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[bookmark: _Toc267550817]Executive Summary
This document will document and formalise various discussion around the options that have been reviewed over the recent weeks and will give guidance on the relevant options to the Project Board to define next steps for this project.
[bookmark: _Ref267471121][bookmark: _Toc267550818]Requirements
Although specific requirements have not been formally defined, as a result of reviewing the approaches listed in Appendix B, some key requirements and will be passed on in the form of design statements in A.1 Recommended Design Statements of the Appendix.
[bookmark: _Toc267406581][bookmark: _Toc267550819]Options
Several options have been reviewed previously and these have been detailed separately in Appendix B; however this document will review the two options as the feedback that the approaches listed in the appendix more accurately represent the long term vision. 
The two options below are being reviewed at this moment in time with realistic short term deliverables.
[bookmark: _Toc267406583][bookmark: _Toc267550820][bookmark: _Toc243990538][bookmark: _Toc267406602]Option One – Do nothing but progress Karaoke prototype into Production
TwoFour have provided a prototype which took advantage of the timestamps available in the Common’s Hansard (and now also available in the Lords Hansard) to provide one way syncing capabilities between the Hansard text and Video footage.
The approach taken resulted in an additional copy of the Hansard text being hosting under the www.ParliamentLive.tv website.  It does not however include the possibility to navigate to a particular point in time in the video by using the Hansard text as a source of navigation. 
TwoFour have confirmed that these facilities are available to ready to use in a production environment.
Pros
· Use existing investment / resources already in place
· Ability to deliver small improvements in short timescales
Cons
· Proliferation: Another source of where Hansard content can be found. We already have the official PDF, Rolling Hansard, Hansard-on-the-Web, Historic Hansard and PIMS. We should be wary of introducing another.

[bookmark: _Ref267474815][bookmark: _Toc267550821]Option Two - Improvement as part of Hansard on the Web Project
Absorb the existing Karaoke facilities provided by TwoFour as well as further developments to meet newly identified requirements, the breakdown of work will therefore include: 
1. Development of an API that would allow PICT to embed video footage programmatically into the Hansard on the Web pages
2. A solution that would allow us to use both the video and the Hansard text as navigation mean for each other. In effect permitting the end user view the footage of a selection section in Hansard as well as seek a particular point in the video footage and sync the Hansard text.
3. Additional encoding options at source and in parallel in order to start making progress in provided a standardised codec with maximum reuse in mind.
Within this option several approaches have been identified and have been listed in Appendix B.

Pros
· This approach will improve the user experience and more specifically the navigation of content regardless of its form (video or text) or origin (currently TwoFour physically host the video and it’s available under the www.ParliamentLive.tv domain, not www.Parliament.uk)
· A single point of reference for both the Hansard text and video should provide greater visibility to the public of both resources.
Cons
· There will be financial implications for the work that TwoFour need to carry out.
· There will no clarity until summer 2011 regarding changes to licensing that currently restricts video to only be available through streaming.
· Greater visibility of the video footage may result in increased streaming and/or bandwidth costs.
[bookmark: _Toc267550822]Estimated Costs
To be confirmed by TwoFour. Previous estimates can be found in B.1 Estimates for approaches

[bookmark: _Toc216765325][bookmark: _Ref220835233][bookmark: _Toc243990543][bookmark: _Ref262714752][bookmark: _Ref262714761][bookmark: _Toc267406607][bookmark: _Ref267459965][bookmark: _Ref267460016][bookmark: _Ref267460022][bookmark: _Toc267550823]Recommendations and Conclusions
Given that there is very little that can be accomplished with the skills and resources available in this project, the recommendation is to proceed with Option Two - Improvement as part of Hansard on the Web Project.
It is also recommended that requirements should be defined ahead of any further work. Some design statements have been compiled under Appendix A.1 that could compliment any future requirements analysis work.


[bookmark: _Toc267550824]Architecture
[bookmark: _Ref267546346][bookmark: _Toc267550825]Recommended Design Statements

We MUST avoid proliferation of sources where the Hansard Report can be found.
We SHOULD provide the means to use video footage as a navigation point to the Hansard Report online and vice versa.
Embedding of video SHOULD be used as the preferred approach to provide display video alongside the Hansard on the Web.
Where possible we SHOULD be able to embed video programmatically via an agreed API
When presenting video content alongside Hansard on the Web, we SHOULD provide syncing facilities (ticker tape, scrolling or other) that will improve the user experience and aid navigation.
We SHOULD make concentrated effort to ensure that the use of any video codec at source is adequate for the widest possible audience and devices using existing standards.
Any integrations, interfaces or API’s developed by 3rd parties MUST be agreed upon to ensure adherence with the existing PICT Application and Development Reference Architecture.

[bookmark: _Ref267549843][bookmark: _Ref267549849][bookmark: _Ref267550647][bookmark: _Toc267550826]Approaches





[bookmark: _Toc267550827][bookmark: _Ref267552203][bookmark: _Ref267552208][bookmark: _Ref267552211]Estimates for approaches
Some estimates for the approaches presented above have been collated but still require confirmation by TwoFour regarding work that needs to be carried out by them.
Overview
	
	Approach 1
	Approach 2
	Approach 3

	Common items across all options
	30 ½ days
	30 ½ days
	30 ½ days

	API for time tags
	7 days
	7 days
	

	New Video Player
	18 days
	18 days
	

	Streaming Services Implementation
	25 ½ days
	25 ½ days
	

	Video Transcoding
	
	30 days
	

	Cloud bulk migration – one off cost
	
	£4 – 6k
	

	On-demand migration – per month
	
	£3k
	

	API Integration between YouTube and CMS
	
	
	12–16 days

	YouTube embedding facilities for CMS
	
	
	6 days

	Sub Total
	81 days
	111 days
	18-22 days



N.B. These are rough estimates given our current level of understanding. 

	Common items across all approaches

	Item Description
	Estimates

	Review of video codec’s (inc. for Digital Archiving)	
	5 days

	Implement Streaming Server Services	
	25 ½ days

	Review options	
	3 days
	

	Implementation
	17 days
	

	Infrastructure (Tech Services)
	8 days
	
	

	Migration (PRU/TwoFour)
	4 days
	
	

	ParliamentLive.Tv changes (PRU/TwoFour)
	5 days
	
	

	Testing
	5 ½ days
	

	Sub Total
	30 ½ days





	Items relevant to Approach 1 and 2

	Item Description
	Estimates

	API to access video footage + review of time tags	
	7 days

	New Video Player
	18 days

	Syncing with text
	4 days
	

	Embedding facilities
	5 days
	

	Testing
	4 days
	

	HTML 5 and degradation
	5 days
	

	Implement Streaming Server Services	
	25 ½ days

	Review options	
	3 days
	

	Implementation
	17 days
	

	Infrastructure (Tech Services)
	8 days
	
	

	Migration (PRU/TwoFour)
	4 days
	
	

	ParliamentLive.Tv changes (PRU/TwoFour)
	5 days
	
	

	Testing
	5 ½ days
	

	Sub Total
	50 ½ days



	Additional items relevant to Approach 2

	Item Description
	Estimates

	Video Transcoding	
	30 days

	Development of a Transcoding engine
	9 days
	

	Review cloud options and API
	3 days
	

	Development of cloud Transcoding Manager
	5 days
	

	Testing
	3 days
	

	Sub Total
	30 days

	Cloud Computing Options
	

	250 cloud computing instances for 15 days for bulk migration
	£4 – 6k
	One-off

	On-demand cloud computing instance (avg. 5 hours per day) 
	£3k
	Per month






	Items relevant to Approach 3

	Item Description
	Estimates

	Software as a Service (YouTube)
	18-22 days

	API Integration between YouTube and CMS
	12-16 days
	

	YouTube embedding facilities for CMS
	6 days
	

	Sub Total
	18-22 days



N.B. These are rough estimates given our current level of understanding
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