 362,000 with total annual circulation of 6.5 million items….”

(“LINCC Libraries”)  In October, 2009, SirsiDynix issued a press release announcing

“the successful implementation of the Symphony® Integrated Library System for the

TALIS network, the 240 public, school, college, and government libraries that comprise

the consortium of libraries in the Australian State of Tasmania.”

Further, one Symphony user, on condition of strict anonymity, stated that, in

their experience, “[e]ven in its simplest form Symphony is a complex system to set up

and is not ‘plug and play’,” and they would recommend it to other libraries, “[o]nly if

they were a fairly simple installation with their own in-house technical expertise.”

Some similar complaints are voiced in the article “Symphony: SirsiDynix’s Flagship

Integrated Library System: A Horizon User’s Perspective.”  In particular, the authors

mention that “[a]ssigning indicator values and subfield codes while creating a catalog

record is problematic,” that “[v]alidating an authority heading is a lengthy process,”

and a few other basic functionality issues on the staff side of the system (Khurshid and

Al-Baridi).

Another concern is that SirsiDynix does not offer any ERM modules or software

en suite.  They imply in some of their language that Symphony has native functionality

for ERM but I can find no mention of any dedicated module, product, or software for

that purpose.  It would seem that what ERM functionality they do offer is wrapped up

in their Acquisitions module.  In 2006, they contracted with Serials Solutions to offer

their customers ERM functionality but this requires clients to take on another vendor
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relationship, which is something that not all libraries want to do.  With over 20,000

electronic serials publications in Readwell Library’s collections, the lack of robust ERM

solutions integrated into Symphony is a serious shortcoming as this is an essential tool.

We could purchase ERM products from another vendor and integrate them into

Symphony, but this would add a layer of complexity to the installation and upkeep of

the ILS.  Despite a survey of the SirsiDynix Web site and all the literature that could be

found, it is difficult to get a sufficient sense of how their Acquisitions module functions

in Symphony.  They deemphasize it in comparison to other functionalities; there is

almost no mention of it in the product descriptions on their Web site and there is the

possibility that it may not be robust enough for our needs.

A final concern is not with the Symphony ILS per se, but rather with the

reputation of SirsiDynix as a company.  Research on this company revealed many

explicitly negative comments about them.  According to the results of a user survey

published by Michael Breeding in January, 2009, almost 450 respondents rated their

satisfaction with SirsiDynix ILS products an average of 6 out of 10; satisfaction with

SirsiDynix as a company and with their customer support averaged only 5 out of 10.

(Breeding, “Perceptions 2008”).  These results are duplicated by the same anonymous

correspondent cited above, who, when asked to rate the training and customer

service/support they received from SirsiDynix on a scale of 1 to 10, rated their training

a 6 and their customer service a 4.  They went on to comment, “the SirsiDynix staff had

problems understanding our complexity and our needs.”  Additionally, in an article

titled “Cheers and Jeers” published in the March 15, 2008 issue of Library Journal,

Michael Casey and Michael Stephens wrote, “Jeers [emphasis original] to SirsiDynix for

leading us down the primrose path of Horizon 8, Rome, and then Symphony.  Now that
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our confidence is lost and our trust in most major ILS vendors is shot, we have to begin

looking inward for our future.”

There are also several articles detailing a lawsuit brought against SirsiDynix by

the Queens Borough Public Library alleging bait-and-switch tactics when they installed

an ILS during the merger of Sirsi and Dynix into a single entity.  The suit was settled

out-of-court but it seems to have made a lasting mark on the reputation of the company.

Plus, according to the article “New Models, Core Visions,” SirsiDynix is losing

customers: “[d]espite the incumbent advantage, a number of Horizon libraries have

drifted out of the SirsiDynix fold” (Breeding “New Models”) – Horizon being a

predecessor ILS to Symphony.  Rather than transitioning to Symphony from Horizon,

these several libraries chose to switch vendors and products entirely.  This suggests that

SirsiDynix is not well-liked by many librarians.

Recommendation

Symphony is a strong and capable ILS with many advantages and powerful API

and Web-based functionality.  It is well positioned for future developments.  However,

it is complex to set-up and install, and it requires a fair degree of technical savvy on the

part of the client to customize and take full advantage of their API platform.  It is also

lacking in Acquisitions and ERM functionality, as well as leaving something to be

desired in the realm of customer service and support.  Finally, their reputation as a

company is questionable.  SirsiDynix Symphony should not receive further

consideration for purchase for Readwell Library.

Conclusion

We examined six companies offering eight products: six ILS applications and two

discovery applications.  Of these, two automation products, Millennium, from
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Innovative Interfaces, and Voyager, from Ex Libris, were selected for a detailed

consideration.  Two products, Endeca and Primo, from Ex Libris, were selected for

further consideration as a discovery tool.

After more discussion and presentations by each Ex Libris and Innovative

Interfaces, we recommend that Utopia University purchase Millennium for use in

Readwell Library as an ILS.  Although Millennium is an expensive product, this is more

than offset by its robust functionality, ability to handle a variety of materials, flexible

configuration options, and complete customization of the interface.  The excellent

reputation for customer support was also a factor in the decision.

Voyager and Aleph suffer in comparison on all points: they are designed to

handle print materials, requiring additional modules to handle electronic media; the

interface is not completely customizable and is dated in functionality.  Cost is also not a

point on which either Aleph or Voyager has an advantage.  Once the purchase of

additional modules needed to handle non-print materials is considered, the total cost of

the installation of either product would increase beyond the ostensible cost for the ILS.

Primo is our choice for a discovery tool and we recommend that it be purchased

to expand the functionality of the Millennium OPAC.  Primo offers many features that

staff, students, and faculty expect and need.  It is flexible and customizable and offers a

single interface for both local and remote resources.

While Endeca is used in many libraries, the interface options are not very

flexible, nor customizable.  In addition, the need to go to several different interfaces to

search is cumbersome, especially when compared to a product like Primo which makes

searching seamless.
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