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JISC Project Plan
Overview of Project

1. Background

1.1
Committee records are a vital source of information across higher education. At King’s College London committees such as Council, Academic Board and their sub-committees provide strategic development, operational effectiveness, audit and support policy development and governance. Within schools, departments and administrative teams, committees develop local strategies and oversee operational planning. All of these groups are essential forums for debate and decision-making. Their activities cover the full range of the College’s work and their agendas, minutes and papers are a crucial record of how the College manages its interests.

1.2
The Colleges’ numerous committees, like those of most HEIs, create a large number of records. Records of different committees are administered in diverse ways and record-keeping practices can be inconsistent. Committee materials raise a number of concerns in both the current and the archival phases of their lifecycle.


· Current phase
Agendas, minutes and papers have a wide circulation. Copies, in both paper and electronic form, proliferate across College. The sheer volume inhibits effective cross College communication and raises concern about storage and authoritative copies.

Committee papers are also a key source of information for Freedom of Information (FoI) although they often prove hard to find and search. Searches for particular topics or themes across paper files are difficult since minutes are rarely now indexed. 

· Archival phase
Many committee minutes are the key evidential records of decision-making and as such many are of legal and historical significance. At King’s, as elsewhere, the archive set is currently retained in paper form. Paper can be difficult to search and is increasingly expensive to store, especially in archive-standard conditions in central London.

1.3
With these concerns in view, the project will create a central repository of College committee records, hosted on the web. This resource will serve College staff and students as well as external users. It will promote institutional transparency, contribute to improved internal communication and support the modernisation of structures for decision-making.


1.4
The project addresses a common concern across the sector about how vital but extensive committee records can be effectively managed, stored, maintained and made available.  It will build on best practice, make use of current technology and contribute a case study of high relevance to the HE sector.
2. Aims and Objectives
2.1
The project will promote the themes of administrative efficiency, organisational transparency, best use of technology and environmental policies with regard to the use of paper. The project’s outputs will have a direct value across the HE sector. 

2.2
Key achievements will include:
· A fully tested methodology for publishing committee records, transferable throughout the sector.

· Reports on key themes including platforms, formats and metadata.

· A case study on preservation options along with a specification of needs and costed alternatives.

· A range of useful documentation for wider use across the HE community.

· A searchable online archive of core committee records.

2.3
The project will directly support King’s ongoing reform of the College committee structure and of communications more generally.
3. Overall Approach

3.1
The project will last for ten moths. Structurally it will fall into five core packages as set out below:

Preparation
Objectives: to assemble the project team, confirm the project plan, engage all stakeholders and establish effective communications networks.
Processes
Objectives: to determine technical, practical and procedural requirements, to build and populate the repository, to test and refine and to document.
Publication
Objectives: to deliver the Committee Zone as a fully tested web resource integrated into the KCL website within the College CMS. To deliver a viable exit strategy.
Preservation
Objectives: to ensure that preservation priorities are properly accounted for within the project, to explore established methodologies and to evaluate their viability.
Reporting, evaluation and dissemination
Objectives: to report fully on the project, to evaluate progress and to disseminate findings widely to an audience of relevant professionals.
3.2
Important questions to be addressed by the project include:

How will uploading and indexing work?

The project will develop procedures for uploading and indexing and test these extensively with users. The project will work in conjunction with committee administrators to develop an intuitive indexing interface.

Legal issues?

Publication of committee records shows a strong commitment to corporate transparency. Since FoI came fully into force increasing levels of disclosure are being mandated for the public sector. The Environmental Information Regulations increase the requirement for public disclosure still further. The project will explore options for linking online committee records directly to the College’s FoI Publication Scheme.

How is restricted material managed?

Some committee records raise issues of commercial and personal confidentiality. Access to confidential material needs to be restricted and the project will explore ways of identifying and securing sensitive data. Key questions will include: when should data be flagged as being sensitive? Who makes choices on the extent and implications of sensitivity? How long should publication be delayed? Who has access to sensitive material while it’s closed? And so on.
How are the records searched and used within the College and outside?

The project will explore diverse ways of searching and using committee records. It will work with various users (both internal and external) and develop an interface and search tools that suit their information needs. Metadata searches may serve expert users like committee administrators. External users may prefer Google-style full text searches.
Websites that host similar material will be evaluated and compared including the committee pages of the UK Parliament site, the London Assembly’s web pages and the sites of other public authorities with a statutory duty to publish committee records.
What about preservation?

Committee records are a core historical source and need to be retained indefinitely. As well as a searchable online version the project will specify and create an archive copy of every record. The project will explore the option of housing these archive versions on a secure ‘dark’ server. The project will draw directly on the work and documentation of the JISC-funded PARDIGM project providing a practical test for their methodology.

3.3
Critical success factors for the project include:

· Effective buy-in from the College, especially from the College Secretary’s Office, school administrators, committee secretaries and committee members
· Effective dissemination to the wider HE community
· Viable procedures and processes for indexing, uploading and publishing records
· Workable solutions to key issues and concerns, especially about confidentiality, security and legal compliance
· A clearly defined preservation strategy, drawing on accepted standards and best practice
· A useable, searchable on-line repository of College committee records
4. Project Outputs
	A live set of committee records
	To be published freely on the web. Useable by the College and useful for other institutions as an exemplar.

	An analysis of committee administrative procedures and practices
	A detailed workflow with observations and recommendations.

	Procedures and protocols for uploading and publishing records
	‘How to’ guides drafted with extensive user input. These will operate as policy within College and serve as useful models outside.

	Evaluation reports on key issues
	Discussions and recommendations on:
a) File formats

b) Metadata

c) Vocabulary controls

d) Risks (legal and security)

e) Exit strategy

f) Preservation

	Review of in-house and external preservation options
	An evaluation of options and implications. To form the basis of College strategy and to inform the wider sector about the alternatives.

	Dissemination event
	To promote and circulate our findings to HE administrators, managers, records and IT specialists and beyond.

	Interim reports and completion report
	To update JISC on progress and milestones.

	Final report
	To consolidate the project’s findings and to promote and share them.


5. Project Outcomes

5.1
The project will have a direct and positive impact within King’s. It will:
· Contribute to the ready availability of key management data. In this way it will help strengthen executive decision-making and will reduce the need for College officers and others to keep their own duplicate sets of committee records.

· Support institutional FoI compliance.

· Reduce redundancy in record keeping and in printing out in line with environmental policies.

· Allow for the systematic maintenance and storage of a permanent committee archive. This archive will be a key part of the College’s historical record.

5.2
In sectoral terms the project advances the goal of institutional transparency, a crucial driver within HE. It also promotes the progressive use of communications technologies, harnessing the web as a tool for publishing corporate information in a useful and useable way.
6. Stakeholder Analysis

	Stakeholder
	Interest / stake
	Importance

	College Secretary’s office
	· Streamlined administrative processes

· More efficient circulation

· Improved search and retrieval
	High

	College committees
	· Better circulation and publication

· Wider and more effective access

· Improved search and retrieval
	High

	Local administrators
	· Streamlined administrative processes

· More efficient circulation

· Improved search and retrieval
	High

	ACRS (Archives and Corporate Records Services)
	· More efficient archival storage

· Guaranteed longevity and long term accessibility

· Wider publication and improved search and retrieval supporting FoI compliance
	High

	College Council, Principal and senior management
	· Enhanced corporate transparency

· Support for legal compliance
	Medium

	External Relations
	· Informative, meaningful and well-structured web content

· Support for enquiries, for instance from journalists
	Medium

	Web site users
	· Informative, meaningful and well-structured web content
	Medium

	The wider HE community
	· Useful tools

· Instructive case study

· Dissemination event
	Low


7. Risk Analysis

	Risk
	Probability

(1-5)
	Severity

(1-5)
	Score

(P x S)
	Action to Prevent/Manage Risk

	Failure to recruit
	2
	4
	8
	· Advertise widely

· Use specialist agencies where necessary

· Offer as a secondment

	Losing project manager, researcher or other key personnel and knowledge
	3
	5
	15
	· Extend the project deadline within the Programme time-frame

· Replace staff swiftly

· Share knowledge and cascade information

	Failure of platform
	2
	5
	10
	· Use an established platform already in use within the College

· Maintain relations with the supplier

· Develop in-house knowledge and skills

· Explore an alternative option

	Failure of the College to engage
	3
	4
	12
	· Gain early support and engagement

· Establish a Project Board with appropriate representation

· Work closely with administrators and committees on the ground

· Build a network and continue to communicate effectively

	Failure to engage with a wider audience beyond the College
	3
	3
	9
	· Establish and maintain a project website

· Build a network and continue to communicate effectively

· Host a dissemination event

	Sustainability beyond project funding
	3
	3
	9
	· Establish and promote the repository

· Embed new processes into College systems and procedures

· Ensure longevity of data through a standards-lead approach to archiving


8. Standards

8.1
Metadata 
There are a number of model metadata schemas across the library, archive and information management sector, though few are directly applicable to administrative records. The project will look in particular at the NAA (National Archives of Australia) metadata standard and at our own e-GMS (e-government metadata standard). Any metadata set generated by the project will be derived from Dublin Core and cross-walked to EAD for archive portability.

The project will also explore subject thesauri as a source for indexing keywords. Investigations will take in the UNESCO thesaurus, UKAT and the Integrated Public Sector Vocabulary (IPSV) amongst others, reworking them for an HE committee environment.
8.2
Software 
The project will make use of Brandworkz digital asset management (DAM) software to store and publish the records. Brandworkz is a proprietary solution already in use by the College.

As an alternative the project will explore FEDORA. FEDORA is currently being used by AHDS (Arts and Humanities Data Service) to develop a repository of academic outputs for King’s in preparation for the next RAE.

8.3
Data format 
The project will consider which format committee records are best saved and stored in. It will explore the implications of using proprietary formats (such as MS Word), de facto standards (pdf) and open standards (including odf). Work here will draw on guidance from the National Archives (TNA), the Digital Curation Centre (DCC) and the British Library.

8.4
Data preservation
The project will specify the requirement for hosting and maintaining a dark archive of committee records. It will explore the costs and feasibility of maintaining the archive both in-house and externally, under contract. The specification will be built around best practice and in particular the standards set out in the Digital Preservation Coalition’s (DPC) handbook.

9. Technical Development

Not applicable to this project.

10. Intellectual Property Rights

10.1
Rights in the project rest with King’s College London, though all findings and reports will be shared freely and in perpetuity with the JISC community. 

10.2
All rights in the contents of the repository (including database rights, copyrights and moral rights) rest exclusively with King’s College London. The terms for accessing and using repository content will be stated explicitly on the website.
Project Resources

11. Project Partners

There are no partners to this project.
12. Project Management
12.1
Project management will follow JISC’s best practice guidelines and progress reports will be passed to the JISC Programme Manager periodically.

12.2
The project’s management structure is as follows:
	Project Board
	The Board will be chaired by a senior College officer and will include representation from academic schools and from the College secretariat. The Board will build on the work of the exiting Digital Assts Management Taskforce and oversee the progress of the project.

	Project Director
	The Director of Archives and Information Management will monitor the project and its outputs and ensure that it retains a high profile within College and beyond.

	Project Manager
	The Records and Archives Manager will retain control over the day-to-day progress of the project and will ensure that targets and deadlines are met.

	Project Researcher
	The Researcher will be primarily responsible for delivering project tasks as set out in the detailed project plan.


13. Programme Support

13.1
The project will look to the JISC Programme Manager (JPM) for support as required. In particular the JPM can help keep us in touch with the wider Programme. He can identify others projects that link or overlap with ours and introduce us to other teams working in similar areas. 

13.2
The JPM can also keep us updated on relevant events – training sessions, conferences, seminars, presentations and so on.

14. Budget

See Appendix A.

	Total Project Cost (C+D+E)
	£72743.94


	Amount Requested from JISC
	£30000



	Institutional Contributions
	£42743.94



Detailed Project Planning

15. Workpackages

See Appendix B.

16. Evaluation Plan

	Timing
	Factor to Evaluate
	Questions to Address
	Method(s)
	Measure of Success

	Workpackage 1

No. 8
	Project plan and schedule
	· Is the plan clear and are all the participants aware of it?
	Review by Project Board
Dissemination via network and website
	Active engagement by all participants
Delivery of the project according to the plan and on schedule

	Workpackage 2

No. 9
	File formats
	· Has the most appropriate format been selected?
	Evaluation report

Review by Project Board

Feedback from network
	A carefully selected solution meeting both immediate and longer term needs 

	Workpackage 2

No. 11
	Metadata
	· Has the right metadata been chosen?
	Evaluation report

Review by Project Board

Feedback from network
	A carefully selected solution meeting both immediate and longer term needs

	Workpackage 2

No. 12
	Data entry rules
	· Have useful rules been established?
	Evaluation report

Review by Project Board

Feedback from network
	A carefully selected solution that supports consistency and accuracy but remains practical and useable too

	Workpackage 2

No. 13
	Legal and security risks
	· Have all the risks been identified and are the right protocols in place to address them?
	Evaluation report

Review by Project Board

Feedback from network
	A risk-aware and legally compliant approach to managing and publishing committee records

	Workpackage 2

No. 14
	Workflows
	· Have streamlined and effective workflows been defined?
	Documented workflow

User input and testing

Review by Project Board

Feedback from network
	Established workflows that support institutional efficiency

	Workpackage 2

No. 15
	Upload and indexing interface
	· Is the interface user-friendly and intuitive?
	User input and testing

Review by Project Board

Feedback from network
	A tried and tested interface fully accessible to users

	Workpackage 2

No. 18
	Procedures for administrators
	· Do the procedures support more efficient and effective working?

· Are the published procedures readily understandable?
	Published procedures

User input and testing

Review by Project Board

Feedback from network
	Established procedures that support institutional efficiency
Tested and approved by users for accessibility

	Workpackage 3
	Repository web front-end
	· Is the repository fully integrated with the College website?

· Is it user-friendly and intuitive?

· Are search and retrieval functions effective?
	Collaboration with the College WebTeam and with External Relations

User input and testing

Review by Project Board

Feedback from network
	A tried and tested front-end integrated with the College website and fully accessible to users

	Workpackage 3

No. 23
	Exit strategy and alternative platform
	· Has a viable exit strategy been determined?
	Evaluation report
Review by Project Board

Feedback from network
	A realistic exit strategy with an evaluation of an alternative platform 

	Workpackage 4
	Preservation strategy
	· Has a workable approach to preservation been adopted?
	Collaboration with the Arts and Humanities Data Service

Evaluation report
Review by Project Board

Feedback from network
	A fully informed understanding of preservation risks and issues

A viable standards-lead strategy for ensuring longevity



	Ongoing
	Project progress
	· Is the project progressing on schedule and on target?
	Active, ongoing project management

Periodic progress reports

Review by JISC Programme Manager

Review by Project Board
	Steady progress, ongoing documentation and early warning of any project risks


17. Quality Plan
Project Board = PB

Project Sponsor = PS

Project Manager = PM

Project Researcher = PR

	Output
	Repository

	Timing
	Quality criteria
	QA method(s)
	Evidence of compliance
	Responsibilities
	Quality tools 

(if applicable)

	Workpackage 2
	Appropriateness of file format
	Research and report on standards and best practice

Consult with specialists as required and via the network
	A well informed, standards-lead choice
	PM and PR

Review by PB

Sign off by PS


	

	Workpackage 2
	Quality of metadata
	Research and report on standards and best practice

Consult with specialists as required and via the network

Test, check and monitor
	Consistent, accurate and reliable metadata

Support for a diverse range of searches by both internal and external users

Adequate information to manage data appropriately throughout its lifecycle
	PM and PR

Review by PB

Sign off by PS


	

	Workpackage 2
	Security and compliance of content
	Research and report on risks

Develop technical and procedural safeguards

Test, check and monitor
	Security and legal compliance concerns identified and managed
Ongoing assurance of repository content
	PM and PR

Review by PB

Sign off by PS


	

	Workpackage 2
	User satisfaction with upload and indexing interface
	User input into design and development

User testing
	Uploading and indexing tasks readily integrated into administrative workflows
	PM and PR

Review by PB

Sign off by PS


	

	Workpackage 3
	User satisfaction with web front-end
	User input into design and development

User testing
	Ongoing user satisfaction
	PM and PR

Review by PB

Sign off by PS


	

	Workpackage 3
	Adequacy of exit strategy
	Full evaluation of an alternative platform
	Genuine viability of an alternative platform
	PM and PR

Review by PB

Sign off by PS


	


	Output
	Workflows, procedures and protocols

	Timing
	Quality criteria
	QA method(s)
	Evidence of compliance
	Responsibilities
	Quality tools 

(if applicable)

	Workpackage 2
	Operational benefits of streamlined workflows
	Research and report on current workflows

User input into design and development

Developments to build on existing best practice
	Wide acceptance of the model workflow
	PM and PR

Review by PB

Sign off by PS


	

	Workpackage 2
	Accessibility and ease of use of published procedures
	User input into design and development

User testing
	Ongoing user satisfaction
	PM and PR

Review by PB

Sign off by PS


	

	Workpackage 3
	Support for Freedom of Information compliance
	Link repository to FoI publication scheme and disclosure log

Test interface and search/ retrieval functions with a wide range of users and diverse enquiries
	Ease of access for FoI enquirers
	PM and PR

Review by PB

Sign off by PS


	


	Output
	Preservation

	Timing
	Quality criteria
	QA method(s)
	Evidence of compliance
	Responsibilities
	Quality tools 

(if applicable)

	Workpackage 4
	Longevity of digital committee records
	Research and report on standards and best practice

Thoroughly investigate options and strategies

Consult with specialists as required and via the network

Report to PB on preservation implications at every stage of the project 
	Preservation concerns properly prioritised within the project and well understood by all stakeholders

A viable standards-lead strategy for ensuring longevity
	PM and PR

Review by PB

Sign off by PS


	


18. Dissemination Plan

	Timing
	Dissemination Activity
	Audience
	Purpose
	Key Message

	Oct 2007
	Publish plan
	Internal stakeholders
	Inform and engage
	Set out targets and timeline

Clarify what is expected of participants and of key stakeholders

	Oct 2007 – Jan 2008
	Work with central and local committees
	Internal stakeholders
	Secure buy-in

Inform and promote
	Developments are user lead; user input is vital to the project’s success

	Mar 2008
	Launch repository
	Wide internal audience

Interested external parties including other HEIs
	Promote and advertise the repository

Generate interest
	The repository streamlines workflows and improves corporate communications

Institutional buy-in is essential for its ongoing success



	Ongoing
	Informal reports
	Communications network
	Invite feedback

Promote debate
	The project is collaborative and inclusive

Diverse views are welcome; feedback will inform the project’s development

	Ongoing
	Evaluation reports
	Internal stakeholders

Interested external parties including other HEIs
	Inform
	Key project decisions are carefully researched

The repository will be developed with best practice and relevant standards in sight

	Ongoing
	Website
	Internal stakeholders

Interested external parties including other HEIs
	Inform and raise awareness
	The project is collaborative and inclusive

Outputs and findings are willingly shared

	Ongoing
	Progress reports
	Internal stakeholders

Communications network

JISC
	Inform
	The project is effectively managed and progress is carefully logged against expectations

	April 2008
	Dissemination event
	Wide internal audience

Interested HE communities, including administrators, records and information professionals and web specialists
	Interact, inform and raise awareness
	The project is collaborative and inclusive

Outputs and findings are willingly shared


19. Exit and Sustainability Plans
	Project Outputs
	Action for Take-up & Embedding
	Action for Exit

	Repository
	· Rollout to all central and local committees

· Promote to committee members and train committee administrators

· Integrate into CMS

· Support and maintain
	Rollout schedule

Promotional and training material

Integration into CMS

Ensure resource for ongoing support and maintenance

	Workflows, procedures and protocols
	· Embed into College practices and policies

· Promote

· Support and maintain
	Deliver documentation

Integrate within College policy framework

Ensure resource for ongoing support and maintenance

	Preservation strategy
	· Establish strategy

· Embed into College practices and procedures

· Deliver and maintain
	Identify strategy

Integrate within College policy framework

Ensure resource to establish and maintain


Appendixes

Appendix A. Project Budget

	Directly Incurred Staff
 
	

	Project researcher

Academic related Grade 1/2 point 4 (including London Weighting)
Full time for 34 weeks
	£15113

	Total Directly Incurred Staff (A)
	£15113


	
	

	Non-Staff
	

	Travel and expenses
	£1000

	Hardware/software

(Including PC, printer and scanner)
	£2000



	Dissemination

(Hosting one major dissemination event)
	£1500



	Web design work

(Fee sourced from Brandworkz, software suppliers) 
	£5500



	Server purchase
	£5000

	Server hosting and support for one year
	£3000

	Stationery, consumables, telephone, books and journals
	£750

	Total Directly Incurred Non-Staff (B)

	£18750



	
	

	Directly Incurred Total (A+B=C) (C)
	£33863


	
	

	Directly Allocated
	

	Project manager

Academic related Grade 4 point 18 for 90 days
FEC day rate = £236.35
	£21271.50

	Direct input by College IT staff allowed at 6 days for the project

Academic related Grade 3 Point 14
FEC day rate = £200.89
	£1205.34

	Estates costs for 8 months (charged on the project researcher)
	£4397

	Directly Allocated Total (D)
	£26873.84


	
	

	Indirect Costs


	

	Agency fees and VAT charges for project researcher at £10.09 per hour for 34 weeks
	£12007.10

	Indirect Costs Total (E)


	£12007.10

	
	

	Total Project Cost (C+D+E)
	£72743.94


	Amount Requested from JISC
	£30000



	Institutional Contributions
	£42743.94


	
	

	
	

	Percentage Contributions over the life of the project
	Total

100%


Appendix B. Workpackages
	
	Workpackage 1
	Workpackage 2
	Workpackage 3
	Workpackage 4
	Workpackage 5

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Aug
	X
	
	
	X
	X

	Sep
	X
	
	
	X
	X

	Oct
	X
	X
	
	X
	X

	Nov
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Dec
	
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Jan
	
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Feb
	
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Mar
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	Apr
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	May
	
	
	
	
	X


Project start date: 1st August 2007
Project completion date: 31st May 2008
Duration: 10 months

	
	
	
	
	Milestone
	Responsibility

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 1: Preparation

Objective: To assemble the project team, confirm the project plan, engage all the stakeholders and establish effective communications networks


	
	
	
	
	

	1. Consult across College: develop the project plan, ensure that it feeds into complimentary institutional strategies and plans, determine which College committees will take part in the project.
	1/8/2007
	4 weeks
	· Participating committees identified

· Integrated, collaborative approach ensured
	
	PM

	2. Recruit: recruit PR (agencies, advert or secondment).
	20/8/2007
	6 weeks
	· PR in post
	
	PM

	3. Board: assemble internal PB to include both academics and administrators; lead by a senior College officer.
	1/9/2007
	4 weeks
	· PB in place and meetings scheduled
	M1
	PS and PM

	4. Induction: Induction programme.
	1/10/2007
	2 weeks
	· PR inducted
	
	PM

	5. Training: including instruction from software suppliers.
	1/10/2007
	2 weeks
	· PR trained
	
	PM

	6. Website: establish website and weblog.
	1/10/2007
	4 weeks
	· Website live
	M2
	PR

	7. Network: build a communications network; a group with a stake or an interest in the project.
	1/10/2007
	Ongoing
	· Database of contacts
	
	PS, PM and PR

	8. Publish plan and schedule: finalise and circulate.
	22/10/2007
	2 weeks
	· Plan and agreed schedule published
	M3
	PS, PM and PR

	WORKPACKAGE 2: Processes

Objective: To determine technical, practical and procedural requirements, to build and populate the repository, to test and refine and to document


	
	
	
	
	

	9. File format: investigate options (pdf, odf etc.), consider alternatives and select a preference.
	1/10/2007
	6 weeks
	· Selection

· Evaluation report
	M4
	PM and PR

	10. Past papers: assemble electronic copies of past papers (two years for each committee) and identify document types.
	29/10/2007
	4 weeks
	· Sets of papers in selected format

· Analysis of document types
	M5
	PR

	11. Metadata: explore standards and best practice, determine metadata set
	29/10/2007
	6 weeks
	· Selection

· Evaluation report
	M6
	PM and PR

	12. Data entry rules – terms and format: explore options for assigning and using a standardised vocabulary (for instance for the names of buildings, groups and subjects) and for standardising data entry formats (for personal names, dates etc.)
	29/10/2007
	6 weeks
	· Standard terms

· Data format rules

· Evaluation report
	M7
	PM and PR

	13. Legal and security: determine issues and develop protocols.
	29/10/2007
	6 weeks
	· Risk assessment

· Recommendations
	M8
	PM and PR

	14. Workflows: define workflows for creating, classifying, indexing, uploading and publishing records.
	29/10/2007
	6 weeks
	· Tested workflows
	M9
	PM and PR

	15. Repository: define the structure of the repository; design and build upload and indexing interface.
	26/11/2007
	4 weeks
	· Fully configured repository

· Approved interface
	M10
	PM, PR, WD and KIS

	16. Test with central users: test using past papers; test workflows, interface, data entry rules etc. Iterative process refining and redesigning as required.
	2/1/2008
	4 weeks
	· Decisions diary (issues and actions)
	
	PR

	17. Local testing: move out to smaller committees embedded within schools; work through local issues and refine and redesign as required.
	7/1/2008
	4 weeks
	· Decisions diary
	
	PR

	18. Procedures: Draft comprehensive procedures to guide data upload and indexing.
	2/1/2008
	5 weeks
	· Refined procedures for administrators
	M11
	PM and PR

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 3: Publication

Objective: To deliver the Committee Zone as a fully tested web resource integrated into the KCL website within the College CMS. To deliver a viable exit strategy

	
	
	
	
	

	19. Web integration: design and deliver web front-end; Ensure integration with CMS.
	4/2/2008
	5 weeks
	· Website

· Effective integration with CMS
	M12
	PM, PR, WD and KIS

	20. Test: Test with web users (students, committee members, College staff, external enquirers).
	18/2/2008
	2 weeks
	· Decisions diary
	
	PR

	21. Publication: publish to corporate website. Add links as required (for instance from the FoI Publication Scheme, schools’ homepages etc.)
	25/2/2008
	3 weeks
	· Tested, approved and embedded website
	
	PS, PM, PR and KIS

	22. Launch: launch and promote site
	17/3/2008
	1 week
	· Launch event
	M13
	PB, PS, PM and PR

	23. Alternative: consider exit strategy and alternative platform (FEDORA).
	26/11/2007
	16 weeks
	· Evaluation report
	M14
	PM, PR and KIS

	WORKPACKAGE 4: Preservation

Objective: To ensure that  preservation priorities are properly accounted for within  the project, to explore established methodologies and to  evaluate their viability

	
	
	
	
	

	24. Issues: investigate digital preservation issues and report to PB at an early stage on principles and priorities.
	1/8/2007
	10 weeks
	· Report to PB
	
	PM and PR

	25. Key decisions: ensure preservation issues are considered alongside every major project decision, for instance choices of format and metadata.
	1/10/2007
	Ongoing
	· An account of preservation implications to PB at every stage
	
	PS, PM and PB

	26. Methodologies: explore the PARADIGM methodology for managing digital archives in detail. Map to our own processes.
	29/10/2007
	22 weeks
	· Reports to PB
	
	PM and PR

	27. Dark server: investigate the option of maintaining a pristine copy of data on a dark server.
a) Specify requirement
b) Scope and cost in-house provision
c) Scope and cost external service
	24/3/2008
	4 weeks
	· Evaluation report
	M15
	PM, PR and KIS

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 5: Reporting, evaluation and dissemination

Objective: To report fully on the project, to evaluate progress and to disseminate findings to a wide audience of relevant professionals


	
	
	
	
	

	28. Interim reports: submit JISC progress reports and other documentation on schedule.
	1/8/2007
	Ongoing
	
	
	PM and PR

	29. Informal reports: maintain an informal record of project progress via a weblog and periodic correspondence with the project communications network.
	1/10/2007
	Ongoing
	
	
	PR

	30. Evaluation reports:
a) Formats
b) Metadata
c) Vocabulary controls
d) Risks (legal and security)
e) Exit strategy and alternative
f) Preservation
	12/11/2007
	Periodically
	
	
	PM and PR

	31. Website: maintain a project website and publish all interim and final outputs.
	1/10/2007
	Ongoing
	
	
	PR

	32. Completion report: deliver a completion report to JISC.
	21/4/2008
	2 weeks
	
	M16
	PM and PR

	33. Dissemination event: host a dissemination event at king’s aimed at a wide audience of HE IT professionals, archivists, records managers and administrators.
	21/4/2008
	6 weeks
	
	M17
	PB, PS, PM and PR

	34. Final report: deliver final report to JISC.
	2/5/2008
	4 weeks
	
	M18
	PS, PM and PR


Project Team
Project Board – PB

Project Sponsor – PS

Project Manager – PM

Project Researcher – PR

Web designer – WD

King’s IT support - KIS
Page 8 of 20
Page 6 of 21

