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	Section One: Summary

	In the period from September 2008 – October 2009 the UG-Flex Project has transformed from a plan on paper into a tangible project. The full project team has been appointed and is supported by an active Management Group and Steering Group and an independent evaluator. Awareness of the project is strong and growing across the University of Greenwich with project issues regularly raised and discussed at central and school committees. 
Following a lengthy process of recruitment, induction, baseline research and document submission in the period to May 2009, the second half of the year involved extensive stakeholder consultation that resulted in a more defined project scope which is proving crucial in guiding subsequent project activities. 

UG-Flex’s scope currently covers six areas of investigation in relation to curriculum design systems and processes at Greenwich:

· Speed of study

· “non-standard” start and finish dates

· Course level admissions

· Validation & review

· Library of academic models

· Enhanced self service interface

Processing modelling and detailed requirements gathering is ongoing and a Process Review Document (with process models) of the University of Greenwich’s current Validation & Review process has been produced.

The external profile of UG-Flex has been raised at a number of conferences over the past year, notably the 2009 ALT-C where members of the project team contributed to a well attended symposium on stakeholder engagement. The project is contributing to a further two conferences in the coming year.
A new project blog is available at www.ugflex.blogspot.com 


	Section Two: Activities and Progress

	Over the past year the UG-Flex project team has undertaken a wide range of activities in support of achieving the project’s five stated objectives in line with the work packages outlined in our project plan.

These have included:

· Establishing an effective project management infrastructure through the appointment of a Project Manager, a Business Analyst and a Programmer and the formation of a regular and well attended project management group and a project steering group. All reports and plans have been submitted to JISC as required and a “lessons learned” log has been implemented. Project information is available and publicised via a project portal group (internal to University of Greenwich) and a project website (http://www.gre.ac.uk/offices/ILS/cis/projects/jisc-project) and project blog (internal & external) www.ugflex.blogspot.com. Financial administration is in place and the project has a dedicated cost centre to facilitate and track expenditure. 
· Conducting base line research, analysis and an environmental scan, work that culminated in the completion of a baseline report that drew on a wide range of information, data and the views of some 20 members of staff gathered through 1-2-1 interviews and small group meetings held in April and May 2009. The process of collating baseline data on the “non standard” academic models currently in use at the University of Greenwich is ongoing and is acknowledged to be a priority that will inform the implementation of a structured library of academic models. The workload involved in collecting the baseline statistics on these academic models has proved to be much greater than initially envisaged and for this reason the project is working to a new deadline of December 2009 to complete this workpackage.
· Communicating and disseminating the project’s aims, objectives and progress in line with the project plan. In addition to the wide use of web media, our communication and dissemination activities have included making presentations to the following university committees: Executive Group; Academic Planning Sub Committee; Learning & Quality Committee; Learning Enhancement Co-ordinators Group; Teaching Fellows Group as well as a number of school-based committees and groups. An article on the project is due to be published in the next edition of the University of Greenwich magazine “Greenwich Line”. Additionally, aspects of UG-Flex’s work (lessons learned, challenges, and progress) have been shared with external audiences at programme meetings and conferences, notably ALT-C 2009.
· Identifying good practice by reviewing outcomes and recommendations from relevant projects, notably COVARM, Learners Experience of E-learning programme, the JISC Study on Timetabling and Resource Scheduling and the HEFCE Employer Engagement Projects. Examples of good practice at the University of Greenwich have been sought and identified at stakeholder events and through networking. The project facilitated the sharing of a good practice model in use in the University’s Business School at the HEA conference “Better Together: sharing learning from WFD project across the UK” held in London on 19 May 2009. Project sponsored visits to view good practice in use at other institutions and organisations have not yet taken place as it was felt a more productive approach would be to wait until the project’s scope was more defined as this would facilitate more focussed visits. A shortlist of sites has now been identified with a view to the first visit taking place in late 2009/early 2010. The project is working to a new deadline of February 2010 to complete this workpackage.

· Mapping of current processes and procedures was originally planned to start in March 09, but was put back pending the appointment of the project’s Business Analyst. (This delay was a result of the University’s Personnel department being overstretched, and pressure was required from senior members of the core project management group to accelerate progress). Since the appointment of Duncan Reeder to the post of Business Analyst in August 2009 this area of work has progressed significantly. Firstly, the outcomes of the first phase of stakeholder consultation have been scrutinised and discussed and grouped into six areas of investigation: validation & review; library of academic models; self service interface; speed of study; start and finish dates and course level admissions. Mapping of current processes is underway and a process review document outlining the current process for programme conception, approval and review of programmes has been produced. It is currently being scrutinised by representatives from schools, central offices and our DVC for Academic Development to secure verification and approval.  The project team is now working to a new deadline of February 2010 to complete this work package. 
· Review of regulatory and quality frameworks commenced on schedule and meetings were held with key post holders in the University’s Planning & Statistics Unit and Learning & Quality Unit.  Feedback given at these meetings indicated the difficulties and limited usefulness of producing a general report on the impact of funding and quality regulations on curriculum design at the point envisaged in the workpackage.  The Head of Data & Planning felt that concrete examples of curriculum models were required in order to give a useful assessment of the impact on funding. Further, the outcome of the University’s institutional QAA audit, due Sept/Oct 2009 meant that original deadlines for this workpackage were deemed inappropriate.  New deadlines for this workpackage are currently under discussion and they are likely to follow the completion of mapping of current processes and procedures of current non-standard academic models.
· Stakeholder consultation and requirements gathering has taken place through a variety of mediums, notably at stakeholder workshops and at project management group and project steering group meetings, 1-2-1 discussions and via email correspondence. This has helped the project manager to build up a library of “real life” scenarios that provide examples of issues and need. To date the focus of wider consultation with university-based stakeholders has been four workshops held in June and July across the University’s three campuses involving more than 50 members of academic and support staff drawn from the University’s schools/institutes and most of the central services. Rich pictures (an element of soft systems methodology) was used to get staff with different priorities, perspectives and interests to identify areas where they agreed change was needed to the university’s systems and business processes. Common issues and areas of concern emerged from these workshops and were subsequently organised into a project scope diagram which has been shared with stakeholders. Feedback on the project’s scope has been generally positive, with different schools and offices sharing their views on which of the six areas of investigation they feel are the most relevant and/or significant.  Generally the point has been made that by identifying six areas, the project’s scope is ‘ambitious’. The core project team recognises that consultation with stakeholders needs to include a wider range of interest groups and be an ongoing process. For this reason a new set of activities and deadlines is being drawn up for this work package.  Forthcoming consultation for the period to March 2010 will focus on gathering the views of students and employers/employer groups. Historically, at Greenwich employer engagement has rested with individual schools and the core project group are currently discussing the most effective way to capture the views and interests of employers on flexible curriculum design. Preliminary meetings have taken place with student union representatives, and we are waiting for some costings for a range of requirements gathering activities to be carried out via the SU website and course representative network.
· Systems and procedures modelling and developing work was originally due to commence in April 2009 and has been put back to commence in late 2009. This change is in line with revised deadlines for the completion of process mapping work outlined above.  Some concern has been voiced by core team members that this delay has resulted in some shift in focus away from the project’s technical dimension/requirements. In response, steps are being taken to ensure that the project’s Programmer who started work in October 2009 is effectively integrated into the project management infrastructure. The project team has agreed a back up strategy to ensure that technical delivery is completed and implemented effectively, whereby the University will seek to identify additional funds from its own budget and to allocate more of the UG-Flex budget to salaries to extend the Programmer’s contract if necessary. 
In summary, there have been no significant changes to the overall approach outlined in the UG-Flex Project Plan or the deliverables. While there has been a need to shift deadlines, overall the work packages have been found to be fit for purpose as tools for working towards the UG-Flex project’s five objectives. The fact that the work packages have been found to be rather less useful to the latter end of the reporting period, is considered to be due to the need to review and update them (a common issue in many projects) rather than any inherent problems with their design. A review of the content of the work packages is currently being undertaken by the project manager and is due to be presented to the next Project Management Group meeting for comment and approval. Following this, a copy will be forwarded to the JISC Programme Manager.
The project team has also noted where some activities, notably the project management meetings have also generated discussion and debate in areas where the project hopes to engage or have some influence on in the longer term, for example – the regulation of student data and document management.  From these discussions and from the ongoing contributions from stakeholders it has become apparent that this project is surfacing many issues/concerns that need to be addressed by the institution, but which must for practical or strategic reasons (responsibility/resources etc.) remain outside of the project scope. The project team recognises that in many cases process mapping and requirement gathering activities conducted under the remit of UG-Flex will be of relevance to issues that are outside of scope. For this reason plans are in place to pass on project outputs such as process maps and baseline data to the relevant university committee and an appropriate senior University manager.
The most significant change to the personnel involved in the project is the change in the senior project sponsor following the departure of Margaret Noble, Deputy Vice Chancellor for Learning & Quality in August 2009. Since September 2009 the senior project sponsor within the institution has been Professor Simon Jarvis, the newly appointed Deputy Vice Chancellor for Academic Development at Greenwich. Noting the challenges other projects in our cluster have faced when changes of this nature had occurred, the UG-Flex Project Manager and Project Director prepared well in advance for the change in project sponsor and meetings have taken place where our new DVC has been briefed on the project and its potential impact.  Professor Jarvis indicated that he is committed to flexibility in curriculum design in order to respond to changing markets and agreed to take over as project sponsor and to act as chair of the UG-Flex Project Steering Group.  



	Section Three: Outputs and Deliverables

	The following outputs are expected to arise from the UG-Flex Project:
Type of output 

Details 

Proposed audience: who will use this output and why?

Final Project Report (& Executive Summary)

Describing approaches taken, key challenges, lessons learned, outputs and outcomes, progress towards achievement of aims and objectives, recommendations etc.

External and internal audience will use this output to get information on what the project did and did not achieve, and how. The Executive Summary will summarise key information from the report and will be targeted at audiences who may like to have more information before they commit to reading the full report.

Case Studies 

A maximum of five case studies to describe challenges of curriculum design at University of Greenwich as identified by different stakeholders and the steps taken to address these.

Mainly external audiences in order to become more informed on ways to address challenges in curriculum design from a systems and business process perspective. 

Internal audience too may use this output, mainly for publicity and possibly training purposes.

Curriculum Guide

A web based guide to curriculum design at the University of Greenwich which provides a step by step guide on the range of curriculum design and delivery options possible.
Mainly internal audience, with the language and approach aimed at University of Greenwich staff to ensure knowledge is widely available and used.

External audiences will have access to the Guide which they may use as an example of practice and adapt accordingly.

Business Process Models

Business Process Models (Current and Revised) for University’s Validation & Review process with commentary.

Internal audiences will be informed of the potential for wider university-driven enhancements that may have been identified through the modelling process. 

External audiences will have access to these models to inform their work and as a comparison/example.

Academic Models

Report on flexible academic models in use and a new academic model framework.
Internal audiences and external audiences for same reasons given above.

Video / Audio Clips to exemplify practice of engaging stakeholders in curriculum design review

A selection of no more than 6 videos and audio clips showing practice of engaging stakeholders (academic, support staff, students and other) in curriculum design review.

Both internal and external audiences to share examples of practice and/or issues.

Project Materials

No more than 5 examples of project materials produced by stakeholders, specifically, rich pictures.

Both internal and external audiences to share examples of practice and/or issues.

Expected Technical Outputs 

The University of Greenwich uses a proprietary student records and associated systems from SunGard Higher Education (Banner) and where necessary adds or alters functions and processes in response to identified need. 
Stakeholder feedback to date has emphasised the need for enhanced functionality to deliver improvements to staff and students’ experiences of their teaching and learning and of the institution generally. This will be achieved by developing more streamlined systems and processes where students study concurrent curricula, require variations in their speed of study or seek to enrol on courses at any point in the year. Stakeholder feedback has also highlighted the need for an improved self service interface for students to identify, select, register for  and pay for their study at course level and for staff to enhance access to data that meets their needs; and better tracking of course/programme validation and review dates and workflow. 
To achieve these outputs the project will work with stakeholders to map existing processes and to produce and test detailed functional and technical specifications for targeted development. 

It is recognised that managing development and making enhancements within a vendor based systems environment presents particular challenges. For this reason the process maps and functional and technical specifications produced as part of UG-Flex can also be considered project outputs as they will be of interest to external audiences, particularly universities. Many HEIs in the UK and worldwide work with the same or similar product-based applications and it is envisaged that the technical documentation can be used to inform potential enhancement and development in other institutions. The project team plans to share what they have learned through UK-based networks of users as well as at forthcoming European and Worldwide SunGard conferences.
The following outputs have been produced in this reporting period:

· Baseline Report (Available on Circle at http://www.circlespace.net/blog.aspx?bid=6951)
· Rich Pictures produced by stakeholders (available early 2010 on Circle).
· Video clips of stakeholder workshops and tips for stakeholder engagement (on YouTube http://www.youtube.com/user/UGFLEX)

· Process Review Document (including process models) of University of Greenwich Validation & Review Process (This will be available from early January 2010; two other projects have already requested a copy.)

· Project blog www.ugflex.blogspot.com


	Section Four: Outcomes and Lessons Learned

	The key messages of interest to the wider sector that have emerged from the baselining exercise conducted by the UG-Flex project relate to the university’s ability to respond to changing markets for learning and ensuring students have a high quality experience of learning. 

Specifically, curriculum designers working at Greenwich have responded to strategic directives to innovate in new flexible curriculum models and in recent years have developed some well received models of on-line learning, short course provision and collaborations with employers to deliver CPD and other learning opportunities. However, we know from our staff and students that some students have a poor experience of their learning at Greenwich, caused by a lack of flexibility in the university’s systems, policies and processes. The students most typically affected are those that follow curriculum models that fall outside a full-time 3-year undergraduate programme. Examples of poor experiences include not being able to gain timely access to IT services and facilities, which typically can affect access to learning resources and the ability to submit assignments; financial queries; lack of access to staff and/or a specific member of staff; reduced or poor facilities on campus (e.g. catering, technical support, unsuitable or inappropriate  teaching/study facilities) and a lack of timely access to appropriate information in writing or electronic form from application through to registration and ultimately achievement.
In addition to sharing examples of the challenges some of their students face, staff have also shared their experiences of some “behind the scene” challenges when they attempt to develop and/or implement new curriculum models and generally assure the quality of their courses and programmes. They cite a lack of clarity of the processes themselves, lack of transparency, insufficient guidance from central services/schools (usually depending on where they work in the institution), laborious admin, lack access to resources, lack of access to knowledge and systems that are not transparent or intuitive. This can be a real disincentive to staff who might otherwise develop new curriculum models. And for those curriculum designers that persist in innovating new often flexible curriculum models, often because systems and processes themselves were not designed to cater for flexible study, each new model requires a one-off “work around” solution, which is often piecemeal, patchy, time consuming and not scalable.

UG-Flex aims to address these problems and enhance the University’s curriculum design processes by introducing systems enhancements and revised processes that will facilitate greater transparency to enable curriculum designers to develop flexible curriculum models with confidence that the students who choose to follow these courses/programmes of study will have a quality learning experience. UG-Flex has identified six areas where feedback from our stakeholders has indicated that systems enhancements and revised processes are required to deliver change. These areas are validation/review; a library of academic models; enhanced self service interface; variable speed of study; flexible start/finish dates; course level admissions.
To ensure awareness of and adoption of the redesigned systems and processes, UG-Flex recognises that it will need to ensure that communication, training and resourcing issues are addressed, for example by producing a series of web based guides to the full range of curriculum design and delivery models available.

UG-Flex has identified five measures to assess the impact of the systems enhancement and revised processes that will emerge as recommendations from the six areas of investigation outlined above. These are:

Measure

Source of data

Evidence collected so far

1. An increase in the number of actual and planned flexible courses offered by the University by July 2012;

Banner database

In process of collating baseline data on  20+ non-standard academic models for period Sept 08-Aug 09;
PCO
 Report on new courses and programmes and discontinuations for the period Sept 08 – Aug 09.
2. A percentage increase in the levels of staff satisfaction with support systems functions by 2012;

1-2-1 interviews with 20 staff and a university-wide online survey
1-2-1 interviews with 20 staff
3. A percentage increase in the levels of student satisfaction in relation to the organisation & management of the course, welfare resources and facilities by 2012;

UoG Student Satisfaction Survey and student union surveys of members
Student Satisfaction Survey data 2007/8.

4. No less than 90% of new flexible provision and no less than 75% of existing flexible provision to be authorised, approved and reviewed within the University’s published academic planning framework by July 2012;

Banner database and LQU database
PCO Report on new courses and programmes and discontinuations for the period Sept 08 – Aug 09.
5. A review of processes and systems designed to assist decision-making across the institution and inform wider policy decision to ensure they are informed by the needs of all stakeholders, with recommendations by the end of 2011/2012 academic year.

Information Strategy Goals
Information Strategy and Goals implemented by University of Greenwich in academic year 2008/09.
UG-Flex would like to share the following comments, ideas and lessons learned  for this reporting  period:

· Process mapping has proved an extremely useful exercise. To date the current process for approval and review of programmes in use at the University of Greenwich, along with significant variances that occur in some schools, has been mapped and is helping to inform future improvements. In the first instance, the process mapping document will inform system enhancements within UG-Flex remit (i.e. flexible study), but it has the potential to inform a future review of the University’s wider validation and review processes.
· Currently, the University of Greenwich has a significant number of flexible curriculum models in use. To date, the UG-Flex project has identified at least 20 curriculum models, many of which have distinct administrative processes at one or more of the following points: admissions, on programme and conferment.  This has posed an interesting question as to whether Greenwich actually has too much flexibility in curriculum design! The dominant view within the Project Management Group is that to operate efficiently and successfully, flexibility requires boundaries and ideally a core framework.

· The UG-Flex project has sought explicitly to involve academics, administrators and managers in all aspects of the project’s design, delivery and management and we have been conscious to minimise the impact of hierarchies of knowledge and status when working with our stakeholders. Using a soft systems methodology approach with stakeholders in workshops elicited significant and important information that has helped inform the direction and focus of the project.  By encouraging stakeholders to visualise their views and experiences by drawing “rich pictures” we found that while the expected tensions between the views and experiences of administrators and academics were to some extent realised, equally by using a method of enquiry that avoided defining a particular problem from a single perspective, so common themes and experiences were able to emerge.(A paper exploring ways the UG-Flex project has sought to include university administrators in curriculum design and development has been accepted for the forthcoming AUA conference in Warwick in March 2010.)
· The stakeholder consultation workshops and process mapping have exposed a wide range of relevant issues – arguably this is an inevitable consequence of using a methodology that avoided defining the problem. It has become apparent that the UG-Flex project has and will continue to expose relevant issues that it will not be possible to resolve within the time frame and resources of the UG-Flex project alone. For example, there is a case for a review of the University’s entire validation and review processes.   The core project team consider that any recommendations of this nature made to senior university committees to be an additional project output.  On this point, we also recognise that there is potential for the University of Greenwich to gain significant benefit from the experiences and findings of other institutions, notably Cardiff and Birmingham City, where their projects are focussing on the specific area of programme approval.
· A final lesson relates to a deficiency in the language we have available when talking about different curriculum models and modes of study. The point was made at our first Steering Group meeting that terms like “non-traditional” and “non-standard” when used to describe part-time students, CPD modules, distance learning and short courses etc. are problematic because they suggest some favouritism towards full-time students. Another view point urges us to bear in mind that a large proportion of the University of Greenwich’s learning market is and must continue to be full time undergraduates.  The project team will continue to discuss and consider alternative terminology and for the time being will make a point of using quotation marks to acknowledge problematic terms.


	Section Five: Communications and Dissemination Activities

	· In addition to the 1-2-1 meetings held to discuss UG-Flex, presentations on the UG-Flex Project have been made to the following university committees: Executive Group; Academic Planning Sub Committee; Learning & Quality Committee; Learning Enhancement Co-ordinators Group; Teaching Fellows Group as well as a number of school-based committees and groups. An article on the project is due to be published in the next edition of the University of Greenwich magazine “Greenwich Line” in late 2009/early 2010. Minutes of all project management group meetings, steering group meetings are posted onto the project portal group, which is available to all students and staff of the University of Greenwich. Work is underway to facilitate wider external access to project documents on the project’s web pages at

http://www.gre.ac.uk/offices/ILS/cis/projects/jisc-project
· The UG-Flex project has a project blog which can be viewed at http://www.ugflex.blogspot.com/  The blog front page also includes a feed from Twitter (listing tweets by the UG-Flex Project Manager) and links to the UG-Flex YouTube Account where various video clips of relevance to the project and “Design Cluster B” can be viewed.

· UG-Flex Project staff have taken part in all meetings of the programme design cluster “Group B”. The three 2-day meetings in London (Feb 09), Cambridge (June 09) and Cardiff (Oct 09) have been conducted using the CAMEL methodology and have been a useful means of sharing project progress, issues and also collaborating on relevant issues, notably change management, equalities and evaluation.

· UG-Flex Project staff have taken part in all JISC programme meetings and have regularly contributed to Circle.
· The UG-Flex Project Manager attended a HEA conference “Better Together: sharing learning from WFD project across the UK” held in London on 19 May 2009, and facilitated the sharing of a good practice model in use in the University’s Business School at one breakout session.

· UG-Flex Project staff contributed to the Symposium on stakeholder engagement given at ALT-C in September 2009 entitled “Herding cats?: Engaging stakeholders in complex institutional change projects” and also to the JISC Symposium at the same event.
· UG-Flex project staff are presenting a paper on the ways the UG-Flex project has sought to include university administrators in curriculum design and development at the AUA Conference in Warwick in March 2010.
· UG-Flex project staff are contributing to an interactive session on “Communities of Learning” to be given at the SEDA Spring Teaching and Learning Conference 2010.
· Information on the UG-Flex has been shared with Dr Julia Stephenson and her colleagues in the Academic Practice Development Unit of Brunel University. This approach came via information found on the JISC website.



	Section Six: Evaluation

	In April 2009 the project submitted an evaluation plan as part of the larger UG-Flex project plan that reflected the project team’s commitment to making evaluation an ongoing and holistic process that would inform the project throughout its lifetime and beyond.  At this time the project management group agreed that the evaluation plan was still a work in progress and that it had not yet achieved the required balance between formative and summative evaluation. In particular it was noted that the summative evaluation measures were incomplete and should be reviewed. 

In May 2009 an evaluation brief was prepared, with the intention of circulating via external networks in order to secure an external independent evaluator to lead on the evaluation process. Following discussions with the project’s critical friend and other stakeholders in June & July a decision was taken by the core project management group to seek to secure an internal independent evaluator and to engage a part time researcher to conduct some evaluation activities. This decision took into account consideration of how to achieve best value for money given the emphasis in the evaluation plan on formative evaluation and the methods of peer review, SWOT analysis, 1-2-1 and group interviews and questionnaires. 

Two academics based at the University of Greenwich were approached about the independent evaluation role and in September 2009, Ian McNay, Emeritus Professor in the School of Education & Training was confirmed as the project’s independent evaluator. (For Professsor McNay’s personal profile see  http://www.gre.ac.uk/schools/education/departments/pld/staff/ian_mcnay)

The main evaluation activities that have taken place have been contributions to the project “lessons learned” log, however it should be pointed out that all entries to this log have so far been made by the Project Manager. It will be necessary to encourage further contributions to maximise the effectiveness of this tool.

It would be fair to say that the UG-Flex project team has struggled somewhat in defining its approach to evaluation, and partly this has been because we recognise the value of synthesizing the evaluation measures of all the projects in the curriculum design programme, but we found this hard to do when we knew so little about the other projects. A stronger steer on the expectations of the support and synthesis team from the outset of the project with a more staged approach to evaluation might have helped us. This said, the map of evaluation approaches recently circulated by the programme level evaluation support team has been of value and will be passed on to Professor McNay. Further, following discussion at the recent Design Cluster B CAMEL meeting in Cardiff on evaluation, the UG-Flex project sees values in the new evaluation resources set up for the Cluster on Circle will endeavour to contribute usefully to the pool of resources, ideas and tips.

Currently, the project evaluation plan is still weighted heavily towards formative evaluation and a priority for the coming six months is to work with the independent evaluator to identify some measures that can inform a summative evaluation. Our evaluator is also to review the current approach taken to formative evaluation and make recommendations for improvement by March 2009. 
It is proposed to use the last Project Management Group meeting of 2009 (scheduled for 8 December) to review the four formative evaluation factors for the 12 month period from September 2008 and to use the recommendations that emerge to inform our practice for the coming year. The four factors considered will be: 
Factor to evaluate

Rationale/purpose

Planned methods

Participants

1. The effectiveness of the project management infrastructure, project planning and review

To reflect on impact of project activities and to recommend changes in practices.

Review of project meetings, project documentation and attendance; peer review; SWOT analysis

Project Management Group members
2. The effectiveness of communication and dissemination activities

To reflect on impact of project activities and to recommend changes in practices.
Peer review; analysis of website and blog usage

Project Management Group members
3. The effectiveness of stakeholder engagement

To reflect on impact of project activities and to recommend changes in practices.
Review of meeting attendance; Review of stakeholder feedback forms;

Peer review 
Project Management Group members
4. Progress on re-engineering support systems to deliver flexibility.

To reflect on impact of project activities and to recommend changes in practices.
Review of project work packages; peer review
Project Management Group members


	Section Seven: Issues and Challenges

	The UG-Flex Project has succeeded in drawing together a wide range of stakeholders who have attended project meetings and contributed ideas and information to the project.  It has proved challenging at times to ensure everyone’s concerns and priorities are given time and consideration and the initial momentum behind the project is maintained. Given how the UG-Flex project has surfaced a large number of issues – some provoking strong feelings - meetings and relationships have also required a subtle trust-building dynamic.  In one or two instances it is possible that individuals may have lost trust in the project’s aims and remit which has led them to miss some meetings, where before their attendance was good.  It may also be down to timing – the start of the new academic year is traditionally a very busy time. However, it is a concern that three academics who have been regular contributors to Management Group meeting haven’t attended since teaching began in the 09/10 session.  Actions to tackle this issue are already underway, with the Project Manager following up with individual stakeholders who are not attending meetings as regularly. Stakeholders have also been encouraged to make more use of the resources on the project’s portal group and the new project blog (e.g. a demonstration was given at the last management group meeting). Another approach currently being considered is to set up a research/discussion group around curriculum design and/or to invite external speakers on the subject to the University. It is hoped that this may promote more discussion and debate and enhance the social dimensions of the project as a way on managing change.
A view that emerged from a review of the project risk register at the last Steering Group meeting was that external drivers, notably the regulatory environment, funding cuts and Government policy, are going to be of more significance both to the University and the UG-Flex project.  It is recognised that in order to maintain credibility with stakeholders within the institution and beyond, it is essential for UG-Flex to be seen to be aware of and responding to external drivers. Currently action to address this factor has focussed on putting postings on the portal group and project blog about policy development and encouraging discussion there and at project meetings.
Despite efforts by the Project Manager, so far it has proved impossible to engage the University’s Personnel Department in the UG-Flex project. It is recognised that their input is essential to help manage reaction to any changes in working practices that may result from increases in flexible and part-time curriculum design and delivery. This issue was discussed at a recent Steering Group meeting and it was agreed to secure a personal introduction to the Director of Personnel to discuss the project and to use the University’s involvement in the HEFCE “Managing Academic Workloads” project as a point of shared interest.

The strategies UG-Flex has found useful for engaging stakeholders at this stage of the project were shared at a symposium given at ALT-C in September 2009, along with other members of Design Cluster B. The ones specifically identified by the UG-Flex project were: 

1. Accept differences: It is necessary to recognise that people bring different and often conflicting priorities and concerns to a project. Stakeholders can have very different views on what the main issues or "problems" are. One approach is to avoid trying to define "the problem" and instead concentrate on identifying and drawing out shared issues, experiences as a way to identify common themes and issues

We have found aspects of Soft Systems Methodology; particularly 'Rich Pictures' useful in helping stakeholders identify shared and common issues at a series of stakeholder workshops. Warning: don't try to cover too much ground in one session, it can confuse.

2. Understand your institution’s culture: You have to address and be sensitive to stakeholders' motivation for being involved in a project. Are they self selecting or have they been delegated? Do they want to do any work or just be consulted? This can influence how they engage and what they are willing to contribute. Tailor your strategies for engagement accordingly, 1-2-1 meetings, word of mouth, recommendation, invitation to workshops, online communication etc.

3. Don't assume knowledge: People retain different kinds of information about a project and can forget quickly! Even if you believe you've already given a stakeholder a thorough briefing and update, don't assume they will remember. Try to start any meeting with a short update / briefing on the project and progress to date.

4.  Get personal:  Email has limited effectiveness but is still a useful way to communicate. Sending an email to an individual stakeholder, rather than "to many" stakeholders (even if you need to send the same email 6, 10, 15 times) seems to be an effective way of ensuring the email is read by the recipient.
A further strategy that has been used more recently to disseminate outcomes from the first stakeholder consultation workshops has been to use official university committees where possible. This is proving an effective way to get the attention of senior university staff and staff in schools.  Knowledge that UG-Flex’s work has been discussed through an official university channel, such as a committee has proved helpful in securing interest and buy-in to the project, in particular from academics.


	Section Eight: Collaboration and Support

	Contact with the JISC programme manager, our critical friend and the support team has taken place regularly via, phone calls, email, in person and to a lesser extent via Circle posts and Twitter.   The UG-Flex Project Manager has appreciated the swift responses to emailed requests for assistance or advice.

The project team has found the support offered by the project’s critical friend constructive and helpful.  At times different points of view have been held, but overall the process of questioning how we work and the decisions we take has had positive outcomes.  
To date, the majority of the feedback we have received on how we are doing and also how JISC view our work has come from our critical friend.  Opportunities to have this confirmed/challenged by the JISC Programme Manager and others will be welcomed.

Programme activities have proved to be of mixed benefit to the project team in this first year. For example the January Evaluation Workshop and the April QA & QE Enhancement Workshop were considered of limited usefulness over and above networking with other projects. In contrast the June Engaging and Responding to Learners workshop and the programmes meetings, particularly the session in Manchester [13/14 October 09], contained useful information for UG-Flex as well as providing good opportunities to find out more about the work of other projects.  Members of the project team have capitalised on these opportunities to inform not only their work on UG-Flex but related initiatives, notably the University’s current VLE review. 
The three CAMEL meetings UG-Flex project staff have attended with other projects in Design Cluster B have created a strong community of practice. Tweeting and individual emails asking for advice/help/information generally receive good responses. Off loading in CAMEL meeting “pants down sessions” has been cathartic for those who attended.  Further, the network of support that has developed across the cluster has proved extremely useful for the UG-Flex Project Manager who does not have a similar ready-made network of colleagues in her own institution.  On the whole the sessions organised for the CAMEL meetings have been useful and benefit is seen in continuing to meet as a cluster for the entire lifetime of the project. This said, we recommend discussion to ensure there is clarity about the purpose for meeting and evaluation after every session.

In terms of specific needs for support, the project team values news of other projects in the form of email notification of newly published reports, or existing reports of interest.  We do find that allocating time for searching websites often slips down our list of priorities.

Our suggestions for making use of face-to-face meetings reiterate previous comments given in feedback. We value the networking opportunities with all projects in the programme and would welcome hearing/giving project presentations. We would envisage in the coming year that time could also be well spent looking at the content of the Design Studio and having an opportunity to ask more detailed questions to the originators of the content. 


	Section Nine: Financial Statement

	Please  refer to separate Excel file: UG-Flex Budget Report to JISC 30.10.09


� PCO stands for Programmes and Courses Office, Office of Student Affairs.
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