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	Section One: Summary

	The project is focusing on two aspects of Curriculum Design and Development (CDD), the first is looking at how we can improve the arena of CDD and the second is to see how change management and sustainable innovation is handled in the university and how that can be improved. Both these aspects focus on being able to support Staffordshire University in being able to provide a flexible and agile curriculum, in the future. As part of this over the last year the project team has interviewed stakeholders involved in over 15 initiatives linked to CDD and has identified 9 main issues that impact on the success of projects from a CDD perspective. Two issues have been raised with SMWG (Senior Management Working Group) and are being investigated, Identity Management and CRM (Customer Relational Management).  The Enable team is continuing to interview new initiatives but will be concentrating on supporting initiatives involved in working with Course Related Information. The project has produced a baseline for the business processes and is continue to work at adding the additional layers to the baseline for use in the university, along with this the project is now in its 3rd stage and will be involved in developing and piloting a Enterprise Programme Office for the university. 

	Section Two: Activities and Progress

	There have been no major changes to the project plan or work packages. However as part of the next stage of the project, the project team will be reviewing these. The changes to the work packages will be to integrate phases of the TOGAF (The Open Group Architecture Framework) architecture development method to compliment the Programme Office pilot approach already included.

Issues Identified (CDD)

· Lack of Identity Management - Unable to support non-traditional stakeholders (e.g. Mentors, NHS staff, support staff at partner colleges)
Unable to provide relevant information to the right people at the right time

· Resource Models Funding models out of date for distance learning
No clear costings framework

· Course information Difficult to pull information from Thesis. Duplicate information in Thesis and Internet system. Different markets need different language/ information

· Documentation fit for audience Validation documentation written in academic /QA language but used to support learners and staff

· Inconsistent relationship with all partners (SURF, Non SURF UK and International) Different procedures & view points from different faculties. Relationship of the college with the university is reliant on individuals. Funding model does not support faculty engagement with partners

· Assessment Feedback Releasing early grades different per faculty. Combined awards feedback based on each faculty confuses learners. Difficult to link to study skills (i.e. Of the x learners on x module that failed,  x percent failed because of x)

· Timetables No holistic calendar for a student. Hard to communicate changes to learners? Not associated with learner account. Different calendars do different tasks – is this necessary?

· Market Research Lack of resources to do independent market research. No centralised record of what potential learners would like if not already available.

· Product Portfolio Management No centralised ownership of product portfolio management

	Issues Identified (Project and Change Management)

· Narrow focus Often started from a single view point but then grows in an unfocused way. 
Many are solution based –it starting from assumptions rather than investigating the requirements and options. Working with a narrow scope where an acknowledged blocker is considered outside the scope of the project. History of building on legacy systems and processes

· Variable skill sets Project management skill sets across initiatives are clearly variable, and it is clear that some people need support in managing their projects 

· Running in a silo There are a number of initiatives which are working in a vacuum and ignoring other processes or initiatives on which their work could impact on negatively.  Creating more silos of information and difficulty in pulling info out of other information centres (i.e. course related information and timetabling). Project teams often find it difficult to get support for required developments outside of the immediate team.

· Communication The profile of initiatives and projects within the university appears unrelated to the quality of the work. Starting with a very high level view that has spawned a number of new projects – however how have these new initiatives reflected work done elsewhere?

· Limited Stakeholder engagement Projects focusing on narrow stakeholder engagement, even where processes and systems change impact on others 

· Timescales Slow initiation of some change activities seems to be causing disengagement. Projects running as silos can affect timescales of other projects 

Moving Issues Forward

The project has successfully moved forward issues on both CRM and Identity Management. The project was able to do this with the support of the SMWG. Each SMWG meeting has one of the main issues raised as a “Theme”. In the meeting the theme is introduced using a short presentation is made about the issue, including what will happen if the university does not manage the issue. This is followed by discussion within the group about what needs to happen next. In the cases mentioned a relevant SMWG member has taken ownership of the issue which is raised using the existing governance around investigating issues in their area. In both cases they became Executive Sponsored issues, which get managed by the Executive Programme Office, and in the case of Identity Management a consultant was bought in to investigate solutions, and with CRM the Enable team is now part of that project, and is supporting the CRM initiative in understanding the wider implications of embedding new software into the university than previously considered. As they are Executive led they now report back to the Enable project via the Executive Programme Report on a monthly basis. Seeing new initiatives created thanks to our issues is very positive.The fact that the new teams involved in the initiatives are happy to be embedded with Enable is early evidence of a change in culture at the university. As these issues are addressed we hope to see that they will not be raised as part of future interviews by the project team.

Project Partners

Project partners have been contributing to their own community – both through blog entries and discussion boards. A summary of comments can be found on our project website (http://www.projects.staffs.ac.uk/enable/feedback_partners_08.html) These comments will be compared to feedback from each year. They have been encouraged to complete spreadsheets on their new award developments that captures the date the award investigation started, expected delivery date, status, whether the delivery date has slipped (if yes, why)  what is needed to move to next stage and what could be done to improve the experience to date?

At the end of each year the project partners will be creating a summary report of their experiences, the first one is due mid January 2010.

	Section Three: Outputs and Deliverables

	The project has produced:

· Two external blogs – a main blog for the entire project (http://jiscenable.blogspot.com) and one for the reflections of the Project Manager (http://jiscenable.wordpress.com) 

· An internal Ning community for project partners

· An internal Elgg group to support the SMWG and internal outputs including:

· Interview notes from initiatives

· Expectation spreadsheets from initiatives

· Discussions on issues by SMWG

· Summary documents from initiatives at start of work

· Summary documents for SMWG grouping initiative issues

· Scenarios of “To Be” Model

· Business Process Baseline for Curriculum Design and Development

· Why P3M3? Report available online http://www.projects.staffs.ac.uk/enable/docs/LeadershipandManagement.docx 

· Developing the “Why P3M3?” Report to a presentation for conferences next year

· Project Partner Summary Reports due January 2010

We would like to share the Enterprise Architecture model of which the Business Process Baseline is a part but we have only managed to secure approval to share it with our cluster. This raises an issue with including model outputs on the Design Studio site. Because the Design Studio site includes links to public web sites only, we can’t include our EA model in the Design Studio content because we would need to host it on a fully public web site which we have not got permission to do.

	Section Four: Outcomes and Lessons Learned

	One of the key problems is the lack of open technical systems and services. Lack of such an application platform upon which to innovate is slowing down existing curriculum design processes and preventing innovation. The business processes captured so far are generally healthy, reflecting the work that has gone on to revise them recently. The true ‘big picture’ of problems with curriculum design will emerge from the next phase of modelling which will capture the data and application architectures and explicitly link them with the business processes they serve. 

Problems identified up to this point include lack of project programme management; lack of coherent management of course-related information; lack of enterprise-wide identity management; and resourcing models which act as a barrier to responsive and collaborative development. These issues have been highlighted through interviews with staff involved in initiatives across the university and those involved in developing awards, not just within the university but from comments also collected from project partners. 

The Enable project is supporting a new strategy that encompasses the creation of an Enterprise Programme Office and development of an Enterprise Architecture capability to ensure a strategic approach is taken to the management of projects and the alignment of IT with business objectives. The first target of the work is supporting initiatives involved in course related information that will be embedded in the continuing baseline work. The governance of the Enterprise Programme Office will fit with that of Enable and will be based around resolving the issues above. As already noted the Enable team has chosen the P3M3 approach.

The project has over 20 transcripts of stakeholders discussing the issues with CDD that are reflected in the baseline, and will be using those, along with scenarios to create a “To Be” model of the university CDD process. The scenarios have been created with the SMWG in early meetings with them, however we will continue to develop these based on the work our Enterprise Architect is doing with TOGAF, and the workgroups that will be organised at the start of the new year. The “To Be” model is going to be the hardest part of the next stage of the project as this will be about pinning down what people would like to see without them thinking about existing barriers, and technologies which tends to be the focus of initiatives within the university at the moment. This work will enable us to manage the changes needed and will help identify that those changes have taken place.  The transcripts are available internally from our Elgg site (known internally as SUN). 

	Section Five: Communications and Dissemination Activities

	The project team have participated in programme meetings and other meetings related to the CDD programme including the CETIS Conference and the HELP CETL conference. They are also contributing to the Flexible Service Delivery Programme, as members of the Strategic Technologies Group, and they have presented at the following events.

· ALT-C 2009 http://jiscenable.blogspot.com/2009/09/altc-presentation.html
· Staffordshire University TSL Conference http://jiscenable.blogspot.com/2009/06/video-dissemination.html 
· Presented Developing Negotiated Learning to Manchester Met University (http://www.celt.mmu.ac.uk/src/?p=278) 
· IASK 2009 (http://www.iask-web.org/tl09/tl2009.html) 
· EDRENE (http://edrene.org/) 
· Internal Showcase Conference http://jiscenable.blogspot.com/2009/03/dissemination.html 
· Presented Fast Tracking Validation to Cluster Group http://jiscenable.blogspot.com/2009/05/first-cluster-meeting.html 
The project team also disseminate their work via a blog (http://jiscenable.blogspot.com) a twitter hashtag (#jiscenble) and using PageFlakes (http://www.pageflakes.com/StaffsProjects/25711736) 

	Section Six: Evaluation

	First stage of interviews captured using written notes, this was due to the fact that staff felt most comfortable with this method, and it saved time for the project as there was no need to have to site and transcribe the meetings at a later date. This is also the preferred method of the Project Manager who is able to type automatically without losing the thread of the discussions taking place. Any relevant information discussed where highlighted using orange text and the use of tags in OneNote for ease of discovery after the meetings had taken place. The project team can highly recommend the use of OneNote for use in interview situations.

The outputs from the meetings have been summarised using the Issues tables that can be seen on our project website (http://www.projects.staffs.ac.uk/enable/outputs.htm). The interviews cover a number of standard questions as well as “free speech”. The questions focused on how the projects developed, what are the expectations for the project (matched to the expectation spreadsheet – as per the Evaluation Plan) and what is expected beyond the project as well as what are their main concerns with the project and what new issues have raised during the project work. The interviews in the first instance were very informal which gave the project a lot of information to process, and they worked well with the expectation sheets as a summary of discussions from the different spokes. The more formal interview questions around change management gave us a lot of “don’t know” answers which highlighted an issue in understanding ownership of processes and issues, but did not help overall with the information gathering of the project. The project team has now gone back to the informal version of the interviews.

Project Managers have been asked to (and have) completed two documents at the start of their projects the first is a document capturing a summary of a project plan, including a short description of the work, the outputs/ deliverables expected and timescales for the project. The second document is an expectation spreadsheet which asks “What do you want from your project?” and rates their importance both from the university perspective and the project perspective and how satisfied they are with how it works at the moment in the university. 

It has been difficult capturing extra paperwork from projects already running, although spreadsheets have been collated it is how that data in interpreted and how it fits with the final project expectations which we will be collecting at the completion of individual projects

The interview process will continue throughout the life of the project, matching answers and discussions against previous conversations, continuing to help us build a model of the university as it is now and how it should be in the future. These interviews will not only include continued conversations with those already engaged with the project, but also staff and stakeholders engaged in any new initiatives around CDD. The interviews will continue to be informally structured and recorded using the laptop, however the project aims to collect video evidence of any group work that will be available online. 

Along with this work the Enterprise Programme Office will be creating governance to new project to ensure the creation of Project Initiation Documents and Project Plans, and more formal interviews will continue to take place to support the work of the Programme Office. 

Project partner annual reports and the spreadsheets mentioned earlier are all being used (or will be) to evaluate the changes in the support for new awards, along with monitoring discussions and blogs online. A summary of feedback has already been collated and published on the project website, and issues raised have been embedded into our issues list (see above). We hope that continued discussions will show that these issues become resolved and that other issues are raised in turn. The continued work of our Enterprise Architect will also support the evaluation work.

	Section Seven: Issues and Challenges

	The issues for the project team have included those raised in the project Risk register; including loss of staff in a partner college, and having to be careful about the project becoming over ambitious and ensuring that it has an achievable scope. The work we have done with the baseline has helped us understand that the arena of CDD as a whole would be difficult to manage from the perspective of the project over the next three years, as part of this the project scope is focusing on the Course Information aspect of CDD. This gives Enable a measurable focus for the project, whilst acknowledging that other issues around CDD by will be handled other initiatives in the institution.

By engaging the SMWG in the work of Enable, including weekly emails and blogs, we have  been able to avoid staff working on initiatives rejecting the programme level approach, however as we move forward with the Enterprise Programme Office this may become  a bigger issue as we have to embed governance into the universities organisational structure. 

We have had some problems with project partner engagement, so project partners have been enthusiastic members of the project, others less so. For those less engaged with the project this has been due to one of our highlighted risks, loss of staff, where we lost our main contact thanks to illness. As we are the core to the project partners their limited engagement has not impacted on the project outputs, other than it has limited the engagement of partners in the online environment. It has been noted that it is important to have a good relationship with the individuals in the project which helps involvement and gives them confidence in being able to say things that may be considered negative to the institution.  The best engagement has been from partners who see the real value in participating in the project. Those who have had limited engagement (based on the expectations of the project – we were clear that some partners would be more engaged, although outputs were to be the same) have not received any payment from the Enable project and payments will be withheld until they engage with the project at the expected level thanks to the consortium agreement. We plan to either engage further partners in the project if the existing partner continues its limited engagement in the project, or to encourage further engagement by existing partners with extra funding.

Senior management engagement online has been an easier aspect to the project than expected, with the use of weekly emails they are encouraged to read the blogs and see what has been uploaded to the SUN. There has been difficulty in getting them to action online activities, we have had some resistance to the technology we are using internally, and to attend the bi-monthly meetings although they are scheduled some time ahead. This has been raised with the chair of the SMWG (Pro Vice Chancellor) who is raising it with the rest of the SMWG. We are also investigating the usability of the software in the project as this is university wide software. Some improvements to the software has already been made however we need to find a way of re-engaging staff who have become disengaged with the software to come back to it. We are hoping tools such as PageFlakes and RSS readers which harvest the content will help with this.

Beyond those issues raised in the Risk register the team has also found there are challenges involved in creating the baseline Enterprise Architecture model using Archimate and TOGAF. These challenges have included:

· learning TOGAF given its size and scope

· learning how to effectively use the modelling tool

· the limited amount of experience of other institutions that we could draw on and lack of exemplar models (although the recent publication of Roehampton’s EA models will hopefully start a trend)

· the cost of the tool we are using (BIZZdesign Architect) - only one project team member can use it.(This links to the issue of if we lose that member of staff we lose their expertise in the subject and in the software)

We are tackling these challenges through a combination of regular face to face discussion of issues and modelling development. The TOGAF Architecture Capability Framework will assist with tackling the risk of too much knowledge and skill vested in a single individual.

	Section Eight: Collaboration and Support

	· Two cluster meetings (one in Manchester and one in Stafford) both of which worked very well as an informal gathering of team members to discuss a particular issue that was raised before the meeting. These alternate between one and two days.

· Visiting Manchester Met to discuss Enable with their tutors (not yet taken place)

· Been provided with Expectations spreadsheet from Cardiff University after discussions at the Evaluation event held by JISC

· Follower on Twitter for Mark Stubbs, CourseTools and others which has given us access to information we may have missed.

· Attended ALTC-2009 sessions around programme

· Invited to MMU by Mark Stubbs to meet with Michael Sankey, Director of Leaning and Teaching Support Unit at the University of Southern Queensland, to hear about his impressive Course and Programme Management System which manages all aspects of course related information. Would like to work with Prof Stubbs and colleagues on an open source UK equivalent. 

The critical friend concept has worked well. Cluster meetings have been very good for sharing of problems and ideas and mutual support. We would like to get more actively involved in collaborative development activities but recognise that limited overlap in the aims of our projects may preclude much joint working.

The design/delivery programme meeting in Manchester was good for networking with projects outside the cluster. It would be good to have an opportunity to meet Cluster-style but in subject/area groups, e.g. all those who are involved in process mapping or modelling, but this may well be meeting overkill as there is a considerable time commitment to meetings already.

Our modeller and Project Manager would appreciate advice and support with the Enterprise Architecture work from people who have been there and done it. Our participation in the FSD Strategic Technologies Group will go a long way to providing this support.



	Section Nine: Financial Statement

	


