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Executive Summary

The FILE-PASS project has sought to develop, deliver and evaluate an e-portfolio service to learners who may in some way be ‘isolated’ from further or higher education with the aim of helping them to engage with the lifelong learning agenda and to gain access to the opportunities provided by HEIs for personal and work-related development. The project partners are all based in the Lancashire and Cumbria region - Cumbria Institute of the Arts, Carlisle College, St Martins College, Furness College, Burnley College, Blackburn College and The University of Central Lancashire (further input has been provided by Edge Hill and Lancaster University). Representatives from each partner have formed the management committee which was created to make decisions about the direction of the project as it has progressed. The management committee members represent the variety of roles involved in embedding learning technology in an educational establishment; Learning Technologists, Teaching and Learning Co-ordinators, Faculty Staff and Heads of IT. It was hoped that this approach would lead to a democratic decision making process and also facilitate decisions which allowed the project to develop and improve as it went along. 
The project team comprised of the operational team based in the Learning Development Unit at the host institution (The University of Central Lancashire (UCLAN)). Due to the relatively short timescale of the project (12 months not including continuation phase) the project team arranged two ‘pre-meetings’ of the management committee before the official start date at the beginning of April 2005 as it was thought that it would take several meetings before representatives from the nine partners were established and felt comfortable with the tasks ahead. This strategy allowed us to hit the ground running and made completion of the project possible. 
At the management committee meetings partners talked of current practice and policy. Discussion took place around the value of joined up thinking across the region regarding a lifelong learner’s e-portfolio. Although the project has not specifically been about developing e-portfolio software, the management committee reviewed various existing software packages available and their relative merits for this project. It was decided to try and develop and use an e-portfolio for the project which may be of worth to both the FE and HE communities. Although it was acknowledged that the product developed may not be perfect for any of the partners it was thought that it might provide the ‘chassis’ of a portfolio (in respect of the language and the fields used) which had the potential for partners to make their own. With this in mind it was decided to adapt and use the Open Source Portfolio software (v1.5) – The project team offered to host this at UCLAN to relieve partners of the need to install a version at their own institution.
Each partner was free to decide on the cohorts used with the remit that in some way they represent the definitions of ‘isolated’ that the management committee had deemed applicable for this project. These definitions included geographically, socially, culturally and ‘aspirationally’ isolated. The ‘live pilot’ part of the process took place in semester one and part of semester two in the academic year 2005-06. The evaluation aimed to record the opinions of the learners and the tutors while using the e-portfolio. It also aimed to record how the project may influence the institutional policy of each partner and finally how the project worked as a whole. The project advisory board appointed a representative of the Centre for Recording Achievement (Janet Strivens) as the external evaluator to comment on the project as a whole at the project advisory board meetings. Janet was also commissioned to carry out a series of ‘on-site’ interviews with the supporting tutors involved and to summarise the findings in a report. The report is shown in the ‘Outputs and Results’ section of this final project report.
The project achieved many of its original objectives. The key ones being to;

· trial and evaluate e-portfolios as a way of encouraging isolated learners to reflect on their educational needs and aspirations, 

· identify e-portfolio software that is suitable to the needs of the isolated learner,
· share between the partners to this bid existing e-tools and resources relating to personal development, 

· train tutors working with the isolated learners in the use of e-portfolios and how learners can be helped to benefit from them, 

· use e-portfolios to encourage and raise awareness of educational opportunities. 
In addition to these the project partners also considered the implications of encouraging wider scale use of e-portfolios in their respective institutions. This involved understanding the workload implications for staff, the effectiveness of different software and the effectiveness of encouraging staff to become early adopters.

While the e-portfolios were more successful with some cohorts than others, they are potentially of great benefit to many – both in further and higher education institutions. The success did not seem to depend on the level of the learner, their age or gender but on marrying the enthusiasm of staff with the appropriate software for the learner. In all, e-portfolios seem to offer a student centred approach to recording achievement and developmental planning. This ‘student-centred’ approach is something learners found appealing, as are the opportunities for collaborative learning and social computing that e-portfolios offer. 
Background

This bid has been prepared as a collaboration between HEIs, FECs and other related organisations in the Lancashire and Cumbria sub-region of the North West of England.  It is based on the identification of a particular category of learners (or non-learners) who are ‘isolated’ from the educational opportunities offered in further, higher and related education.  Access to these learners is often problematic.   However, many of these ‘isolated learners’ are making tentative steps back into learning through a recognition that they need to develop their skills, either for work or more often for personal reasons.  The FEC partners to this bid, in particular, make extensive efforts to reach out to these learners through their college and outreach programmes.  The project will use these access opportunities and other opportunities that might occur during the life of the project.  Such access to these learners offers clear opportunities to encourage them to reflect on their learning needs and to advise them on the many opportunities that exist to progress in areas relevant to their work and personal needs. The project centred on the trialling and evaluation of e-portfolios with “isolated learners” from across the partner institutions in a variety of situations as a tool to enable this personal reflection and the identification of progression opportunities.
Aims and Objectives
The original aim of the project still stands:
To evaluate the potential of e-portfolios to facilitate and encourage isolated learners to engage with the lifelong learning agenda and to gain access to the opportunities provided by HEIs for personal and work-related development. To deliver the benefits of this project to consortium members, and through JISC, more widely through the numerous networks involved in this project.
The objectives are largely the same. Where changes have occurred they are noted in italics:-
1. Encourage and raise awareness of educational opportunities by isolated learners who make initial steps back into education through locally-led IT courses
The project partners agreed not to limit to IT the domain in terms of learners who could be involved with this programme. The demographic of this pilot was formed by those learners that each partner organisation felt would benefit from the tools and support offered in the context of the project.

2. Trial and evaluate e-portfolios as a way of encouraging isolated learners to reflect on their educational needs and aspirations and to advise them on opportunities for progression into and through higher education

3. Identify e-portfolio software that is suitable to the needs of the isolated learner, which can be adopted, and the data collected shared by all of the partners.
The term ‘data’ in this objective should have been more clearly defined - the range of data did not include the portfolio learner input.

4. Ensure that the adopted e-portfolio includes information on how to apply for and access HE and the wide range of opportunities offered, including those offered by validated or franchised HE programmes at their local FEC.


5. Consult employer representatives on the value of e-portfolios to employers for the recruitment and development of their staff and for meeting skills gaps.
Consultation with employer representatives did not take place. It became apparent early in the project that the timescale did not allow for this activity. However it is felt by all partners that the groundwork has been carried out which could now allow this to happen.

6. Share between the partners to this bid existing e-tools relating to personal development and to assess their relevance to e-portfolio tools developed by JISC and through open source software development.


7. Collate opportunities for progression to HE, especially through arrangements between HEIs and the FECs for locally-based provision.
The rationale for this objective was borne from the idea of targeting only students on IT courses and thus collating relevant opportunities in IT. From the point of extending the scope to include other subject areas, collating opportunities across such a range became too large a task to complete in the 12 month period.

8. Train tutors working with the isolated learners in the use of e-portfolios and how learners can be helped to benefit from them.
Methodology
Project structure
The project was structured with a project advisory board (effectively the steering group but renamed so as not to confuse with the roles of the management committee). The project advisory board set the overall project activities in the wider context of regional and national policy. 

The project also formed a management committee. As the implementation of learning technologies often takes place at the intersection of a number of epistemologies it was thought to be beneficial to have the key roles involved in such an implementation represented on the management committee rather than being solely technologically or pedagogically driven. This was achieved with people who in their respective institutions lead information technology, learning and teaching, faculty and learning technology activities. 
The team aimed to set small chunks of deliverables to be agreed and taken forward in line with the schedule for the management committee meetings (approximately every four weeks). This helped to ensure the project could focus on quality enhancement as well as quality assurance (see figure 1). These deliverables were prompted and recorded in the form of a set of questions which formed the basis of the meetings. 

	Doing Differently


	Doing Differently and Better  



	Review of Present Position

Doing Now


	   Doing Better




Figure 1. The Enhancement Matrix (Managing Educational Development Projects, p186, C. Baume et al, 2002)

There was also formed a project team based at the Learning Development Unit at UCLAN. This was formed of the project manager, project administrator, two learning technologists and the management committee chairperson (all posts being part time). 
Democratic approach - monthly meetings with questions 
Management committee meetings were organised in the lead up to the start date - these ensured the project hit the ground running. Meetings were then timetabled to take place almost every month to make decisions and drive the project forwards in as democratic a way as possible. All partners where invited to host a meeting if they wished. All early meetings were driven by a set of questions which partners were asked to consider beforehand. This helped the group to remain focussed on the objectives of the project while facilitating discussion around current and desired practice in personal development planning and the appropriate definitions of ‘isolation’ in terms of this project. 
Evaluation
The initial part of the project sought to evaluate four aspects, the learner experience, the tutor experience, the impact on the institutional policy of each partner and the project as a whole. In the continuation phase the student’s attitudes were assessed by the tutor through observation and related verbally to the external examiner and by written report to the project team (appendix E).
The initial learner evaluation was based around a series of 4 'jottings' sessions. The ’jottings’ (a repeated questionnaire) were designed as an easy way for students to note down their thoughts on using the e-portfolio while they encountered it. The questions and responses can be seen in appendix A. The ‘jottings’ sessions were themed by tasks which were;
a) Entering data into the portfolio

b) Finding and using resources

c) Building and sharing a presentation

d) Reflecting and improving 

The learner evaluation took place in the live pilot period of the project (October 2005 – February 2006). Due to the short timescale the exact timings of delivery were the decision of each supporting tutor (dependant on when they could be worked into the curriculum). This quantitative data could then be examined against the classroom response observed by the delivering tutor. The tutor evaluation took the form of an interview with the external evaluator. These were largely conducted at the tutor’s place of work. The partner evaluation took the form of a short report prepared by each management committee member reflecting on how the project will affect the relevant policy of each institution involved. Based on interviews and fact finding, the external evaluator has also recorded views on the project as a whole and these take the form of a section of the external evaluators report. It was hoped that such an approach would facilitate a balanced view and help to negate any preconceptions held by members of the project team. 
Implementation
Establishing partnerships

Partners representing a broad geographical coverage of the region were invited to join. The initial partners being Carlisle College, Cumbria Institute of the Arts, Furness College, Lancaster University, St Martins College, Burnley College, Blackburn College, Edge Hill and UCLAN. The project team at UCLAN extended invitations to relevant events before the official start date in order for partner representatives to become familiar (and to make sure the appropriate people in each institution would be attending). The partnerships were cemented by the early preparation, agreement and signature of a consortium agreement. 

Choosing and adapting software
Through the management committee meetings the team reviewed various e-portfolios available both commercially and as open source software. As the teams thoughts developed and a consensus became established around exploring the generic aspects of e-portfolio provision, it became clear that a major consideration in the choice for this project was the ability to be able to adapt any chosen software to the needs of all the partners involved in the project. This included the ‘field list’ which constituted the sections of the portfolio under which the learners would record their achievements (appendix B). This led to the decision to utilise open source software in the form of Open Source Portfolio Initiative (OSPI) version 1.5. UCLAN took the responsibility for carrying out the installation and adoption of this version which was made available for all partners to use. The infrastructure for the project is shown at figure 2. All partners used the UCLAN served version apart from Carlisle College who decided to install and serve their own version. The Carlisle College experience gives a useful ‘real world’ insight into the practicalities of an FE institution adopting such a piece of software.
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Figure 2.
Choosing cohorts

Each partner chose their own cohorts based on the definitions of isolation discussed at management committee meetings. However it is fair to say that decisions on cohorts were affected by the timescale of the project – the project relied on the ability of the supporting tutors to build the project activities into their curriculum in a very short space of time. The groups of learners were;

· Hard-to-reach adults (on probation/with visual impairments etc). 

· Mainly mature female Psychology undergraduates.
· Adults seeking IT upskilling.
· 16-19 ICT Certificate and Diploma students. 

· FD/HND engineers/computing engineers.
· Access Art and Design students. 

· FD students in Performance, Festivals and Events.
· Masters students in Contemporary Fine Art.
· Mature female Health Sciences (Complementary Medicine) undergraduates.
· Various ethnicity non-native English speakers on Foundation Certificate in English for University Study.

Support requirements

The project team provided training both on site and in a group session to the partners in the use of the software. To allow time to train up to eight partners (before the start of the academic year) this had to take place on the ‘unadapted’ version of the software to be used. This arrangement wasn’t ideal in the sense that tutors had little time to fully understand the potential of the software. However it did give tutors the opportunity to feedback ideas as the software to be used was being adapted. 
The window for each partner to deliver the e-portfolio to students was very small – being effectively part of semester one and two. The late start of some postgraduate students also put further pressure on this timeslot. As mentioned the delivery of the e-portfolio was based around four tasks, the exact timing of these tasks being at the discretion of the tutor.
Outputs and Results

The project has worked to form an effective evaluation of the following aspects:

· The learner’s and the tutor’s experience.

· How the findings from this project can help shape the policy of the individual institutions involved.

· How the project as a whole worked and how the collaboration of institutions in this area can be taken forward.

The learner’s comments have been collated to give a broad view from a group defined loosely as ‘isolated’. These comments are shown as appendix A. It is interesting to note the positive nature of many of the comments where tutors independently reported a greater amount of cynicism in the classroom – “It has been useful, to find out what my strengths are and what I need to improve on”.  It is also clear that some learners did not gain an appreciation of the reflective process the e-portfolio was designed to promote. In part this could possibly have been caused by the design of the software or the amount of time allotted, “I don’t think it’s been very useful to me as it’s just telling me things about myself which I already knew”.
The external evaluator’s report (appendix B) has been prepared by Janet Strivens of the Centre for Recording Achievement. This report goes into greater depth about the learner and tutor experience and of others associated with the project. The report also gives an ‘external’ account of how the project as a whole has worked.
The adapted version of the OSP software used can be found at http://myportfolio.uclan.ac.uk/portfolio.  Most of the discussion around adaptations to the software centred on the ‘field list’. In particular the language used caused some concern – it was felt that terms deemed suitable for undergraduates and postgraduates would simply not be understood by level one learners. The field list developed for the project is shown as appendix C. 
The project team also included links within the software to relevant skills resource materials. These resources were largely composed of the ‘Learning Skills Resources’ from Gower Publishing. Gower kindly provided a free licence for these for the purposes of the project. Although universally felt to be an excellent resource it was felt by some that a more FE specific set of resources might be needed for FE students. The entry page to the e-portfolio displayed a disclaimer, the text of which was prepared with the advice of the JISC legal studies team. The entry page also displayed links to materials deemed to be useful to particular cohorts involved in the project.

Although some developmental work did take place on the presentational templates for the portfolio it was felt by the project team that these aspects were never fully explored. Indeed some feedback expressed a desire for these presentational features but due to the short time tutors had to ‘acclimatise’ to the software it wasn’t fully understood that they were already available. 
The ‘partner’ reports (appendix D) describe the impact on each institutional policy of the FILE-PASS project. They have been prepared by the management committee representative from each partner. In some cases the project has highlighted challenges for their respective business processes to accommodate an e-portfolio into the provision for students. This may be as complex as joining up the e-portfolio with other business systems or it may be as straight-forward as the need to provide e-mail accounts to students to establish initial points of contact. 

The continuation reports (appendix E) describe activities in the period from April 2006 until July 2007. The four partners involved in this phase considered the implications of encouraging wider scale use of e-portfolios in their respective institutions. This involved learning more about the workload implications for staff, the effectiveness of different software and the effectiveness of encouraging staff to become early adopters. Specific areas of interest were in following up on students as they progressed with e-portfolios, integration with PDP, recognising skills through audit/support, encouraging learners to become more independent and using e-portfolio’s to support possible ‘transitions’.
Outcomes
Project achievements 
Through a combination of sharing resources and best practice relating to personal development planning, adapting and making available a suitable e-portfolio, training tutors in the use of the software and their close support of participating students the project has trialled and evaluated e-portfolios as a way of encouraging isolated learners to reflect on their educational needs and aspirations. 
The response to the effectiveness of e-portfolios has been varied but the results have none the less been encouraging. In the first phase of the project the more notable success was with mature learners at a variety of levels (more traditional undergraduates and those wishing to re-engage with education). In the continuation phase where partners thought more about an interface that would appeal to their cohort’s success was achieved with younger learners as well. It is interesting to learn that hard to reach level one learners engaged with the process readily, with the tutor reporting’ ”Student interest has been positive. They appear to be enthusiastic to continue using the portfolio outside of the support sessions”. The tutor goes on to state, “The anticipated negative reactions to a new idea have not materialised in the way expected.  The introduction and explanation of e-portfolio uses and resources appears to have appeased any negativity”. It is perhaps most encouraging to note “Genuine interest to discover more about the e-portfolio. Students have considered their strengths and weaknesses in all areas with many learners deciding that they would like to address their weaknesses”. It is perhaps less surprising that 16-19 year old males seemed particularly hard to engage, “I don’t think I’ve learnt anything today because all the questions have been about myself and I’m no stranger to myself”. Although other negative comments stemmed from frustrations with the software interface it is clear that the e-portfolio had failed to help grasp the concept of reflection. 
The comments received also displayed a mix of preference for the ‘reflective journal’ approach and the ‘recording evidence as CV’ approach. Many associated with the project expressed a desire for a more attractive user interface, possibly with more contemporary graphical elements. Opinion as to what constituted an attractive (or ‘appropriate’) interface varied, with age seeming to be a factor, what appealed to younger students seemed to lack gravitas for some older learners. All parties stated further adaptation of the software would be required for their institution, with the inclusion of subject specific skills high on the list.  
Another benefit of e-portfolios in the longer term could lie with the fact that the popularity e-portfolios have with learners and tutors seem to be rooted in them being a ‘student-centred’ product as opposed to a virtual learning environment (VLE) which is traditionally module centred. The opportunity to personalise is something which may help to engage potential students (isolated or not) on their own terms. It is also worth noting that the collaborative features of the portfolio seem attractive to students. An emphasis on the ‘social computing’ aspects (such as the ‘share’ and ‘blog’ tools) in various e-portfolios could help greatly to engage isolated learners with the trickier concept of reflection, a view evidenced by such comments as “all students involved in this project have found the writing of blog entries to be a useful process in expressing their thoughts and feelings on a variety of issues and experiences”. Indeed, in the continuation stage partners found student motivation greatly improved by software which seemed to act as a metaphor for the kinds of technology students may use elsewhere in their lives. Comments such as “when I woke up this morning, I was excited because we have Key Skills today” clearly show the increased level of student motivation. The tutor tells us that “this immediate effect on students’ levels of motivation to learn is significant and, importantly, this did not wane as the project progressed”. These sentiments were echoed by another partner when a switch to the use of ‘MySpace’ for a particular session meant “the group noticeably changed its behaviour, becoming more relaxed and attentive”. This report goes on to say “this informal aspect appears to be vital for students, helping them to build confidence in the same transferable skills the portfolio (and PDP) aim to engender”.
‘Isolated’ as a defining theme? 

The external evaluator’s report has now been delivered and provides a valuable perspective on the project. The report describes the dichotomy between targeting ‘isolated learners’ and establishing trial cohorts – ”The decisions (on the cohorts) were made pragmatically, and the likely perception of relevance by the students was often a key factor in the decision.” However this is not to say the trial cohorts did not in some way represent our original target, the range of learners involved show learners from varied backgrounds who may in different ways represent types of geographic, social, cultural or ‘aspirational’ isolation.
Discussion took place throughout the project on the term ‘isolated’ and although it was felt to be valid in terms of the different types of situations learners may be in, it was also considered to have negative connotations. An alternative suggestion may be ‘independent learner’. No learners who took part in the project were directly referred to as isolated. 
Matching the enthusiasm of the Tutors and the Learners
A project such as this not only requires a multi-layered approach in terms of the roles involved (to best discuss the production and delivery of a learning technology), but must also have access to multi-skilled teaching staff who can:

· Understand the aim of the project.

· Be able to build such a pilot scheme into the curriculum.

· Understand the technology or be prepared to understand the technology within a short timescale.

This must be taken into account by those preparing such a bid and prepared for by obtaining the relevant support within their institution at a senior level as well as relying on the goodwill of colleagues. 
Project partnership

It has been stated by all partners and recorded at the project advisory board and the management committee meetings that the project has been beneficial, notably for the opportunity to work as part of a successful regional partnership. All have felt that the methodology for making and taking forward decisions has been inclusive and for the most part democratic. All have expressed interest in continuing to build on the links forged through formal project work and informal networking.

Although in the FILE-PASS project it was incumbent for the lead institution to organise and run many of the meetings the project team made every effort to create a feeling of ownership amongst the partners by suggesting visits and meetings be shared amongst partner venues thus providing the opportunity to learn more about each other. The project team has since seen similarities between the attempt to democratise and engender a spirit of openness in this project and some of the approaches taken for the CAMEL project (http://elidacamel.cms.gre.ac.uk/) and we would commend this approach. 

Did the methodology work?

It was envisaged that the main problems could involve agreeing and preparing the software. Although this did consume more resources than anticipated it did not jeopardise the project. However the experience of the project for UCLAN led to the conclusion that considerable human resource needs to be allotted for any open source development, perhaps outweighing any financial advantage over commercially available software. 
It has been mentioned that the management committee was formed of colleagues in a variety of job roles. Although this proved especially useful in creating a balanced approach to the implementation it has been problematic for those role holders who do not have direct access to the student population to establish their cohorts (they have relied on the goodwill of others at a busy time of the year). As an example UCLAN had to negotiate with four tutors on delivery to ensure that at least one cohort supplied the necessary returns. Establishing the cohorts was crucial to achieving useful results for the project. This proved problematic for Lancaster who unfortunately had to withdraw, and for Edge Hill who have not been able to fulfil their obligation on this part of the project. Indeed, this has caused a headache for other partners (but who have fortunately been able to solve the problem within the project timescale).
The evaluation methodology provided useful information on the opinions of a range of people connected with the project. The emphasis on the qualitative rather than the quantitative aspects of the evaluation and the number of partners involved did mean that the logistics were difficult, especially given that problems with establishing cohorts arose and the fact tutors were delivering the activities at a time to suit them made control of the question timings difficult (this was felt to be important given the emphasis on reflective practice). Having the external evaluator available to partners worked in the sense that participants were able to talk independently about their opinion of the project itself. 
In terms of the ‘jottings’ (the notes taken by learners as they encountered the e-portfolios), the questions were designed to be understandable to all learners, however it was found that they did not allow us to effectively separate learner views about the software from the process we were trying to promote. Using these learner notes as an artefact to prompt further discussion about their experience may have worked but any repeated evaluation along these lines would need a higher level of control to make the comments more meaningful.
Conclusions
E-Portfolios and ‘isolated’ learners
From the responses received (appendix A) to the final question “Has working on your e-portfolio today been useful?” the impression seems to be largely positive. This may be as much to do with students becoming comfortable with the software as with gaining an appreciation of the reflective process, however comments such as “Yes, it has helped me plan my long term goals” show that even in such a short timescale learners can begin to see the potential of the e-portfolio as a personal development tool. It was noted by the partners that more mature learners (for example adult returnees) were more receptive to the benefits of such a system in helping to identify skills. It is also worth noting comments such as “the use of e-portfolios with this learner group resulted in greater appreciation of collaboration and collaborative learning”. This effect of the successful implementation of e-portfolios could surely be of benefit to an isolated learner.
Almost all partners in the project noted that where e-portfolios engaged the learner in the reflective process it was facilitated by one to one or close tutorial support. In this sense it is difficult to say that an e-portfolio could be offered to potential learners independent of tutor support in the hope that use of the tool would help them to re-engage with the lifelong learning agenda. However with appropriate support it does appear that for a worthwhile proportion of learners an e-portfolio helps them to recognise, record and plan their own achievements. 
Implications

Approaches in HE and FE
As expected there were some differences between the approaches to personal development planning in the participating FE and HE institutions. However, in terms of collaborating on a generic ‘product’ the most marked difference appeared to be the language barriers. Even where there was parity between activities, terms which were perceived to be ‘universal’ by one institution (such as PDP) weren’t necessarily recognised by others. Although agreement was reached on a field list for the software (appendix C) the different requirements of a ‘lifelong learners’ e-portfolio weren’t fully reconciled. What the project did achieve was to create a chassis on which an institution specific portfolio could be built (for example by adding subject and institution specific fields to the list). It had been possible with the software used to create multiple sets of separate fields for each partner (given the time) but the partners felt this may have been ‘an opportunity lost’ to gain some synergy between the corresponding ‘PDP’ activities in each institution.

Ownership 
National trends around data management may lead to centralised repositories of learner information. Also any future interoperability with other institutional systems (or national systems) may mean the learner’s information is held remotely from them. It remains to be seen how far learners would trust this, especially if we want to encourage students to fully express themselves using an e-portfolio as a reflective tool. With debates about access and ownership of personal material held online (particularly on social networking sites) being topical, it is a possibility that learners would feel more comfortable about longer term ownership of their portfolio by possessing an ‘artefact’ (for example as mobile phone users keep personal information on their SIM cards). As far as this project was concerned it seemed that ownership wasn’t such an issue with the learners as anticipated and most seemed to be easily reassured. This was especially true for FE students – this may reflect an expectation in FE colleges that the tutor should have freer access to material such as found in a portfolio for the purposes of assessment. 
Comments received did suggest that a personalised approach (in terms of software preference) to the delivery of more generic concepts (such as PDP) promoted engagement and a feeling of ownership amongst students. However there are possible tensions between this approach and the confidence of tutors in adapting to and using different types of software (dependant on cohort) and also with the pressure on resources within institutions which lead to a favouring of more integrated software solutions. These tensions can also lead to confusion for students as one partner explains, “We also discovered that many of the students came with an expectation that they would have to use the college’s Virtual Learning Environment.  When we explained that the e-portfolio was a different piece of software, many were confused as to whether [it] was instead of a VLE, and which usernames and passwords applied to which software (we do not have single sign on).  This seemed to be a particularly difficult concept to grasp for those who weren’t used to the college IT systems”. Understanding how best to utilise technology to engage learners whilst taking into account student preference, tutor confidence and institutional policy may be a growing challenge for learning technology professionals and as such more research is needed in order to make evidence based decisions.
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