Lifesign Steering Group 

Minutes of the meeting of 8th October 2002, University of Portsmouth

1. Apologies for absence

Jeremy Atkinson, Greg Newton-Ingham, Roger Ottewill, Karen Fill.

2. Minutes of the Meeting of 12th July

Approved.

3. Matters arising

3.4.iii Ethical Issues: These have been discussed at Glamorgan and no issues have arisen.

3.5 Service statement: AD has circulated draft wording and received comments. The purpose of the service statement was discussed, including the need to refer to the availability of resources in the longer term. It was agreed that a revised wording should contain a statement of intent to maintain content for as long as current licenses permit, as well as some more specific reference to types of potential problems for users (especially in evaluation contexts) and appropriate responses. AD will work on another draft with input from WG.                                                                             AD/WG

[Discussion of longer-term Lifesign service commitments led to some consideration of exit strategy. In general terms, a twin-track approach was suggested: 1) maintaining the existing site at Portsmouth, as resources allow. 2) Migration of some or all of the content to a national service provider such as EDINA.]

3.9 Project Evaluation: AD has liased with 2 potential evaluators and provided them with details of the project aims and an explanation, form a JISC perspective, of the role of external evaluation. Two outline proposals have been received indicating the general approaches to be taken. One is from the Centre for Information Research (CIRT) at UCE; the other from the Department of Information Science at City University. The Steering Group expressed a clear preference for the UCE proposals, which expressed a clearer focus on all project deliverables and seemed better disposed to engaging with Lifesign partners. It was generally felt that the CIBER proposal was too narrowly focussed and overlapped too much with pedagogical evaluation. AD will draft Terms of Reference to be agreed by Lifesign to enable the UCE evaluators to proceed.                                                                         AD
4. Progress report: content

No new content has been produced and noone is actively seeking new content.

Currently experimenting with higher bandwidth.

Andy Kaye is employed for 2 days per week on the project. (John Mahoney has left).

Andy is currently working on some user guides.

Ring-fenced resources – WG explained the database-driven approach to accessing streams which is designed to ensure that the stream is seamlessly accessible to the user irrespective of its location (or change of location. The ‘legacy’ URLs still work. It was noted ASX files can now be generated ‘on the fly’ by the server, based on the content of the URL.

Although such changes were regarded as potentially beneficial, the importance of communicating them and their implications for the (various types of) local institutional support had been highlighted.

Portsmouth tabled a number of web development proposals, which are to be considered under agenda item 7.

5. Progress report: evaluation

A draft Materials Delivery Evaluation Report had been circulated for commented on 27/902 and submitted to the Project manager on 03/10/02. The meeting discussed the report in general and the section on ‘Advice on future Materials Delivery based on Pedagogic Evaluation’ in particular. The key points of this section are:

· “Lifesign’s present methods of authorisation and authentication (based on institutional IP address ranges) are inappropriate in relation to the UK’s lifelong learning; work-based learning; and widening participation agendas. Even conventional campus-based students need to access learning resources off-campus.”

[WG acknowledged that a number of other access control methods were possible (e.g. stream encryption, Athens authentication) but that they did not seem feasible given the timescale of the project.  Considerable debate ensued as to the appropriateness of the word “appropriate” in the point quoted above.]

· Lifesign needs to find more ‘user-friendly’ ways for academics, or learning technologists, to develop play-lists, and other devices, to link on-line learning activities to on-line segments of video. Few learners want to watch complete videos.

[Proposals to develop ‘virtual clip creation’ and user playlist creation may address this point – see agenda item 7.]

· Lifesign needs to work with others to promote ‘version compatibility’ in software. Considerable problems are caused to academics, students and learner supporters when computers do not have the right version of Windows Media Player. Portsmouth’s media producers hope to develop a mechanism whereby the ‘receiver’s version of WMP’ is detected by the server that then sends a compatible stream.

[It was acknowledged that the project couldn’t necessarily anticipate all technical developments and local specifications]

· Efforts must be made to enable academics to make better use of Lifesign’s resources. Although not a solution, the web page certainly could be become a better promotional resource.

[AD has tabled d proposals to improve the website]

There was some disagreement about the language and tone adopted in some parts of the report. Given that some partners felt they had had insufficient time to comment, it was agreed that any further comments should be submitted to KS and GJ within one week with a view to publishing an agreed report on the website.                                                                                                              All

Kerry and Gabriel reported on ongoing evaluation work at Glamorgan, UWIC and Southampton.

Gayle reported on an expression of interest from someone at QMUC in using some Lifesign examples of using streamed video (e.g. sculpture and backcare). GC to provide further details.                  GC

6. Progress report: cataloguingand software development

WP6 has been redrafted to reflect the tighter timescale and revised deliverables. AD has still to finalise the consultancy contact with Andy Pryke, a consultant recommended by Talis who has experience with developing TalisList. A revised milestone is to develop a prototype database structure, based on metadata standards by December 2002. The aim will be to integrate this into a more general library catalogue search interface.

The Group expressed the need for caution in developing the relationship with Talis. 

Noted that there is no intention to advertise the vacancy created by KLJ’s departure – AD and other Glamorgan colleagues will provide additional input to produce deliverables.

7. Costed proposals for development

Richard tabled a number of proposals based on most of the suggestions from our previous meeting:

Software

· Automatic bandwidth assessment                              £2750

· Virtual clip assessment                                                 1375

· User registration and Playlist creation                          1100

· Seamless stream playback                                             1650

Total                                                                                    £6875

New Content Production

· Project introduction
· Integrating streaming media with online learning (using Lifesign case studies)
· Evaluating Studies
Total cost                                                                              £8750

These proposals were all approved.

It was agreed that the TalisList consultant and WG would liaise to ensure that work on resource management/user searching and playlist creation was appropriately integrated.                WG/AD

Andrew tabled proposals for developing the website to improve the accessibility of project documentation and outputs. Further liaison is required between AD and WG on navigational design, including ways of making evaluation case study links more obvious to users.                     WG/AD

8. Bi-annual Report to JISC and Final Report

AD will seek input to the regular bi-annual report, as usual.                                                   AD

The final Project Report must have a coherent style and structure, and be owned by the Steering Group. AD will draft a skeleton structure and circulate for comment.                                    AD

9. Dissemination activities

There was insufficient time to discuss this item.

10. AOB

Noted WP3 milestone: “review technical requirements in light of evaluation”.

