Comparative Table: REGNET – OpenHeritage

Background

The preparation of the REGNET project started already mid 1999. There was interest of several cultural organisations located in a member state of Austria. The first intention was to issue a proposal in response to the 2nd IST-Call (Action line: III.2.4 Digital preservation of cultural heritage). Due to time problem it was decided to postpone a proposal to the 3rd call. The box below shows the basic ideas at this stage.
After several visits to regional museums, archives and libraries in the region done by AIT it was decided to issue a proposal to the 3rd IST Call and to do a partner search via ‘ideal-ist’ (February 2000, attachment). This reflects to a big extent the content of the project as it is now. Due to the enormous interest (over 80 organisations in total) it was decided to extent the project and to set up a European wide network with initial 6 demo regions. In response to the idal-ist partner search the OpenHeritage partner entered the consortium. (Atlantis was changed afterwards to Space). At this time REGNET partners have not been aware of the OH project. AIT was informed about OH at the occasion of the “2.Project Preparation Meeting”, Vienna (Austria), which took place on 14 April 2000. At this time CSC-Austria was invited to enter the OH project. 

After the positive evaluation of both projects the project officer suggested to think about a clustering or merging possibility of both projects. AIT developed a comparison table which is included in the attachments. The basis for this table were not the objectives of both projects but the real development work of the projects. Out of this table it can be seen that the main development effort of OH consists of the development of a collection management (CM) system based on the developments of two OH partners MuseumWare & MUSIMS (RN: 24 PMs; OH: 74 PMs) and the development of a portal (RN: 18 PMs; OH: 39PMs).  Besides this no other concrete development work can be recognized within the OH project. This relates only to a part of the REGNET development work which was already based on a decomposition of the REGNET architecture to make the R&D effort transparent (detailed descriptions of the REGNET components/nodes in the attachment).

Due to the lack of a detailed decomposition (functional and architectural) of the OH system, the comparison table worked out by the PO and distributed attached to the minutes of the first negotiation round had to be based on more general statements. A sound comparison can only be done based on detailed specifications based on a commonly approved terminology.

To do this exercise anyway, AIT is following this principle:

WHAT will be done by WHOM, and WHY and HOW this will be done using WHICH resources.

WHY:

Since both proposal are issued in response to a specific action line a lot of general statements are in common. This is necessary otherwise the proposals might have not fulfilled the thematic requirements of the 3rd IST call (eligibility). But there from it cannot be deducted that there are identical or similar proposals.

WHAT:

OH is concentrating on CM and a portal which provides access to a wide range of functions (ebusiness, etc); REGNET has made concrete technical specifications what functions will be implemented (eg. B2B workflows related to electronic publishing, integration of an ontology subsystem, query subsystem, etc). A detailed analysis will eventually turn out that the existing comparison are not valid to a certain extent. For example within the paragraph “ACCESS TO STANDARDS” the term ‘gateway’ is used in both projects. The concept used in OH refers to a ‘protocol gateway’, within REGNET it refers to ‘subject gateway’, that’s quite different; OH refers to a small piece of a technical implementation meanwhile REGNET addresses a whole range of functions (supported by Subsystem-5). This cannot be equalized by ‘SAME’.

HOW:

A portal per se leaves it open how and by using which subsystem a system function will be implemented. REGNET is concentrated on functions which are targeted by the REGNET development effort. REGNET will base its development on open software.

WHICH:

Looking into resources dedicated to development work shows that on a technical level REGNET is putting twice effort into a much broader set of system functions. 

WHO:

REGNET has introduced a series of developers of different competencies to cover the broad functionality of the REGNET system on a high level of qualification. OH relies on two players which are primarily committed to CM and portal development.

Based on these introductory remarks the comparison table prepared by the PO is commented where appropriate.

	PO COMMENTS
	AIT’s POSITION

	PRIMARY OBJECTIVE

	PRIMARY OBJECTIVE SIMILAR IF NOT LARGELY IDENTICAL IN REALITY. PERHAPS SOME DIFFERENT CONCEPTUAL APPROACHES AND SOME DIFFERENT FOCUS BUT THE BULK IS OF COMMON SUBSTANCE 
	WHY (introductory remark)

	FOCUS

	BOTH ARE INTEGRATION/DEMONSTRATION ORIENTED
	RN doing actually more development work

	BOTH HAVE A MODEL OF THE VALUE CHAIN INVOLVING NEW BUSINESS PROCESSES/WAYS OF COOPERATION

AND ADDRESS LINKS BETWEEN CH, TOURISM AND MEDIA
	Not worked out in OH like in REGNET (eg demonstrated by specific scenarios)

	SOME MORE STRESS IN RN ON WAP BUT WAP IS ALSO COVERED IN OH
	The innovative issue is the UMTS test bed; WAP is a standard technology to be used. 

	SPECIFIC FOCUS  OF OH

THIS IS AN ORIGINAL MODULE THAT CAN BE TRANSFERRED
	

	BOTH HAVE A PORTAL
	State of the art

	SAME CAN  BE SAID FOR RN
	

	HYPOTHESIS

	COMMON ATTENTION FOR THE SMALL ENTITIES
	(

	SHARE MEDIA/PUBLISHING DIMENSION
	Not explicitly worked out in OH like done in RN

	OH SEEMS TO HAVE MORE CONCERN FOR INTEGRATION WITH CULTURAL TOURISM AND LOCAL DEVELOPMENT
	Look into the background notes

	CONSORTIUM COMPOSITION

	SAME TYPES OF PLAYERS
	Look into the background notes

	COMMERCIAL LOGIC

	BOTH BASED ON/INSPIRED BY AMICO MODEL
	In RN only used as model for the legal framework

	SAME CONTEXTUAL CONCERN
	

	PERSONALISATION COMMON CONCERN
	(

	IMPLICIT IN RN
	

	E COMMERCE SHARED DRIVER
	

	OH ADDED INTELLIGENCE IN RELATION TO REGIONAL FUNDS
	RN refers to the same EU-programme

	OH CLOSER TO MARKET AND SHARPER ON EXPLOITATION.
	RN has worked out expl. possibilities on different levels

	THIS INTEGRATION MODEL CAN BE EXTENDED OVER THE OH/RN SPACE
	Needs specification (in terms of organisational structure: yes)

	TECHNICAL LOGIC

	TSC AND SC CAN BOTH BE QUALIFIED AS DYNAMIC NETWORKED VIRTUAL ORGANISATIONS
	(

	COMPARE MODULES/BUILDING BLOCKS

DETECT SIMILAR/DIFFERENT ACROSS OH/RN
	OH not detailed enough

	FUNCTIONALITY SCOPE

	THIS  IS A SPECIFIC OH MODULE WHICH MAKES SENSE

TERRITORIAL TESTBEDS IN OH /REGIONAL TEST BEDS IN RN
	(

	COMMON ELEMENTS ARE

OBJECT S

METADATA

DIGITISATION ASSISTANCE

VIRTUAL CATALOGUES

DISTRIBUTED S&R

MULTIPLE DELIVERY CHANNELS

DOCUMENTATION STANDARDS

REUSABILITY

AGGREGATABILITY


	State of the art terminology

	COMMON ELEMENTS ARE

FM

CRM
	

	
ECOMMERCE

FEEDING REUSERS

NAMING PRACTICE TSC DEFINED AS SERVICE CENTER AND CSCA QUALIFIED IN OH AS TSC
	See attachment 18

	COMMON ELEMENTS ARE

FEEDING REUSERS

METAMUSEUMS

THEMATIC MUSEUMS

PERSONALISED MUSEUMS


	

	DISTRIBUTED SEARCHES

PORTAL FED BY CONTENT OWNERS LINKED TO TSC/CSC

PERHAPS RN SPECIFIC IS MORE STRESS ON EP WORKFLOW

PERHAPS OH SPECIFIC IS VIRTUAL
	Due to standards (Z39.50, ebXML). Open to other repositories

	ART CITY REPRESENTATION AS NAVIGATIONAL TOOL
	Bandwith problem ?

	
COMMON TO ALL MUSEUM REQUIREMENTS
	

	COMMON TO ALL MUSEUM REQUIREMENTS. ENTER IN TO THE TERRITORY OF SOTHEBY?
	Not really if Sotheby is supposed to deal with high value goods in general, otherwise: (

	LEGAL CONTEXT

	USER SCOPE

	

	COMMON USER SCOPE

PERHAPS RN A BIT MORE FOCUSSING ON EBUSINESS MODELS AND EP WHILE OH

MORE CONNECTED TO CT AND RD CONSIDERATIONS
	(

	EXPECTED RESULTS

	SAME
	

	SAME / COMMERCIAL LOGIC AND DRIVERS LESS CLEAR FOR RN
	Total new business opportunities; cannot be compared eg. to selling a product which has already competitors on the market.

	
SAME. SYSTEM AVAILABILITY DOES NOT NECESSARILY MEAN RIGHTS WILL BE MORE EU CONTROLLED
	

	
SAME FOCUS ON THE SMALLER

TSC/CSC FUNCTIONALITY SIMILAR
	

	CRITICAL MASS IS COMMON CONCERN
	See attachment 18

	PUBLIC AT LARGE COMMON CONCERN
	

	CONTRIBUTION TO PROGRAMME KEY ACTION OBJECTIVES

	SAME

ECONOMIC DOCTRINE OF OH MORE DEVELOPED
	RN gives more opportunities to different partner types

	WAP IS PART OF MULTI CHANNEL DELIVERY LOGIC OF OH
	No explicite scenario

	SAME BUT RN PERHAPS WITH SHARPER CM/EB INTEGRATION
	

	OH CLOSER TO CT CONCEPTS
	

	INNOVATION

	BOTH LITTLE NEW R&D MAINLY INNOVATIVE/ORIGINAL INTEGRATION
	Quite innovative aspects in attachment for RN

	SPECIFIC INNOVATION ELEMENT NOT SHARED BY RN
	

	SHARED DL CONCEPT

SHARED NEED FOR DOC STANDARDS

B2C COMMON CONCERN IN LIGHT OF SUSTAINABILITY AND B2X CONCERNS

THEMATIC META COLLECTION CONCEPTS

CONFIGURATION /MODULARITY CONCEPT

TURNKEY APPROACH

BRIDGING CH WITH ROW
	State of the art

	TSC/CSC  FUNCTIONS LOOK SIMILAR

COMMON CONCERN FOR THE SMALL

OH MORE CONCERNED WITH JUSTIFYING PUBLIC INVESTMENT AND RN MORE CONCERNED WITH A SPECIFIC DELIVERY CHANNEL UMTS/WAP

BOTH CONCERNED BY CRITICAL MASS

RN MORE IN DETAIL APPARENTLY ON EP WORKFLOW/PROCESSES/VALUE CHAIN
	See attachment 18

(
same applies to RN

(
(
(

	REALTIME GUIDANCE FUNCTIONALITY SEEMS SPECIFIC TO OH

HOWEVER RN WITH SOME MORE STRESS ON WAP/UMTS WILL LIKELY ALSO EXPLOIT  THE GPS/GSM INTEGRATION ROAD
	State of the art

(

	BOTH HAVE PAST GROUND

RISKS OF REPEATING PAST LESSONS

CROSS CHECK WITH PAST PROJECT INFO
	No for RN

	TRANSFORM THIS INTO TASKS TO MONITOR/COOPERATE
	

	WORKPLAN

	BASIC CONCEPTS

	TASK CONCEPT IS COMMON

PHASE APPROACH ADDS LITTLE

AREA APPROACH OR MODULE APPROACH CAN BE EXPRESSED AS TASKS

MODULE TO UNIFY BUILDING BLOCKS/SUBSYSTEM TERMINOLOGY

TASK DESCRIPTION LEVEL TO BE REINFORCED IN RN
	State of the art

No (horizontal activity)

RN in general described in more detail: see attachment 19

	WORKPACKAGES


	
COMMON WP IS

MANAGEMENT


	State of the art

	UNDERLYING SUBSTANCE CAN BE REPRESENTED IN SIMILAR WP STRUCTURE

SEPARATE WP TO HAVE ON 

INFO DISSEMINATION

EVALUATION

EXPLOITATION

REQUIREMENT ANALYSIS

SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION

SYSTEM VALIDATION

BASIC BUILDING BLOCK FOR ANNEX 1 IS TASK DESCRIPTION AS DECISIONS GO/ NO GO / MERGE / ADAPT WILL BE TAKEN AT THIS LEVEL

REMAPPING FINAL TASKS TO COMMON WP

TASK LEVEL DETAIL MUCH TOO LOW IN RN
	OH not detailed enough

Done in the final TA

	PHASING

	COMMON LOGIC IN MILESTONES PERCEPTION
	State of the art

	REQUIREMENT ANALYSIS MODALITIES

	OH SOME MORE FOCUS ON CT ACTORS
	

	REQUIREMENTS METHODOLOGY

	NO PREFERENCE
	

	COLLECTION MANAGEMENT STANDARDS

	MUCH SAME BASELINE
	State of the art (OH too much bound to MDA’s SPECTRUM)

	ACCESS STANDARDS

	SAME
	See WHAT

	COLLECTION MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONALITY

	COMMON ELEMENTS

XML DTD

TERMINOLOGY

THESAURI

AUTHORITY FILES

HTPP

Z39.50

BATH PROFILE

JAVA

IMAGE/VIDEO /TEXT/3D/VR

DUBLIN CORE

SOME SPECIFIC ELEMENTS OH

SECURITY

SOME SPECIFIC ELEMENTS RN

EBUSINESS FOCUS
	State of the art

	SERVER SPECIFICATIONS

	PROBABLY MUCH COMMON FUNCTIONALITY/PURPOSE BETWEEN TSC/CSC

CSC FUNCTIONALITY VAGUELY DEFINED


	TSC: not dedicated especially to CH requirements

See attachment 18

	COMMON ELEMENTS ARE

VIRTUAL ENTREPRISE

NETWORK
	(

	PROBABLY MUCH COMMON FUNCTIONALITY/PURPOSE BETWEEN TSC/CSC

CSC FUNCTIONALITY VAGUELY DEFINED

COMMON ELEMENTS ARE

VIRTUAL ENTREPRISE

NETWORK

SUPPORTING MUSEUMS

CROSS DOMAIN SEARCHES

AMICO MODEL

DUBLIN CORE

B2B

B2C

E-PAYMENT SYSTEM

AUCTION

MERCHANDISING/DELIVERY CHANNEL

INTEGRATION WITH EPUBLISHING

SECURITY

SPECIFIC OH ELEMENTS

STRATEGIC MONITORING SYSTEM

CRM ACCESS CHANNELS

INTERACTIVE BOOKING SERVICES

REALTIME GUIDANCE

USER PROFILING
	See attachment 18

See attachment 18

( (state of the art)

How is this implemented ?

RN-Ontology Subsystem


	PORTAL SPECIFICATION

	
COMMON ELEMENTS

B2B AND B2C

XML DTD

EBXML

LEGAL FRAMEWORK DEVELOPMENT

XLS

AUCTION
	(
much more concrete in RN

	
CRM SYSTEM ON RDBMS

DISTRIBUTED S&R
	

	VALIDATION SPECIFICATIONS

	PROJECT MANAGEMENT RESOURCES

	RESOURCE DETAIL

	SIMILAR
	

	RN DETAIL NEEDS TO BE DEVELOPED
	Much more detailed than OH

	PROJECT DURATION

	SAME
	

	PROJECT PARTNERS

	3 COMMON PARTNERS OF WHICH COs +MUSEON

MERGE IS 34

DROPOUT LFV 3-4

RESULTING 30
	See “Background”

	OVERLAP REDUCTION 5

RESULTING 25?
	


	MAIN SUBSYSTEMS

	DESPITE DIFFERENCES IN WORDING A MAPPING OF CORRESPONDENCES IS POSSIBLE

CM = REPORSITIORIES + REFERENCE SYSTEM+  ELECTRONIC PRODUCT CATALOGUE

TSC = KNOWLEDGE BASE + DATA GENERATION + SEARCH SYSTEM +

RN SUBSYSTEM SPECS UNCLEAR AND TO BE STANDARDISED
	Ebusiness component not standard feature should be considered separately (product catalogue: different standards and requirements)

Knowledge base not included in TSC

Much more detailed than OH (RN:9 subsystems already described)

	MANAGEMENT

	QUALITY ASSURANCE

	EXPLOITATION PLAN

	COMMUNITY ADDED VALUE

	VERY MUCH THE SAME
	

	PARTNERSHIP


	DOUBT IF  DEMO TRIAL REQUIRES MORE THAN 3 SPOTS
	(

	GLOCAL DIMENSION

	SAME
	

	NEW CULTURE ECONOMY

	SAME

	EMPLOYMENT IN NEW ECONOMY COMPANY

	SAME
	

	COMMON PLATFORMS AND STANDARDS

	SAME

	METADATA STANDARDS

	BROADER ACCESS TO CH FOR EU CITIZENS

	SAME
	Less elaborated in OH

	EDUCATION /PUBLISHING

	SAME
	RN provides dedicated component (unclear in OH)


	CONTRIBUTION TO COMMUNITY SOCIAL OBJECTIVES

	COMMON ELEMENTS ARE

QUALITY OF LIFE

ML/MC IS

SOCIAL/ECONOMIC BALANCE

LINK TO EDUCATION TRAINING LLL

ADAPTATION/INNOVATION

DEMOCRATISATION CULTURE/INFO ACCESS

OH SPECIFIC CONSIDERATION

PRESERVATION OF LOCAL IDENTITIES

E/PHYSICAL VISITS RELATIONSHIP

TERRITORIAL EFFECTS

FUTURE USER MODEL

EMPLOYMENT TYPES

COMMON IDENTITY

MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING

PRESERVATION DIMENSION

RN  SPECIFIC CONSIDERATION

CITIZEN CONCEPT
	(
Also true for RN

(

	EMPLOYMENT IMPACT ANALYSIS  TO BE REFINED CERTAINLY FOR RN
	Done in final version

	PROJECT MANAGEMENT

	REQUIRES DELIVERABLES SPECS

RN GOOD REPOSITORY

TASKS SPEC WEAK AT PROPOSAL STAGE


	(
eg: museum shops

	JOINT STRATEGY BOARDS WITH WISEMEN
	(

	COMPARABLE

SESTANTE BOTH A+T CO

SPLIT AIT/TZ ACO/TCO
	

	SIMILAR STRUCTURE AND TASKS
	

	SIMILAR
	

	SIMILAR
	

	2MONTHLY MR REQUIRED
	

	SIMILAR
	

	PROGRESS REPORT/ CS /REVIEWS EVERY SIX MONTH

IMPOSE ON OH
	

	FEW TEMPLATES AVAILABLE
	

	MANAGEMENT REPORTS BIMONTHLY FOR RN
	

	PROGRESS REPORTS 6 MONTHLY FOR OH
	

	CHECK IF 6 MONTHS IS OK.

MONTH 2?
	

	CONSORTIUM DESCRIPTION

	IN REGNET ALL 4 ARE CR AND 3 ARE CR

TOTAL NUMBER OF DEVELOPERS + MIXED : 13
	

	IN RN OF 8 CONTENT PROVIDERS 7 ARE AC AND 1 CR
	

	THREE MUSEUMS OF GROUP A ARE AC 100% FUNDED. MUSEON IS FF AND 50% FUNDED

NOT CLEAR WHO IS SUBCONTRACTING TO WHOM IN OH
	

	CLARIFY NUMBER OF TSC IN OH AND THEIR IDENTITY

3?

CLARIFY NUMBER OF CSC/ BAP IN RN

11?

NEED OF 11 IN DEMO APPROACH??
	See TA


	CONSORTIUM  RELATIONSHIPS

	AC SEEMS TO REFLECT SOME
	

	REGIONAL PATTERN IN RN
	(

	USE SUBCONTRACTING TECHNIQUE ON AC FUNDED PARTNERS 

CHECK LIMITS

THREE MUSEUMS OF GROUP A ARE AC 100% FUNDED. MUSEON IS FF AND 50% FUNDED

NOT CLEAR WHO IS SUBCONTRACTING TO WHOM UNDER OH
	Partially done (ICCS/SUSU)

	CONTENT PROVIDERS

	OH  EXCLUSIVELY MUSEUMS/ RN MAJORITY MUSEUMS BUT ALSO 2 LIBRARIES
	

	CONSORTIUM AGREEMEN T

	THIS IS 20+19+20+0 OR 59 IN SUBCONTRACTING FOR NMS, MHTL, ARCHEOVF and MUSEON in A4
	

	ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT  AND ST PROSPECTS

	RESULTS

	BUSINESS MODEL

	MARKET ANALYSIS

	MARKET ANALYSIS VERY VAGUE FOR RN WHICH POSTPONES TOO MUCH. NO BUSINESS PLAN. OH  HAS MORE DETAILED MARKET ANALYSIS, FINANCIAL ANALYSIS AND BUSINESS PLAN ORIENTATIONS.
	Done in TA

	STRATEGY

	COMMERCIAL DRIVERS MUCH LESS DEVELOPED IN RN AS EVIDENCED BY ONLY A FEW EXPLOITATION PLANS
	Product not so clear defined (CM) as in OH.


	DISSEMINATION SCHEME

	COMMON ELEMENTS

WEB SITE

ASSOCIATIONS/NETWORKS

CONFERENCES

JOURNALS

OH SPECIFIC REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOCUS/ MILIA/ MUSEUM FOCUS

RN SPECIFIC EBUSINESS/ STANDARDISATION AND LIBRARIES/ARCHIVES FOCUS
	(
RN: REGNET conference

(

	EVALUATION RESULTS

	STM

	Community added value and contribution of EC policies

	Contribution to Community social objectives

	Economic development and S&T prospects

	Resources, partnership and management

	Overall Score


Project:





DIgital Repositories in REGional NETworks (DIR@REGNET)





Ideas: 


Creation of digital goods (domain: Cultural Heritage, including libraries, museums, archives, galleries, etc) with emphasis on contents of local and regional importance.


Establishment of a network of regional networks based on sound technologies and standards.


Interconnection with international and regional networks especially in the fields of tourism, research, administrations, and housholds.


Establishment of an e-commerce system enabling income to all players (content providers, service providers, etc) having roles within the organizational framework of DIR@REGNET. 





Duration:


24 - 30 months





Budget:


3-4 mio EURO (50%=1,5-2 mio EURO EC-Funding)











