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Overview of Project

1. Background

This project will build a digital repository service of collaborative research events such as seminars, conferences, workshops, and training and teaching events. This repository service will archive such sessions and allow for its content to be searched, browsed through and retrieved via existing and established repository search services.
The project will build on the very promising software within the context of ‘Collaborative Research Events on the Web (CREW)’, a project funded by JISC within the second phase of the Virtual Research Environments (VRE) programme that is capable of recording and annotating Access Grid (AG) events. It will be integrated with Intute to allow for the repository to be searched via the Intute Repository Search Service.

The content within the repository will be made centrally available to two groups of pioneer users in the first instance, and to a wider audience once the development efforts have been completed. The pioneer groups, both of which have been enthusiastic exploiters of early prototype Access Grid recording systems, are the UK ACM SIGGRAPH Professional Chapter and a group of performance artists, specialised in contemporary choreography that have been brought together by the AHRC funded e-Science project eDANCE. The much wider end target audience will be the UK AG community, Intute and, from this, all researchers that makes use of the Intute Repository Search Service for retrieval of archived research material.
The exit strategy for this project plans to make the repository service available to the whole of the UK AG community, possibly through the Access Grid Support Centre (AGSC). The AGSC already hosts a number of services for the AG community at a national level, and could provide the required infrastructure for this service, including hardware, support, and authentication services via shibboleth.

2. Aims and Objectives

The aim of this project is to implement a repository service for AG collaborative events such as conferences, workshops and seminars, discoverable and searchable by exising repository search tools.

The specific objectives we intend to achieve are:

· Set up a repository service for AG collaborative events.
· Define a metadata element set appropriate for AG data and that allows for efficient discovery.
· Produce a set of recommendations regarding potential modifications to the AG recording software being developed within the context of the JISC-funded CREW project.
· Achieve successful and efficient integration with the Intute Repository Search Service
3. Overall Approach

Strategy and methodology

The development team will be responsible for evaluating different digital archival systems, setting up the AG repository service and integrating it with the AG recording software and with the Intute Repository Search service. The main methodology will be that of construction, test, evaluation and re-construction. This sequence will be visited twice over the lifetime of the project.
User workshops and usability sessions will be the main means for testing. To allow for this, two pioneer user groups will be actively engaged throughout the lifetime of the project, as opposed to having a mere responsive role, so that their needs and work practices constitute an important factor in the development plan.
Important issues
The following are the important issues for this project: 

· Standards-based. All software used and produced through the lifetime of the project will be based on common and, as far as possible, non-proprietary standards. 

· Usability. This is a critical factor in order to create a service that will be used by real-life users with their associated needs and practices. This will also support drawing plans for sustainability beyond the lifetime of the project. The user has an important role in the project methodology for these reasons.

· Interoperability. The repository will be designed to allow for efficient interoperability with related tools such as repository search services. In particular, RACE aims at integrating the AG repository service with the Intute Repository Search Service.

Scope and boundaries of work
RACE will implement a repository service of AG collaborative events and will integrate with repository search services such as the Intute Repository Search. It will also consider developing a standalone frontend, if required functionality is not provided by existing tools or services. The exact functionality will be determined by research and practice, but mostly by user requirements and needs.
Critical success factors

The key factor for success will be:

· Usability – is the software/service easy and intuitive?

· Visibility – is the service visible to external repository search tools?

· Acceptance – do people use it?
4. Project Outputs

Software and Services

· AG repository service
· Standalone frontend
· Support material for the above outputs (documentation, presentations, etc.)
Reports

· Recommendation of a digital archiving system for AG recordings.

· Recommendations of a metadata element set for AG recordings.

· Service requirements, based on user needs and practices.

· Recommendations suggesting any required modifications to the CREW frontend.
· Repository service usability review.

· Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) issues and recommendations to address them.
5. Project Outcomes

An AG events repository will improve the value of AG collaborative sessions as these will have the potential to become lasting research materials including valuable metadata information. Students, academics and researchers will benefit, as this new rich form of research material will be available to support their activities.

The AG community will also grow and advance as a result.
With the funds ceasing for the Arts and Humanities Data Service (AHDS), this new repository service will also aim to fulfil the needs for some of these kinds of data types.

6. Stakeholder Analysis

	Stakeholder
	Interest / stake
	Importance

	JISC
	Funders and programme managers
	High

	SIGGRAPH UK Professional Chapter
	Pioneer User Group
	High

	eDANCE
	Pioneer User Group
	High

	Access Grid Support Centre
	Potential future service hosts
	Medium

	Access Grid community
	Potential users
	Medium

	Wider research community (e.g. users of Intute Repository Search)
	Potential users
	Low


7. Risk Analysis

	Risk
	Probability

(1-5)
	Severity

(1-5)
	Score

(P x S)
	Action to Prevent/Manage Risk

	Staffing
	2
	4
	8
	Technical expertise is spread across a number of individuals within The University of Manchester.

	Organisational
	2
	1
	2
	Only one institution is involved. Stakeholders and project staff are known to each other and have experience working together.

	Technical
	2
	3
	6
	The technologies involved are neither trivial nor challenging. The key personnel are experts and known to appropriate users groups.
Hardware equipment for this project already exists and the project will have access to two different servers to host recordings and associated data. A small hardware budget exists to buy storage devices to backup content.

	External suppliers
	2
	3
	6
	The underlying archival software will be required from an external supplier. However, the risk level is mitigated by having chosen more than one option. The fact that the archival systems chosen are open source means that the risk level is further reduced.

	Legal
	1
	3
	3
	The most likely potential legal risk is related to IPR. This risk will be reduced by minimal use of commercial techniques and following open code practice. We are aware that there are legal issues with the preservation of recorded content and as such we are in contact with related teams at JANET.

	User stakeholders
	3
	4
	12
	Users are tightly integrated in this project, and thus significant problems would occur were they not to be fully engaged. The fact that more than one user groups are to be involved, and that they have already shown interest in this initiative, however, eases this risk.


8. Standards

	Name of standard or specification
	Version
	Notes

	Dublin Core
	
	Simple Dublin Core will be included in the metadata element set as a minimum requirement.

	OAI-PMH
	
	OAI-PMH will be used as a means to expose the repository’s metadata and allow for integration with Intute. 

	RDF
	
	RDF is currently used by CREW to annotate AG recordings. It is also often used to describe Dublin Core metadata.


9. Technical Development

Application development will involve close consultation with users groups to ensure a thorough understanding of the user environment and needs by the development team. The established approach of requirement specification, design, development, deployment and evaluation stages will be used. Technical developments will follow best practices and guidelines for repository implementations.
10. Intellectual Property Rights

All project outputs will be available free of charge to the UK HE/FE community.
With regards to legal issues surrounding the contents held in the repository, we are investigating possible solutions with JANET(UK) and CREW. JANET(UK) are currently seeking legal advice regarding their video recording and streaming services, and have stopped for an undefined period the provision of such services. No timescales have been given but initial findings have been positive and RACE plans to benefit from the results of this investigation. CREW staff had in the past been involved with the JISC-funded project IUGO, which dealt with this type of issues extensively. RACE will also be looking at initiatives such as the MCPS-PRS alliance, which deals with making multimedia content publicly available.
The project will produce a report with recommendations to address potential issues within the repository service.
Project Resources

11. Project Partners

The University of Manchester is the only institution involved in this project. The primary contact is Martin Turner (eMail: martin.turner@manchester.ac.uk, Telephone: 0161 275 0613).
12. Project Management

Project Team
	Team member
	Role(s)
	Contact details

	Martin Turner
	Project Manager, Co-investigator
	martin.turner@manchester.ac.uk

	Mary McDerby
	Developer
	mary.mcderby@manchester.ac.uk


Project Management Framework
The project will be managed and administered by the Project Manager (PM), Martin Turner. The role of the PM is to provide strategic direction for the project, supervise its progress, review risks and ensure the delivery of project outputs in a timely fashion.

Users are tightly integrated in the project’s plan and will play an important role as evaluators. Their recommendations will be regularly reviewed by a Steering Committee (SC), headed by the PM and including representatives of the development and the pioneer user groups.
Training needs
Training needs will be met informally within the university.
13. Programme Support

No specific areas have yet been identified.
14. Budget

See appendix A.
Detailed Project Planning

15. Workpackages

See appendix B.
16. Evaluation Plan

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

	During the service pilot phase
	Usability
	Are the repository and frontend easy and highly usable?
Do they cover the user needs?
	User evaluation (questionnaires)
	Analysis of usage suggests that users find it easy to use the repository and discover its functionality. Also that this functionality covers user requirements

	End of project
	Interoperability
	Does the repository interact with repository search tools and other institutional software?
	Interoperability tests
	The repository’s contents are visible to repository search tools and other systems/software

	Throughout the lifetime of RACE
	Knowledge contribution
	Has the project contributed to a better understanding of the benefits of this type of repositories?
	Submission of papers
	Papers accepted in conferences/journals

	After (and if) the repository is offered as a service to the AG community 
	AG community engagement/impact
	Do people use the AG in new different ways due to the new possibilities offered by the AG repository?
Has the perception of AG sessions changed with the introduction of this repository service?
	User survey
Analysis of types of AG sessions
	AG events perceived as  potential research and/or learning objects and increase use of the AG and the repository as a result


17. Quality Plan

	Output
	Repository Service

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

(if applicable)

	Before prototype deployment
	Compliance with repository good practices and guidelines
	Peer review
	Reviewer feedback
	MM/MT
	

	Before prototype deployment
	Compliance with functional requirements
	Functional test
	Test results
	MM/MT
	

	Before prototype deployment
	Compliance with load requirements
	Load test
	Test results
	MM/MT
	

	Output
	Standalone frontend

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

(if applicable)

	Before code is released
	Code quality and good practice
	Manual code review between the programmer and a reviewer
	Reviewer feedback
	MM/MT
	Coding guidelines may apply – this will depend on the programming language and platform used

	Before frontend is released
	Compliance with functional requirements
	Functional test
	Test results
	MM/MT
	

	Before frontend is released
	Compliance with load requirements
	Load test
	Test results
	MM/MT
	

	Output
	Support material

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

(if applicable)

	Before material is released or published
	Fit for purpose (appropriate content and audience)
	Peer review
	Feedback
	Author/MT
	

	Before material is released or published
	Clear and grammatically correct
	Peer review
	Feedback
	Author/MT
	

	Before material is released or published
	Complete
	Peer review
	Feedback
	Author/MT
	

	Before material is released or published
	Correct (information contained)
	Peer review

Test
	Feedback

Test results
	Author/MT
	

	Output
	Reports

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

(if applicable)

	Before publication
	Fit for purpose (appropriate content and audience)
	Peer review
	Feedback
	Author/MT
	

	Before publication
	Clear and grammatically correct
	Peer review
	Feedback
	Author/MT
	

	Before publication
	Complete
	Peer review
	Feedback
	Author/MT
	

	Before publication
	Correct (information contained)
	Peer review

Test
	Feedback
Test results
	Author/MT
	


18. Dissemination Plan

Part of this project’s dissemination is detailed in the table below. Further dissemination activities will be added throughout the project, if appropriate, in collaboration with our user partners and related projects/activities (e.g. CREW, Intute, etc.)
	Timing
	Dissemination Activity
	Audience
	Purpose
	Key Message

	June 2008
	Paper at the AG Retreat
	AG Community
	Increase awareness
	RACE has arrived 

	September 2008
	Demonstration and Poster
	UK e-Science community
	Increase awareness
	RACE has arrived 

	January 2009
	Workshop for the AGSC
	AG Community
	Increase awareness and recruit users
	RACE can support academic activities and turn AG into lasting research resources


19. Exit and Sustainability Plans

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

	AG Repository Service
	Offered as a service to the UK AG community, possibly through the AGSC
	Negotiate with the AGSC the hosting of the Repository Service

	Standalone frontend
	Freely accessible from the project’s website
	Make it available on the project’s website

	Support material
	Accessible with the software
	Make sure it is tied in and available with the relevant software

	Reports
	Accessible from the project’s website
	Make documents available on the project’s website


	Project Outputs
	Why Sustainable
	Scenarios for Taking Forward
	Issues to Address

	Repository Service
	Useful to the AG and the wider research communities
	Promotion by the AGSC and JISC
	· Determine the proper promotion strategy
· Implement a clear policy to avoid legal issues/liability


Appendices

Appendix A. Project Budget

	Directly Incurred Staff 
	Oct07-Mar08
	Apr08-Mar 09
	TOTAL £

	Total Directly Incurred Staff (A)
	£10,907
	£24,603
	£35,510

	
	
	
	

	Non-Staff
	Oct07-Mar08
	Apr08-Mar 09
	TOTAL £

	Travel and expenses
	£200
	£250
	£450

	Hardware/software
	£175
	£300
	£475

	Total Directly Incurred Non-Staff (B)
	£375
	£550
	£925

	
	
	
	

	Directly Incurred Total (A+B=C) (C)
	£11,282
	£25,153
	£36,435

	
	
	
	

	Directly Allocated
	Oct07-Mar08
	Apr08-Mar 09
	TOTAL £

	Staff
	£0
	£0
	£0

	Estates
	£5,618
	£11,455
	£17,073

	Other
	£0
	£0
	£0

	Directly Allocated Total (D)
	£5,618
	£11,455
	£17,073

	
	
	
	

	Indirect Costs (E)
	£15,226
	£31,045
	£46,271

	
	
	
	

	Total Project Cost (C+D+E)
	£32,126
	£67,653
	£99,779

	Amount Requested from JISC
	£9,638
	£20,096
	£29,934

	Institutional Contributions
	£22,488
	£47,357
	£69,845

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Percentage Contributions 
	JISC – 30%
	RCS – 70%
	Total – 100%


Appendix B. Workpackages

	WORKPACKAGES 
	Month
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1: Installation and Evaluation of Digital Archiving Systems
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2: Pioneer User Groups Consultation Process
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3: Installation of Repository and Integration with CREW
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4: Service Pilot Phase
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5: Intute Integration and Frontend Development
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6: Dissemination and sustainability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	


Project start date: 1 October 2007

Project completion date: 31 March 2009

Duration: 18 months
	
	
	
	
	Milestone
	Responsibility

	YEAR 1
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 1: Installation and evaluation of digital archiving systems.

Objective: To identify the most appropriate digital archiving system for the project, and an appropriate metadata element set for AG Recordings.


	
	
	
	
	

	1. Evaluation of DSpace
	Oct 07
	Jan 08
	Internal project document
	
	MM

	2. Evaluation of DAITSS
	Oct 07
	Jan 08
	Internal project document
	
	MM

	3. Evaluation of alternative systems (e.g. ePrints or Fedora)
	Oct 07
	Jan 08
	Internal project document
	
	MM

	4. Draw requirements from CREW
	Oct 07
	Dec 07
	Internal project document
	
	JGA/MM

	5. Draw requirements from Intute
	Oct 07
	Dec 07
	Internal project document
	
	JGA/MM

	6. Write digital archiving system evaluation report
	Jan 08
	Feb 08
	Report – recommendation of a digital archiving system for AG recordings
	X
	MM/JGA/MT

	7. Write metadata recommendations
	Jan 08
	Feb 08
	Report – recommendation of a metadata element set for AG recordings
	X
	MM/JGA/MT

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 2: Pioneer User Groups Consultation Process

Objective: To elicit functional requirements from an understanding of users needs and practices.


	
	
	
	
	

	8. Create questionnaire for feedback sessions
	Feb 08
	Feb 08
	Questionnaire
	
	MM

	9. SIGGRAPH feedback session
	Feb 08
	Mar 08
	Face-to-face meeting
	
	MM

	10. SIGGRAPH completed questionnaire
	Feb 08
	Mar 08
	Questionnaire results
	
	MM

	11. eDANCE feedback session
	Mar 08
	Apr 08
	Face-to-face meeting
	
	MM/MT

	12. eDANCE completed questionnaire
	Mar 08
	Apr 08
	Questionnaire results
	
	MM

	13. Write user-focused recommendations on the archiving system and metadata element set
	Apr 08
	May 08
	Report – service requirements based on user needs and practices
	X
	MM/MT

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 3: Installation of Repository and Integration with CREW

Objective: To install the repository software and integrate it with the AG recording software.


	
	
	
	
	

	14. Installation of repository software
	Feb 08
	Jun 08
	Software
	
	MM

	15. Initial integration with CREW recording software
	May 08
	Jun 08
	Software
	
	MM

	16. Deployment and trial of prototype
	Jun 08
	Aug 08
	Prototype Service
	X
	MM/MT

	17. Creation of support materials for the prototype service
	Feb 08
	Sep 08
	Support materials
	
	MM

	18. Write CREW frontend recommendations report
	Aug 08
	Sep 08
	Report – recommendations suggesting any required modifications to the CREW frontend
	X
	MM/MT

	
	
	
	
	
	

	YEAR 2
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 4: Service Pilot Phase 

Objective: To deploy a pilot service for the pioneer user groups and to carry on a usability review.


	
	
	
	
	

	19. Launch of Pilot Service for the pioneer user groups
	Sep 08
	Sep 08
	Pilot Service (phase 1)
	
	MM/MT

	20. Create questionnaire for workshops
	Sep 08
	Sep 08
	Questionnaire
	
	MM/MT

	21. eDANCE/SIGGRAPH induction session
	Sep 08
	Oct 08
	Face-to-face session
	
	MM/MT

	22. SIGGRAPH usability workshop
	Oct 08
	Nov 08
	Face-to-face session
	
	MM/MT

	23. eDANCE usability workshop
	Oct 08
	Nov 08
	Face-to-face session
	
	MM/MT

	24. Questionnaire completed by SIGGRAPH
	Nov 08
	Dec 08
	Questionnaire results
	
	MM

	25. Questionnaire completed by eDANCE
	Nov 08
	Dec 08
	Questionnaire results
	
	MM

	26. Write usability review
	Nov 08
	Dec 08
	Report – Repository Service usability review
	X
	MM/MT

	27. Pilot redesign following user feedback analysis
	Sep 08
	Dec 08
	Pilot Service (phase 2)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 5: Intute Integration and Frontend Development

Objective: To integrate the repository with existing services and to develop software and support materials.


	
	
	
	
	

	28. Integration with the Intute Repository Service
	Dec 08
	Feb 09
	Software
	
	MM/MT

	29. Development of standalone frontend
	Jan 09
	Mar 09
	Software
	X
	MM

	30. Create support materials for repository service and standalone frontend
	Dec 08
	Mar 09
	Support materials
	
	MM

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WORKPACKAGE 6: Dissemination and sustainability
Objective: To present the project outcomes to the widest possible audience among potential users and stakeholders, and to address any issues to make the outputs sustainable (e.g. IPR)

	
	
	
	
	

	31. Informal discussions with the AGSC
	Oct 08
	Mar 09
	Face-to-face meetings
	
	MM/MT

	32. Informal discussions with Intute
	Oct 08
	Mar 09
	Face-to-face meetings
	
	MM/MT

	33. Informal discussions with MIMAS (excl. Intute)
	Oct 08
	Mar 09
	Face-to-face meetings
	
	MM/MT

	34. Write report on IPR issues and how to address them
	Oct 07
	Mar 09
	Report – IPR issues and recommendations to address them
	X
	MM/MT

	35. Workshop/presentation for the AGSC
	Jan 09
	Feb 09
	Presentation
	
	MM

	36. Joint paper with the AHRC funded e-Dance Project at Access Grid Retreat 
	April 08
	June 08
	Presentation
	
	MM/MT

	37. Demonstration and Poster at the UK e-Science All Hands
	August 08
	Sept 08
	Demonstration and Poster
	
	MM

	
	
	
	
	
	


Members of Project Team:

· Javier Gomez Alonso (JGA)

· Mary McDerby (MM)

· Martin Turner (MT)
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