JOINT INFORMATION SYSTEMS COMMITTEE (JISC)

INVITATION TO TENDER

Clarifying the Purpose and Benefits of Preserving Software
Introduction

1. JISC invites tenders to further examine the purpose and benefits of employing preservation measures in relation to software, both at the development stage and retrospectively to legacy software. This work will involve cost-benefit analysis activity and requirements gathering.
2. The primary audience for the outputs of this project will be the varied and numerous groups working within (or in collaboration with) the UK HE/FE community, with a non-exclusive but primary focus towards those working with open-source software.

3. Total funding of up to £50,000 (including VAT at the prevailing rate, travel and subsistence) is available for this work. 

4. The deadline for proposals is 12 noon UK time on Monday 15th March 2010.  

5. It is envisaged that bidders will be notified of the outcome of the evaluation process in the week commencing 29th March 2010.  Work should begin no later than 5th April 2010.  The deadline for final deliverables is 30th September 2010.
Background 

6. The JISC is a joint body of the UK Higher and Further Education Funding Councils. It was established to support the further and higher education sectors in the use of information communications technology (ICT). It does this by providing a network service and by funding ICT development and services that support learning, teaching and research.
7. This work is being commissioned as part of the ongoing Digital Preservation and Records Management Programme
 which also forms a strand within the current Information Environment 2009-2011 Programme.
 

8. Despite much digital preservation and curation activity over the last 10 years, the preservation of software has remained a relatively quiet area of research and development. This is potentially due to the complexity of the issues involved, but there may also be a prevailing sense that software is a ‘disposable’ resource. Equally prevalent, perhaps, is the creative urge to write new software rather than tackle legacy systems and the mindset referred to by some as the ‘not invented here syndrome’.

9. It is clear that for some purposes and in some contexts, software preservation may either be a non-issue or can be dealt with by recourse to an appropriate software archive (e.g. sourceforge
). However, it is equally clear that there are other contexts where more attention is required on preservation issues and this may be especially relevant for research and teaching environments and for the libraries and archives that support them. For example, many research projects across all disciplines frequently assert hypotheses using computational methods. The scientific method demands that the testing of hypotheses should be repeatable and it follows that the fairest test of an old computational process will, almost by definition, involve a preservation approach of some kind.
10. Software preservation has recently been tackled by two related JISC-funded projects, the conclusions from which have also featured in conference papers.
 The Significant Properties of Software
 was one of a number of studies that examined the likely attributes of digital objects that may need to be preserved in the event of a preservation action (e.g. format migration) being enacted upon those objects. A detailed and useful report was produced that contained, amongst other things: case studies; a conceptual framework; categorisation of significant properties; and conclusions and recommendations. The first recommendation proposed further work relating to: “Raising awareness of software preservation within the JISC community”.

11. A related project followed on from the above work and further examined issues relating to software preservation. SOFTPRES
 built on previous work by producing a demonstrator tool that allows developers working within a specific development environment to more easily create enriched curation metadata utilising a novel software properties framework.
12. The demonstrator produced by the SOFTPRES project is called the Significant Properties Editing and Querying for Software (SPEQS) tool
 and is a ‘proof of concept’ design that enables the recording, editing and querying of the significant properties of software projects directly from within the widely used Eclipse
 Interactive Development Environment. For a more detailed account of the functionality and capability of the SPEQS tool, refer to the Software Preservation Tools Report
, listed on the SOFTPRES project JISC web page. 
13. The software preservation framework proposed by SOFTPRES refers to a number of other well-established and widely disseminated concepts. 
· The first of these relates to the choice of preservation method itself and describes the options using the three broad strategies defined by the Cedars Project (2002): technical preservation (techno-centric); emulation (data-centric); and migration (process-centric). The framework is designed to accommodate all preservation approaches. 

· The second concept is borrowed from work done originally by the National Archives of Australia (Heslop et al, 2002)
. The performance model is a way of conceptualising the preservation of digital material (including software) so that it can be determined whether a digital object, upon which some preservation process has been enacted (e.g. migration to a new technical format or environment), is an adequate enough representation of its original state, appearance or function.
· The third borrows analogously from the FRBR Model (Functional Requirements for Bibliographic Records) to define a conceptual model for software. SOFTPRES defines a software system consisting of: product; version; variant; instance, which roughly corresponds to: work; expression; manifestation; item, in the FRBR model.
· The last important concept that underpins the software preservation framework is the Open Archival Information System (OAIS) model (ISO 14721:2003).

14. The SOFTPRES project has also undertaken case studies to try and establish an understanding of the current best practice in software reuse over the long term. It is clear, however, that more work is required to understand the organisational benefits or disincentives of actively engaging with software preservation. A broader view is needed which encompasses the views of various development teams, functioning according to different managerial models, who are using diverse technical platforms to achieve their respective objectives. 
15. An unsurprising but significant conclusion highlighted in the Significant Properties of Software report is that good software engineering practice is the foundation of good preservation practice. It is demonstrable that groups who have developed a robust approach to issues such as: version control; maintenance; migration and testing, can produce examples of software which have been successfully maintained over a long period.
16. The existing JISC ‘Guidelines for projects and services involving software development’
 should be noted.
Terms of Reference

17. The aim of this work is to raise awareness and build capacity throughout the HE/FE sector to engage with preservation issues as part of the process of software development. This does not imply that all software should be preserved, only that a more broadly disseminated knowledge of preservation issues amongst developers will enable teams to make more informed decisions about how much durability they may wish to build into their software.
18. One of the outcomes from this work should be to help define what software may be worth preserving. Whilst numbers of users are a useful indicator of the impact of a piece of software, it should be possible to arrive at additional metrics to assist people in predicting the potential value of preserving software. To understand sustainability issues, a selection of past and current software should be analysed to understand the drivers for reuse or abandonment.
19. The SPEQS demonstrator should be examined in some detail and should be used as the basis of an analysis for further requirements for tooling in this area. Concepts and resources relating to the ‘significant properties’ of software should be further examined and also placed alongside existing work related to the use of ‘representation information’.
 It will be important to test these concepts out by exposing them to a group of active developers to ensure that emerging principles are sufficiently relevant and aligned with practical development work and information management practices in the field.
20. The work will involve outreach and engagement activities and will therefore require the successful bidder to have some familiarity with developer communities in UK HE/FE.

Outputs and Timetable

21. The detailed outputs required for this project are as follows:

· A framework document that assists developer groups and their sponsoring bodies to understand and gauge the benefits or disbenefits of allocating effort to:

a) ensuring that preservation measures are built into software development processes
b) actively preserving legacy software 
This framework should reference examples of existing or defunct software and should be cognisant of other relevant work in this area (e.g. OSS Watch Reuse Readiness Rating
).
· A tools requirements report using the SPEQS demonstrator tool as an indicator of the current direction of travel and as a starting point for the analysis 
· A workshop event to engage with the developer community. The objectives of this event would be to:

a) raise awareness of the value of aligning sound software engineering methods with preservation measures and approaches
b) discuss the value and relevance of the benefits framework for software development practice
c) elicit developers’ views on the alignment between theory and practice in the area of software preservation
· A final report which will summarise project activity, synthesise the outcomes of the workshop and form conclusions about the current state of software preservation approaches and future directions.

· A completion report and final budget statement will also be required at the end of the project.

22. This is a six month project commencing at the start of April 2010 and finishing by the end of September 2010. The benefits framework should be complete in time for the community engagement workshop which will need to take place before the HE/FE Summer break. The outcome of the workshop will be included in the final report, a draft of which should be sent to the relevant JISC Programme Manager two weeks before the final submission date (to be confirmed by the JISC Programme Manager). At least one oral interim progress report will be required roughly half way through the project which may be either a face to face meeting or a phone call by agreement with the JISC Programme Manager.
Terms and Conditions

23. JISC's standard terms and conditions of funding can be found at http://www.jisc.ac.uk/fundingopportunities/bidguide/proj_tocgrants.aspx. Bidders must view these prior to submitting a proposal. The terms and conditions must be followed by all JISC project holders. 

24. As a general rule, JISC does not seek to retain IPR in the project and/or service outputs created as part of its programmes. However, funding is always made available on the condition that project outputs are made available, free at the point of use (or ‘at cost’ where appropriate), to the UK HE, FE and Research community in perpetuity and in accordance with JISC’s Open Access and/or JISC’s Open Source Software Policy wherever possible, and that these outputs may be disseminated widely in partnership with JISC. 

25. JISC, however, reserves the right to acquire all Intellectual Property Rights, including, without limitation, copyright, database right, performers rights, patents and trade marks, whether registered or unregistered, in any works created by you as a result of the funding either indefinitely or for a certain fixed period of time on behalf of HEFCE. JISC also reserves the right to request that all Moral Rights are waived. This ability to acquire the Intellectual Property Rights will only be used under exceptional circumstances and in any such case where JISC considers this necessary, the JISC will explain in writing to you the reasons for the transfer. This includes the situation where JISC is funding the creation of a national service for the community and there may be a need for HEFCE, on behalf of JISC’s funding partners, to retain ownership of certain rights in order to maintain flexibility of future provision and availability of the service. 

26. For all project and/or service outputs, acceptance of the terms and conditions of the grant will provide JISC or its representatives with an irrevocable, non-exclusive royalty-free licence in perpetuity to exploit the outputs in any way it sees fit, including enabling the JISC to use, archive, preserve and disseminate the outputs. 
JISC Management of the Project 

27. This work will be overseen by Neil Grindley (email: n.grindley@jisc.ac.uk; tel: +44 (0)203 006 6059) based at the London JISC Office. 

28. The successful bidder will be expected to follow the normal JISC project management guidelines http://www.jisc.ac.uk/fundingopportunities/proj_manguide.aspx  including adhering to good project management practices, regular reporting and participation in meetings as appropriate. Bidders are advised to view these prior to submitting a proposal. 

Funding Available 

29. Funding of up to £50,000 is available for this work, including all travel and other expenses and any VAT applicable. Bidders should ensure they charge VAT for the proposed activity if required; JISC does not recover VAT.  VAT should be charged at the applicable rate at the time of bidding; any increases to VAT rates will be honoured by JISC. 

Costing and Pricing a Proposal 

30. All bids submitted by UK higher education institutions should use the Transparent Approach to Costing (TRAC) methodology in order to cost the activity. An Example Budget and guidance on the budgetary terms used can be found at Appendix A to this document. 

31. Bidders should then consider how they wish to price the activity (by considering the level of institutional contribution) in order to submit a competitive bid.  

32. Other institutions and organisations submitting bids should use their usual costing and pricing practices but all costs should be clear and transparent, clarifying the number of days each individual working on the activity will provide, in order to assist JISC in determining the value for money of a proposal. 

Structure of Proposals 

33. A guide to bidding for JISC projects can be found at: http://www.jisc.ac.uk/bidguide. 

34. Tenders should include: 

· a completed cover sheet (Appendix B).  The completed cover sheet will count towards the 10 (ten) page limit for bids;

· a description of the proposed work;

· a detailed programme of the work to be undertaken, including a work plan showing key date/milestones and deliverables;

· short descriptions of key personnel who would work on the activity, including relevant experience and qualifications;

· an assessment of the risks associated with the work and how these will be managed;

· the total cost and a breakdown of costs across academic years (August - July) including a statement on VAT. Staff costs should be broken down into the estimated number of days to be contributed to the project by each person/ percentage of FTE; the cost per person; salary grade (if applicable). Calculation of other costs, such as travel and subsistence; hardware and software (if applicable) should also be clarified. All costs must be justified. Transparent Approach to Costing (TRAC) methodology must be used to calculate costs in bids from UK HE institutions. Any institutional contribution should be clearly identified.

35. Tenders should clearly demonstrate:

· An understanding of the area;

· The need/rationale for the proposed project and work programme;

· A realistic understanding of the scale of the work;

· The methodologies to be adopted;

· Clear project management set up;

· Clear outputs and deliverables;

· An appropriate mix of skills for the work, including rationale for collaboration in the case of consortia bids;

· The risk associated with the project have been considered;

· An outline of the areas to be covered in the final report;

· Clear, easy to understand costs for the project, with a clear rationale/breakdown of costs provided. 

Evaluation Criteria

36. The proposals will be evaluated by an evaluation panel appointed by the JISC. 

37. Proposals will be evaluated using the following criteria:

· Understanding of the issues addressed by the tender;

· Relevant experience;

· Feasibility of approach;

· Risk assessment & management;

· Value for money.

Legal Requirements 

38. Potential bidders should be aware that as a public body, JISC is subject to legislation such as the Race Relations Amendment Act, 2000, Equality Act 2006 and the Disability Discrimination Act 2005 (see http://www.hefce.ac.uk/lgm/divers/). JISC is also subject to the Data Protection Act 2003 and the Freedom of Information (FOI) Act 2000. JISC requires any potential bidder to be aware of and abide by these regulations. 

39. Any information that a bidder considers to be commercial in confidence will need to be put into a separate annex in the bid submission. JISC may still be obliged to make this information available if challenged. All bid submissions other than information in this annex will be deemed to be disclosable under the FOI Act. However, JISC would never disclose any information during the actual tendering process, to avoid any prejudice to this process.
 

Submitting a Proposal 

40. The deadline for receipt of submissions is 12 noon UK time on 15th March 2010. Bids should be sent to Laura Smyth – l.smyth@jisc.ac.uk. Late proposals will NOT be accepted. It is the responsibility of the bidder to ensure that the proposal has arrived by the deadline stated.

41. Tenders should be no longer than 10 (ten) single-sides of A4 pages (including cover sheet and any confidential annexes as described above) and should be typeset in Arial or a similar font at a minimum of 11-point size. Any bids without a cover sheet or that exceed the ten-page limit will be rejected by the Executive prior to the evaluation stage. NO additional appendices should be attached to the bid unless specifically requested in the ITT.
42. To summarise, a bid will be automatically rejected if: 

i.
It is received after the stated deadline; 

ii. 
A coversheet is not included;

iii.
It exceeds the page limit outlined in the tender. 

Award of Contract 

43. A selection panel will be established to review the bids received. JISC's procedure for evaluating bids can be found at: http://www.jisc.ac.uk/bideval. 

44. It is anticipated that bidders will be notified of the outcome of this tender exercise by the week commencing 29th March 2010. The successful bidder will be expected to start work on or around 5th April 2010.    

45. JISC will expect to work with the successful bidder to agree the workplan. The JISC shall determine the profile of payment to the successful bidder(s), once appointed. 

46. The JISC shall be under no obligation to accept the lowest, or any tender, and tenderers shall submit offers on the basis of so doing at no cost to the JISC.

Further Information 

47. Enquiries relating to the content of this invitation to tender should be sent to Neil Grindley, Programme Manager (tel: work+44 (0) 203 006 6059 email: n.grindley@jisc.ac.uk).
48. Enquiries relating to the submission process should be sent to Laura Smyth (Tel: +44 (0) 117 931 7451 email: l.smyth@jisc.ac.uk) 

JISC Executive
February 2010 
Appendix A

Example Budget for Tenders Submitted by UK HEIs

	Directly Incurred Staff
	August 09 - July 10
	August 10 – July 11
	TOTAL £

	Post, Grade, No. Hours & % FTE
	£
	£
	£

	Etc.
	£
	£
	£

	Etc.
	£
	£
	£

	Total Directly Incurred Staff (A)
	£
	£
	£

	
	
	
	

	Non-Staff
	August 09 - July 10
	August 10 – July 11
	TOTAL £

	Travel and expenses
	£
	£
	£

	Hardware/software
	£
	£
	£

	Dissemination
	£
	£
	£

	Evaluation
	£
	£
	£

	Other
	£
	£
	£

	TOTAL Directly Incurred Non-Staff (B)
	£
	£
	£

	
	
	
	

	Directly Incurred Total (A+B=C)
	£
	£
	£

	
	
	
	

	Directly Allocated 
	August 09 - July 10
	August 10 – July 11
	TOTAL £

	Staff
	£
	£
	£

	Estates
	£
	£
	£

	Other
	£
	£
	£

	Directly Allocated Total (D)
	£
	£
	£

	
	
	
	

	Indirect Costs (E)
	£
	£
	£

	
	
	
	

	Total project Costs (C+D+E)
	£
	£
	£

	Amount Requested from JISC
	£
	£
	£

	Institutional Contributions
	£
	£
	£

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Percentage contributions over the life of the project
	JISC 
x%
	Partners 
x%
	Total
100%


Explanation of Terms

All applications from UK HE institutions for development funding from JISC should be costed on the basis of full economic costs (fEC). fEC is the total cost of a project. 

Projects should be costed using the TRAC Research indirect and estates charge-out rates, and TRAC fEC methods for Research. If a project is not classified as Research under annual TRAC the Research charge-out rates should still be used.  However, there is no need to amend the denominator or the numerator of the charge-out rate calculations to try to incorporate these projects.

Further guidance on fEC for JISC-funded research and development projects can be found at: http://www.jisc.ac.uk/fundingopportunities/bidguide/fulleconomiccosting.aspx. 

Cost Headings

Directly Incurred

These are costs that are explicitly identifiable as part of the project, are charged at cash value actually spent and can be supported by an audit record. They include:

Staff – payroll costs requested for staff, full- or part-time, who will work on the project and whose time can be supported by a full audit trail during the life of the project. Academic-related staff who lead or work directly on a project should be classified as ‘researchers’ when costing the project and should be allocated indirect/estates costs. They should be included in the annual TRAC time allocation collection exercises when those are carried out, and their time on projects should be included in the denominator of the indirect and estates charge-out rate calculations when they are next calculated. 

Unless a member of staff will be spending 100% of their time on a project, all estimates of time on a project should be made in numbers of hours or days, for each year of the project. This should then be converted to a FTE for use in calculating the indirect and estate costs charges. 

Travel and Expenses – funds for travel and subsistence for use by staff who work on the project where these are required by the nature of the work. This should include attendance at programme meetings (two per year) and other relevant meetings dependent upon the project/programme.

Equipment – the cost of individual items of hardware or software dedicated to the project, including VAT, e.g. a computer for a newly recruited member of staff for the project.

Dissemination – the cost of any dissemination activities proposed for the project.

Evaluation – the cost of any formative or summative evaluation activities proposed for the project.

Other Costs – costs of other items dedicated to the project, including consumables, recruitment and advertising costs for staff directly employed on the project. 

Directly Allocated

These are the costs of resources used by a project, which are shared by other activities. They are charged to projects on the basis of estimates rather than actual costs and do not represent actual costs on a project-by-project basis. They include:

Staff – proposals will need to show the costs of any principal investigators/project directors and any co-investigators/co-directors if their time charged to the project is based on estimates rather than actual costs. This may also include the costs of technical and clerical staff, and if a project is buying a small amount of one or more of a person’s time. 

Estates – these costs may include building and premises costs, basic services and utilities, and any equipment maintenance or operational costs not already included under other cost headings.

Other Directly Allocated – these costs may include, for example, access to institutional research facilities such as equipment and IT systems. 

Indirect Costs

These include non-specific costs charged across all projects based on estimates that are not otherwise included as Directly Allocated costs. They include the costs of administration, such as personnel, finance, library and some departmental services. 

NB: Budgets should clarify the FTEs used to calculate the indirect and estates charges, and indicate which staff have been included. 

Indexation

Costings for subsequent years should factor in inflationary increases for salaries and other costs. All costings should be inclusive of any VAT applicable. 

Project Partners

Funding for project partners, e.g. staff time, should be clearly identified in the proposal under the relevant heading.  Resources to be provided by project partners, whether cash or in-kind contributions, should also be clearly identified in the proposal. 

Justification of Costs

All costs associated with the project must be fully justified. 

Virement

Directly Incurred Costs can be vired within the overall Directly Incurred budget heading, however, Directly Allocated and Indirect Costs cannot (they do not vary from the estimates made on project application). 

Appendix B

	Cover sheet for bids (all sections must be completed) 
	JISC ITT:  Clarifying the Purpose and Benefits of Preserving Software


	Name of institution/organisation: 

	Project partners (if applicable): 

	Full contact details for primary contact:
Name:
Position:
Email:
Address:
Tel:
Fax:

	Length of Project: 

	Project Start & End Dates: 

	Total Funding Requested from JISC: 
Funding Broken Down Over Academic Year (August – July)
2009-10 AY(1 August 2009 – 31 July 2010):
2010-11 AY (1 August 2010 – 31 July 2011):


	Outline Project Description

	Tick this box to indicate that this proposal has been approved by an appropriate member of the institution/organisation  












� The JISC policy on open source software is available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/fundingopportunities/opensourcepolicy.aspx" �http://www.jisc.ac.uk/fundingopportunities/opensourcepolicy.aspx�


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/preservation.aspx"�http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/preservation.aspx�


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/inf11.aspx"�http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/inf11.aspx�


� �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Not_Invented_Here"�http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Not_Invented_Here�


� �HYPERLINK "http://sourceforge.net/"�http://sourceforge.net/�


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.cdlib.org/services/uc3/iPres/presentations/ConwaySoftware.pdf"�http://www.cdlib.org/services/uc3/iPres/presentations/ConwaySoftware.pdf�


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/media/documents/programmes/preservation/significantpropertiesofsoftware-final.doc"�http://www.jisc.ac.uk/media/documents/programmes/preservation/significantpropertiesofsoftware-final.doc� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/reppres/tools/software.aspx"�http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/reppres/tools/software.aspx�


� Download available at: �HYPERLINK "http://dl.dropbox.com/u/3420357/uk.ac.stfc.spw_1.0.0.zip"�http://dl.dropbox.com/u/3420357/uk.ac.stfc.spw_1.0.0.zip� (35.5Mb)


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.eclipse.org/"�http://www.eclipse.org/�


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/reppres/tools/software.aspx"�http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/reppres/tools/software.aspx�


� H Heslop et al, An Approach to the Preservation of Digital Records, National Archives of Australia,2002. �HYPERLINK "http://duckdigital.com/DAM/wp-content/uploads/2006/09/ApproachPreservationDigitalRecords.pdf"�http://duckdigital.com/DAM/wp-content/uploads/2006/09/ApproachPreservationDigitalRecords.pdf� 


� This forms part of a longer document entitled ‘Policy on open source software for JISC projects and services’. �HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/fundingopportunities/opensourcepolicy.aspx"�http://www.jisc.ac.uk/fundingopportunities/opensourcepolicy.aspx�


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.dcc.ac.uk/resource/curation-manual/chapters/representation-information/"�http://www.dcc.ac.uk/resource/curation-manual/chapters/representation-information/�


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.oss-watch.ac.uk/resources/reuseReadinessRating.xml"�http://www.oss-watch.ac.uk/resources/reuseReadinessRating.xml�


� See overleaf for an explanation of the terms directly incurred, directly allocated and indirect costs.





