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This study examines the feasibility of integrating the GCL, LGCL and seamlessUK taxonomy. It was commissioned by the Local e-Government Standards Body (e-SB) and carried out by Stella Dextre Clarke, Information Consultant.  The project is a joint initiative of the current list owners: the Cabinet Office eGovernment Unit, Essex County Council and the e-SB.
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1 Summary
Three controlled vocabularies for Subject metadata are available to local authorities: the GCL (Government Category List), LGCL (Local Government Category List) and seamlessUK taxonomy.  Following an announcement from the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) that the LGCL should be used, and to eliminate any confusion about how to apply the lists, the list owners have resolved to create one merged vocabulary.  This project will lay the foundation for data to be shared across systems and boundaries, throughout the UK public sector.
This study has found it is feasible to merge the three, and retain subset vocabularies covering similar ground to the existing ones.  The three vocabularies will be substantially changed and improved in the process.
A small qualitative survey of local authorities has established that the majority are very much in favour of the project, although they may not be aware of the extent of the changes and any short-term migration problems. 
New arrangements for governance, finance and management are required. It will be important to retain the positive features of existing arrangements, while ensuring future sustainability.
The merged vocabulary is urgently needed. Steps are suggested for delivering a high quality product as soon as realistically possible. A request for funding has been submitted.
2 Background 
Citizens need easier access to information from official as well as community bodies. They also expect different authorities to share information effectively so they can deliver joined-up services.  The key to both these aims is interoperability, achieved by applying standards.

Several government initiatives already address this requirement.  The eGovernment Unit (eGU) is charged with improving the delivery of public services by joining up electronic government services around the needs of customers. To this end it has developed an e-Government Interoperability Framework (e-GIF) and within this an e-Government Metadata Standard (e-GMS), with a Metadata Working Group to oversee maintenance of UK-wide standards. 

The ODPM has an objective of improving delivery and value for money of local services within a framework of national targets and policies. It has announced a set of e-government priority outcomes for each local authority in England, including the delivery of integrated information about services for the community, delivered by local and regional partnerships where appropriate, and connected to a national infrastructure.
An “Independent Review of Public Sector Efficiency” conducted by Sir Peter Gershon has identified the need for the eGU to support service delivery by driving cross-government solutions that improve transactional efficiency. 
While the e-GIF presents the whole range of standards required, the present study focuses on just one type of standard: the controlled vocabularies that are used for finding information on a particular subject.  The use of these vocabularies (often called taxonomies) is set out in the e-GMS. 
To comply with the e-GMS, local authorities need to apply a taxonomy called the GCL (Government Category List). To conform with ODPM guidelines they should apply the LGCL (Local Government Category List) as well as the GCL; to participate in the seamlessUK Programme they should apply the seamlessUK taxonomy; and to satisfy the needs of their own audiences they typically want to use their own controlled vocabulary or directory structure.  An additional complexity currently required by the e-GMS is to make a rather subjective separation of taxonomy terms according to whether they are Categories or Keywords.
Given this complicated background, the message about which vocabulary to apply, and how, has not been clear. Several different agencies have been promulgating their own interpretations. As a result, local authorities are faced with two major problems: inefficiency and expense in trying to apply all schemes simultaneously; and confusion about what the requirements really are.

To add to the confusion, local education authorities are expected to apply another classification scheme called the ICS (developed by the Cabinet Office for all bodies in the education sector) for all their communications with schools.  Records managers may also be applying the LGCS (Local Government Classification Scheme), now available in draft from the esd-toolkit. And still other schemes may well be under development, as agencies or groups of local authorities confront information needs arising from the Freedom of Information Act and other legislation.
The present study was commissioned with the aim of seeking solutions to the confusion. In particular, would it be feasible to merge the three main vocabularies?  What would the merged product look like? How should it be managed and resourced with sustainable funding? What would be the impact on users? Answers were very urgently required, as local authorities are currently preparing to meet tight deadlines for compliance.
The name of the merged product has not yet been determined, but for the sake of discussion in this report it will be called the MPSV – Merged Public Sector Vocabulary. We will now briefly review key parameters of the existing vocabularies and describe the methodology of this scoping study, before discussing the pros and cons of the merger and the steps needed to achieve it.
3 GCL: Key parameters

3.1 The vocabulary
The GCL is a polyhierarchical list, complying with ISO 2788, the international standard for monolingual thesauri. Version 2.1 has:
420 preferred terms

1393 non-preferred terms

12 top terms

52 scope notes

a range of 2-5 levels in different areas

A Welsh translation of Version 1 exists, but up to now has been little used. There may be a demand for updating it in 2005 and beyond.
The scope includes all subjects of wide public interest across central and local government.
3.2 How it is used

The e-GIF and e-GMS apply to all bodies in the public sector, across the whole of the UK.  All must use the GCL in the Subject metadata of all electronic resources that are shared, particularly those published externally. Applications include EDRM systems, Internet and intranet websites, knowledge management systems, and many others. GCL terms are all considered as “Categories” for use with the Category refinement of the Subject metadata element. (The need to distinguish between Categories and Keywords may soon disappear, as the Technical subcommittee of the Metadata Working Group is expected soon to recommend dropping these refinements in future versions of the e-GMS.) The GCL is not recommended for end-user navigation of websites, except for portals with a very wide coverage, such as DirectGov.

Organisations using the GCL are recommended to develop their own customised vocabularies incorporating mappings to GCL terms, so that indexing (meta-tagging) is as easy and automatic as possible. Many public sector bodies have such vocabularies in place or under development.
2005 is the deadline by which all public sector bodies have been instructed to implement the GCL, but it is not known how many will actually meet the target. Very few public websites currently comply.
The GCL has been kept deliberately small, simple and high-level, to minimise the difficulty of applying it.

3.3 How it is managed

Preparation of the GCL was financed by the eGovernment Unit (previously known as the Office of the e-Envoy), which continues to maintain it.  Governance of the GCL is the responsibility of the Metadata Working Group, which often relies on advice from its subcommittees the TWG (Taxonomy Working Group) and GCLWG (GCL Working Group). Maintenance is currently carried out under contract by a consultant editor, Stella Dextre Clarke.
The GCL is published online on the GovTalk website. It can be downloaded in a variety of formats from the same site.
Maintenance policy is set out in the “Guide to Maintenance of the GCL”, published on the GovTalk website. This Guide too is the responsibility of the MWG and GCLWG, and the same editor maintains it.

Updating procedures are as follows. Updates are issued twice a year, and anyone may submit suggestions to the editor. All proposals are researched and circulated to a mailing list of interested parties. Proposals are not accepted unless a good consensus is obtained. Any which prove controversial are submitted to the GCLWG for advice. As each updated version is released, a list of the changes is also published to assist implementation.
A thesaurus management package called MultiTes is used to maintain the GCL database. MultiTes is popular among public sector thesaurus managers, because it is inexpensive, robust and reliable, with good support from the vendor. Like all thesaurus packages, however, it has limitations.

Maintenance costs of the GCL are in the order of £26,500 per annum, and the e-GU (backed by the Cabinet Office) is committed to keeping this up for the foreseeable future.
4 LGCL: Key parameters

4.1 The vocabulary
The LGCL is a polyhierarchical list complying with ISO 2788 in some respects, but not others. Version 1.03 has:

1397 preferred terms

2227 non-preferred terms

13 top terms

0 scope notes

a range of 2-6 levels in different areas

The LGCL has some “added value” features, neither required nor prohibited by ISO 2788:

mappings to and from LGSL items ( ex-PID list)

mappings to GCL categories

mappings to and from ACL terms (APLAWS category list)

A-Z flags (recommending terms to be used in website A-Z directories)


Shortcuts (references to recommended shortcuts held elsewhere)

The scope includes subjects relevant to local authorities, particularly services delivered by them.
4.2 How it is used

The LAWs project recommends the LGCL as a source of both Keywords and Categories for Subject metadata. Since the focus of the LAWs project was Internet websites, this has been considered the prime application, although others are possible. Many LGCL implementers also expect to be able to use it as a website navigation structure for end-users. The conflict between the aims of national standardization and locally applicable navigation structures may have given rise to many misunderstandings about the LGCL.
The development history of the LGCL has been closely linked with meeting national aims and targets for electronic delivery of local authority services, as well as the continuing development of websites. A number of authorities use the LGCL-LGSL mappings to help monitor their targets as well as organise an efficient meta-tagging process. Thus much of the LGCL content is about what an authority delivers, which may not always coincide with what the public and/or local community wants to know.

4.3 How it is managed

The LGCL belongs to the Local e-Government Standards Body (e-SB). Maintenance is handled by Porism, under a 3-year contract managed by the London Borough of Camden. The contract allows local authority access to a range of linked services and facilities known as the esd-toolkit, which are available only to local authorities. Proprietary software is used by Porism to maintain the LGCL and other products. 
Local authorities may register and receive some services from the esd-toolkit at no cost. Other services incur a subscription fee, and the ODPM encourages local authorities to subscribe in order to monitor and report their progress under IEG4 and Priority Outcomes.  By collecting these subscriptions, Porism is able to finance the complete package of facilities, including subsidising maintenance of the LGCL.  This financial model enables the LGCL to be made publicly available over the Internet at no charge.
The esd-toolkit is controlled by a Steering Committee of local authority representatives. 
The LGCL is updated twice a year, timed to follow GCL updates so the mappings can be synchronised. The existing procedure for LGSL updates has recently been extended to the LGCL too, as follows. Local authority officers, authorised by their local esd-toolkit administrators, can submit proposed additions or changes.  They can view prior and current changes submitted and can post comments on changes submitted by others.  (Changes can also be suggested by e-mail and through online fora.)  Esd-toolkit administrators make recommendations on the acceptance or rejection of changes according to design rules.  A panel of local authority experts, with special knowledge of different areas of local government work, is expected to be formed soon. The update procedure will include approval by this panel before an official release is issued.
Current annual maintenance/support costs of the LGCL are estimated at £40,000.
5 seamlessUK taxonomy: Key parameters

5.1 The vocabulary

This monohierarchical taxonomy (here called “seamlessUK” for short) complies with ISO 2788. The latest version has:

2611 preferred terms

1179 non-preferred terms

15 top terms

16 node labels

9 scope notes

a range of 2-8 levels in different areas

Mappings from seamlessUK terms to GCL categories are also available, to assist the meta-tagging process.

The subject scope is matters of community interest, including many services provided by national or local authorities, or the voluntary sector.

5.2 How it is used

The e-GMS recommends seamlessUK as an encoding scheme for the Keyword refinement of Subject metadata. The main application is on web sites and other resources used in seamlessUK portals for community or citizen’s information. There it is used as a source of terms for indexing and searching rather than for browsing a directory, although this facility is available within the Portals as an option.

Managers of the seamlessUK portals have found difficulty persuading contributors of information resources to supply good metadata, including Subject terms.  Also, user testing with portal end-users has shown difficulty in presenting the taxonomy in an understandable and easily usable format for searching or browsing. Therefore the key use is behind the scenes – matching free text in search queries and the metadata of resources, to controlled terms in the taxonomy.

5.3 How it is managed

The taxonomy is owned by Essex County Council. An editorial team, comprising staff from the Council’s Community Information Network Team, liaises with all the organisations using the taxonomy.

The taxonomy is reviewed regularly by the taxonomy manager in the editorial team. Suggestions for new terms or other amendments may be submitted by any user organisation. The taxonomy manager decides whether to accept the suggestions, perhaps amending them slightly. Sometimes terms are accepted as candidates and their use is monitored before final approval.

The taxonomy is maintained using Index+ software provided by System Simulation Ltd.

Annual costs of maintaining the taxonomy are estimated at £6500. The conditions of the seamlessUK funding require the products to be sustained until 2007 but there is no security of funding beyond that time. In order to cover some of the costs, the taxonomy has been supplied on subscription, the annual fee being £750 for a single council. There is a sliding scale depending on the combination of organizations using the taxonomy. This has proved a big disincentive to most local authorities. A more sustainable funding arrangement is urgently needed. From the start of involvement in the Vocabulary Merger Project the fee has been suspended, although organizations are asked to sign a non-disclosure licence.

6 Methodology and results of the scoping study
6.1 General background research

The basic facts of the three vocabularies were established by reading associated literature, visiting the people who maintain them and following up in correspondence. These facts are briefly reported in sections 3-5 above. For further detail, see the following:

· GCL Maintenance Guide at http://www.govtalk.gov.uk/schemasstandards/gcl_document.asp?docnum=866
· LGCL Guidance Notes at www.esd.org.uk/LGCLGuidanceNotes.pdf 

· seamlessUK taxonomy Terms of Reference at http://www.seamlessuk.info/supportsub_tax.asp
· A comparison of seamlessUK taxonomy and the LGCL. Report by Scott Burton
6.2 Survey of local authority users

A systematic survey of all local authorities was judged impossible in the short time available, especially during the summer holiday season.  However, time did permit a qualitative exercise, contacting a small number of authorities to establish their views on the merger and assess the impact it might have on them. Questionnaires were sent to named contacts in 25 authorities, and 20 returns were received. 
The 20 respondents were almost unanimous in their enthusiasm for the proposed merger, although anxious about how soon the merged product(s) would be available. Full results are presented in a separate report, and the conclusions will be taken forward in the discussion and conclusion of the present report.
6.3 Consideration of other public sector users

Most users of the GCL are neither local authorities (LAs) nor producers of community information, and so the benefits of the proposed merger will not be immediately obvious. It would be very difficult to seek their views in the short time available. Just two approaches have been tried so far.

Firstly, the 70 stakeholders on the GCL mailing list received notice of the proposed project, and two of them responded with interest.  
Secondly, the GCLWG was invited to consider some of the issues at its meeting of 11 August. Since only one local authority representative was present at the meeting, there was little enthusiasm for the project.  GCL users have been encouraged to think of the GCL as a high-level List to which they should map their own more specific vocabulary. So it is not surprising that an increase of specificity for just one user group would appear anomalous.
To make the merger project acceptable to GCL users in general, it would be helpful

(a) to demonstrate that the GCL subset can continue to be maintained with the same high-level functionality as before, and

(b) that the increased interoperability between local authorities and other public sector organisations will have benefits for everybody, not least the citizen.
6.4 Experimental development work

It is important to test the feasibility of merging the three vocabularies, and to check whether the result is likely to be acceptable to the respective user communities. To this end, the subject area of Education was chosen. This subject is well represented in each of the current vocabularies.
A database was set up with the following field structure:
	Tag
	Field name
	Content/comment

	SN
	Scope note
	as ISO 2788

	UF
	Use for
	as ISO 2788

	USE
	Use
	as ISO 2788

	BT
	Broader term
	as ISO 2788

	NT
	Narrower term
	as ISO 2788

	RT
	Related term
	as ISO 2788

	DBT
	Default Broader Term
	Indicates which BT to prefer in monohierarchy

	LID
	LGCL Concept ID
	For linking to LGSL mappings

	SC
	Subset code
	So that subsets can be output on demand

	HN
	History Note
	Not used, pending Board discussion 

	TNR
	MultiTes term ID
	Automatically generated. Retained as in GCL

	INP
	Date of input
	Automatically generated

	UPD
	Date of last update
	Automatically generated


Step one was to import the whole of the GCL, since it is hoped the MPSV will retain most of this structure with only minor changes. Then all of the seamlessUK and LGCL terms relevant to education were considered. All of the preferred terms were entered, although some of them had to be modified or made into non-preferred terms for the new context, and to comply with ISO 2788.  Most of the non-preferred terms were entered too, although some had to be modified or dropped, where they were misleading or did not comply with ISO 2788.
Some additional work was undertaken, entering LGCL Concept IDs and Default Broader Terms, in order to assist import back into the esd-toolkit.
Outputs from the merged database have been prepared and distributed to Board members, showing (for Education only) the whole of the MPSV and the proposed subsets for the GCL, LGCL and seamlessUK. The subsets are very much open for redefinition.  The outputs demonstrate that it is certainly feasible to prepare these products, at least in the field of education.  Each of the subsets has gained something and lost a little as a result of the merger.  However, there are two main questions to consider:

· Given the substantial volume of changes, especially for seamlessUK and the LGCL, how can the existing user communities be helped to migrate or otherwise adapt?

· Will the existing user communities find acceptable the editorial compromises that are an essential part of the merger?
The experimental work identified some differences of editorial policy between the three existing lists.  A separate editorial committee has been constituted to discuss the issues, and a paper describing the agreed editorial policies for the MPSV will be issued shortly.
7 Discussion: the pros and cons of proceeding
7.1 Adopting the MPSV from scratch

If no-one had started implementing the existing vocabularies, decisions would be easy.  Interoperability will be greatly enhanced, in the following respects:

· The product will be a very respectable thesaurus or taxonomy, much bigger than any of the existing three vocabularies and therefore capable of greater specificity and discrimination. 
· When electronic resources from the UK public sector have all been tagged with this controlled vocabulary, it will become much easier for the citizen to find out about any subject, without knowing whose website to find it on. 
· employees of all authorities and government departments will find it much easier to share information.
· The product should be capable of future expansion into internal/administrative topics such as Finance, Human Resources.

· Compliance with standards from the Cabinet Office and the ODPM will no longer pose such an overhead for metadata preparation and system development.

Just one key problem deserves mention: will such a large vocabulary discourage implementation and make it difficult to achieve consistent meta-tagging?  There is no doubt that complexity could impede take-up and reduce the quality of metadata.  This is the main reason for providing subsets that are more manageable and closely adapted to the context of the organisational users.

It is important also to consider the pros and cons from the point of view of groups that have already implemented one of the lists. Each of these groups will have the option of adopting the whole MPSV or a subset comparable with what they were using before. We’ll now look at the proposition of changing over, from each of the three user group perspectives.

7.2 Changing over from the GCL

Local authorities will no longer have to use the GCL as well as the LGCL. Only one vocabulary will be mandated.
If local authorities have their own customised vocabulary or directory, they may still want to build mappings between this and the MPSV or a subset, but they will no longer have to implement LGCL-GCL mappings or SeamlessUK-GCL mappings.
Provided the GCL structure is amended only slightly and a subset of comparable depth is retained, non-LA users will notice only a few changes of preferred terms and structure.  Some lead-in terms will be dropped from the GCL subset, as they will become preferred terms in the whole MPSV.
Some users of the current GCL will welcome the greater specificity offered by the whole MPSV, especially if in future it is extended to administrative topics. 
7.3 Changing over from the LGCL

The general quality of the taxonomy (either the MPSV or an LGCL-like subset) will improve very substantially, permitting much better consistency of indexing (meta-tagging) and retrieval. The LGCL-LGSL mappings should give better results too.

Widespread confusion will be banished – provided the products are accompanied by clear, simple advice about categories versus keywords, and about how and when to use the subsets. (Mixed messages about use of the whole MPSV or one of the subsets could cause a new confusion if care is not taken.)
The general reshaping of the list will position it for better adaptation to applications other than Internet websites. 

Migration to the new product(s) may cause problems for system administrators, especially those who are well ahead with implementing the existing LGCL. It is not known how many are in this position. After they have installed the new taxonomy they will have a much better product than before – but in the short term any solutions for easing the migration task should be explored.
The changes in editorial policy could be unsettling, even though all of them are seen as beneficial.

Changes in the preferred top terms could cause controversy, especially among those who have difficulty with the balance between standardisation of metadata and freedom to customise their own website directory. Even where people are aware of the opportunity, their Content Management System and other systems may not support the desired flexibility.
Some LGCL users will welcome the inclusion of community-oriented terminology contributed by seamlessUK; others may not.  For this reason it will be important to define appropriate subsets. A subset corresponding to the higher levels of the existing LGCL could be a popular option, for consulting users in workshops over the next few months.
7.4 Changing over from seamlessUK
The addition of more lead-in terms and scope notes will enhance the taxonomy. 
At the same time it may be possible to do some beneficial pruning, if Essex County Council staff have the time to consider options raised.

Users may not be much upset with changes in the top terms, since few of them browse the thesaurus.

A formula for sustainable funding will provide much-needed security.

7.5 Does that deal with all the lists?

As well as the three main vocabularies to be included in this project, there are some others which can usefully coexist with the MPSV and its subsets.
Individual organisations and sometimes groups of collaborating organisations may have good reasons for applying their own vocabularies, tuned to the needs of their specific audience.  The e-GMS positively encourages such developments, provided the GCL (or in future the MPSV) is also used. Operating two vocabularies in harness requires some extra work for the organisations concerned, but this is often justified by the improved level of service to customers. Some hints on efficient ways of doing it are provided in the guidance note “Specialised vocabularies and the GCL”.

The Local Government Service List (LGSL) is another important list maintained by esd-toolkit, describing every service that a council might provide directly to citizens. It is used by many local authorities to monitor their achievements in electronic service delivery. It has a useful role alongside the LGCL or the MPSV, and the esd-toolkit already provides LGSL-LGCL mappings to facilitate joint use. These mappings will be retained for the LGCL subset of the MPSV.
The Local Government Classification Scheme (LGCS) is designed for classifying council records by function/activity, in accordance with good records management practice. It can be very helpful in developing a fileplan for records management systems, where it assists with the names of files and folders, sometimes also the titles of individual records. In this function it does not usually apply to Subject metadata, for which the MPSV or one of its subsets will apply. Thus it currently complements the LGCL, and it is hoped that mappings to the appropriate MPSV subset will continue to be maintained by the esd-toolkit.

Inevitably there are other lists, and one cannot foresee all that will be developed by independent bodies in future. However, the ones mentioned above should all be seen as complementary to the MPSV, and well able to coexist alongside it, because they fulfil a different function.
8 Governance and management

8.1 Governance

A governance home or main sponsoring agency needs to be found, which can be relied upon to protect the interests of all the user communities – in other words the whole of the public sector.  

There will need to be a Board, which could comprise the three current list owners but could usefully be augmented by user representatives.  Some involvement may also be needed from bodies such as ODPM and The National Archives (TNA), which are liable to instruct authorities in the use of the vocabulary – the key thing is a mechanism to avoid conflicting messages.
8.2 Finance

The merger might be expected to deliver economies in maintenance, but in reality the only clear economy is removal of the need for mappings between the three existing vocabularies.   This financial benefit will be felt by local authority implementers as well as by the issuing authorities.

The need to administer separate subsets and consult different audiences imposes an extra layer of complexity, offsetting the economies to be gained by merging.  Therefore it seems prudent to budget about £73,000 per annum (the sum of the current three sets of costs). This figure includes hosting on three websites as well as discussion forum moderation, programmer support, publicity, coordination with related standards, editorial input and management.
The financial model supporting the LGCL works very nicely.  List maintenance is effectively subsidised by other subscription services which have a captive market.  Also the Cabinet Office is committed to continuing the level of funding currently required by the GCL. Both sources of revenue may need to be retained in future. 
8.3 Management

8.3.1 User involvement

There are three types of user to consider: searchers, indexers and system administrators. 
· Searchers, largely members of the public, are the most difficult to engage and so unfortunately the amount of testing that can be done within this project is limited.
· A good number of indexers and system administrators already contribute to the existing LGCL and GCL consultation mechanisms and every effort should be used to encourage more of them.
· The LGCL discussion forum on the esd-toolkit should be replaced by a very similar one, extended to cover the whole scope of the MPSV and all of the user communities. It will be helpful if this is set up immediately, to encourage consultation and feedback while construction of the MPSV is under way.

· An editorial panel should be established similar to the existing GCLWG, but with remit covering the whole of the MPSV

8.3.2 Editorial control and procedures
Best results for any controlled vocabulary are achieved when there is just one editor with overall responsibility, backed-up by one or two assistants in case of absence or emergency. 

The editor should be appointed by the Board and employed (optionally, under contract) by the sponsoring/governance agency.  The editor should be of sufficient competence to take and implement simple editorial decisions single-handed, deferring to the editorial panel for any difficult or controversial decisions.
The updating procedure should be in batch as currently for the GCL and LGCL, allowing time for user consultation before changes are approved. The discussion forum and consultation panel already described should be intimately involved in the updating procedure.
The frequency of updates may need to be adjusted as time goes on. A large volume of requests can be expected in the first year or so after the MPSV is issued, leading to a higher frequency of updates in this period.

8.3.3 Taxonomy management software

Efficient, user-friendly software is essential, with validation mechanisms to prevent human errors such as conflicts in term relationships. The software should be aligned with ISO 2788 and should generate outputs in a variety of common formats required by users, including an XML format compatible with e-GIF requirements. 

No package currently on the market will meet all the requirements foreseen for the MPSV. Therefore a specification should be developed in the early stages of the project. User feedback should be sought wherever doubts about the needs arise. The specification should be included in an Invitation to Tender issued by December 2004. It is hoped this will allow enough time for the software to become available in the Spring of 2005. But meantime, construction of the merged vocabulary should proceed making the best of existing software products.
9 Project Planning 
Urgency and timing are crucial. Local authorities should ideally have the vocabulary in place already, so they can meet government targets and deadlines. On the other hand, too much rush could be counter-productive if it leads to a poor quality product. 
Discussions should start immediately with the ODPM, TNA and possibly other government agencies, to ensure alignment of all mandated policies, deadlines and other guidance relating to the MGSV and its use in metadata.

A request for funding the main Project should be submitted immediately, so that work can begin as soon as possible.

The experimental outputs for Education should be tidied up and made available for user consultation.  Similar sample outputs should be developed in the area of Planning. 
A series of Workshops is being planned by eSB together with ODPM, and these should be used to seek user feedback concerning the Project, the sample outputs and other key issues.

Construction should proceed as fast as possible, so that a complete draft of the MPSV and its potential subsets is available by the end of February 2005.
A new electronic discussion forum should be set up immediately for use throughout the project and thereafter.  Intensive consultation will reach a peak throughout March 2005.  The feedback should be used to adjust the vocabulary immediately after that.

A specification for the software needed for future maintenance should be developed and an Invitation to Tender issued by December 2004. A software contractor should be appointed by early February 2005.
Until such time as the new software is available, construction and maintenance should continue using a combination of the packages and mechanisms already used for the existing vocabularies.
10 Conclusions
The Project Board has considered the issues presented here and decided that the Project should proceed, subject only to the availability of funding. The interoperability gains will assist efficiency and effectiveness throughout the public sector, as well as enabling citizens to find information more easily. 

Some options for the style of outputs and subsets are still open, and these will be raised for discussion by the various user communities as the Project gets under way. 
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