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JISC Project Plan Template

Overview of Project

1. Background

An institutional repository for Leeds Met will meet a number of institutional needs as well as providing useful experience which will be fed back to the sector.  It is envisaged that this project will deliver the following:

· An institutional needs analysis of the need for an institutional repository

· A set of priorities for potential repository content

· Implementation of an institutional repository based on the highest priority content needs

· A plan for a strategy to extend the repository to meet the remaining needs

Amongst the areas for consideration would be:

· an open access research repository

· an assessment, learning and teaching repository for learning objects, assessment objects

· a showcase for student work

· digital images of heritage collections

· a managed environment for the deposit of internal documents.  

In investigating the need for a research repository, the University would need to join the community of open access publishing.  A policy of open access publishing of internally produced journal articles (and, conceivably, book chapters / whole books) will enable the University to make its intellectual assets more widely available across the wider academic community.  For the future, this would also enable the University to facilitate the sharing of intellectual capital amongst partners in the Regional University Network (RUN).  An institutional repository of learning and assessment objects would provide a central point for the development and curation of teaching and learning materials.  In the longer term, this would enable the University to work more effectively across boundaries with its partner colleges in the Regional University Network (RUN) in sharing both learning and teaching materials as well as research outputs.  This project will provide benefits both locally and across the sector as follows:

· locally, the project will lead to increased awareness of research and/or assessment learning and teaching activities within the University which may then be extended to the RUN.  Academics will benefit from ease of access to each others’ research and/or teaching outputs; and learners and/or researchers will benefit from optimised access to an enhanced range of e-learning materials which can be ‘dropped’ directly into their virtual learning environment

· an open access repository at Leeds Metropolitan University will be a valuable addition to the number of repositories in higher education institutions in the UK.  Leeds Met staff and researchers will be contributing a body of open access materials which benefit the community, be these re-usable learning and assessment objects, research papers or theses, and /or other outputs.  

· the project will deliver experience to the sector in setting up a repository based on open source software and employing open standards, thus underpinning the benefits to the wider community by ensuring that the materials contained in it may be easily found, retrieved and, where appropriate, re-used.  The team will draw on the experience of colleagues locally, at Leeds University, where a valuable partnership has already grown up around the use of repositories to store assessment objects as part of the Assessment and Learning in Practice Settings (ALPS) CETL.  It will also draw on the expertise and guidance provided as a result of other JISC funded projects, including SHERPA, Open DOAR and JORUM
· the project will also provide useful experience regarding joint projects with partners in Further Education institutions, through the involvement of institutions in the RUN.
2. Aims and Objectives

The broad aim of the project is to establish a repository for Leeds Metropolitan University, based on open standards, which not only meets the needs of the key stakeholders at Leeds Met, but also makes a valuable addition to the open access community.  Leeds Met will be making materials available which would otherwise not be promoted to the open access community, and at the same time the awareness of staff and students at Leeds Met and across the wider Regional University Network will be raised in respect of the value of open access publishing.
The objectives are:

· to raise the profile of open access publishing, and access to open access materials, through presentations to key stakeholder groups and training events

· to conduct an institutional needs analysis to establish the most appropriate (initial) focus for a Leeds Met institutional repository

· to conduct a market analysis of the most appropriate software solutions and, based on the institutional analysis, usability testing, software and hardware needs and support issues, and stakeholder input, choose a software / hardware solution for the Leeds Met repository

· to establish workflows for the ingest of content to the repository, including metadata standards

· to commission a representative body of initial content, which will promote the use and benefits of the repository, and in its turn generate new content
· to establish the Leeds Met repository as a standard element of the workflow of those generating research outputs and or learning / assessment objects, or any other content which is identified at the outset as being the primary initial focus of the Leeds Met repository

3. Overall Approach

The project will consist of a number of inter-related activities, leading to the choice and implementation of a chosen software solution.  Once the repository software is commissioned, the project will move to a phase where advocacy work will continue, with the emphasis on procuring content for the repository, and promoting its use and benefits both in-house and to the wider community.

Institutional (user / business) needs analysis
A detailed needs analysis will be conducted to ensure that the final product delivers the benefits required by the University, which may then be extended to meet the needs of partners.  The analysis will consider whether the University’s needs would be best met by a single purpose or a blended repository, or multiple repositories.  For each area identified, a comprehensive list of the kinds of materials, objects and file types which may need to be deposited, stored and potentially re-used will be drawn up.  Examples from across the sector and from needs already identified internally suggest that items that might be deposited will include research papers, complex learning objects, podcasts, videos, e-theses.  
The analysis will result in a prioritised list of needs, from which the project team will select the top level, most immediate need and concentrate on this area for the repository start up phase.  The analysis will also identify whether, depending on the type of repository identified, there is a need for both open access and federated / closed access.  This will depend on the types of material to be handled, and will also require detailed consideration of issues around intellectual property rights and copyright.
Selection of software solution
On the basis of the outcomes of the analysis outlined above, the project team and wider consultative group will select the most appropriate software solution to meet the highest level need.  Given the user requirements identified, the group will have identified whether a single repository will meet University needs, or if multiple (albeit centrally managed) repositories would be more appropriate.  However, whatever the software solution, it should be extendable and/or portable to meet future needs, for example should the University wish to implement a repository which serves the needs of all the RUN partners.

Implementation of the chosen software solution
Once the software product and hosting solution has been identified, the project team will identify the most appropriate way for the database to be structured, and, in order for the repository to offer maximum benefit to the sector, develop appropriate policies around metadata (a clear policy on the standard(s) to be used); data access and re-use; content types; submission protocols and a statement on preservation.  It will be important at this point to take on the knowledge and experience of the sector, and the team will seek advice from the Repository Support Project led by SHERPA, and also use the standard policies in preparation by the Open DOAR project team.  

At this point, the team will consider workflow issues, and also whether self deposit by object creators / authors is the most appropriate way to populate the database or whether mediated deposit with intervention from information professionals is the preferred model.  Within this part of the project, and depending on material type and origin, the team will evaluate means of automated metadata creation, building, for example, on work already carried out by JORUM / Intrallect and on the experience some members of the project team will have built up in this area through the joint project with Leeds University as part of the ALPS (Assessment and Learning in Practice Settings) CETL.  Professor Janet Finlay is submitting a related bid in the area of automatic creation of metadata for learning objects and the work of her project team may be particularly relevant at this time.

The project team will take full account of Intellectual Property rights issues and protocols.  The University Copyright Clearance officer is a member of the project team, and it is envisaged that she will work with the University Secretary’s office and legal advisory team in establishing appropriate workflows and guidance materials.

Advocacy
It is key to the success of the project that the repository is accepted as an important asset to the University, and that will become populated with significant mass of learning / assessment objects and/or open access research papers.  To achieve institutional buy-in, and hence a willingness to deposit materials amongst the academic staff, it is crucial that advocacy of both open access publishing, the benefits of a central repository of shared and reusable learning and teaching materials, and the role of the repository in storing and showcasing the institution’s intellectual assets is carried out both across the University and the partners in the Regional University Network.  Whilst in the start up phase the team will be concentrating on one of these areas, a shared understanding of the future possibilities offered by a well populated repository, or maybe a number of repositories, will be a crucial investment in future success.
Sustainability
In order to ensure that the repository is sustainable in the longer term, the team will monitor the risk schedule (see point 3, below) on a regular basis.  Software solutions will be examined for future proofing.  The skills base of members of staff associated with the project will be shared amongst other members of staff (for example, existing cataloguing staff) to ensure that, should longer term funding not be secured, these skills would not be lost.  A critical element of sustainability will also be tied to institutional buy-in, encouraged jointly by advocacy, evaluation and dissemination.  The institutional needs analysis will have provided a clear indication of both the immediate and longer term demands the University may make of an institutional repository, and for the longer term the team will plan for extension of the repository across the broader consortium of the RUN and other partners, as well as meeting the other types of needs identified other than those addressed in the start up phase.  Future sources of funding will be sought accordingly.

Dissemination
In addition to the project group’s obligation to provide feedback to JISC, it will be important to disseminate the experiences and findings of the project back to the immediate audience and wider community in a planned and focussed manner.  Opportunities will be sought to make contributions to events and relevant publications.  The team will also seek to join other related JISC projects, and make contributions in both sharing information and experience, and in investigating new avenues for development.
4. Project Outputs

The major project deliverables will be:

· A robust project plan, which will set the project in context, and provide a framework against which to measure progress and success
· Training and awareness raising events for both Library staff and staff across the University regarding open access publishing and the benefits of an institutional repository

· A market analysis of available repository solutions

· A number of events to demonstrate available software, as part of the evaluation exercise

· An institutional analysis which will indicate the priorities for early content of the repository

· A detailed and well documented set of workflows outlining the process for depositing materials in the repository, including specifications for metadata and other standards to be observed

· User support materials related to the software interface, both for the end user, and for those depositing materials in the repository
The knowledge and experience we intend to build and extend upon is as follows:
· Workflows re. ingest of materials; protocols for adding of metadata;
· Use of appropriate metadata schema for type of repository being established;

· Use of a hosted solution – advantages and disadvantages of this

· Effectiveness of a variety of approaches to advocacy

5. Project Outcomes

The project outcomes we envisage are as follows:


· locally, the project will lead to increased awareness of research and/or assessment learning and teaching activities within the University which may then be extended to the Regional University Network.  Academics will benefit from ease of access to each others’ research and/or teaching outputs; and learners and/or researchers will benefit from optimised access to an enhanced range of e-learning materials which can be ‘dropped’ directly into their virtual learning environment


· an open access repository at Leeds Metropolitan University will be a valuable addition to the number of repositories in higher education institutions in the UK.  Leeds Met staff and researchers will be contributing a body of open access materials which benefit the community, be these re-usable learning and assessment objects, research papers or theses, and /or other outputs.

· the project will deliver experience to the sector in setting up a repository based on open source software and employing open standards, thus underpinning the benefits to the wider community by ensuring that the materials contained in it may be easily found, retrieved and, where appropriate, re-used.  The team will draw on the experience of colleagues locally, at Leeds University, where a valuable partnership has already grown up around the use of repositories to store assessment objects as part of the Assessment and Learning in Practice Settings (ALPS) CETL.  It will also draw on the expertise and guidance provided as a result of other JISC funded projects, including SHERPA, Open DOAR and JORUM

· the project will also provide useful experience regarding joint projects with partners in Further Education institutions, through the involvement of institutions in the Regional University Network.
6. Stakeholder Analysis

	Stakeholder
	Interest / stake
	Importance

	Vice Chancellor
	Repository as show case for the intellectual outputs of the University
	High

	Pro Vice Chancellor, Research
	Raised profile of research at Leeds Met
	High

	Pro Vice Chancellor, Assessment Learning and Teaching
	Organised environment for the deposit and sharing of learning and assessment objects, facilitating the growth of e-learning at Leeds Met
	High

	Research staff
	Repository will raise profile of individual’s research outputs, increasing visibility of research
	High

	Research students
	As above
	High

	Learning Technologists
	Repository will provide organised storage space for the deposit and sharing of learning and assessment objects from across the University, facilitating collaboration
	Medium

	Head of Learning Support Services
	Repository will enhance the Library’s e-services portfolio and extend interoperability, thus exploiting the integrated electronic information environment.
	High

	Learning Advisers (Library)
	Learning Advisers will have a key role in promoting the benefits of the repository across the Faculties
	High

	UK Research Community
	The UK research community will have improved access to the intellectual outputs of Leeds Met
	High

	Other users
	Other users will have access to the intellectual outputs of Leeds Met, which they previously have had difficulty in obtaining
	Medium

	Software vendors
	The chosen repository solution will be able to claim a very large teaching and learning institution with a growing research profile as one of its UK customers.  Leeds Met will work with the software vendor in exploring new functionality and testing the product with a large client group
	Medium

	Online hosts
	Online hosts will be able to add Leeds Met as a target to their search interfaces / listings of OA repositories
	Medium

	Other JISC programmes and projects
	Other JISC programmes and projects will gain value from the lessons learned and disseminated by the Leeds Met project team
	High


7. Risk Analysis

	Risk
	Probability

(1-5)
	Severity

(1-5)
	Score

(P x S)
	Action to Prevent/Manage Risk

	Staffing:

Failure to recruit and / or retain key project staff during lifetime of project 
	3
	5
	15
	Project plans should be transparent and tasks should be able to be picked up should individuals leave the project.  Expertise and knowledge should never reside with a single individual, and tasks should be well documented.

	Organisational:

Repository does not achieve institutional buy-in

Repository is not sustainable following the end of the start up project
	2

2
	5

5
	10

10
	Advocacy for the repository will be included in the project plans from the outset.  

Project team will identify longer term needs of the University and its partners, and bid for further funding, as necessary, to continue expanding the repository

	Technical

Hardware / software / other technical failure

Repository not be scalable to meet needs of an expanded Regional University Network

Lack of interoperability of repository with other related institutional systems and systems within RUN partner institutions
	3

1

2
	5

5

3
	15

5

6
	Software solutions should be investigated through checking of at least 3 reference sites.  Should a hosted solution be chosen, reference sites also to be approached.  Pilot testing of speed and robustness of potential solutions through free trials to be carried out if possible. Colleagues in computing services to be involved in evaluation of software solutions, and their advice sought on technical implications ahead of final choice.

Project to be thoroughly scaled from the outset through institutional needs analysis.

Open standards to be adopted wherever possible.  Testing for interoperability to be carried out as part of selection of software solution; reference sites to be approached.

	External suppliers:

Repository software ceases to be available due to supplier bankruptcy, or similar failure


	1
	5
	5
	Financial checking of all suppliers to be carried out before contract awarded; process to be overseen by University’s procurement officers

	Legal:

Contravention of copyright regulations affects availability of materials via the repository

IPR issues cause problems with making materials available on the repository
	1

1
	6

6
	6

6
	University Copyright officer is member of the project team, and will advise on correct procedures, including a review of current copyright policy within the University, and consultation with the Registrar and Secretary’s office re. any amendments necessary; the team will also use the existing knowledge and good practice guidelines drawn up by other JISC projects, e.g. SHERPA

University Copyright officer is member of the project team, and will advise on correct procedures, including a review of current copyright policy within the University, and consultation with the Registrar and Secretary’s office re. any amendments necessary; the team will also use the existing knowledge and good practice guidelines drawn up by other JISC projects, e.g. SHERPA


8. Standards

	Name of standard or specification
	Version
	Notes

	A standardised metadata schema will be used, to be confirmed as part of the project plan.  This will be based on open standards, e.g. Dublin Core, and will be OAI-PMH compliant
	
	To be updated once metadata schema and software platform selected


9. Technical Development

The project will use a tried and tested repository solution with a good track record for regular upgrades and introduction of improved functionality.  It is likely that a hosted solution will be chosen in order that software upgrades etc are carried out by the supplier.  The project team will keep a watching brief regarding technical developments in the field of repository software, and will continue to benchmark the chosen software solution against the sector to ensure that the Leeds Met user community benefits from the latest functionality and other developments.
10. Intellectual Property Rights

The ownership of the intellectual property rights of items placed in the University repository will depend on the nature of items deposited and their mode of creation.  The purpose of the inclusion of the University’s copyright officer in the project team was to ensure that the team has sufficient expertise to identify where issues of IPR must be addressed.  Once the nature of the repository has been identified through the institutional needs analysis, the project team will have a clearer idea of the types of material to be deposited, i.e. whether these are individually produced research papers, collaboratively created learning objects etc., and on this basis they will be able to identify the likely range of issues which will need to be tackled.  These issues will be dealt with on advice from the University’s Registrar and Secretary’s office, and any resolution will be designed to apply for the lifetime of the repository.
Project Resources

11. Project Partners

There are no project partners.
12. Project Management

Project Management framework:

Project Team

Jo Norry, Head of Learning Support Services, Project Director.

Contact details: j.norry@leedsmet.ac.uk
Jo Norry will attend the regular Project Consultancy team meetings, and will be updated on the progress of the project in fortnightly update meetings with the project manager, Wendy Luker.  She will be responsible for ensuring that any University level decisions are presented in the most appropriate forum, with the correct representation.

Wendy Luker, Academic Support / E-Services Development Manager, Project Manager

Contact details: w.luker@leedsmet.ac.uk 

Wendy Luker will act as Project Manager, and will line manage the Project Officer.  She will spend one day per week (0.2 fte) on the project.  In collaboration with the Project Officer, she will schedule meetings of the project consultancy team.  She will ensure that all necessary project documentation, including presentations, training and support materials are produced to a high standard, and that the project website is kept up to date.  She will oversee the establishment of workflows, and ensure that the appropriate open access standards are adhered to at all points of the project.  She will be responsible for producing the regular progress reports required by the JISC, and to the project consultancy team and the JISC for ensuring that project milestones are met.
Rachel Thornton, Copyright Clearance Officer

Contact details: r.thornton@leedsmet.ac.uk
Project Officer (to be advised)

This posts is the 0.5 FTE project officer – this person will be required from the outset of the project, and will therefore be recruited in Spring 2007.  He/she will conduct the day to day business of the project, for example, arranging meetings with stakeholders, timetabling meetings of the Project Consultancy team, contacting suppliers, defining standards (in consultation with the Copyright Officer).

Data Ingest and Enrichment Officer (to be advised)

The Data Ingest and Enrichment Officer will be required as the project reaches the stage of adding items into the repository.  A 0.2 fte post has been assigned for this purpose.  It is planned that the person in this post will share skills and experience with members of the existing cataloguing team, and hence create a broader skills base to give added robustness to this crucial area of work.

Project consultancy team (in addition to those listed above):
Barbara Colledge, Deputy Dean

Jill Taylor, Principal Lecturer and Director of the Faculty of Health Learning Technology Unit

Janet Finlay, Professor of Interactive Systems

Gerald Lovett, Head of Computing Services

Therese Walker, Head of Learning Technology Services

Representative from the University Research Office

Representative from the University’s ALT / Teacher Fellow community

The project will call extensively on existing internal expertise, and colleagues in cognate areas – including both computing and learning technology services, will be asked to contribute technical advice and support.  Their time has been factored into the costings outlined in the budget plan.  

The decision making process will be overseen by the project consultancy team.  The core project team will carry out advocacy, liaison, product evaluation and other project related activities, which will be thoroughly documented.  A detailed programme of business for each of the bi-monthly meetings of the project consultancy team will be drawn up, ensuring that space and time is given to the decision making process required for each project milestone.

Two additional members of staff will be recruited to work on the project, and one of these will be crucial to the successful progress of the project.    
13. Programme Support

The JISC programme manager for this project is Andrew McGregor, and his advice and guidance will be sought as necessary throughout the course of the project.  Members of the project team will attend Programme Meetings and other relevant JISC training events, as required and appropriate.

14. Budget

The budget plan (attached) is (as of May 2007) unchanged from that submitted at the time of the project bid.  Changes may have to be made later in the project due to issues of job sizing for the Project Officer, for example, and final costs for software licensing.
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	April 08– March 09
	TOTAL £

	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total Project Cost (C+D+E)
	£2,679.51
	£78,034.06
	£79,526.15
	£160,239.73

	
	
	
	
	

	Amount Requested from JISC
	£0.00
	£30,000.00
	£0.00
	£30,000.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Institutional Contributions
	£2,679.51
	£48,034.06
	£79,526.15
	£130,239.73

	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage Contributions over the life of the project
	 
	JISC
	Partners
	Total

	
	
	19%
	81%
	100%


Detailed Project Planning

15. Workpackages

See Appendix B
16. Evaluation Plan

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

	April 2008
	Raised profile of open access publishing within the University
	Are key stakeholders aware of open access publishing?
Has the project team achieved institutional buy-in for open access publishing
	Questionnaire to be circulated amongst the [research] community
	A good proportion of the [research and/or teaching] community within Leeds Met is aware of open access publishing, and individuals agree to publish their outputs in open access compliant journals

	September 2007
	Institutional needs analysis has addressed the range of potential uses the University may have for an institutional repository
	Has the project team drawn up a comprehensive list of institutional needs?
Have they consulted sufficiently broadly in the University?

Do stakeholders feel they have been consulted?
	Paper to be written outlining the outcome of the institutional needs analysis, and presented in key fora for comment and feedback
	Key stakeholders express satisfaction with the needs analysis; no major gaps identified

	September 2007
	Market analysis of software solutions has identified key suppliers
	Have a sufficient number of suppliers been contacted to provide demonstrations of their products?  
	Conduct market analysis using appropriate business databases, and also current awareness of systems being used in other Universities
	A good range of products has been reviewed, a number of which meet the evaluation criteria and would therefore provide a good solution to meet Leeds Met’s needs

	Spring 2008
	Workflows for ingest of content are robust
	Who will be submitting content?  What are their needs vis a vis training on the repository?  What is the most efficient way of getting content into the repository?  Which players have which responsibilities?
	Repository Development officer conducts user needs analysis with a pilot group of academic staff
	Academic staff are confident in placing materials in the repository; all players are aware of roles; the workflow for materials to be ingested is efficient, with no significant delays or single points of failure

	Summer 2008, and ongoing
	The repository interface is user friendly; end users are able to add new content and retrieve materials through searching
	Is the interface intuitive?  Are there users needs / issues which might be addressed through improvements to the interface? Can users search the interface and retrieve the results they wish?
	RDO conducts user testing of the end user interface with key users of the system
	Academic staff / researchers are confident in placing materials in the repository; end users are confident in searching the interface, and achieve the search results they would expect

	Autumn 2008, and ongoing
	The repository is populated with a representative body of initial content
	What breadth of coverage from across the Faculties has been achieved? What is an acceptable number of items / critical mass?  Are the items being downloaded, i.e. are they properly searchable and retrievable?
	Analysis of content, hits and downloads to be conducted by RDO
	In comparison with average ‘hit’ and download rates for other similar institutional repositories, is the Leeds Met repository achieving similar levels of deposit?  Are specific areas of the repository achieving high levels of interest and others less so, and if so, what factors are influencing this, and are they anything which might be affected by intervention by the project team?

	Autumn 2008, and ongoing
	The Repository is embedded in the workflows of the relevant section of the University constituency (i.e. depending on the outcome of the institutional needs analysis identifying which priority need to address initially)
	Are researchers / academic staff / other stakeholders aware that they can publish their materials via the University Repository?  Do they approach the repository team as a matter of course, or is a large amount of advocacy still necessary?  Is a mandate necessary? 
	Assessment of the number of items deposited in the repository versus the number of published articles (or, for example, learning objects produced, depending on focus of repository) by Leeds Met staff to be carried out by RDO.  
	Compared with population rate of other other similar institutional repositories, is the Leeds Met repository achieving similar levels of deposit?


17. Quality Plan

	Output
	

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

(if applicable)

	November 2007
	Software solution to meet needs of Leeds Met
	Assessment against list of selection criteria, which are based on institutional needs analysis, and awareness of repository functionality
	Solution provides requisite functionality and other selection criteria
	Project manager / Project consultancy team
	

	February 2008, and on-going
	Metadata to be OAI-PMH compliant
	Project team to evaluate against protocol
	Metadata is compliant with the OAI guidelines
	Project manager / Project consultancy team
	http://www.openarchives.org/
OAI/openarchivesprotocol.html

	Spring 2008
	Workflows for ingest of content are robust
	User needs analysis with pilot group of academic staff
	Academic staff are confident in placing materials in the repository; all players are aware of roles; the workflow for materials to be ingested is efficient, with no significant delays or single points of failure
	Repository Development Officer
	

	Spring 2008
	Quality of content meets agreed standard
	Draw up guidelines for submission, in liaison with Research office / office of the PVC for Assessment Learning and Teaching
	Repository is populated with high quality materials which attract levels of attention and interest in line with other similar repositories across the sector
	Project Manager / Repository Development Officer
	

	Spring 2008 and ongoing
	Software solution meets interoperability standards with other University sytems
	Specification for Repository must include list of University systems with which it is must be interoperable
	Effective and efficient data flow between systems, as required.
	Project Manager
	


18. Dissemination Plan

Please note, in the majority of cases timings are indicative as opposed to definitive, as the occurrence of many of the fora and meetings listed below is entirely dependent on the University Calendar, and the availability of slots on specific agendas.

	Timing
	Dissemination Activity
	Audience
	Purpose
	Key Message

	April 2007
	Presented paper and fielded discussion at the University Research Sub-Committee
	Research Professors, and the University’s Pro Vice Chancellor for Research
	To introduce the concept of a University Repository, and to raise interest and awareness
	The value of the repository in promoting research carried out at Leeds Met

	July 2007
	To present aims and objectives of the Repository project and the Streamline project
	Key stakeholders from across the University, including teaching, technical and research staff
	To explore synergies between the projects; to raise awareness and interest amongst key stakeholders; to progress the institutional needs analysis
	The value of the repository in promoting research / teaching and learning carried out at Leeds Met

	July 2007 and on-going
	Submit Research Reflections to Leeds Met website to publicise progress of project; publish articles in Innovation Report; aim for whole issue of Leeds Met Matters to publicise launch
	Key stakeholders from across the University, including teaching, technical and research staff
	To introduce the concept of a University Repository, and to raise interest and awareness
	The value of the repository in promoting research / teaching and learning carried out at Leeds Met

	July 2007
	To present paper on the aims and objectives of the project
	Teacher fellows
	To introduce the concept of a University Repository, and to raise interest and awareness; to progress the institutional needs analysis
	The value of the repository in promoting research / teaching and learning carried out at Leeds Met

	September 2007
	To present paper on the aims and objectives of the project
	University Academic Committee
	To introduce the concept of a University Repository, and to raise interest and awareness; to progress the institutional needs analysis
	The value of the repository in promoting research / teaching and learning carried out at Leeds Met

	September 2007
	To present paper on the aims and objectives of the project
	University Planning and Resources Committee
	To introduce the concept of a University Repository, and to raise interest and awareness; to progress the institutional needs analysis
	The value of the repository in promoting research / teaching and learning carried out at Leeds Met

	September 2007
	Present papers / disseminate current awareness materials at relevant events
	Staff Development Festival
	To introduce the concept of a University Repository, and to raise interest and awareness; to progress the institutional needs analysis
	The value of the repository in promoting research / teaching and learning carried out at Leeds Met

	Spring 2008
	Publicise go live date for the LeedsMet repository
	Relevant publications e.g SCONUL Focus, CILIP newsletter, JISC project page
	To raise profile of the new repository and to encourage deposit
	Leeds Met repository is about to go live!

	2008 / 2009
	Present papers / run workshops
	JISC events and other relevant fora, as appropriate
	To raise profile of the new repository and to pass on learning experiences and good practice
	The value of open access publishing, the impact of the Leeds Met Repository, key learning points for the project team


19. Exit and Sustainability Plans

	Project Outputs
	Action for Take-up & Embedding
	Action for Exit

	Efficient workflow for ingest of materials into repository
	User focussed documentation / guidance materials to be made available via website and / or repository
	

	Knowledge of metadata schema, and their application to a variety of materials formats
	Data ingest and enrichment officer to train existing cataloguing staff
	

	
	
	


	Project Outputs
	Why Sustainable
	Scenarios for Taking Forward
	Issues to Address

	A functioning repository
	Evidence of the benefits of the repository to the Leeds Met community will have engendered a high level of institutional buy-in 
	Final project report will outline benefits accrued to the institution, and propose solution for future of repository
	Permanent staff needed to support ingest of materials, metadata creation, training etc


Appendix A. Project Budget
The table below represents a full economic costing of the project.  Directly incurred staffing costs are explained in more detail in section 4.  Hardware / software costs include the cost of a PC for the project officer, and also set up and training costs, and on-going maintenance for a hosted repository solution.  These figures are based on publicly available quotes from a service provider.  Project consultancy team figures include costs for two hourly project meetings to be held six times a year.

Removed from web version.
Appendix B. Workpackages
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JISC WORK PACKAGE 

	WORKPACKAGES 
	Month
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1:Institutional needs analysis 
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Project start date: March 2007

Project completion date: March 2009
Duration: 24 months

	
	Earliest start date
	Latest completion date
	Outputs
Deliverables and reports marked in bold 
	Milestone
	Responsibility

	YEAR 1
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 1:
Institutional Needs Analysis 

Objective: 

To identify priority area of need on which initial body of content for repository will based


	March 2007
	October 2007
	
	
	

	1. Identify stakeholder groups within Leeds Met and the Regional University Network
	March 2007
	April 2007
	
	
	WL

	2. Identify fora in which to engage with key stakeholders
	March 2007
	September 2007
	
	
	WL / RDO

	3. Draw up list of institutional needs, to include evalution of any existing materials for migration / deposit
	September 2007
	October 2007
	Institutional needs statement to be presented to Project Consultancy team, and mounted on Project website
	(
	WL / RDO

	4. Make recommendation for area of University work to be concentrated on in first stages of the establishment of the Repository, i.e. whether research, teaching and learning (learning and assessment objects), e-theses etc., and present this to those stakeholders and in those fora engaged in the initial analysis
	October 2007
	October 2007
	Report outlining recommendations to be presented to Project Consultancy team for agreement and confirmation, and mounted on Project website
	(
	JN / WL / RDO

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 2: 

Selection of software solution

Objective: 
To evaluate the software solutions available and select the most appropriate to meet the needs of Leeds Metropolitan University

	June 2007
	November 2007
	
	
	

	5. Conduct market analysis to identify list of available products / suppliers
	June 2007
	July 2007
	List of suppliers and products
	
	WL / RDO

	6. Draw up minimum specification based on standards to be supported, user interface, ingest processes, extensibility, and availability of hosted solution
	June 2007
	July 2007
	Specification for repository software to be presented to Project Consultancy team, and mounted on Project website
	(
	WL / RDO

	7. Arrange on-site demonstrations and identify reference sites
	August 2007
	September 2007
	
	
	RDO

	8. Draw up shortlist of products based on basic criteria outlined in point 7, and price 
	September 2007
	September 2007
	
	
	WL / RDO

	9. Compare shortlist against criteria identified through institutional analysis process
	October 2007
	October 2007
	Report on shortlist to be presented to Project Consultancy team, and mounted on Project website
	(
	JN/ WL / RDO

	10. Identify most appropriate software solution.  Seek approval of key stakeholders, and of the Project Consultancy team
	October 2007
	November 2007
	Final choice of software solution to be presented to Project Consultancy team, and mounted on Project website
	(
	JN / WL

	11. Negotiate with supplier; agree financial terms and timescales 
	November 2007
	November 2007
	
	
	WL + Resources Team

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 3: 

Implement software solution

Objective: 

To commission the repository software solution 


	December 07
	March 08
	
	
	

	12. Arrange training on chosen software solution for appropriate team members
	December 07
	January 08
	
	
	RDO

	13. Liaise with colleagues in computing; with which other University systems does the repository need to interface? Are any data feeds required? Is any bespoke customisation required?
	December 07
	February 08
	
	
	WL / RDO / Computing Services team

	14. Draw up workflows for ingest of items into repository, including clear guidelines re. roles and responsibilities of authors / repository team regarding metadata creation, IPR/ copyright checking (with reference to Professor Janet Finlay’s Streamline project), notice and takedown policies [ref point 26, below]
	January 08
	February 08
	Workflow document to be mounted on project website – to be continuously updated through lifetime of project, and in line with policy amendments etc.
	
	RDO / WL /RT

	15. Draw up guidelines re. submission of items into repository, covering both the standards to be met and methods of ingest
	December 07
	February 08
	Guidelines to be circulated for comment amongst key stakeholders, and to be mounted on project website
	
	RDO / WL /RT

	16. Agree and publish standards for metadata
	December 07
	February 08
	Metadata standards to be circulated for comment amongst key stakeholders, and to be mounted on project website
	
	WL / DIEO

	17. Determine most appropriate structure of the database (e.g. whether based on Faculties, Research groups etc)
	January 08
	February 08
	
	
	WL / RDO

	18. Tailor user interfaces to suit needs of Leeds Met user community; conduct user testing with key stakeholders 
	January 08
	February 08 (and on-going through lifetime of project)
	User testing guidelines, materials and customisation requirements
	
	RDO

	19. Launch Leeds Met Institutional Repository
	March 08
	March 08
	Launch event and publicity
	(
	ALL

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 4: 

Conduct advocacy activities

Objective:

To raise the profile of open access publishing across Leeds Metropolitan University, and stimulate interest and thereby items for deposit in the repository 


	March 07
	March 09
	
	
	

	20. Carry out advocacy activities in relevant University fora, including Academic Committee, Research Sub-Committee, Teacher Fellows’ Meetings, Faculty Research Committees 
	March 07
	March 09
	Reports and presentations tailored to the audience, as appropriate
	
	WL / RDO

	21. Evaluation of awareness of open access publishing following early advocacy activities, and pinpoint areas for further awareness raising
	March 08
	April 08
	Evaluation questionnaire and resulting report
	
	RDO

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 5:

Project management activities
Objective:

To report on project progress in line with JISC requirements, producing timely reports and budget statements 

	March 07
	March 09
	
	
	

	22. Produce project plan
	June 07
	June 07
	Project plan
	
	WL

	23. Provide regular reports to JISC, as required
	March 07
	March 09
	Progress reports
	
	WL

	24. Provide financial reporting / budget statement to JISC, as required
	March 07
	March 09
	Financial / budgetary reports
	
	WL

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 6:

Policy formation and approval

Objective:

To investigate need for relevant University policy amendment / new policies and obtain policy approval 

	March 07
	March 09
	
	
	

	25. Investigate need to alter University copyright regulations [ref. point 14 above], and University position regarding IPR with reference to different types of publication / materials
	September 07
	October 07 [and on-going]
	University Copyright regulations, with relevant amendments re status and use of materials in the Repository
	
	JN, WL, RDO, colleagues in Registrar and Secretary’s Office

	26. Draw up recommendations for amendment as relevant.  Seek advice on route for approval of amendments.  Follow through University Committee process during academic year 2007/08, as necessary.
	October 07
	May 08


	University Copyright regulations, and statement re. IPR, with relevant amendments re. status and use of materials the Repository
	
	JN, WL, RDO, colleagues in Registrar and Secretary’s Office

	WORKPACKAGE 7:

Conduct dissemination activities 

Objective:

To share the knowledge and expertise gained by the project team to the wider community 


	
	
	
	
	

	27. Engage with UK Repository community through JISC events, and those sponsored by other projects, e.g. UK CORR, and mailing lists, items in professional press etc.
	March 07
	March 09
	Reports and presentations tailored to the audience, as appropriate
	
	WL / RDO

	
	
	
	
	
	


Members of Project Team:

Jo Norry, Head of Learning Support Services, Project Director = JN
Wendy Luker, Academic Support / E-Services Development Manager, Project Manager = WL

Rachel Thornton, Copyright Clearance Officer = RT

Repository Development Officer  = RDO
Data Ingest and Enrichment Officer = DIEO
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