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Preserv Progress Report 1, to end July 2005, Version 0.1
The Project Management Guidelines explain the purpose of progress reports.

Fill in the information for the header, e.g. project acronym, version, and date.

Prepare a cover sheet using the cover sheet template and attach to the progress report.

Overview of Project

Grant Statement

Please confirm that the project is being conducted under the terms agreed with JISC in the letter of grant and the JISC Terms and Conditions attached to it.

Note any changes to the original award, including any extensions or alterations granted.

We confirm Preserv is being conducted under the terms agreed with JISC in the letter of grant and the JISC Terms and Conditions attached, with one agreed change to the schedule: the project began in February 2005 and will end in January 2007.
2. Aims and Objectives

Explain any changes to the original aims/objectives outlined in the project plan.

List the targets set for this reporting period and explain if they have been met.

The project plan against which progress is measured here was drafted in May and approved at the beginning of July (http://preserv.eprints.org/JISC-formal/preserv-ProjectPlan10.doc).
There are no changes to the aims/objectives outlined in that plan.
The targets (shown in bold) for the period (Feb.-July) from the Project Plan, Appendix B: Workpackages (http://preserv.eprints.org/JISC-formal/preserv-Workpackages10.doc); ongoing actions shown in italics
· Produce project plan

· Partner meetings Two meetings held, January (TNA), May (Southampton); minutes available on project’s JISCmail list
· Project Web site http://preserv.eprints.org/about.shtml 
· Produce consortium agreement Draft agreement to be finalised
· Produce state-of–the-art report on preservation metadata for IRs 

· Presentation given at DCC seminar (http://www.dcc.ac.uk/docs/hitchcock-dcccambridge060705.ppt). Further investigation and consultation needed for the work to be formalised as a state-of–the-art report. Rescheduled for October.
· Consult key stakeholder groups to identify preservation needs 
· Priority is to consult with Eprints depositers/authors 
· Deliver preservation-enabled Eprints to managers of pilot IRs at Southampton and Oxford (Milestone)
· Produce example modified Eprints interface (http://cakeordeath.ecs.soton.ac.uk:8080/)

· Integrate Pronom ID tool and format registry Modified to run PRONOM and store its results, but does not yet have the file upload mechanism modified to use PRONOM.
· Specify scope and implementation of pilot IRs, including source of content (deposit, copy from existing IR, harvest), specify IR requirements Meeting held in Oxford between Southampton and Oxford IR teams at end June.
· Small group user test of Eprints pilot deposit interface

· To complete this milestone it needs to be informed by the outcomes of the Oxford meeting, as well as stakeholder consultation and the preservation metadata investigation.
· Update dissemination programme/plans Dissemination targets for 2005 identified, see section 18
· Conference paper, Preservation metadata extended for IRs, target Preservation, IR communities: DCC presentation, July 2005

3. Overall Approach

Explain any changes to the overall approach outlined in the project plan.

There are no substantive changes to the approach outlined in the project plan.
4. Project Outputs

Summarise progress during the reporting period and milestones/deliverables achieved.

The project has been working with partners to put all the fundamental planning issues in place. As reported in section 2, the project needs to make more progress with work contributing to major deliverables and the milestone due during this period. 
5. Project Outcomes

Summarise achievement against objectives, list outcomes and findings to date, and any interim conclusions.

How do you see the project developing?  Has progress changed the project in any way, and are there implications for the programme?

What lessons have been learned that could be passed on to other projects or applied elsewhere?

There are three projects investigating preservation for IRs: Sherpa-DP, and work by DSpace, as well as Preserv. The focus of each project is sufficiently different to suggest different, preferably complementary, outcomes. While Preserv and Sherpa-DP are working on distributed scenarios, i.e. with independent preservation partners and service providers to the IRs – Preserv is managed from the perspective of the IR; Sherpa-DP from the perspective of the archiving service – DSpace is seeking to build a complete preservation capability into the IR software. 
Although many services have been developed to support digital preservation activities, there seems to be little experience in implementing distributed, real content-based scenarios for preservation generally, not just for IRs. It appears much effort has focussed on content produced within preservation archives, e.g. digitisation, and less on the interfaces with other content providers.

To some extent this is apparent in the development of preservation metadata, notably and most recently in the work of the PREMIS group, which is strongly based on the role of archive services. This needs to be extended to cover the needs of content providers such as IRs, to inform the relationship with preservation service providers, and to enable the selection of materials for delivery to the service provider and for return, as needed, to the content provider. (See next section for further comment on this.)
Lessons will need to be specified carefully and learned from each of the three IR preservation projects to ensure the optimum outcome for IRs. We remain happy that we have set out the right line of investigation to serve Eprints-based IRs.
6. Stakeholder Analysis

Summarise the project’s engagement with stakeholders including users.

A presentation was given at the DCC Workshop on the Long-term Curation within Digital Repositories in July 2005 with a view to engaging with the library/digital preservation community, especially those working on preservation metadata. The project’s distributed approach to preservation was described, indicating at which stages preservation metadata might be generated and where it plays a role. First impressions are that while established preservation metadata approaches will inform project development in Preserv, we have identified a need for additional data to inform the process of selecting data to preserve. Such an approach does not appear to be well represented in formal descriptions of preservation metadata, which appears to start by describing ingest to a preservation archive on the basis of already selected material. This is an area for further investigation.
The project still has to engage with identified stakeholders on the user side, i.e. authors and depositors in IRs. This is the next priority. We aim to do some work with authors contributing to ECS Eprints (the ECS school server) and the Southampton Eprints IR. To broaden the stakeholder consultation we want to extend the consultation through an Eprints training course to be held at the end of September aimed at IR managers and administrators. We need to do some more detailed work with our BL partners to inform the overall process.
7. Risk Analysis

Summarise any problems that have occurred and any mitigating actions taken.

None of the risks identified in the project plan have materialised to date. We will need to monitor the organisational risks to ensure these are not a factor in some of the delays experienced to date. The project team at Southampton need to involve the partners in more substantive work. The BL in particular has become concerned that it has not yet been given had the opportunity to contribute to the preservation planning activity (workpackage 5) while preliminary work has been ongoing.
8. Standards

Note any changes in the standards to be used and the reasons.

No changes, although the use of METS should be evaluated carefully. METS appears to be becoming the de facto standard for packaging metadata for preservation applications, but there are concerns about complexity, and alternatives that are gaining ground in digital library scenarios, such as MPEG DIDL, should be considered. 

9. Technical Development

Note any changes in the development approach or technologies to be used and the reasons.

No changes. The role of persistent identifiers is currently being examined in the JISC eBank project, another Eprints application. Preserv can learn from that work.

10. Intellectual Property Rights

Summarise progress clearing any third-party rights.

No relevant IPR concerns have arisen so far. Tangentially, issues regarding Freedom of Information (FOI) have surfaced, although only to do with the project consortium agreement, an internal project matter. FOI is still a relatively new act, and we need to guard against unforeseen impacts.
Project Resources

11. Project Partners

Explain any changes to the institutional project partners or subcontractors, and any impacts this has/will have on the project or schedule.

What other institutions or organisations are you or do you plan to collaborate with?

No changes to project partners. New partners are not anticipated, although contacts will be established with other projects through various routes, notably the project advisory group. In addition the project has established a partnership with Sherpa-DP, and will collaborate in the formation of the JISC project cluster on preservation for digital repositories. 
12. Project Management

Note any changes in project staff or their roles since the last report.  Briefly explain any problems or gaps with staffing and the effect this has had on the project schedule.

No staffing changes, and no changes in the schedule since this was updated in the project plan, although some recent activities have been delayed.
It is proposed to form a small and select advisory group. Following initial consultation a list of names will be drawn up for discussion, and invitations issued, with a view to the group being set up by the next partners meeting in the autumn.

13. Programme Support

Summarise contact with/influence of the programme, e.g. with the programme manager, formal or informal links with other projects, or programme-related activities.

What further support would you like from the programme, e.g. guidance, workshops, etc?

Do you have any suggestions for improving the programme?

We have had good support and feedback from the programme managers, first Leona Carpenter and then Helen Hockx-Yu. 

We attended the programme meeting in March and the JISC All-Programmes meeting in July, both of which informed our work.
A partnership has been established with Sherpa-DP. The planned formation of a project cluster group on preservation for digital repositories, a cross-programme grouping, will be an excellent way forward.

The October meeting in Glasgow probably needs to address ways to promote the programme and projects more widely.
14. Budget

Use the budget template to report expenditure against and attach as Appendix A.  Explain the reasons for any significant overspend or underspend.

A revised budget taking account of the delayed project start date, revised project periods, and detailing spending to date, will follow.
Detailed Project Planning

15. Workpackages

Report progress against plan, noting key activities during the reporting period.  Explain why any targets haven’t been met.

List objectives for the next reporting period, note if any changes to plan are needed, and explain why.

See section 2 for detail on activities and targets met.
Some delays in delivery have been highlighted. These could be attributed variously to over-optimistic planning, summer holiday factors, perhaps organisational factors, and bottlenecks, all preventing the project getting up to operational speed so far.

Perhaps the most important factor is the project’s delayed start and that there has been relatively little time since the main planning activity and the dissemination of the project plan. The next reporting period is longer in this respect. 
We do not propose to formally re-schedule or change any plans, as we expect to catch up during the next reporting period.
The primary objectives for the next period, in addition to catching up with work highlighted in section 2, are as follows:
· Identify service provider business models for long-term preservation; Identify preservation harvesting scenarios (Aug)

· Specify requirements for Preservation service harvesting interface (Aug)
· Evaluate pilot IRs (Oct) and modify pilot Eprints implementation supporting these IRs (Dec)

· Adapt IR OAI harvesting interface and build prototype (test) preservation service at Southampton (Sep)

· Evaluate preservation service harvesting interface (Dec)
· Deliver on our dissemination programme

· Complete advisory group

· Hold further partner meetings

These target dates are likely to suffer some residual delay due to catching up from the current period.

16. Evaluation Plan

Report progress against plan, and note any evaluation results during the reporting period.

List objectives for the next reporting period, note if any changes to plan are needed, and explain why.

No evaluations have been performed to date.
Evaluations to be performed and reported in the next reporting period (from sections 2 and 15) are:

· Small group user test of Eprints pilot deposit interface 
· Evaluate pilot IRs (Oct)
· Evaluate preservation service harvesting interface (Dec)
17. Quality Assurance Plan

Report progress against plan, describe the QA procedures put in place, and any QA results during the reporting period.

List objectives for the next reporting period, note if any changes to plan are needed, and explain why.

No QA investigation so far, but there is a QA element to the evaluations of the pilot IRs (see above).
18. Dissemination Plan

Report progress against plan, noting dissemination done, whether you feel it was successful, and any publicity the project received during the reporting period.

List objectives for the next reporting period, note if any changes to plan are needed, and explain why.

Presentations given

· DCC Workshop on Long-term Curation within Digital Repositories, Cambridge, 6 July
· JISC Joint Programmes meeting, Cambridge, 7-8 July, Poster

The DCC presentation was helpful in getting the project in front of a core digital preservation audience for the first time. We were able to raise some key issues, and while the chance for immediate feedback was limited, it gives us a platform to follow-up within the relevant communities where our approach is now known.

Objectives for the next period are to deliver the planned presentations described below.
Presentations planned

· ECDL, Vienna, 18-25 September 2005 
             Poster accepted 

· 4th European DLM Forum Conference on electronic records, Budapest, 5-7 October 2005 TNA presentation by Adrian Brown; Preserv contribution possible 

· DLF Fall Forum 2005, Charlottesville, Virginia, November 7th-9th, 2005 
Possible submission, abstract due 2 Sep, need to consider membership requirements
· Ensuring Long-term Preservation and Adding Value to Scientific and Technical data (PV 2005), Edinburgh, 21-23 November 
Abstract accepted; full paper due 21 September 
In addition the results of activities in this period should give us the opportunity to produce news releases. The Web site will be developed further.
19. Exit/Sustainability Plan

Report progress against plan, noting any issues related to archiving, preservation, maintenance, supporting documentation, etc.

List objectives for the next reporting period, note if any changes to plan are needed, and explain why.

No changes to plan and no immediate objectives for the next reporting period.
Appendixes

Appendix A.  Project Budget

To follow.
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