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1 Overview

The Documentation Group has evaluated several software tools as possible replacements for the Oracle Repository Object Navigator (RON) currently used to manage project documentation. 

Of these, we highly recommend Xerox DocuShare, primarily because it is very usable and easily maintained.

For details, see the following sections:

· Evaluation Criteria lists the characteristics that were evaluated.

· Tool Comparisons presents specific observations about each tool.

· Evaluation summarizes the evaluation of the tools by ranking them.

2 Evaluation Criteria

A robust documentation control system is critical to the success of the Rehost project. Therefore, the Documentation Group tested many document management and control tools with underlying criteria that each tested system must perform optimally in the following areas to be considered useful for the span of the project:

· Documentation must be controllable

· Documentation must be 100% available for reviewers’ examination

· Single source document control to streamline maintenance to avoid duplication of effort

· Documentation must be easily accessible and the tool should require minimal training

· Documentation must be versioned and the system must provide readily available rollback functionality

· Documentation system must provide some type of evidence of approval that is traceable

· Must provide a Web-based option

· There must be a master list of all documentation available to project personnel (like document index, document deliverables, etc.)

Tools were evaluated according to the following criteria: 

· Usability

· Security

· Ease of installation

· Ease of maintenance

· Expandability

· Availability

· Cost 

Usability was evaluated based on the following characteristics: 

· General feel

· Ease of storing new documents

· Ease of updating existing documents

· Ability to lock checked-out documents

· Version control capabilities

· Ease of use (UI) elements

3 Tool Comparisons

Following are comparisons of the tools, with pros and cons identified for each.

3.1 Acorde

Vendor: Stellent (Optika)

Cost: Free (already owned).

Status: The documentation group had the 4.0 client installed 12/01/2004. Neither the Web-based version nor the administrative functionality has been tested.

3.1.1 Pros

· Ability to lock checked out documents

· Version control

· Already purchased

3.1.2 Cons

· User interface is extremely arcane and non-intuitive.  Uses generally limiting parameter searches

· Storing and updating documents unwieldy; manual versioning required. User is forced to perform a search and acquire the latest version by manually searching through listed documents that meet the search criteria. This will often require a user to search an exhaustive list of document versions.

· Acorde deletes local versions of documents upon check-in. Most control systems allow for a local mirror copy of all documents to exist. (Bug?)

· Updating document index requires the creation of a new document, does not overlay the new version over the previous version.

· Will be difficult to acclimate users if we do not deploy web-based version

· Will require user training

· Updating the document index is extremely time-consuming. System requires a number of parameters (20) to facilitate document searches. These parameters must be completed prior to document check-in. If the parameters needed to be modified, all impacted documents would need to be re-indexed.

· Search system inflexible. User cannot search on document content (full text keyword), but only indexed parameters that are manually input. There is no global search capability.

· Historically poor reliability of entire Acorde system (frequent down-time)

3.2 CVS (Concurrent Versions System)

Vendor: None (open source)

Cost: Free

Status: Documentation Group has not tested but has seen a demo.

3.2.1 Pros

· Open source, free

· Easy to install

· Availability

· Developers, business analysts like the tool

3.2.2 Cons

· Version-control system only; bare bones system

· Not easy to store and update documents

· Ability to lock checked-out documents difficult.

· Security

· Expandability unknown

Following are general comments about day-to-day work processes using CVS:

· Steps. Cumbersome “Update > Diff > Commit” process makes check-in/check-out a three-step process. In the current Repository (RON) tool, “Commit” is a one-step check-in.

· Lock. There is no effective way to “lock” documents. By default, CVS uses a multiple writers’ approach where everyone has write permission on a file. Changes are not merged when the authors commit their changes to the repository; instead, any author’s copy can overwrite what’s in the repository. We strongly recommend only a single editor at a time have write access when modifying a document to prevent the existence of multiple versions in the repository. 

· History. The CVS change “History” only tells the user part of the story (1.1, 1.2, 1.3, etc.). A Manual Diff must be performed to determine what has been changed, and a Manual Update must be run to uncover if anyone has modified the document in the repository. Another manual process is required to determine if a reader is working from the most recent version.

· Versioning. All versioning is manually controlled. This leads to a shout over the wall “…I’m in the requirements document, don’t make any changes…” mentality where quality is manually controlled. Every time changes are made to a file in the workspace, the Commit command must be run to transfer those changes to the repository. This is an extremely time-consuming and hazardous way of making modifications to controlled documents.

· Work. A branching functionality is dangerous in a document control environment. It creates extra work if an extra branch is created. 

· Diff. Tool is not well suited to comparing versions of formatted text. Native text formats can often create noise that makes the comparison process difficult when the document is recompiled.

3.3 DocuShare

Vendor: Xerox

Cost: About $10K for 100 seats (v3.1)

Status:  Documentation Group briefly tested v4.0 on DocuShare Web site and then downloaded v3.1 for local evaluation. We were unable to test subscriptions.

3.3.1 Pros

· Can handle multiple repositories “collections” 

· Keyword associations

· Check-in/Check out

· Deleted document restore

· View version history

· Document subscription feature

· Document query save

· Document routing

· Document lock/unlock (read only access)

· GUI easy to use, comfortable look and feel

· Availability

· Document sharing

· Full text search

3.3.2 Cons

· Cannot check in more than one document at a time

3.4 IProjects

Vendor:  Oracle

Cost: Free (with Oracle contractors on project)

Status: Documentation Group is awaiting links, permissions and documentation from Prashant Rane. We have not tested.

3.4.1 Pros

· Check-in, check-out

· Web based

· Workspaces & subcategories

· Simple, intuitive tool

· Storing and updating documents easy

· Ability to lock checked-out documents

· Free

3.4.2 Cons

· Hosted solution

· Unknown reliability

· Security issues

· Expandability issues

· Requires Oracle contractors on project

3.5 Livelink

Vendor: Open Text Corp.

Cost: Expensive (~ $75K)

Status: Not tested

3.5.1 Pros

· Powerful ECM tool

· Allows electronic signatures

· Automatically converts documents to drafts.

· Automatically converts documents to be released after final approval

3.5.2 Cons

· Expensive

3.6 Repository Object Navigator (RON)

Vendor:  Oracle

Cost: Free (already in use)

Status: Currently used

3.6.1 Pros

· Free as long as the HAC utilizes Oracle contracting

· Already installed on some client machines

· Check-in, checkout

· Writer can load multiple documents at the same time

3.6.2 Cons

· Non-intuitive for “non-developer” users who aren’t already familiar with other version control tools such as MS Visual Source Safe

· Reliability an issue

· Difficult to load new versions because the naming convention of the new document must match the old version. User must synchronize naming conventions prior to check in or the tool adds the new version as a new document. Arduous in an environment where documents change rapidly.

· Time consuming administration

· Difficult to restructure directories; not a “nimble” tool

· No fault-tolerance

· Poor user interface is difficult to navigate

3.7 SharePoint

Vendor:  Microsoft

Cost:  $79,500 total, broken out as follows
:

· SharePoint Portal Server License ($4000)

· SharePoint CAL ($40,000)

· SQL Server License ($6500)

· Windows Server License ($4000)

· Server ($25,000)

Status:  Evaluation complete

3.7.1 Pros

· Web-based Microsoft platform

· Check-in, checkout

· Sequential routing reviews

· Familiar look and feel

· Auto-archiving

· Categories & subcategories

· Ability to incorporate “My Documents” sites

· Ability to lock checked-out documents

· Security

· Easy to use version control

· Availability

· Automatic e-mail notification when a document is updated

· Discussion board

· Document suggestion queue, archiving, rejection, pending review, document description, alerts, etc.

3.7.2 Cons

· High price

· May require some user training

· Process to update documents is somewhat overwrought

· Not easy to load new documents

· Installation somewhat difficult

4 Evaluation

Of the tools that were evaluated with some confidence, DocuShare is the clear choice. 

The tools (including the RON) are ranked below in terms of usability, maintenance, cost, and overall preference.

4.1 Usability

Following are the products ranked according to usability:

1. DocuShare

2. iProjects

3. SharePoint

4. CVS, RON

5. Acorde

4.2 Maintenance

Following are the products ranked according to maintenance:

1. DocuShare

2. RON

3. Acorde, CVS, SharePoint

4. iProjects

4.3 Cost

Following are the products ranked according to cost:

1. Acorde, CVS, iProjects, RON

2. DocuShare

3. SharePoint

4.4 Overall Preference

Following are the products ranked according to preference (not considering cost):

1. DocuShare

2. SharePoint

3. iProjects, RON

4. CVS

5. Acorde










�  Pricing figures are the result of analysis by Steve McCourt. Document team is unsure if this price reflects a HAC-wide rollout, or, the PDO only. According to our analysis of the tool, pricing for the PDO may be significantly lower than this number suggests.
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