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1.
Executive summary
The theme of this one-day workshop was Do library portals have a future?  Its purpose was to consider user expectations for digital library services, examining the capability of portals to fulfil the role of gateways to electronic resources.  
The approach taken to structure the discussion was the PESTLE analysis, a tool commonly used to analyse the external environment in which an organisation or service operates.  The PESTLE gives an organisation or service a practical method by which it can be aligned with the forces of change that may affect its future direction.  The purpose of the PESTLE was therefore for representatives of the national and research library community to review strategic options for library portals.
Coming together to discuss the issues were members of the Contacts Working Group and newly-formed Users Advisory Board of The European Library, members of LIBER (Ligue des Bibliothèques Européenes de Recherche), of CERL (Consortium of European Research Libraries), of RLUK (Research Libraries UK) and a representative from OCLC.
The workshop generated a number of interesting insights into ways forward for library portals.  The general view was that there is uncertainty over whether users actually want library portals.  However, there is no doubt at all that they want to access the information that such portals are able to aggregate.  
The value of local portals was recognised, particularly since they are more likely to be placed within the user’s workflow.  At the same time, a pan-European project like Europeana can provide a vision for the development of standards and an impetus for digitisation.  It can play a key role in motivating governments to participate in programmes and to fund them.  
It is still to be resolved who plays the coordinating roles for the aggregation of library content into Europeana.  A roadmap is needed for where the library community goes from here in supporting Europeana’s development.  Both LIBER and CERL feel they could play a role in the coordination of activities, working alongside other partners.

Overall, it was suggested that portals such as The European Library and Europeana may be stepping stones to an alternative long-term solution.

2.
Introduction
Two presentations set the scene for the workshop discussions.  The first provided an overview of the current approach being taken to the development of Europeana, the cross-domain portal of European cultural and scientific heritage.  This was followed by an introduction to strategic planning using the PESTLE model.  Participants were then invited to form smaller discussion groups and, subsequently, to report back.
2.1 The preferred organisation for Europeana

(Jill Cousins, Programme Director, The European Library and Europeana)
Jill Cousins outlined the intended development of the Europeana portal.  The building blocks are formed from a range of repositories, already existing or being created throughout Europe.  These range from international single domain portals, such as The European Library, to national single or cross-domain portals, to large independent entities and to ‘dark portals’ (repositories that are not publicly accessible but which feed content into other services).  All of this content will be aggregated into the Europeana portal.  Key to the success of the project is to create an environment in which scalability can be achieved.  Rather than working with a multitude of individual organisations, Europeana will build relationships with organisations that can take on the role of content aggregation.  
The bedrock of Europeana is the Thematic Partner Network.  This aims to engender trust between the institutions for the future sustainability of a joint portal, at the same time as finding common technical solutions to interoperability issues.  The results of the network will be a prototype demonstrating cross-domain access to objects and information held in museums, libraries, archives and audio-visual archives of Europe.  

The Thematic Network has led to the setting up of the EDL Foundation, which provides a model for governance.  The Network will validate the structure of the Foundation and ensure that an organisation is in place for the short-term delivery of the prototype, as well as the longer-term delivery of a sustainable cross-domain portal.  

2.2 What is the future for library portals?  Undertaking a PESTLE analysis
(Louise Edwards, General Manager, The European Library)
To provide a framework for the group discussions, a practical tool for strategic planning was presented.  The purpose of the PESTLE Analysis is to determine the external forces affecting an organisation or service, supporting its positioning within the wider environment.  It can be used for reviewing a situation, strategy or position, enabling organisations to take advantage of opportunities or to minimise potential threats.   It can then be combined with a SWOT analysis, looking at the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats, which will include internal as well as external factors.
Examples of the drivers for change are represented by the PESTLE acronym:

· P=Political (international relations, national and international policies, funding policies, institutional policies etc)

· E=Economic (funding models and methods, business models, the national and international economic situation, income levels, taxes etc)

· S=Social (levels of education, demographic trends, lifestyles, consumer attitudes, cultural trends etc)

· T=Technological (current and emerging technologies etc)
· L=Legal (proposed and passed legislation, industry-specific laws etc)

· E=Environmental (local, national and international environmental impacts etc)

3.
Method of approach
Participants were asked to take the following approach to the PESTLE analysis:

1. Consider the key question - What is the future for library portals?
2. Brainstorm the PESTLE factors
3. Identify who will be affected by each factor, for example, users, librarians, parent organisations, authors, publishers etc
4. Rank each factor’s impact
a. By time (short, medium or long-term)
b. By type (positive or negative)
c. By dynamics (increasing, decreasing or static impact)
d. By importance (critical, very important, important, not very important)
5. If time allowed, to work on some scenario planning i.e. what if the factor actually materialised?
Participants opted to join one of the breakout groups for each of the PESTLE factors.  It was ensured that there was fair representation from LIBER, CERL and the Users Advisory Board across all the groups.  Each group was supported by a member of The European Library Office, who recorded the discussion.  Peter Suber, a member of the Users Advisory Board, made his comments by telephone call in advance of the workshop and they are included in the report.

4.
PESTLE analysis outcomes
Some groups managed to get through all five steps; others focused on the brainstorming of PESTLE factors.
4.1 Political factors

For this group, the user experience was considered to be paramount; users stand at the centre when it comes to the impact of portals.  Portals need to be able to meet a range of user needs, from the advanced scholar to the student seeking a ‘Google-like’ experience.

Although library portals could play a key role of trusted resource, they are not easy to use.  To reverse their fortunes, it is essential to analyse and understand the different types of user and to ensure that library portals were placed within the user’s workflow.  In essence, in the longer term, library portals will need to create a Google-like experience.

Funding was seen as a critical factor, particularly long-term sustainability.  At local level, investment is generally not seen as a problem, because the need is recognised. Local services are regarded as valuable because they are more visible to the user.  At national level, there is currently political momentum, although this may change.  The same is true at European level.

The political organisation of a country is a further important factor   At national level, it may be easier for smaller countries to create portals; indeed, some countries already have national initiatives.  In larger countries, the situation varies.  In the UK, there is no national portal project; in Spain, there is.  

Cultural policy was raised as an issue.  Language policy was seen as important; national portals should be in their national language(s), otherwise there is a strong negative impact on users.
There is a critical need for the adoption of standards, since these have high impact on users.  Long-term accessibility will secure a role for libraries into the future and will guarantee openness to users and other stakeholders.

In summary, portals can be created at international, national and local level but they should all be interoperable.  The key question is how libraries should organise themselves in order to achieve aggregation.  

4.2 Economic factors
Business models were central to this group’s discussions.  The group was attracted by the idea of assembling new products and services from the aggregated mass of material.  A vision of Europeana would see it act as an aggregator of content that could then be pulled into tailored services that met the needs of specific user groups.  This might be done by a wide range of interested parties, including publishers, subject-based communities or by the individual.
Funding issues again came to the fore.  There was concern about declining resources and the ability of libraries to pay for services.  Economic recession would exacerbate the situation.  
The need for some form of income generation by libraries was addressed.  Attitudes to income generation varied.  Some libraries are generating income from their assets (such as bibliographic records), others are not.  The desirability of commercial partnerships was explored.  It was thought there may be an opportunity to expose publisher-licensed materials through library portals.  Some group members were in favour of raising advertising revenue for Europeana, others were not.
The shared view across group members was that libraries would not be prepared to pay more than once to expose their content through a range of different portals, of which Europeana may be one.

The economic benefits of sharing resources and achieving economies of scale were considered.  It was felt that pan-European licensing would be desirable but difficult to put into practice.
Evolving funding streams through open access models were covered.  A member of the User Advisory Board gave his views by telephone in advance of the meeting.  He felt that the rapid digitisation of public domain works would support the open access movement.  Large-scale portals such as The European Library and Europeana would help in this regard.  It was important that user rights were clearly stated, for example, by display of the Creative Commons licence.  It would be helpful if users could search for material offering particular sets of rights, for example, that of re-use.  Over the next two or three years, open access would continue to increase and would be incorporated into the policies of funding bodies and universities.  Movements such as Free Culture (http://freeculture.org/) would also increase awareness.
The group went on to consider short, medium and long-term priorities, specifically for Europeana.  In its view, the priority in the short term was to secure funding for the on-going development of Europeana.  Over the medium term, it was important to incorporate a mass of material and to perform high-quality marketing.  Over the longer term, the group thought that the financial sustainability of Europeana was critical and that it should be able to compete effectively with services such as Google, or whatever its successors might be.

The group concluded by reflecting on the positive and negative impacts on the future of Europeana.  On the positive side, the need for partners to cooperate and to find ways of adding value for the user were regarded as crucial.  On the other hand, the group warned against introducing any additional cost of supporting a service like Europeana.  Indeed, over the long term, Europeana should reduce costs to member organisations rather than add to them.  Some group members also had concerns about the loss of individual brand names through aggregation.

Overall, it was considered that the economic factors behind library portals would increase in importance.  It was seen as crucial to identify appropriate business models and to realise the economic benefits of resource sharing.
4.3 Social factors

This group started their discussion by asking whether there was a future for library portals alongside Google, and whether such portals could bring added social value compared to a service such as Google.
The group identified a dual trend; on the one hand, towards a few ‘super-portals’ like Google, Amazon and Wikipedia; on the other, the creation of more and more specialised, localised portals.  The group foresaw a ‘middle way’ of computer-generated subject portals, based on high-quality metadata.
Many library portals rely on external visitors and traffic directed via Google.  The group brainstormed how library portals and aggregation services could add value:

· By the standardisation of metadata and access protocols for uniform exposure to Google

· By providing well-structured metadata

· By providing value-added services on top of the metadata in order to support the work of the user

· By linking to other sites and services

· By filtering for either paid or free materials.  Library portals should be open to members of the public and other third parties to pay and download information they are interested in.
· By providing automatic personalisation and language selection.  Portals should allow for all possible languages, not just the local language.  There may be a Web 2.0 solution to this; it may be that translation by the user community itself could facilitate the process.
The group reiterated that users expect to be able to access everything, anywhere and at anytime.  Knowing your audience and being able to differentiate services i.e. taking a bespoke approach, is critical.  Good marketing is absolutely vital.

In conclusion, portals should convey an image that they are simple, fast and comprehensive.  This is the image generated by Google, even if library professionals are frustrated by knowing that it is far from comprehensive in its content coverage.
4.4 Technological factors

This group’s discussion was informed by their definition of a library portal as an aggregation of data from libraries.  The purpose of technology in this context is to offer a better service to the user.  Technologies that aggregate and create central indexes, such as OAI-PMH, are critical.  A central index will provide rich, usable data.  Such aggregation will allow the creation of specialised services for users.  Users now expect tools for the personalisation of services.  There is no future for Z39.50 and similar technologies.
The group focused on high-impact factors that were positive in effect.  Multlinguality was considered to be critical but that there is no short-term solution to achieving it.

When it came to hardware, the impact of conversion to OAI-PMH was that large amounts of storage capacity would be required.

The group brainstormed a number of technologies that will have future impact on library portals.  A table of these is shown in Appendix A.
The group concluded that portals of the future would incorporate content from libraries but the portals themselves may not originate in libraries.  The automatic enrichment of data in portals was seen as critical.  The benefits of OAI-PMH include:
· The solution to collection selection, as encountered in The European Library portal

· The facilitation of annotation 

· Clustering, gathering and creation of logical sets

· Ranking of results
The general conclusion of this group is that protocols move far more quickly than library systems.  The emergence of new technologies in the future may facilitate the adaptation of library systems.
4.5 Legal factors

Copyright and its negative impacts inevitably came top of this group’s list of factors.  The international context of portal development complicates the issues still further. Licensing restrictions mean that many resources are unavailable within portals.  The result is that users will be dissatisfied if only out-of-copyright material is accessible and will go elsewhere.   The group regarded searching for rights holders as too time-consuming, particularly for mass digitisation projects.  An ‘extended collective licence’ is needed.  Agreements concluded for aggregated portals must cover the matter of rights.  

Data protection was raised as a critical issue.  Some users are increasingly worried about what is happening to their personal data.

A further factor identified was the barrier encountered by libraries in meeting legal requirements for the contracting of products or services, particularly where European regulations imposed seemingly bureaucratic procedures.

The lack of legal knowledge within the library profession was identified as a problem, creating tension between the legal profession and librarians, whose primary focus is on securing access to information for their users.  This factor was seen as having increasing significance in the future.

All the factors identified by the group were viewed as valid in the short, medium and long term.  All were seen as having a negative impact on portal development and all were seen as either important or very important.
4.6 Environmental factors

Views on the relative importance of environmental factors to library portals varied considerably across this group.  

To some members, worries about global warming led them to consider the impact on travel in the medium to long term.  The increasing importance of virtual meetings was an inevitable consequence but this led to concerns about the quality of interaction between stakeholders in library portal development.
Information technology was seen as an important environmental factor to some members of the group.  It was thought that resources (principally, IT equipment and the energy to operate it) may become prohibitively expensive in the longer term.  At the same time, it was thought that research and new technology may produce ‘green’ solutions to overcome such problems.  

The requirement for disaster planning to provide alternative storage for digital objects, portal software, harvested metadata etc. was made in case of future environmental crises, such as flooding.
5. General discussion
During a session of general discussion, the following points of view were made by individual participants.
5.1
Meeting user needs
· User needs are paramount.  It is essential to research user needs extensively and to segment the market effectively.  Adaptation to the prevailing market conditions is critical.
· There is a question over about whether users need portals like Europeana, although they certainly need the information they contain.
· The student community does not generally use library portals.  Students prefer Google and Wikipedia.  If it is to be successful, Europeana must achieve the same kind of impact as these services. 
· Library portals need to win the hearts and minds of the user by providing a Google-type experience (i.e. a service that is attractive and easy to use) but make use of the highly structured data that originates in libraries.  
· Library resources need to be placed where the users are i.e. within their workflow.
5.2
Positioning of library portals

· Europeana must be seen as the answer to European heritage.  It needs to be a big idea but simple.  That has been the key to Wikipedia’s success.
· The portal must represent an easy way to access a mass of digitised material and to interlink it all with high-quality metadata.

· Much can be learned from the scholarly publishing sector.  It works because there is a critical mass of content, combined with tools such as SFX to locate an electronic copy.  Academic libraries now want to create this kind of online environment for e-books.  Europeana must deliver this kind of experience.

· Library portals should focus on content rather than metadata; library catalogues will become increasingly discoverable through Google.  The emphasis on portals of metadata should be reduced.

· The importance of OAI to libraries should be stressed.

· An initiative like Europeana provides a vision for the development of standards and digitisation programmes; it motivates governments and funding bodies to participate and provide investment.  

5.3
Positioning of library portals against other services
· Library portals should not seek to replicate Google but to make content accessible in Google-like ways i.e. to make it attractive to the user

· Google needs library portals to work with their own services.  Portals will survive if they offer the quality of content that Google does not have.

· Aggregation by libraries will provide more leverage with Google.

5.4
Aggregation of content

· There is a need to aggregate information at local, national and international level.
· Research libraries need to aggregate.  A ‘dark portal’ has been created for theses and this needs to go further.  A portal of the future needs to bring in the research libraries and have real funding.  It needs high visibility.

· Local portals have a role to play and a workflow should be created from them into Europeana.  The value of local portals is that they can be positioned more readily within the workflow of the user and are therefore more likely to be used.
· Clarity is needed as to who will coordinate the content flow into Europeana.  All bodies represented at the workshop would be eager to play a role.  The European Library can deliver a broad range of content into Europeana.
6.
Conclusions and recommendations
The workshop ended with a summing up of the main points of agreement from the discussion:
· It is vital to establish a large body of content and to unify access to the total output of digitised content through structured data.  Tools similar to SFX should provide access to the most appropriate copy.

· Europeana is one key portal where aggregated content could be placed.

· It is critical to market Europeana effectively to ensure that it is used.  It must aim to achieve the kind of impact enjoyed by Google. 
· Obstacles to use, such as data protection, copyright and usability still need to be overcome.  
· Europeana will provide leverage with Google by creating a one-stop-shop of resources

· The role of libraries in the long-term preservation of public domain materials must be emphasised

· Answers to the questions over future sustainability must be found.

7.
Next steps

A roadmap could to mark out the next steps for library aggregation into portals such as Europeana.  
APPENDIX A

ANALYSIS OF TECHNOLOGICAL FACTORS

	Categories/Examples of technologies
	Implications for:

· Users

· Librarians

· Others
	Impact by time


	Impact by type

	Impact by dynamics

[Evolution of impact]
	Importance of impact
	Scenario if it happened

	OAI-PMH
	Users and librarians: High
	Short-term
	Positive
	Increasing
	Very high
	No more collection selection

Annotation facilitated

Possible to uniformly and globally enrich

Enables clustering / gathering/ creation of logical sets

Ranking/weighting



	De-duplicating / Grouping/Clustering techniques


	Users and libraries: High because quality of data improves and there are usability possibilities for end-users


	Short-term 
	Positive
	Increasing
	High: 

Integrity of relationship

Help to search in portal

Note that FRBR is not used by YouTube/Amazon etc
	Setting up of themed set of data 

	Metadata models
	Users: High because richer information is presented to the user

Librarians: High: It is easier to map from MARC to MODS than from MARC to DC (for “type” for example)
	Short-term
	Positive
	Increasing (more)
	High
	More data are presented to the user 

	We2.0/3.0 related techniques, for example, AJAX and toolbars
	Users: High
	Short-term
	Positive
	Increasing 
	High
	Fast and innovative ways of presenting content to users.  An example is timeline navigation 
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