LTAG REVIEW OF WEBCONFERENCING PRODUCTS

November 2003
The UC Library Technology Advisory Group (LTAG) was asked to investigate the available web-based teleconferencing software and to recommend a product or products that could best serve the purposes of SOPAG, the All Campus Groups, Common Interest Groups and Task Forces.  

LTAG members investigated the following Web conferencing products and alternatives:
· UC Videoconferencing Survey

· PlaceWare
· SharePoint Team Services

· VRVS (Virtual Room Videoconference System)

· WebEx

The UC Videoconferencing Survey was conducted in May 2003.  Reviews of the software products took place between June 2003 and August 2003.

Based on our investigation, it became clear that no one product would suit all the possible needs of SOPAG or the ACGs.  Without real time testing of any of the products, it was impossible to make a recommendation to SOPAG.  Therefore, the result of this investigation is to summarize the products reviewed, and suggest a product or products that may be candidates for further testing.  
SUMMARY OF THE UC VIDEOCONFERENCING SURVEY
The UC Videoconferencing Survey was created by UC Irvine.  The purpose of the survey was to understand the videoconferencing capabilities at each UC Campus.  The survey would help determine if videoconferencing could be a workable and cost effective alternative for SOPAG or ACG meetings.  For example, instead of converging on one meeting site, there would be two meeting sites (north and south) which would meet via videoconferencing.  
The results of the survey indicated that most campuses had videoconferencing equipment available at the campus level.  Berkeley, Irvine, Los Angeles, Riverside, Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz, and San Francisco all had videoconferencing facilities.  Only Irvine and Riverside had portable video conferencing equipment.  Videoconferencing facilities accommodated anywhere between 10 to 35 participants, depending on the campus.  Charges for the facilities also varied between campuses.

Although CDL was not asked to complete the Videoconferencing survey, it was assumed that CDL had access to videoconferencing equipment that would be compatible with the equipment at each of the UC campuses.
Both Irvine and Riverside provided the most detailed answers on the Videoconferencing survey.  The two campuses have basically the same equipment, and both campuses indicate the equipment is of sufficient quality to be considered an adequate alternative to traveling.  The cost to use the videoconferencing facility (21 person maximum) at Irvine is an hourly recharge of $30.00 with a daily maximum of $150.00.  Riverside provides portable equipment to be set up in a specified conference room on campus.  There is a recharge amount to set up the equipment in the designated meeting room, but no other hourly or daily charges associated with using the equipment.
If further testing of videoconferencing is desirable, UC Irvine or UC Riverside could be the meeting location for the southern California UC campuses, while UCOP/CDL could be the meeting place for the northern California UC campuses.

Both UCSD and UCD were late in providing answers to the Video Conferencing survey.

Therefore their responses could not be included in the summary above.  However, their responses have been added to the Survey.  The Survey as well as the individual reviews of the web conference products is included at the end of this report. 

WEB CONFERENCING PRODUCTS

Each product summary includes the following information:

1. Name of Product/Company

2. Brief description of Product

3. URL/Contact Information

4. Cost

5. Operating System and Other Requirements

6. Additional Hardware Needed

7. Special Network Requirements

8. Live Demo possibilities

9. Concerns

10. Overall evaluation/recommendation

Brief summary of products
PlaceWare is a Microsoft product that offers interactivity—chat, shared whiteboards, shared applications, audience polling, but it does not have built-in videoconferencing capability.  Live audio must be sent over the phone, not over the Web.  In addition, licenses must be purchased and the cost for a one hour meeting with 10 participants would cost $210.00.  No special operating system or network hardware/software requirements needed.  Overall, PlaceWare is not the solution for the types of meetings held by libraries in the UC System, and live testing of this product is not recommended.
SharePoint Team Services is a Microsoft product that offers a web solution geared toward team management of information and activities.  Each team site serves as a central repository of project documents, contacts, tasks, and discussions.  A separate server may be required depending on number of groups and users of the product.  It is recommended that each workstation have Microsoft IE and either the Microsoft Office suite, or Office 2000 for full functionality.  No additional hardware or network equipment is needed.  Cost could be as low as $42.18 per user if the campus participates in the UC-wide Campus Agreement with Microsoft.  For campuses not participating in the UC-wide Microsoft agreement, the SharePoint Team Services are included in Microsoft FrontPage (new user price of $169.00) or as part of the Office XP Developer Suite (approximately $800.00).  Overall, SharePoint Team Services is a product that should be tested further.
LTAG recommends that two groups experiment with the software for six months and report back to LTAG/SOPAG.  LTAG can use the demo site hosted at UCLA, while another group could experiment with a site hosted by CDL.

Virtual Room Videoconference System (VRVS) is a web-oriented system for videoconferencing and collaborative work over IP networks.  VRVS provides a low cost means of videoconferencing and remote collaboration primarily within the High Energy and Nuclear Physics communities.  There is no cost for software for Windows or Linux based machines, but Macintosh users would need to purchase a driver for $20.00 each. Server time is limited to one hour.  There would be additional costs for video cameras and audio devices.  Users must go through a registration and installation process.  Overall, the product has several issues to be addressed before it can be recommended for live testing.
WebEx Meeting Center is a Web-based collaboration service, most of whose functionality is provided by systems housed in WebEx data centers.  Attendees of an online meeting can share documents as well as PowerPoint or Corel slide presentations.
The default mode of communication among participants is text chat, with teleconferencing available as an extra-cost option.  Live video feed of any single participant is possible if special equipment is installed on that participant’s desktop.
There are two pricing models, subscription and pay-per-use.  Subscriptions are $100-200 per month per attendee for unlimited use.  It is unclear if the subscription fee must be paid for each individual who might ever participate in a meeting or whether the subscription fee entitles a certain number of simultaneous users from a given organization.  Pay-per-use rates are 45 cents per minute per participant.  Dial-in teleconferencing adds 10 cents per minute, and call-back teleconferencing adds 25 cents per minute.  Therefore, a meeting with 10 participants would cost $270 per hour without teleconferencing, $330 per hour with dial-in teleconferencing, and $420 per hour with call-back teleconferencing.  The only additional hardware needed is dependent on whether real-time video of a presenter/speaker is desired.  If so, a video camera must be installed on the computer through which the presenter/speaker is accessing the meeting.
Overall, live testing of this product is not recommended.
CONCLUSION

Only two alternatives received recommendation for further testing.  The first was to hold a videoconference between two sites.  CDL was the recommended site for Northern California, and Irvine or Riverside was the recommended sites for Southern California.

The software product that should be considered for further testing is Microsoft’s SharePoint Teams.  Currently UCLA is hosting a demo site which can be used by LTAG, and it is suggested that an additional site be hosted at CDL and tested by a committee other than LTAG.
Another product that has recently received press is Wave Three software.  The description and use of this product sounds very similar to SharePoint Team Services, and could be a possible candidate for further testing.  LTAG has not officially investigated this software, but the description sounds very promising.
The complete UC LTAG Videoconferencing Survey as well as the reviews of each of the Web Conferencing products starts on the following page.
May 6, 2003*
University of California

LTAG Video Conferencing Survey

Combined Responses from All UC Campuses

Instructions:  Please answer the following questions by typing your responses.

Questions

1. Do you have access to a video conferencing solution?  Did you implement the solution internally?  Did your campus or another organization provide/recommend the solution?

UCB:   The UCB campus has a video conferencing facility.
UCD:  The UC Davis campus has video conferencing facilities.
UCI:  The Library has some video conferencing equipment.

UCLA:  The UCLA campus has implemented video conferencing.

UCM:  The Library has a laptop with NetMeeting.

UCR:  UCR Library as a department can use the videoconferencing equipment available on campus.

UCSB:  The UCSB campus has a video conferencing facility.
UCSC:  The UCSC campus has multiple video conferencing facilities.

UCSD:  The UCSD campus has two dedicated rooms for video conferencing.
UCSF:  The UCSF campus has a video conferencing facility.

2. Does your campus provide a dedicated video conferencing location/room?  What is the capacity of the room?  How far in advance do reservations need to be made?

UCB:  The UCB campus provides a facility that can accommodate up to 24 participants.

UCD:  UC Davis has 2 video conferencing rooms which can accommodate 15 and 24 participants. The reservations are on a first come, first served basis.
UCI:   The UCI campus also has a twenty-one seat video conferencing facility.  There is an hourly recharge of $30, with a daily maximum of $150.

UCLA:  The UCLA campus has two permanent classrooms.

UCM:  Not known.

UCR: There is one permanent dedicated video conferencing room at UCR.  However, because the campus also has 2 mobile units, it is very rare that a reservation for the dedicated location would be accepted.

UCSB:  The UCSB campus provides a facility.
UCSC:  The UCSC campus has three video conferencing rooms.  The rooms vary in seating capacity from 10 to 35 people.

UCSD:  The UCSD campus has a 35 seat and a 3 seat video conferencing facility.
UCSF:  The UCSF campus provides a video conferencing room.

3. Does your campus provide portable video conferencing equipment?  How many video conferencing units are available?  How many units are available to lend to other campus departments?

UCB:  The UCB campus does not provide portable units.

UCD:  The UC Davis campus does not have portable conferencing equipment. There is only one portable unit available and is not available for checkout.
UCI:  The UCI Library has a few portable units.  They are not available for loan outside of the Library.

UCLA:  The UCLA campus does not provide portable units.
UCM:  The UCM campus does not provide portable units.

UCR:  Two units are available to be reserved by campus depts.  Requires at least one week advance reservation.  Can be set up in any room with ports and power.

UCSB:  The UCSB campus does not provide portable units.

UCSC:  The UCSC campus does not provide portable units.

UCSD:  The UCSD campus does not provide portable units.
UCSF:  Some people are using Polycom or Marratech units for desktop video conferencing.

4. Who may we contact regarding the technical details of your solution?  What is their contact information?  Is there a web site that we can refer to?

UCB:  Not known.
UCD:  http://cts.ucdavis.edu/services/vtc.html
UCI:  Contact the Library Systems Help desk at 949-824-8535.  The UCI Instruction Resource Center web site (http://www.irc.uci.edu/index.html) has information about campus video conferencing.

UCLA:  Contact Jeff Fairbanks at 310-825-8249 or jfairban@ucla.edu.

UCM:  Not known.
UCR:  For Library business, contact the Library Systems Dept. who will make the necessary arrangements with UCR Campus Computing.

UCSB:  Contact Debra Carter at 805-893-8694.
UCSC:  The Media Services department at UCSC has a web site (http://media.ucsc.edu/services/vtc.html).

UCSD:  Contact Howard Laurence at 858-534-1174, hlaurence@ucsd.edu and/or consult the UCSD Media Center website at http://mediacenter.ucsd.edu.  Click on “Videoconference”
UCSF:  Not known.

5. What are the costs associated with your video conferencing solution?  How much did it cost to implement/purchase?  How much does it cost to maintain/use?  Is technical support provided?

UCB:  The setup fee for a conference is $80.  In addition, there is an hourly rate of $140.

UCD:  The cost is $121/hr for use of the equipment, room and tech. support.
UCI:  The total cost for our equipment was around $23,000.  The total includes 4 Polycom Viewstations and a Tandberg at $4,000 each, plus 4 NTSC flat screen monitors at $600 each.

UCLA:  Not known.

UCM:  Not known.

UCR:  UCR Campus Computing charges the amount necessary to set up the equipment in the designated meeting room.  The amount would be a recharge to the department making the reservation.  They will also supply whatever technical support is needed, meaning they would count this as set up time.  However, each of the units cost about $9,000.00.

UCSB:  Not known.
UCSC:  Not known.

UCSD:  The UCSD Media Center charges $150/hour for IP; $150/hour for ISDN-outside initiated; and $252/hour ISDN UCSD initiated.
UCSF:  The UCSF campus charges $35 for setup and $75 per hour.  ISDN costs are additional, if needed.

6. How fast is your campus network?  What is the speed of the network segment that would handle your video conferencing traffic?

UCB:  Not known.

UCD:  The UC Davis campus network supports 100 Mbps campus wide.  Gigabit uplinks available at select locations.
UCI:  The UCI campus network supports approximately 600 Mbps.  The Library network runs at 100 Mbps.

UCLA:  The UCLA campus network supports 100 Mbps or better.  The Library network has multiple 45 Mbps links to the Internet.

UCM:  Not known.

UCR:  Campus ran OC3 (as of March 2003), current speeds range from 3-6 gigabits; network speed in the Library is 100 megabit.

UCSB:  Not known.

UCSC:  Not known.
UCSD:  T-1 dedicated & ISDN PRI 56K to 1.54 MB.
UCSF:  Not known.

Additional Questions (Optional)
7. What are the major components of your video conferencing solution, including applicable brand names and a brief description?  (e.g. NetMeeting, Polycom, etc.)

UCB:  Not known.

UCD:  Polycom 4000 rack-mounted system
UCI:  The Library has 4 Polycom Viewstation H.323 units and a Tandberg 1000.  The Polycoms require an NTSC monitor, but not a PC.  The Tandberg is a stand-alone unit with integrated video and audio.

UCLA:  Not known.

UCM:  The Library has a laptop with a small web cam, speakers, and a microphone.  NetMeeting is used for video conferencing.

UCR:  Polycom Viewstation FX (allows for 4 simultaneous users).

UCSB:  NetMeeting is used for certain Library operations.

UCSC:  Not known.

UCSD:  Polycom VS4000
UCSF:  Polycom and Marratech units are being used for desktop video conferencing.

8. What are the core features of your video conferencing solution?  (e.g. Cross platform connection, H.323 protocol, chat, whiteboard, application sharing, etc.)

UCB:  Not known.

UCD:  Capability to perform PowerPoint functions, IP, ISDN, chats, but do not have a whiteboard.
UCI:  The Polycoms support H.323 protocol and cross platform connections.

UCLA:  Not known.
UCM:  NetMeeting supports H.323 protocol and can connect to other platforms that support H.323.  It also provides chat, whiteboard, and application sharing features.

UCR:  Cross platform, H.323, ability to web stream
UCSB:  Contact Debra Carter for details on the campus facility.

UCSC:  Not known.

UCSD:  H.320 and H.323; bridging up to 4 sites; streaming to desktop; 60” Smartboard Interactive Display System; Elmo Slide to Video Transfer; Graphics Camera.
UCSF:  Not known.

9. How are connections established with your video conferencing solution?  Does it use static IP addresses or DHCP?  Does it support data encryption or tunneling?  How many simultaneous connections are supported?  What types of connections are supported?  (e.g. point-to-point, multi-point, etc.)

UCB:  Not known.

UCD:  We use IP addresses, but do not support data encryption or tunneling, can support up to 3 simultaneous connections.
UCI:  The Polycoms and the Tandberg establish connections over TCP/IP.  Static IP addresses are the easiest to configure.  The units do not support encryption or tunneling.  Each unit only supports a single connection.  All connections are point-to-point.

UCLA:  Not known.

UCM:  NetMeeting uses TCP/IP to connect.  Static IP addresses are easier to configure.  NetMeeting supports basic data encryption.  Tunneling must be added at the operating system level.  NetMeeting supports a single connection.  Windows Messenger, the successor to NetMeeting, may add support for multi-point connection using Microsoft’s Real Time Collaboration Server.
UCR:  Static IP would be best; no encryption or tunneling but could be used with VPN to offer such services; Polycoms allow up to 4 simultaneous; point-to-point-multi-point.

UCSB:  Contact Debra Carter for details.
UCSC:  Not known.

UCSD:  Please contact Howard Laurence at 858-534-1174, hlaurence@ucsd.edu for details.
UCSF:  Not known.

10. Which operating systems does your solution support, if applicable?  (e.g. Windows NT/2000, etc.)

UCB:  Not known.

UCD:  The system will support most operating systems, Windows, Linux, Mac.
UCI:  The Polycoms and the Tandberg are platform independent.  They do not require a PC.

UCLA:  Not known, and probably not applicable.
UCM:  NetMeeting supports most Windows operating systems, but is no longer officially supported by Microsoft.  Microsoft is adding video conferencing to Windows Messenger.  Microsoft’s Real Time Collaboration Server will manage enterprise messaging and video conferencing.

UCR:  The Polycoms are standalone.
UCSB:  NetMeeting is used on both Windows NT and Windows XP.
UCSC:  Not known.

UCSD:  Contact Howard Laurence at 858-534-1174, hlaurence@ucsd.edu for details.
UCSF:  Not known.

11. Does your video conferencing solution deliver sufficient quality to be considered an adequate alternative to traveling?  Does your solution need to be upgraded/changed?

UCB:  Not known.
UCD:  I would recommend a test prior to any resolution or determination by LTAG.
UCI:  The Polycoms and the Tandberg deliver good quality video and audio.  The Polycoms are practical for small meetings.  The Tandberg are designed for one-to-one communication.  All of our equipment is new.

UCLA:  Not known.

UCM:  NetMeeting has already been used instead of traveling.  The video quality was adequate.

UCR:  The Polycom Viewstations are fairly new, do not need to be upgraded.  Have not personally seen the quality, however UCR Campus Computing feels they provide adequate quality for meetings and classroom instruction.  As an alternative to SOPAG and ACG meetings, where there could be a videoconference between North and South, this could be a solution to reduce airline travel.

UCSB:  Not known.
UCSC:  Not known.

UCSD:  The UCSD facility is state-of-the-art and probably an excellent alternative to traveling, but the Libraries have had no experience with it.
UCSF:  Not known.

* UCSD responses to survey added 12/4/03.
UCD responses to survey added 12/9/03.
Donald A. Barclay

UC Merced

June 24, 2003

Summary of Web Conferencing Product

Name of Product: PlaceWare

Company: Microsoft

URL: http://main.placeware.com/

Description: PlaceWare is largely intended as a way to present slide shows over the Web. While PlaceWare does offer interactivity--chat, shared whiteboards, shared applications, audience polling-- it doesn't have built-in videoconferencing capability. Live audio must be sent over the phone, not over the Web.

Cost: A 5-seat license is $375 per month. A 10-seat license is $750 per month. Pay per-use is $.35 per minute/per participant. (A one-hour meeting with 10 participants would cost $210.)

OS & System Requirements:

	
	Audience
	Presenter

	Browser
	Windows:

Microsoft® Internet Explorer 5.x or higher 

Netscape® Navigator 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8 (Netscape 7 is not currently certified; you may be able to use it)

Mac:

Microsoft IE 5.1 

Macintosh OS X
	Microsoft® Internet Explorer 5.x or higher 

Netscape® Navigator 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8

	Computer
	166Mhz Pentium-based PC with Microsoft® Windows® 95, 98, NT, ME, XP or 2000  

Sun JVM 1.4* or Microsoft JVM (all versions supported by Microsoft Windows OS shown above) 

Sun SPARCstation with Solaris 2.5.1, 2.6, 2.7 or 2.8


	Same as Audience.

	RAM
	64MB
	128MB

	Connection Speed
	56K (minimum)
	56K (minimum)

	Screen Resolution
	800x600 pixel resolution or greater (1024x768 pixels recommended).
	800x600 pixel resolution or greater (1024x768 pixels recommended).

	Presentation Software
	
	Microsoft® PowerPoint® 97 - PowerPoint® 2002

	Software for Recordings and Archived Presentations
	Windows® Media Player™ 6.4 and above, RealPlayer G2 and RealPlayer 7 or higher.
	


Demo: Free daily demos available at: http://placeware.viewcentral.com/events/cust/catalog.asp?cid=placeware&pid=2&event_type=PlaceWare+Demonstrations. 

Reviews: 

PlaceWare has been reviewed by CNET (http://reviews.cnet.com/4520-3535_7-5020761-9.html?legacy=cnet). CNET says, “Small-fry presenters who need a Web conferencing app for daily or occasional meetings that require a lot of interactivity should pass on pricey PlaceWare, but if you need to fill a hall with participants, it will almost certainly fit the bill. Training centers, virtual colleges, high-end sales departments, and large organizations will benefit most.”

PlaceWare got a negative review on epinions (http://www.epinions.com/content_79598685828). 

PlaceWare got a negative review in ComputerWorld, Feb 10, 2003 v37 i6 p22(2) “Placeware deal still leaves gap.” (Opinion). Pimm Fox.

Comments:

PlaceWare is not the solution for the kinds of meetings held by libraries in the UC System. The focus of PlaceWare is much more presenter-to-audience than it is peer-to-peer-to-peer. I do not recommend testing this product. 

SharePoint Team Services 

Terry Ryan, UCLA

Name of Product / Company:   Microsoft Sharepoint Team Services
Brief Description of Product:  SharePoint Team Services is a team Web site solution that is designed to improve the way a team manages information and activities. Each team site serves as the central repository of all project information—documents, contacts, tasks, discussions.

URL / Contact Information:  http://www.microsoft.com/sharepoint/teamservices/default.asp
Cost:  Based on the UC-wide Campus Agreement with Microsoft per user is $42.18.  In addition, a separate server might be required depending on number of groups and users.
Operating System and Other Requirements: 
For SharePoint Server:   


Intel Pentium 200 mHx processor or higher


Windows 2000+ running IIS 5.0


At least 128 MB of RAM


At least 70 MB of available hard disk space; 5 MB for each provisioned Web site

Microsoft Data Engine (MSDE) or Microsoft SQL Server™ 7.0 or later
For each workstation:


Web browser, Microsoft IE for full functionality


Microsoft Office suite, Office 2000 or above for full functionality

Additional Hardware Needed:  None

Special Network Requirements:   None.

Live Demo:  UCLA hosted demo site has been set up for LTAG.   To review it, request account from TRyan.
Questions and Concerns:  SharePoint Team Services has worked well for UCLA Library teams, including teams with collaborators from other institutions.   The software works best, though, if all participants are using Microsoft products, including IE for the browser and Office 2000 or above.  The UC libraries may not be sufficiently uniform for SharePoint to be effective.   

Setting up and managing a UC-wide SharePoint server would require resources.  UCLA might be able to serve that role for a limited number of UC-wide teams, but a major adoption of the technology would probably require another server.  Also, if all campus libraries are not participating in the UC-wide Microsoft Campus agreement, costs per user would have to be assessed.  

Each team administrator can manage the team site with limited IT staff support.  Server and account management requires good policy definition and compliance, and some staff resource.  The administrative tools provided with the product have some limitations.   For example, migration to another server is painful, migrating data only and not accounts/permissions.  Effective management requires some SQL expertise. 

Adoption of collaborative software requires some work to change habits and routines.   Unless all of the team members are actively using the site, its utility is limited.   Not all teams may be able to make the transition from email as the predominant technology used. 

Overall Recommendation:   Collaborative software could make teams more productive through such services as shared document creation and editing, joint editing of minutes, tracking of meeting logistics, and threaded discussions, and is worth additional evaluation.   SharePoint Services has a lot of functionality but may be too platform specific and possibly too costly if we could not piggyback on UCLA’s installation.   A more platform neutral product is worth investigating.  For example, the CDL is exploring the use of Web logging software for collaboration, which would be platform neutral and less costly to implement, though it may lack some important team functions.

Before investing in collaborative software for all UC-wide teams, we should have some real experience to verify whether such software would enhance group activity and if so, what functions are most useful.   We recommend that one or two groups experiment with such software for six months and report back to LTAG and/or SOPAG.   For example, LTAG could make an effort to use the SharePoint Teams demo site hosted at UCLA, while another group (SOPAG?) could experiment with a Web logging site hosted by CDL.   

Virtual Room Videoconference System (VRVS)

Research by Dale Snapp, UC Davis

Name of Product / Company:  Virtual Room Videoconference System (VRVS)

Brief Description:  VRVS is a web-oriented system for videoconferencing and collaborative work over IP networks. The Virtual Room Videoconferencing System (http://www.vrvs.org) provides a low cost, bandwidth-efficient, extensible means of videoconferencing and remote collaboration over networks within the High Energy and Nuclear Physics communities. Recently VRVS has also extended the service to other various academic/research areas.

Since it went into production service in early 1997, deployment of the web-based system has expanded to include 12,150 registered hosts running the VRVS software in 63 countries. A set of 58 VRVS Reflectors interconnected using unicast tunnels and multicast manage the traffic flow at HENP labs and universities in the US, Europe, Asia, and South America. VRVS provides the versatile collaboration tools: MBone (e.g. UCL vic/rat, OM vic/vat), H.323 (e.g. Polycom, NetMeeting, Gnomemeeting), QuickTime, Desktop/Application sharing and Chat on various platforms.

Recent and ongoing developments include support for MPEG2/MPEG4 and SIP videoconferencing, shared collaborative environments, QoS over networks, etc. The goal is to support a set of new and essential requirements for rapid data exchange, and a high level of interactivity in large-scale scientific collaborations.

Product Overview:  http://www.internet2.edu/presentations/20000329-I2MM-Galvez2.htm

Contact Information:  http://www.vrvs.org/cgi-perl/feedBack?

Cost: There is no cost for the software for Windows and Linux based machines. Macintosh users would need to purchase a driver for $20.00 each. There is no cost for the server time but it is limited to one hour.  When asked about the ability to host the software on a UC system to eliminate the one-hour time limit, I was instructed to submit a proposal for consideration.  Additional expenses would include the cost of  video cameras and audio devices.

Operating System and Other Requirements: VRVS works under Windows 95/98/ME/NT/2000/XP, Linux, Solaris, Irix and Mac. 

Intel Pentium 4 CPU 

· 256 Mo of RAM 

· 10 Go of disk 

· Ethernet PCI card (10/100 Mbps) 

· True Color AGP accelerated graphic cards 

· SoundBlaster compatible sound card 

· USB support if you want to connect USB camera 

Additional Hardware Needed:  None

Special Network Requirements:  None
Live Demo:   There is no ability to demonstrate the product without going through the complete registration/installation process. 

Concerns:  The Division of Education evaluated this software and provided the following comments: 

· The application required high bandwidth to prevent framing (100 mbps).
· Video and sound were not in sync, lips moved a few seconds prior to hearing the voice of the person talking.
· Setup was very cumbersome.  It took several hours to get multiple workstations configured and working properly. There was a problem with Mac and PCs working in the same meeting room.  The software did not automatically detect cameras and audio equipment which then had to be setup manually.
Overall Evaluation:  A promising product which still has several issues to address before I would recommend that it would ready for general use by UC. This product might be useful in some limited settings where technical staff would be able to assist with setup and performance issues for small groups. 

WebEx Meeting Center

Research by Ralph Moon, UC Berkeley

Name of Product / Company:  WebEx Meeting Center / WebEx Communications, Inc.

Brief Description of Product: WebEx Meeting Center is a Web-based collaboration service, most of whose functionality is provided by systems housed in WebEx data centers.  Attendees of an online meeting can share PowerPoint and Corel slide presentations; HTML, Word, Excel, and WordPerfect documents.  WebEx also supports the distribution of files among meeting participants and the real-time showing and viewing of applications on the presenter's desktop.  The default means of communication among participants is text chat, with teleconferencing available as an extra-cost option.  A live video feed of any single participant is possible if special equipment is installed on that participant's desktop.

URL / Contact Information: The primary site for the product is www.webex.com   and contact information can be found at www.webex.com/contact.html 

Cost: WebEx has two pricing models, subscription and pay-per-use.  Subscriptions are $100-200 per month per attendee for unlimited use.  It is unclear whether a subscription fee must be paid for each individual who might ever participate in a meeting or whether the subscription fee entitles a certain number of simultaneous users from a given organization, regardless of which individuals might attend any particular meeting.  However, reviewers are consistent in considering subscriptions as being too expensive for any but regular, heavy users of the service.


Pay-per-use rates are 45 cents per minute per participant.  Dial-in teleconferencing adds 10 cents per minute, and call-back teleconferencing adds 25 cents per minute.  (It seems likely that the participant pays the cost of the phone call with the first of these options, and that WebEx pays it with the second, but that would need to be verified.)  So a meeting with 10 attendees would cost $270 per hour without teleconferencing, $330 per hour with dial-in teleconferencing, and $420 per hour with call-back teleconferencing.


For comparison, use of UCB's staffed videoconference center costs $140 per hour for any number of attendees up to 20 or 24.  A videoconference between two similarly priced facilities, one in the north and one in the south, would therefore cost $280 per hour.

Operating System and Other Requirements: 
Windows 95, 98, NT, 2000, XP: Intel Pentium, 166 MHz; 32 MB RAM; Microsoft Internet Explorer 4.x, 5.x, 6.x, or Netscape Communicator 4.x; JavaScript and cookies enabled; 56K Internet connection 

Mac OS 9.x or later: PowerPC Macintosh G3; 64 MB RAM; Virtual Memory on; Netscape Communicator 4.5 through 4.7, or Microsoft Internet Explorer 5; JavaScript and cookies enabled; 56K Internet connection; QuickTime installed 

Solaris 7 or Solaris 8: UltraSPARC or SPARC processor; 128 MB RAM; Netscape 4.5x, 4.6x, or 4.7x; JavaScript and cookies enabled; 16-bit or better video display; CDE or OpenWindows; 56K Internet connection 

Linux: Red Hat Linux 6.x/7.x or compatible versions of the kernel and XFree86; Intel x86 or compatible processor; 128 MB RAM; Netscape 4.7x; JavaScript and cookies enabled; 16-bit or better video display; CDE or OpenWindows; 56K Internet connection 

Palm: Palm V or Palm VII with a wireless modem and airtime through OmniSky or GoAmerica 

Additional Hardware Needed: None unless real-time video of a presenter/speaker is wanted.  If it is, a video camera must be installed on the computer through which he or she is accessing the meeting.

Special Network Requirements: None.

Live Demo: An organization can receive a free hosted meeting if it agrees to a 30-minute WebEx presentation and demo to the organization's decision makers. Free meetings are limited to one per organization with a maximum length of one hour, and maximum of 10 total attendees. WebEx requires at least 72 hours notice prior to the meeting.

Questions and Concerns:  A recent review of WebEx Meeting Center 5.0 is available on CNET.  The URL is 

http://reviews.cnet.com/WebEx_Meeting_Center_5_0/4505-3514_7-9755871-2.html?tag=review  

The same site has comments from over 100 users.  The URL is 

http://reviews.cnet.com/WebEx_Meeting_Center_5_0/4852-3514_7-9755871.html?tag=subnav 

Three-fourths of the comments are positive.  The most common positive comments concern ease of use and utility as a tool for sales and training.  The most common negative comments concern slow performance, frequent crashes, and high cost.

Overall Recommendation: The primary service that WebEx provides is the ability for a group of people to view computer-based presentations and applications in real-time during conference calls.  Based on my LTAG experience, I question whether that ability would be much used in or would add significant value to a standard conference call.  If there are other UC groups that could benefit from this functionality, I believe that they should consider whether a videoconference might provide a better and less expensive option.  So while WebEx meetings may be appropriate in certain special cases, I do not recommend our considering it for general purpose use.
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