CONTENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS (CMS)

LTAG SURVEY

October 1, 2003

1. Is your library using a CMS.  Large campuses may specify if any of their libraries are using a CMS, or if multiple CMS solutions are implemented.

UCB:

UCB is using two different CMS’s for different purposes. 


Both are centralized applications shared by multiple units. UCD:

did not respond to survey
UCI:

No
UCLA:
We are using at least four systems that have some attributes 


of a CMS:

1) RedDot for Web content management (implementation in process)
2) Sharepoint Teams for collaborative editing and management of team documents

3) Digital Library system, an Oracle-based locally developed system for digital objects

4) ERDB, an MS SQL-based local system for management of metadata about electronic resources
UCM:

did not respond to survey
UCR:

UCR is using a CMS
UCSB:
We are currently testing Macromedia Contribute for static 



sections of site that need frequent updates
UCSC:
Yes, ZOPE
UCSD:
Not at the moment
UCSF:
Yes
2. How is your CMS being used (content, metadata, tagging, editing, collaboration, workflow, security, versioning, scheduling, templating, personalization, other?)

UCB:
Stellent:  We plan to use it for assigning metadata by directory, versioning, templating, and automatic conversion of files for web presentation (e.g., converting of word files to HTML)

Gendb:  A system for describing, assembling, and managing the production of digital archival objects.  Supports tracking the creation and completion of digitization work orders, and accommodates collaboration by allowing multiple repositories to supply content for a given project (e.g., Cal Cultures has people adding content on 9 UC campuses).
UCD:

did not respond to survey
UCI:

n/a
UCLA:
1)  RedDot will be used for content, Web page editing, 

     workflow, security, versioning, templating

2) Sharepoint Teams used for content, editing, collaboration, workflow, security

3) Digital Library system used for metadata tagging, content

4) ERDB used for metadata tagging, workflow
UCM:

did not respond to survey
UCR:

Our CMS is used for:
· maintaining the Library website content

· editing webpages

· managing statistics (such as clickthrough statistics, recent search queries, and site usage)

· user management and directory permissions

· versioning and rollback

· managing our library hours

· managing our news articles, exporting RSS news feeds

· templating (site content is independent of the layout and design)
UCSB:
We plan to use Contribute to allow controlled update of 

content and easy rollback to previous versions in a collaborative environment
UCSC:
Used for:

· dynamic pages (e.g. DBMS driven)

· forms and other interactive services

· content management (e.g., easily updateable) consistent/persistent menus, headers, footers)

· templates, branding, identity
UCSD:
n/a
UCSF:
All of the above except personalization
3. Which software product are you using (Stellent, Vignette, FileNET, in-house system, open source, other?)
UCB:

Stellent and a locally developed in-house product (Gendb)
UCD:

did not respond to survey
UCI:

n/a

UCLA:
RedDot, Sharepoint Teams, and two locally developed 



systems
UCM:

did not respond to survey
UCR:

We have developed an in-house system using PHP, mySQL,


DHTML, and Javascript
UCSB:
Macromedia Contribute 2.0
UCSC:
ZOPE (http://www.zope.org)

UCSD:
n/a
UCSF:
Zope
4. What was the cost of your CMS solution?

UCB:

no answer

UCD:

did not respond to survey
UCI:

n/a

UCLA:
1)  RedDot  $65,000

2) Sharepoint Teams  $42/user

3) Digital Library system, local development costs (about 3 man years)

4) ERDB, local development costs (about 1 man year)
UCM:

did not respond to survey
UCR:

$0.  It took about 2 months to develop
UCSB:
$70/workstation.  Educational site license will reduce this to 



$50/workstation
UCSC:
free (open source)
UCSD:
n/a
UCSF:
Zilch
5. What made you decide to purchase the product you are using?

UCB:

Stellent:  A number of things: our experience with the vendor



(Software AG), the functionality weighed with the ease of 

installation and use, the ability to convert word documents to formatted HTML, and the ability to convert HTML files to PDF.  We visited 2 existing users, LLNL and SUNY, and witnessed the system in action and talked to the people who implemented and configured the system.

Gendb:  No product existed that did what we needed when this project was started.
UCD:

did not respond to survey
UCI:

n/a

UCLA:
1)  RedDot, cost/benefit tradeoff, this product had enough 


     functionality, was easy to use, and was less expensive 



     than most CMS systems

2) Sharepoint Teams, again cost/benefit tradeoff, plus   

integration with Microsoft Office




3&4)  Digital Library system and ERDB, no commercial 




     system evaluated at the time could meet the functional 




     requirements 
UCM:

did not respond to survey
UCR:
Cost.  We could not afford to buy a CMS product, but we needed and wanted a CMS.  Therefore, we developed our 

own product.
UCSB:
Cost, Macromedia reputation, ease of use for content updaters, integration with Dreamweaver MX which is widely


used in our library, integration with Secure FTP, collaborative features, protection of server code, enforcement of site design standards, versioning, offline editing
UCSC:
Technical recommendations, free to try and use, good 



support community, plenty of add-on products, successful



implementation for several high-profile Library services

UCSD:
n/a
UCSF:
Met functional requirements, open-source
6. How effective has the CMS been for your needs?

UCB:

Stellent: It’s too early to tell.  Systems staff have just finished



training and are still working on deployment issues.



Gendb:  It has been enormously effective and is being used 



for a wide variety of local and UC projects.
UCD:

did not respond to survey
UCI:

n/a

UCLA:
1)  RedDot, we are in the midst of implenting so can’t yet 
                           evaluate in production but it looks promising

2) Sharepoint Teams, very effective for Library staff teams

3) Digital Library system, effective in managing and presenting metadata and content, not yet as production-worthy as we’d like for updating and customizing interfaces to the specifics of a collection

4) ERDB, effective in managing licensing information and in  driving Web pages pointing to electronic resources, but we have a long list of enhancements to add
UCM:

did not respond to survey
UCR:

It has been very useful for our needs.  Our staff is happy with 
its overall ease of use in developing content, detailed statistical analysis, and the ability to maintain their webpages from home.  The CMS allows staff to edit webpages without purchasing Frontpage/Dreamweaver software since all editing is done within Internet Explorer.
UCSB:
We have just begun testing.  Setting up permissions to coordinate with our Apache server took some time.  Setting up users and connection keys to allow secure (SFTP) access to specific directories and to refine degree of access has been going smoothly.  The rollback feature works very well.
UCSC:
Good.  Not yet widespread, but fills certain important needs 


not met otherwise.  Currently developing new staff portal. 
UCSD:
n/a
UCSF:
On what scale?  8 on a scale of 1-10?
7. If not using a CMS, is your library considering purchasing a CMS and how do you plan to use it.

UCB:

n/a

UCD:

did not respond to survey
UCI:

Discussions about CMS’ are just beginning.  The primary 



focus is maintaining and expanding the Libraries’ web site
UCLA:
n/a

UCM:

did not respond to survey
UCR:

n/a

UCSB:
n/a

UCSC:
n/a

UCSD:
Yes, the purchase of a CMS is under active consideration.  



We are looking for a CMS that fits well within our java 



environment and offers metadata tools as well as the 

standard editing, workflow, versioning, templating, and scheduling features.  We would use it to support both our

public and intranet sites.
UCSF:
n/a

8. Other miscellaneous notes you might want to add?

UCB:

none

UCD:

did not respond to survey
UCI:

none

UCLA:
none

UCM:

did not respond to survey
UCR:

none

UCSB:
This tool is not meant for extensive technical updates but for 

busy content librarian who must make small, frequent changes to static sections of a site.

Strong points:

Relatively reasonable price.

One tool to do HTML editing, file transfer and versioning.

Facilitates collaboration –  simple check-out check-in feature locks file while it is being updated.

Page rollback feature allows easy recovery to a previous version of page.

Administrator determines level of access, e.g. text only, text and images, templates, etc.

Templates created with Dreamweaver MX can be used in Contribute.

Full integration with Dreamweaver editing and check-in check-out features.

Users can import Word or Excel documents by dragging and dropping them into editor.

Full integration with SFTP.

Weaknesses:

Client-side-only tool – must be installed on user or department PC and individually licensed.

Remote web-based updates not supported.

Works on static pages or portion of pages only.

Summary: 

May not scale to very large site but useful for static portions which are frequently updated.


UCSC:
Sample pages:



http://internal.library.ucsc.edu/

UCSD:
none


UCSF:
none
