Where do terminologies registries fit the HILT picture?

HILT has a distributed view of what it calls a ‘subject interoperability service’. Put simply, it assumes that, at minimum, a subject interoperability service has three elements:

· Client and user interface facilties designed to handle subject interoperability in an information service which offers its users the ability to cross-search other information services using multiple KOS. This element needs to find and interact with terminology servers and the data they serve up to provide a good, usually transparent, service to its users. It needs to know what kind of data they serve up and what the implications are for screen handling (visible and otherwise) in respect of a given user’s subject interoperability problem.
· Some kind of registry that allows terminology services to be found by the KOS they provide data on (and probably KOS version). It may also be necessary to narrow a retrieved list of terminology services down beyond that – do they simply ‘serve up’ data on a given scheme, or do they have other atrributes of likely value? Do they serve up cross-walks between schemes? Which schemes? What is the nature of the approach to cross-walking they adopt? If it is intellectual mapping, at what level of granularity is it carried out at? Was a cross-walk carried out with a particular aim in mind – e.g. to serve learners, as opposed to researchers, or vice versa?
· The terminology services and cross-walk services themselves.
Do we need a terminologies registry as such, or could it just be a services registry?

There are at least two things to be said here, I think (there may be others, at present I simply don’t know):

· The HILT model assumes that it will usually be necessary for a given individual information service to find out about and then use previously unknown terminology services. It doesn’t really care whether it has to do this via a terminologies registry or a general services registry – as long, of course,  as the registry in question provides the kind of data it needs to handle interaction with a given terminology service and to manage interoperability data retrieved (although both of these could be taken from the terminology service itself once found).
· The HILT model assumes that, even if there is a preference for a general services registry, there will in due course be many registries. In the UK, it already looks likely that there will be different ones serving different domains, and it is probable that any given other country will also have at least one. The probability is that a given information service won’t ever aim to know about all of these – which is to say, that it will also have to ‘discover’ them via those registries it does know about. It is entirely possible, of course, that it might know about both a’home’ services registry and a ‘home’ terminologies registry and find other services via the first and other terminology services via the second, but there is arguably and issue about efficiency and implementation and upkeep costs.
Are there reasons for prefering a general services registry?

Possibly. I can envisage – indeed I think HILT Phase IV will probably ask JISC to encourage – JISC information services that also offer a subject cross-walk service for the scheme or schemes they are using. In these circumstances, it is probably more efficient to have both elements of the services recorded in a general service registry, rather than having some of the information in one registry and some in another (or, even worse, all data duplicated across both).
Of course, there may be reasons why a separate terminologies registry is needed or preferable. I’m not saying there aren’t; only that there are question marks over this from a HILT perspective.

What kind of data do we need a terminologies registry (or similar) to hold?
· Service access details for terminology services (how to connect)

· For each KOS, KOS idenfier and KOS version identifier and cross-walk data

· Other charcateristics of the KOS or the cross-walk or the service, many of which we still haven’t identified usefully. Some of these are mentioned above. We should identify others as HILT IV proceeds, but probably not all of them

It is arguable that some of this data is best kept at the terminology service itself, but also that keeping it in a central registry that regularly updates by interacting with a terminolgy service is more efficient for the information services seeking to find and use interoperability data.

Is the above a complete picture of likely needs?
No, probably not. It would be advisable to talk to HILT later in your project to see if anything new emerges. It is also likely that any picture that does emerge via HILT will be incomplete by the time that even HILT IV ends (February 2009).

Other thoughts...
You’ll have noticed that I am assuming that a terminologies registry of the kind your project envisages will record data on terminology services, rather than just terminologies as such. This is because, I think that, generally speaking, the best place for up to date and reliable data on an individual KOS, KOS version, or KOS cross-walk is at the terminology service itself, or at the maintainers site, rather than in a registry that will then face serious difficulties in respect of keeping its data current, and that services like HILT need to be able to find service connection data somewhere. If you don’t agree with this assumption, it may be that what you are seeking to investigate in respect of a terminologies registry is a registry of terminologies and not of terminology services.
Whatever your project comes up with in terms of terminologies registry design needs to be able to deal with issues arising from HILT somehow, even if only by saying that ‘such and such bit of functionality’ is assumed to be handled elsewhere. It would probably also be sensible to say why such an assumption is made.
The attached powerpoint slide with attached notes offers a rough diagram of the HILT model as currently envisaged, together with a brief description of how it would work in practice.
