2nd VRE Programme Meeting – 6th July 2005 – Cambridge
Notes from Discussion Sessions and Next Steps Proposed

Session 1: Generic Research Lifecycle

Two generic research cycles were presented. Matthew Dovey (Oxford) presented a generic research process lifecycle; whereas Derek Sergeant (Leeds) presented a broader cycle covering the high-level steps of collaborative research projects.
Main points made:

· Purpose – the scope of both cycles need to be defined, and where circles are needs to be determined. What is the fitness for purpose of each cycle.
· Labels: some labels overlap and duplication has to be avoided.
· Notation and representation: both processes are not strict cycles and we need better symbols to indicate the fluidity, e.g. a spiral. The motivation for each cycle/spiral needs to be determined, e.g. in e-learning the spiral is to improve/to learn.

· Granularity: what is a component of an e-research cycle needs to be agreed on. To be useful we need a lower level of granularity.
· Missing elements: 
· Hypotheses formation is missing but it perhaps sits between the two diagrams, or in Obtain Funding although funding may influence hypothesis. And on each circle loop the hypotheses get refined, i.e. publish may lead to evaluation which may lead to new hypothesis. 

· VRE is agnostic about dialogue/knowledge contribution. Perhaps we need semantic hypertext – maybe the VRE is the tool to encourage publishing papers with such semantic content. Look at the ScholOnto project at the OU for an example (http://kmi.open.ac.uk/projects/scholonto/).

· Use case scenarios: there are probably less than 12 generic processes, and use cases for each could be described.
· ICT impact: 

· Establish where technology could ease the pain of existing process; or where it could add new functionality/new processes.

· Need tight integration with what researchers already use/do (e.g. Office, browser toolbars etc.)

· What are the priorities for academics in real situation! Some of these may not be applicable to computerised tools?

· Research roles: we should look at the needs against different roles (e.g. the needs of postgraduates are different from post-docs)

· Validation: researchers in some of the projects can be asked to apply the cycles, or at least ask research team how these models fit in their work or don't fit in.
Next steps:

· Tidy lifecycle models

· Encourage discussion on mailing list/wiki
· Map who is developing tools to support which research processes to establish coverage and gaps

Session 2: Subject Taxonomies
Paul Shabajee (Bristol) presented the need for a common subject taxonomy which can bring consistency to describing research data, such as events, meetings, etc. The following points were made:

· Cross-over between subject disciplines makes it harder to classify information and we needs ways for categories such overlaps.
· Creating a common taxonomy that suits all purposes will be hard, however it was agreed that having a taxonomy would be useful. 

· To be useful a taxonomy needs either be set as a standard or work with existing standards.

· As there are overlaps between research and education, a taxonomy for research needs to work across both sectors.

· Existing taxonomies:

· The Arts and Humanities Research Council have created a detailed taxonomy, however this may not be appropriate at institutional level.

· The HILT project has also produced a high-level taxonomy (http://hilt.cdlr.strath.ac.uk/hilt2web/AboutHILT/index.html)

 Next steps:

· Start a discussion on the e-Research mailing list

· Produce a statement of all uses

Session 3: Research Collaboration Tools

Derek Sergeant (Leeds) introduced the types of collaboration tools that would be useful for the EVIE VRE portal. The following points were made:
· Types of collaboration identified: 

· Discussion

· Collaborative document writing

· Collaborative data analysis and modelling

· Collaborative document annotation

· Shared document management

· Decision-making

· Group calendar – to include both personal and shared diaries
· Project management

· Workflow

· Mapping needs to be done between with the tools currently available to support the above types

· Each VRE project is interested in using or are developing or integrating different types of collaboration tools and the overlaps need to be established. 

Next steps:
· Set up a workspace on the e-Research wiki to map existing tools to the types of collaboration identified. 
· Use the same workspace also to exchange information on who is using and who is developing what tools.
Session 4: VRE Architecture Design Notations

Gary Wills (Southampton) presented the CORE VRE architecture and the design notation they have developed for the purpose. He also presented alternative notations, such as UML, which the CORE project has investigated. The following points were made:
· It was suggested that a symbol is needed for connecting to another system, which is not a web service.

· Five VRE projects are using a Service-Oriented Architecture (SOA) and are either developing or will be developing in the future a VRE architecture.
· Matthew Dovey (Oxford) suggested looking at the OASIS SOA reference model for a formal notation.

· Bill Olivier (JISC) suggesting looking at enterprise architecture modelling. 
Next steps:

· People who will be creating architecture diagrams to email Gary Wills, who will coordinate a discussion on this.
Session 5: e-Framework for Education and Research (eFER)

Bill Olivier (JISC) presented the background of the e-FER, the current thinking behind it and its current state.  In its essence, the e-FER promotes a service-oriented approach to e-Learning, e-Science and the JISC Integrated Information Environment. One of its uses will be to provide coherance in all JISC development areas. The following points were made:

· Reference model development: the reference models being developed for the ELF were discussed and it was expressed that (although not immediately) reference models for e-Research will need to be developed in the future.
· Establishing international links: it was suggested that the JISC should build partnerships with the Mellon Foundation, Sakai, and other organisations in the USA and Europe conducting related activities. 

Rob Allan (CCLRC) presented the web site he has developed and the service definitions he has written (http://www.grids.ac.uk/Papers/Classes/framework.html).  

· State management is perceived as a problem and it was suggested that a data model needs to be defined to capture state information.

· Web services may need to be aggregated to avoid multiple authentication and other potential overheads. 

· Composite services can be created to provide complex functionality. There is however a trade-off between this and re-usability.

· The specifications and standards developed for the learning and business community can be relevant and need to be explored. We need to document other appropriate standards in the same way that is being done for the IIE.

· It was expressed that WS-BPEL (Web Services Business Process Execution Language) seems a promising way forward, and we can bring JISC projects working with it together to showcase their work. 

Next steps:

Create a space on the e-Research Wiki where everyone would be able to provide feedback on the current definitions and contribute new ones. 
