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Executive Summary
Summarise highlights of the project (one page), including aims/objectives, overall approach, findings, achievements, and conclusions.  The full report may include technical terms, but try to keep the executive summary in plain English.

The MANSLE project was conceived as both a technical development project and a pedagogic evaluation project, and the subsequent development, implementation and evaluation of the project has sought to support and integrate these two strands.  The overarching goal of the project was to demonstrate and evaluate how e-portfolio web services from a variety of sources could be aggregated to support learners undertake personal development planning and portfolio development activities, and to receive appropriate mentoring and guidance, within the context of the lifelong learning agenda.  More specifically the project sought to identify how these pedagogic approaches could be supported through the use of technology with learners on foundation degree programmes within the Greater Manchester Strategic Alliance lifelong learning network. In its extension phase, this pedagogic focus has received more attention in the light of a rapidly changing technological environment.
From a technical perspective, MANSLE has shown how a range of e-portfolio web services which have been developed in a range of other JISC projects, as well as those created specifically to support functionality identified within the project which could not be identified within existing activity can be aggregated within a user interface.  This approach allowed an extremely rapid software development phase to be undertaken and has effectively demonstrated the utility and power of this service oriented approach to software development.  

Within the main phase of the project, each project partner identified an appropriate module within a foundation degree programme in the health and social care context with which to pilot the MANSLE application with learners. Students piloted the use of the MANSLE tool during semester 1 2005-6, with their experiences being evaluated during March 2006.  In the extension phase, a more diverse group of users was identified ranging from computing and multimedia to music technology and art. The findings from the extension phase reflect the significant amount of technological change (particularly with Web2.0) that took place during the main phase of the project, and the emerging pedagogic challenges that presented themselves relating to e-portfolio practice in general, and the benefits of Web2.0 technologies.
Many of the pedagogic lessons of the project support the findings of other research in the use of technology to support personal development planning and portfolio development.   From a technical perspective significant questions have emerged about the nature and definition of e-portfolio web services, and the extent to which a web service can (and should) exist in isolation from the application or user interface within which it is located.  These questions have been further explored in the extension phase of the project, where opportunities have arisen to explore the educational benefits of social software as an alternative to institutional systems like MANSLE.
The project shows that there is significant potential for technology to be used to support learners in lifelong learning.  As is true with many other areas of the application of technology to support learning and teaching, the most effective implementations occur where staff have a clear sense of the ways in which technology can effectively support the curriculum, and where it adds real benefit to the student learning experience rather than being seen as an additional activity with no perceived benefit to the learner. For this reason, in the extension phase of MANSLE, much emphasis has been placed on transforming teaching and learning practice. In the partner institutions of the extension phase, MANSLE has promoted the ownership of learning technology by both teachers and learners, and here there are signs that a process of real change has started to occur.

Background
Summarise the background to the project (and how it builds on previous work) and the need it for it (and why it’s important).

Over recent years significant activity and effort has been expended at the institutional and national levels in designing, developing and implementing systems and processes to support learners in identifying and recording their personal development needs.  Processes to assist students in reflecting on how their experiences within the academic and vocational learning environments, as well as within the workplace and within their wider life can inform, and are informed by, their previous and future development are also areas of significant interest at a national level.  Perhaps unsurprisingly, several technology-based approaches to personal development planning and reflection have been developed both within the academic and commercial sectors.

Additionally, the notion of lifelong learning where students move from learning context to learning context at different times throughout their career in a continuum of learning has evolved.  Significant funding has been directed at the creation of lifelong learning networks (HEFCE (2004)) which integrate FE, HE and workplace learning.  Drawing these two dimensions together clearly highlights the need for effective systems and processes to enable learners to plan and manage their learning now and in the future, and to provide effective opportunities for reflecting on this learning and to be supported and mentored effectively throughout the process.  At a local level, the Greater Manchester Strategic Alliance LLN Business Plan includes the establishment of “a GM LLN system for progress files and PDP … and … a system for tracking and recording the formal achievements of learners on GMSA ‘badged’ awards” and “to develop and pilot an electronic system that links into institutional information management systems” (GMSA, 2005)
At a technical level the trend for large and complex software applications which attempt to provide a vast array of functionality within a single package, often forcing end users to adapt their processes to fit in with the paradigm of the software developer, is evolving in favour of the creation of discrete services.  This concept of a service oriented architecture, or web services, enables individual services to be aggregated in a variety of ways in order to provide a best match to the needs of individual users.  This approach is embodied within a wide diversity of recent national and international initiatives, culminating in the proposed JISC e-framework (Olivier et al (2005)).

The MANSLE project was designed to highlight and evaluate the issues in designing, implementing and operationalising the use of a web service approach to support learner reflection, personal development planning and mentoring.  In particular the project has attempted to clarify the issues surrounding the specification of portfolio services and how these can be deployed to support student progression within the context of lifelong learning.  This is consistent with the approach being adopted within the development of a reference model for e-portfolios for lifelong learning (http://www.elframework.org/refmodels/epll). 
Aims and Objectives

List the aim and objectives agreed at the start of the project, and note if they changed during the project.

The aim of the main phase of the MANSLE project as detailed in the project plan has been the guiding principle behind the development and implementation of the project, and is to “…support the work of the GMSA and its constituent organisations by developing and piloting a range of technology-based tools to support student learning through the use of personal development planning, self-directed learning and portfolio development tools and to support mentoring relationships within the context of work-based learning foundation degree programmes.“

The objectives identified within the initial project plan are detailed below.  Where the project has deviated significantly form the original objectives, these are highlighted in underlined text.

· Undertake a user requirements and needs analysis to identify exactly how users wish to utilise technology-based approaches to PDP, self-directed learning, portfolio development and e-mentoring within the programmes identified within this project.  

· Evaluate a range of personal development planning, e-portfolio, e-mentoring and student self-directed learning software tools which conform to web services and interoperability standards and could effectively be implemented and piloted within the project lifecycle.  

· Assemble a technical system comprising a user interface to access the selected features of the technical system(s) chosen as a result of the needs requirement and evaluation activities

· Work with staff in partner institutions to design how the system may be implemented within their own institutional contexts and to ensure appropriate workflow and business models are in place to effectively embed and sustain the toolset developed

· Implement the technical system within a range of foundation degrees to support student learning in the context of a work-based programme of study and to ensure that the resulting data and information stored within the system can be effectively interchanged with institutional systems to support student progression.  

The MANSLE application was utilised within 5 distinct foundation degree programmes within 3 universities, 4 further education colleges and 3 NHS trusts.  The application and underlying data adhere to appropriate interoperability standards however within the project timescale, and the variety of institutional systems involved, it did not prove possible to undertake detailed investigations into how data acquired and stored within MANSLE could be integrated with legacy systems to support progression.

· Assess and evaluate the interoperability of systems and data developed within the project in the context of institutional legacy systems and other emerging open source PDP, portfolio and mentoring systems.

The comments relating to the previous objective also apply in this case.

· Evaluate the experience, and disseminate the results via events and publications including scenarios and use cases to other institutions within the GMSA, the North West region and the wider JISC community.
In the extension phase, the project has sought to:
· develop lightweight tools for interacting with the MANSLE service

· Investigate e-portfolio related practices in a wider range learning activity within a variety of courses in GMSA partners.
· To feed into GMSA activity regarding the development of Lifelong Learning networks

Methodology

Summarise the overall approach taken and why this approach was chosen over other options considered.  Then describe the methodology in more detail.  Depending on the project, this might include the methodology for research you carried out, technical design or development, evaluation, etc.  Finally, note any specific issues that had to be addressed by the methodology, e.g. standards, interoperability, scalability, etc.

Project Management Methodology

The MANSLE project was in a unique position amongst the range of DEL regional pilot programmes in that the bid was developed and submitted to JISC by the nascent sub-regional lifelong learning network, the Greater Manchester Strategic Alliance (GMSA) www.gmsa.ac.uk, rather than by an individual institution or group of institutions.  The project was formally owned by the GMSA, however the University of Bolton acted on behalf of the GMSA as the lead partner, and the project manager and technical developer undertaking the project were seconded members of Bolton staff.  The project manager reported to the GMSA Foundation Degree Steering Group which acted as the formal management structure for the project.  Monthly updates were provided to this group along with copies of reports for approval.  All major decisions on the staffing, budget and strategic direction of the project were agreed by this group or its Chair.  The Chair of the FD steering group also attended the project advisory board to ensure effective two way communication processes.

A project advisory board (PAB) comprising the project manager and technical developer along with members of each of the project partners was created and met on a regular basis (at least monthly and more frequently during specific phases of the project) to agree actions and provide feedback and guidance.  In addition to scheduled meetings, the PAB utilised an email discussion group and a project wiki to discuss specific issues during the project lifecycle.  This latter tool proved to be a useful dissemination mechanism enabling various members of the project team to collaboratively and co-operatively discuss, develop and agree the approach to be adopted to a range of scenarios.

This group comprised the actual pathway tutors who would be supporting the programme and in general terms comprised academic staff or pathway leaders responsible for the foundation degree programmes being piloted within the project, rather than technical or managerial staff from within the partner institutions.  The PAB also included staff from two of the HE project partners who had an institutional remit for personal development planning to ensure that developments within MANSLE were informed by, and also informed, the institutional and national agenda.  The blend of technical, subject pedagogy and portfolio/PDP expertise within the PAB made a significant impact on the ability of MANSLE to achieve its objectives as rapidly and effectively as it did and it is unlikely that the project would have had the impact which it did had this approach not been adopted.  This balance and blend is seen as a vital component for the successful design and implementation of technical approaches to PDP and portfolio development and is expanded in greater detail in subsequent sections of this report.

In its extension phase, particular attention was paid to pathways tutors, for it was identified in phase 1 that they were the key stakeholders whose participation, motivation and ownership of the project was crucial to producing a meaningful outcome. Due to the broadening of pedagogic focus, this group of tutors involved changes in personnel in the project team. Communication between the project manager and tutors was conducted largely on a one-to-one basis, with frequent site visits by the project manager. This way of working proved more beneficial than regular formal meetings, as it allowed for greater flexibility in the way the project was run, and greater contact with real issues of teaching and learning in the partner institutions. 
Technical Design, Development and Implementation Methodology

The project bid clearly outlined the web service/service oriented architecture approach which MANSLE would adopt, building on the work of previous JISC projects and providing a proof of concept of the JISC e-framework in aggregating a range of existing and custom services within a user interface to form a new tool to support a specific application of these services.  This approach enabled a rapid application development model to be implemented resulting in the release of versions of the software within a very short period form the start of the project.  Additionally existing development environments (e.g. Eclipse) used within previous projects (e.g. RELOAD) were utilised in order to capitalise on the expertise available within the project consortium and also to minimise the timescale of the development lifecycle.

A number of technical decisions were discussed and agreed during the early phases of the project and are outlined below.  Further details of each of these issues is presented in the Implementation section.

Client application versus web interface

The approach anticipated within the initial project bid had focussed on the use of a standard web browser to deliver functionality however it rapidly transpired that such an approach would not enable the full range of functionality identified within the needs analysis exercise to be delivered hence a client application was developed following agreement with the PAB.

Online versus offline access

The nature of reflection and personal development is such that learners need to be able to capture elements of this process at diverse times and from a wide range of locations.  The use of an exclusively online model for the capture and analysis of data was therefore considered inappropriate within the project.  This aspect also leads to a number of questions about the locus and ownership of data within an e-portfolio or e-PDP tool, and who has access to (and controls access to) such data.  Significant work has been undertaken within this area (Richardson and Ward (2005))

Principle of supporting diversity

The design criteria for foundation degree programmes stipulates that they contain an element of personal development planning (HEFCE (2000), QAA (2004)).  The mechanisms by which these programmes have been designed and validated vary significantly from award to award.  It was evident that the MANSLE application would be required to support not only a diverse range of learners from a variety of contexts, but also a diverse range of programmes where the ways in which staff valued, understood and facilitated student PDP and portfolio development varied considerably.

Integration of components

The needs analysis indicated that different programmes within the project placed varying degrees of emphasis on specific components of the proposed functionality (PDP, portfolio development, mentoring, etc).  However it was vital that all of these elements could be presented and analysed together in order that effective pedagogic uses of the tools could be promoted.  For example, a student may make a claim within the portfolio element of the tool which, subsequent to comment and annotation of the claim by the tutor, may form the basis of identified actions within the mentoring aspect of the tool, subsequently leading to the student identifying elements or tasks for inclusion within the personal development planning area.  It was therefore considered vital that, irrespective of the specific pedagogic approaches inherent within each of the pilot programmes, that learners were able to integrate all potential aspects of the tool to support their studies.

The technical development of the project also had to be undertaken within the evolving interoperability framework surrounding technological approaches to PDP and portfolio development.  The web service approach adopted therefore ensured that data constructed using these services adhered to appropriate standards.
Evaluation Methodology

The MANSLE project was always envisaged as being a balance between a technical development project and a pedagogic implementation project.  The approach to evaluation therefore had to provide a balance between the methodologies which might be utilised within these two paradigms.  The evaluation of the use of the application developed within the project therefore had to be anchored within an evaluation of how end users (staff and students) perceived and constructed the notions of reflection, personal development planning and portfolio development.  The approach to evaluation adopted within the project therefore provided a framework where individual participants explored and described their understanding and experience of the wider notions of reflection, development planning and portfolio construction prior to considering how effectively these individual conceptions could be facilitated and supported through the use of technology in general, and their experiences of utilising the MANSLE application in particular.

In the extension phase, evaluation strategy was more integrated into the general design and implementation of the project. This was partly due to the increased diversity in activity both by the students involved, and by the partner institutions. To unpick some of the issues raised in the main phase of the project, it was identified that pedagogical concerns should be the focal point: pathway tutors were the key stakeholders in the project and communication with pathway tutors about pedagogy would be more effective in establishing their ownership of the project than ‘pushing’ particular technologies. To establish this pedagogical focus, however, it was important to establish the key pedagogical areas. It was decided to do this at the University of Bolton where the project team could be deeply involved with the implementation, design and delivery of a programme. This was driven using the University of Bolton ‘Career Development’ module. The first cohort of this gave considerable insight into the pedagogical issues involved (see evaluation). This led to a number of key findings which were published (Johnson & Brierley, 2007; Johnson 2008). Having identified these issues, partner institutions were involved, and the Bolton experience was shared as a way of informing and inspiring teaching and learning practice within the partner institutions. These institutions were encouraged to find ways of using these experiences as best they could, but with some of the principles of e-portfolio (particularly using social software) embedded. By doing this, the universalizability of the Bolton-based pedagogical techniques could be evaluated, and the extent to which this activity could be reconciled with the assessment requirements of existing programmes. The dynamics of this stage were different from the first stage: tutors were not regarded as being subject to the technology, but instead in control of it, and support was provided to ensure that tutors found ways of exercising their control within their courses. At the end of the extension, unstructured interviews were conducted with tutors which aimed to establish the key themes of their experience. Part of this technique was focused on drawing on stories of particular student experience, and data on tutor feedback was analysed with student achievement data.
Implementation

Describe how you planned and implemented the project work and the activities it involved.  Depending on the project, this might cover technical development, processes, how you conducted user studies, etc.  Include any problems or issues that arose and how you handled them, where readers can learn from your experience.  Tell the story of what you did rather than listing workpackages.

The implementation of the project comprised five distinct phases which were, in broad terms, undertaken in a sequential order.  Each of these phases is described below along with details of the challenges addressed and opportunities which arose.

Phase 1 - Needs Analysis

The nature of the project, involving a range of partners each delivering foundation degrees to a diverse group of learners within a specific context local to that institution and those learners, meant that it was vital to be clear about the requirements and needs of each group of stakeholders and to ensure that the design, development and implementation of the MANSLE tool addressed as many of these needs as possible. 

Interviews were held with senior staff of the GMSA and the project partner institutions to identify, at a meta level, what the principal issues were considered to be which this project could assist in identifying and/or addressing.  In particular the focus of these discussions was on highlighting the underpinning issues specific to work-based learners on foundation degrees which technology could have a role in supporting, based on experiences of designing and delivering foundation degree programmes over a number of years.  Specific issues which emerged from this round of discussions and which were incorporated within the design brief for further stages of the project included : 
· increasing opportunities for tutor/student interaction outside the college/university environment, both in terms of geography and time; 

· providing a framework for students to inter-relate work-based activities to module learning outcomes and the overall programme structure; 
· implementing a mechanism to facilitate dialogue between the learner, academic tutors and workplace mentors in a structured fashion which could be related to course events, student reflection and development of portfolio evidence;

· enabling effective reflection on course events, work-based activities, assignments, etc and exploring how these related to module learning outcomes, and

· supporting students in planning and managing their learning, in particular by providing tools which enabled them to interlink work and course events, personal development records, tutor meetings and attainment of module learning outcomes in a coherent and cohesive way.

More detailed discussions were then held with course leaders, pathway tutors and workplace mentors and assessors (where appropriate) on each of the foundation degree programmes encompassed by the project to gain a view of the day-to-day issues relating to supporting work-based learners.  Focus groups were also held with existing students on a number of the foundation degrees which would be used to pilot the project and there was a clear view from the students involved in these discussions that they could see a useful and worthwhile role for a technology-supported PDP and portfolio development process within their own contexts.

These discussion supported the bullet points listed above as the key tasks which the MANSLE project could usefully pilot to identify the potential impact in supporting foundation degree students.  It was however evident that different programmes and different staff placed varying emphases on different elements of this list.  A fundamental underpinning element of the design brief for the web services and interface under development was therefore to ensure that the final tool implemented as part of the project was capable of customisation and configuration as appropriate to meet the specific needs of individual foundation degree programmes as far as was feasible within the project constraints.

Phase 2 – Review and Evaluation of Existing Tools and Services

The technical approach proposed within the project bid was based on the concept of utilising a range of web services, integrated within a user interface, to provide the functionality and manage the data necessary to implement approaches to e-portfolio, e-PDP and e-mentoring.  This aspect is considered as being a key technical differentiator between MANSLE and many of the other projects funded as part of the DEL regional pilots strand (and other strands within the e-learning programme) which have developed or implemented “monolithic” e-portfolio or e-PDP systems rather than explore the possibilities which a true web service approach may afford.  JISC has invested significant time and effort in the design and development of its proposed e-framework (formerly the e-learning framework) and MANSLE was conceived, designed and implemented as being one of the first proof of concept pilots of this approach.  The aggregation of a range of individual web services to capture and manage a single data source within a user interface is the underpinning model of the e-framework and the implementation and evaluation of this model within MANSLE provides significant evidence for the wider adoption of the e-framework and a service oriented architecture within the academic community.

To support this approach a survey was undertaken of a broad range of open source software developed both by previous JISC projects and within the wider academic community to identify web services or functionality which could be incorporated within the MANSLE interface.  This survey was undertaken with a view to identifying web services which were already in existence which could be utilised to deliver the functionality identified in the needs analysis previously undertaken with stakeholders.  The intention was that, wherever possible, extant services would be adopted, adapted and improved rather than new ones being produced.  A detailed review of projects listed on the JISC website and other academic-related open source software sites, supported by discussions with members of the CETIS team based at Bolton, led to a short list of potential web services (and tools aggregated from such web services) and service-oriented architecture applications to be created.  The major technical activity of the MANSLE project was therefore initially perceived as being the aggregation of these services and the development of a user interface.

It was evident from this early analysis and evaluation that the interpretation and definition of the concept of “web services” and a service oriented architecture is extremely broad and encompasses a wide range of implementations.  What the project team considered to be “pure” web services – that is elements of code which enable data to be imported, manipulated and exported entirely separate from the application or software tool within which they sit (and hence could be seamlessly aggregated alongside other web services to form new tools and applications) – were found to be extremely limited in number and scope.  A number of tools which were examined which either described themselves as adopting a web services approach or which had been developed as part of previous JISC funding calls intended to develop a web service architecture were found not to adhere to this definition.  In many cases significant elements of the functionality were embedded within the software application or user interface, rather than being available within the web service itself.  Discussions with a number of project teams were undertaken to identify whether these existing systems could be developed or disaggregated in order that the web services could be exposed so that they could be utilised within MANSLE.  Given the project timescale, and the reluctance of some previous projects to engage in this dialogue it was decided that the HORUS tool developed by the University of Manchester (http://www.csc.umist.ac.uk/horus) provided an ideal starting point for the technical development of MANSLE.

Phase 3 – Development of the MANSLE application and web services

The technical development of the MANSLE application was constructed within two separate but related areas – the architecture of the web services which would be utilised to provide the various functionality required by the project stakeholders, and the architecture of the client application which end users would utilise to record and analyse their data during the project implementation.

Service Architecture

The range of web services which were explored and identified during the initial application development phase focussed on (a) persistence services – to manage and store the data within the application; (b) functionality services – to provide the mechanism to acquire and display the data, and (c) transformation services – to  provide the integration between the functionality and persistence services.  As outlined in the previous section, Phase 2 of the project was used to research and evaluate a range of services in these three categories which could be utilised to deliver the functionality required within the MANSLE project.

The persistence services were based on XML data stored in a database, along with appropriate feeds and conduits designed and developed to interact with the client architecture and application being developed.  Conduits were also designed and implemented to allow document upload and management to support several elements of the functional toolset.  Services from the HORUS project were incorporated, with adaptation where necessary, to provide transformation services which interfaced with the main persistence services to display and manage data within the client application.  

Where specific functionality had been identified in Phase 1 of the project, but where no web services could be identified which could be easily utilised within MANSLE given the project timescale, it proved relatively straightforward to develop new web services to deliver this functionality.  Other services were developed to integrate with the extant HORUS services and the newly-developed MANSLE services to transform data between HORUS and MANSLE, and vice versa.

The final MANSLE application which was implemented and evaluated within the project therefore aggregates existing functional web services from a range of sources including existing JISC projects alongside newly-created functional web services and a range of data persistence web services in a seamless manner within a user interface.  The user interface is a mechanism for acquiring and presenting data and is entirely separate form the functionality of the services and manipulation of the data.  Individual web services (and hence functionality) can therefore be disaggregated from within the MANSLE environment and re-aggregated with other web services in other applications which adhere to a service oriented architecture.

Client Architecture

The initial approach which had been identified within the project proposal had been to utilise a web interface to deliver the web services to end users.  The perceived benefits of this approach were that no additional client software (beyond a standard web browser) would be required and consequently students and staff participating in the project would not need to be trained and supported in the use of a new tool.  

It became clear after a short period of the development phase that utilising a web browser interface to aggregate the web services would impose severe limitations on the functionality which could be developed and implemented within the time available to develop and prototype the user application.  After discussion with the project advisory board it was agreed that a MANSLE application would be developed which could be downloaded and installed on any machine.

Building on existing experience within the e-learning team at Bolton, an Eclipse (www.eclipse.org) rich client application was developed to deliver the MANSLE function set based on the RELOAD Learning Design Editor (www.reload.ac.uk). This approach enabled a multi-platform application to be developed utilising an XML-based approach which adhered to interoperability standards, built on the Java enterprise architecture.  The use of this approach enabled a rapid application development approach to be adopted within the project, with the initial version of the MANSLE application available for project partners to evaluate within 2 months of the commencement of the project.  The use of the rich client approach would also support the use of the application in a stand-alone non-networked (i.e. with no Internet connection) context which would not have been feasible had the web interface approach been adhered to.  Although the MANSLE application which was piloted and evaluated within the project did not include this stand-alone mode due to time constraints, this emerged as a significant requirement from the end-user evaluation of the project and reinforces the decision taken to adopt a rich client as opposed to a web browser approach to development.  The rich client approach also enabled the implementation of elements within the user interface which would not have been technically possible with a browser-based solution.

The design and development approach adopted within the project also supported the ability to repurpose XML marshalling within the client application to determine the structure and format of the XML file created and managed within the application.  Given the role of e-portfolio and e-PDP tools within the wider e-learning context it is vital that these tools create data in a format which can be aggregated, integrated and utilised within a range of legacy and future systems to support student learning.  Consequently the technical approach adopted allows the datasets constructed within MANSLE to be repurposed according to a variety of schemas in order that they (a) adhere to existing and future interoperability standards within the domain (e.g. UKLeAP, IMS LIP, e-portfolio, etc) and (b) can draw data from, and export data to, existing and future applications and datasets both at the institutional level and at the level required to support the notion of a personal learning environment (PLE).

Phase 4 – Implementation and ongoing review of the MANSLE application

Initial consultation with the project advisory board focussed on an overview of the current state of technology-based approaches to supporting e-portfolio and e-PDP and in demonstrating the capabilities of the HORUS and E-PET systems from Manchester and Newcastle Universities respectively.  Decisions made at this point of the project were vital to determine the future outcomes and direction of the project and consequently careful analysis of the various options was undertaken in order that these did not constrain future developments.

As a result of the rapid application development methodology facilitated by the technical development approach adopted within the project, an initial version of the MANSLE application was available for members of the project team to explore and evaluate within 2 months of the start of the project.  Existing web services from other sources such as HORUS were gradually integrated within the application in a step-wise fashion and released to the project team for evaluation and review.  Development and prototyping of new web services was undertaken in parallel with the aggregation of existing web services, and the evolving MANSLE application was demonstrated with a range of stakeholders outside the project steering group to obtain feedback and assess its potential utility in supporting learners.

The implementation of the MANSLE application with students was undertaken during semester 1 of academic session 2005/2006.  Each foundation degree programme and project partner was requested to submit the details of one module within the programme which would be utilised for the pilot.  Analysis of each of the module specification documents, learning outcomes and pedagogic approaches within each of the proposed modules was undertaken to ensure that they could be appropriately supported within the project.  It rapidly became evident that there was a vast diversity of modules being proposed and a wide range of potential uses which the MANSLE application and web services were being requested to support.  Due to this diversity it proved necessary to develop versions of the application which incorporated the specific learning outcomes, competences and other elements of the module structure specific to the requirements of each of the modules being piloted within the project.  A total of 5 different modules were eventually selected for piloting across the project partners and consequently the data contained within MANSLE for each of these was incorporated.  Student and staff accounts were created, with staff allocated to specific sub-groups of students within each cohort for the individual pilot programmes thus enabling them to view and comment on student progress.

Awareness raising sessions were undertaken with all students enrolled on the pilot modules in order that they could decide whether to engage with the project.  Staff development was undertaken with all module tutors who would be supporting students and a range of electronic and paper-based support resources were developed to support staff and students in using the MANSLE application.  Ongoing development of the MANSLE client application and underpinning web services was undertaken to ensure that emerging feedback from staff and students was incorporated and that any operational or technical issues were effectively addressed.

The range of uses to which the application was put during the pilot included the use of portfolios for assessment of clinical skills; the use of portfolios to support student reflection; e-mentoring tools to support work-based learners and the development and assessment of generic transferable skills.  This is seen as being a major advantage of the approach adopted within MANSLE since the vast majority of existing e-portfolio and e-PDP systems support the use of only one of these models, for example supporting reflection, or supporting assessment but not both.  

It was clear from the very early phases of the project that that a “one size fits all” approach to the development and implementation of the MANSLE client application would be inappropriate due to the ways in which the pilot programmes utilised portfolio development and personal development planning within the curriculum.  Consequently the potential roles which technology could play in supporting these uses, and the corresponding implications on the design and implementation of any technical solution meant that the use of web services enabled a diverse range of programmes and pedagogic uses to be supported.

Phase 5 – Student and Staff Evaluation

Informal evaluation of the MANSLE application was undertaken on an ongoing basis throughout the development and implementation phases of the project to ensure that, as far as possible within the project timescale and budget, any emerging issues were effectively addressed.  Formal evaluation of user experiences of participating within the project was undertaken during March 2006 in order to inform the potential further development of the project and to provide advice and guidance across the sector.

Student evaluation was undertaken through the use of an evaluation instrument which was utilised in a variety of formats depending on the nature of each of the project partners and their student cohorts.  The evaluation instrument was developed and agreed collaboratively by the project advisory board through a series of meetings and through the use of the project wiki site.  This evaluation instrument was designed not only to assess students’ use and technical experience of using the MANSLE application but more importantly to evaluate their experience of the use of PDP and portfolio development (prior to and during their participation in MANSLE) and hence identify their understanding of the potential roles of a technology-based approach to these areas within the curriculum.

In the majority of project partners, semi-structured interviews were undertaken with students on a one-to-one basis using the evaluation instruments as the focus for the discussion, either face to face or by telephone for remote learners.  In other partners students completed the evaluation instrument during timetabled classroom sessions and the completed evaluations subsequently analysed.  Focus groups will be undertaken with students from a range of project partners to explore some of the principal issues emerging from the in greater detail.

Evaluations of the staff perspective of engagement in the project and also to identify their views on the potential uses of PDP and portfolio development within the curriculum, and hence the use of technology to support these areas,  were also undertaken.  These evaluation instruments were also designed and agreed collaboratively by the project steering group 

Analyses of the student and staff evaluations are included in Appendices A and B (to be completed when data inputting and analysis is complete).
Extension Phase
The challenge for the extension phase was to see what further technical outcomes could be gained from further developing the MANSLE service, whilst at the same time acknowledging that with social software, many of the technical issues could be more successfully addressed away from bespoke technology, and given this, the key questions were not ‘what technology?’ but ‘what new teaching and learning practices?’. Thus the extension phase was dominated by two main outcomes. On the one hand, technical development was continued to explore the possibility of lightweight portfolio widgets that talked to the MANSLE service. Technical development work took place in parallel with the pedagogical evaluation with the Flock browser with the first cohort of learners in Bolton. This technical development drew on the experiences of the first phase of the project which identified problems with a ‘heavyweight’ portfolio application. With the emergence of social software, emphasis on teaching and learning practice meant that the other key issue for the extension phase was pedagogical. This was an opportunity to explore the newly emerging issues of personalisation with social software tools and how institutional portfolio services (like MANSLE) fitted in this rapidly transforming technological environment.
Outputs and Results

Explain the end result of the project work in an objective way.  Depending on the project, it might include research results, findings, evaluation results, data, etc.  If the project created something tangible like content, a portal, or software, describe it.  Engage the reader, and avoid a long list of deliverables.

Outputs

Technical Outputs

The principal output from the MANSLE project has been the production of a client application incorporating a range of web services.  The application aggregates web services from a range of existing JISC projects, most notably the HORUS project from the University of Manchester alongside web services created specifically to deliver functionality required by MANSLE project partners.  

The MANSLE application is a standalone client application which is installed on individual computers, with the database stored on a remote server (although it is also possible for the data to be stored locally).  The application provides functionality in four broad areas, as identified within the original needs analysis activity, these are :-

Personal development planning – where the user can add new qualifications and new targets and reflections which can then be subsequently developed further.  In many cases the personal development tasks will stem from the outcomes of activities in the other areas of the tool.
Portfolio development – this area contains a range of learning outcomes or competences (as identified by each individual pilot programme) against which the learner is able to make claims using a scale of ability and can attach resources or evidence to support their claim.  Tutors are able to comment on these claims and students can then go on to make further additional claims as their learning and development occurs during the programme.
Reflection on course events – specific course events (e.g. induction days) or other activities could be included within this area as identified items against which learners could undertake an ongoing reflective process
Tutor meeting record – tutors are able to record meetings with learners and to record specific tasks or outcomes from these meetings.  Learners are subsequently able to make claims or add reflections against these tasks, with tutors able to make further comments in order that a dialogue between the tutor and learner ensues.

In all of the above areas an iterative approach is supported in order that students can develop their abilities and show these via an emerging list of claims, outcomes and targets in the various elements of the tool.  Thus multiple claims can be made against the same outcome or competence, and in many cases students were observed to progress along a continuum of claim level and attainment.  Similarly tutors are able to repeatedly comment and annotate aspects of the student record, thus ensuring that an ongoing developmental dialogue occurred between learner and tutor.

The technical approach adopted within the project has highlighted a number of issues relating to the design and aggregation of web services, and more specifically clarification of what constitutes a portfolio web service.  The project has clearly demonstrated that the model inherent in the JISC e-framework of aggregating individual componentised web services within a user interface is an effective model which enables the rapid creation of a useful tool in a way which would not be possible with conventional approaches to software development.  A detailed technical review of the project outlining implications for the further development of a service oriented architecture to support the work of JISC will be developed in collaboration with CETIS.

Other Outputs

An effective network was created to support the ongoing work of the GMSA lifelong learning network, specifically in the area of student progression and recording achievement through the use of portfolio and PDP approaches.  Sharing of practice across members of the project team was significant and contributed to the effective implementation of the project within very tight time constraints.  All members of the project team gained considerable insight and greater understanding of the ways in which technology may be able to support these aspects of curriculum activity and hence inform their own institutional agendas.

A total of 5 modules within 3 foundation degree programmes were piloted during the project with a specific implementation of the MANSLE tool created for each of these 5 instances.  A total of more than 80 students were supported during the project by tutors within the partner institutions.  The extent to which each of these students engaged in the project varied from superficial engagement (primarily due to time and other personal commitments) through to a significant and detailed use of the tool to support a wide range of aspects of the curriculum.

Training materials in the use of the MANSLE application for both staff and students were produced as well as guidelines for students in the ways in which they may wish to approach personal development planning in the wider context (i.e. not specifically linked to the use of a technology-supported approach).

A range of use cases to support academic staff in considering how they may implement the MANSLE application within their specific foundation degree programmes to support student learning have been developed.  These build on the variety of approaches to portfolio development, personal development planning and mentoring observed within the project partners and will enable staff across the FE and HE sectors to evaluate ways in which they may be able to implement corresponding tools within the curriculum.

Evaluation instruments to assess students’ perspectives and understanding of the wider issues relating to personal development planning and portfolio development and hence the ways in which they perceived how technology might support their perception were produced as part of the evaluation process.  Details of the evaluation are outlined below, with full analyses of the quantitative and qualitative elements of the evaluation instruments attached as appendices to this report. 

Extension Phase outputs
One of the key objectives of the extension phase was to produce ‘lightweight portfolio widgets’. This was done in the light of the feeling that the original MANSLE application was a ‘weighty’ application that took a lot of computing resources to load, and which (in the final analysis) didn’t do a lot for the student apart from storing data. 

A key deciding factor in the development decisions taken here was that the use of the web was the fundamental technical habit that most learners and teachers shared. Thus it made more sense to build an application that wrapped around those ‘web habits’ rather than having the web embedded into another application (as with the original Eclipse application). It was for this reason that we chose to develop with Flock, a Firefox-derived web-browser.

Flock was already established as a rich web platform which allowed for the seamless integration of a variety of services, including blogging, RSS aggregation, photo sharing and social bookmarking, with the possibility to plug many more features into it. In basing a new MANSLE plugin around it, it would allow for a rich, dynamic and personalisable configuration of different services, which would afford flexibility in teaching and learning whereby learners could be taught basic ‘flock habits’ and from there many other technological habits including the use of RSS, social bookmarking, etc, and the MANSLE service could be seamlessly introduced. With this renewed focus on pedagogy, some of the technical paraphernalia that surrounded the original application was dispensed with. Thus, a key decision was made to dispense with the XML structure of the portfolio because it was felt that this made the e-portfolio document too rigid and ill-served learner needs. With the loss of this structure, the HORUS web services (which had been developed as much to demonstrate a principle of interoperability as much as provide a useful service) were also dropped. Thus the MANSLE service itself was now a data persistence service.
The Flock MANSLE plugin (which also works with Firefox) produces a persistent free-format editor which allows for the aggregation of photos, text, etc which can be dragged and dropped from the surrounding web environment. Data is stored on the central MANSLE service using the same mechanism as with the original application. The service is self-registering, and also provides facilities for aggregating data relating to other services users subscribe to (social bookmarking, blogs, wikis, etc). The service also provides feeds for monitoring purposes.

The pedagogical outcomes of this stage of the project have centred around learner actions. These have been reported in a number of publications over the year, particularly focussing on the experiences of the initial Bolton-based pilot. 
1. Results and Evaluation
This section will explore the overarching issues which have emerged during the implementation and evaluation of MANSLE.  Whilst the project was primarily constructed and envisaged as a technical development project, it has become evident that the technical issues are inextricably linked within a range of other issues and it is vital that any activity surrounding the use of technical portfolio and personal development planning processes, particularly in a collaborative or regional context effectively address all of these dimensions.

Technical Issues

Given the timescale over which the project was undertaken and the limited time available to develop and pilot the MANSLE application prior to its implementation with learners, it is almost inevitable that a number of usability and interface issues emerged as part of the evaluation process.  The diverse range of IT skills evident in the learner cohort also contributed to a perception that the application piloted within the project was not as intuitive or user friendly as it might have been.  The use of web services clearly means that adaptation and revision of the user interface can be undertaken in isolation from affecting the functionality of the application itself and additional development work on the interface of MANSLE is currently proposed.

The use of the Eclipse development environment enabled an extremely rapid software development lifecycle to be implemented which would not have been feasible had other approaches to the aggregation of web services and development of the user interface been adopted.  In broad terms the application, services and underpinning data proved to be robust and reliable with no significant operational issues which impacted on the end user experience.  Minor bugs in the application which were identified by users could be rectified rapidly and new releases of the software made available.  Some issues relating to the download and installation of the application onto desktop machines emerged however these principally related to security settings and configurations rather than issues with the MANSE tool.

The design of the MANSLE application and the requirement that an internet connection was present in order to be able to access the underpinning database proved problematical to a number of students, particularly those based within the NHS sector.  Technology-based approaches to reflection, PDP, portfolio development and mentoring must be available to learners whenever they require them, irrespective of the location.  It is inappropriate to require students to wait until they have network connectivity and/or access to a specific PC in order to be able to undertaken activity in these areas.  As detailed in earlier sections, the structure of the MANSLE application will enable the development of a standalone version of the tool relatively easily.  Student evaluation of their experience indicated that access to a version of the tool which they could update locally and then synchronise with the remote server would provide a useful and more usable approach than the network-connected version piloted.

Specific technical issues emerged relating to the use of Java as an enterprise-level solution.  Significant issues relating to the integration of a Java application within the security and proxy configurations of several of the project partners emerged.  We would question whether specific claims relating to the utility of Java as a platform-independent enterprise environment can be substantiated as a result of our experiences in undertaking the MANSLE project.

Our review and analysis of a range of portfolio, personal development planning and mentoring tools in the early stages of the project to identify those which could contribute to the development of MANSLE highlighted a major and fundamental issue relating to the concept of web services.  In a number of cases, projects which claimed that the application developed adhered to a web service, or service oriented, architecture proved on further examination to display a different perception of the notion of web services.  In particular the concept of being able to extract the web service as a mechanism for acquiring or processing data entirely separate from the user interface or application did not prove possible since certain components were embedded within the interface rather than existing as a web service.  
If the further development of a service oriented architecture to support the development of the JISC e-framework is to occur it is vital that clear definitions of what constitutes a web service are produced.  Additionally there should be definitions of the ways in which web services must exist in order that they can be extracted from the context in which they were initially developed in order that they can be aggregated with other web services to provide new functionality (or existing functionality but within different contexts).  A recent report from an ALT/SURF/ILTA  seminar on a range of technologies to support reflective learning has also reinforced this perspective – “"there should be disaggregation of both components and support for systems; a single, central unit supporting a monolithic system is unlikely to have the flexibility to respond to future institutional needs" (Roberts et al, 2005)
Our experience within the project lead us to question the current design and specification of portfolio services.  As described above, many existing approaches exist as monolithic systems rather then adopting a service approach where elements can be disaggregated and repurposed.  Issues also emerge in relation to the emerging specification of interoperability standards in this area in order that they can effectively support the diverse range of pedagogic approaches taken to the implementation of portfolio development and personal development planning.  Our experiences with MANSLE are consonant with those of other researchers - "the function of storing e-portfolio items should be separated from the functions of access management and data entry" (Roberts et al, 2005)
Extension Phase Technological Issues

Firefox/Flock development was partly chosen not just because of the advantage it gave to teachers and learners, but also because of the potential benefits to the JISC community in exploring this avenue for development. Flock exemplifies many of the principles of the Personal Learning Environment, but its potential for development as a richer platform for PLE development has been unexplored; most development within JISC on the PLE has focused on PLEX, which is an Eclipse-based application (like MANSLE). 
Development with Flock/Firefox entails development with XUL (XML User Language) which is a Javascript/XML based language for specifying user interfaces. This is a development platform with a number of exciting possibilities. One of the most interesting is its use of RDF in its data handling. It was initially thought that use of RDF would alleviate many of the problems of transforming XML from one schema to another, but with the eventual decision to focus on a free-format editor, this was not pursued.
The XUL development environment was initially challenging, although once effective working practices had been established, progress was relatively swift. In particular, we benefited from the large amount of innovative open-source code that already exists in the form of XUL widgets, and decided to build on the Performancing
 blogging tool as an editor platform for talking to the MANSLE service. 
Pedagogic Issues

During the initial phases of the project, and on an ongoing basis throughout all aspects of its implementation and informal and formal evaluation, it has been clear that the pedagogic role of the use of portfolios and personal development planning approaches within the curriculum varied considerably between programmes and partner institutions.  In particular the perception of the ways in which portfolios and PDP approaches are utilised to support student learning varied widely across the different foundation degree programmes and individual members of the project team.  For example in some FD programmes the focus on portfolio development was specifically related to the demonstration of performance and hence the portfolio was seen exclusively as a tool for assessment.  In other programmes the portfolio was seen as a reflective diary for the learner, with no formal place in the summative assessment process.

Significant confusion occurred on an ongoing basis throughout the project as a result of the diversity of approaches adopted by different project partners in the design and implementation of personal development and portfolio development.  Whilst this diversity is necessary to support the range of learners and subject areas supported within FE and HE, many technological solutions to PDP or portfolio development adhere to a specific approach.  MANSLE has clearly demonstrated that it is inappropriate to attempt to impose a specific pedagogy or mode of implementation of e-PDP or e-portfolio onto individual programmes.  Any technology-based role for e-portfolio or e-PDP must enable the pedagogic model inherent within that programme, and in the case of MANSLE, specific instances of the tool were developed to enable the different foundation degrees to utilise the tool to support their own pedagogic approach.  The use of a single monolithic system, as opposed to a tool based on a web service approach, would not have been able to be customised in this manner or to be implemented in a variety of contexts across the various partners.

Additionally the ways in which portfolio development and personal development planning were located within the overall curriculum varied from programme to programme.  In a number of cases the use of portfolios was an inherent component of the module assessment methodology whereas in others it was an optional activity which students were encouraged to engage with in order to support their learning and was viewed purely as a formative, reflective tool.  The use of personal development planning similarly varied considerably across the programmes.  In some cases it was inherently located within all aspects of the course structure and delivery, with students reflecting on all aspects of their academic, vocational and other activities in order to identify and record how these integrated, using the PDP as a vehicle to support their ongoing development.  On the other hand, in other programmes, personal development activities were not embedded across the curriculum but were additional activities where, in many case, students struggled to understand the relationship with and relevance to the rest of the programme.

As a result of the variety of approaches to portfolio development and personal development planning observed within the MANSLE pilot programmes there was a corresponding diversity of staff perspectives on the ways in which these tools related to the overall curriculum.  It was clear that where staff had a clear understanding of the role of PDP and portfolio within the curriculum and how these supported student learning, that this translated to student engagement with these processes.  Additionally where staff had a good understanding of how these approaches supported the curriculum, and where learners were actively engaged with these processes using conventional approaches, they also were able to identify the potential utility of technology-based approaches.  Where the level of staff understanding and student engagement with PDP and portfolio was less well developed, technology was seen simply as a means of replicating existing systems and processes rather than exploiting the full potential of new technologies to support student learning and development.

All students involved with the project indicated within the evaluation that they had participated in personal development planning and reflection activities, either previously within their current programme or through other aspects of their educational or professional experience.  This is not surprising given the health and social care focus of the programmes which formed the MANSLE pilots, where these approaches form an inherent part of the curriculum.  This was a conscious decision during the initial development of the project where it was agreed that piloting the tool within a subject context where the notions of reflection and portfolio development were relatively well understood and supported within the curriculum. 
Student evaluations of their participation within the project were broadly positive, with the major negative issues identified relating to their IT skills and ability to install and utilise the MANSLE application in a range of locations (most notably within NHS organisations).  The principal perceived benefits of technology based approaches to PDP and portfolio development and which students identified based on their experiences fell into two main categories  :-

Extension Phase Pedagogic Issues

The extension phase was built around pedagogic practice, and the early priority was to identify the key pedagogical issues. The pilot at the University of Bolton sought to use the Flock browser within the ‘Career Development’ module within the Computing and Electronic Technology department with the aim of identifying technological practices which could then be disseminated to other partners.
Within the first cohort of learners (September – February) the MANSLE tool was not part of the pilot since it was still under construction. However, we had the opportunity to build a variety of practices around the use of other technologies in Flock, including the use of social bookmarking, wikis, blogs, RSS aggregation, Skype and instant messaging. Most importantly, we had the opportunity to explore some of the central concepts of e-portfolio, including reflection, in the context of the whole learner experience. It was clear that the technology presented the opportunity for diverse self-organising learner activity. Given this, the challenges were to:

· Find a way of encouraging students to engage in diverse, self-organising activities

· Find a way of coordinating and assessing that activity within the context of recognised learning outcomes

The solution to these challenges involved building the social use of the technologies into the assessment scheme. In this module, students were required to monitor and engage with communities related to their professional aspirations. 
Given that each learner would be engaging in different activities, it was decided that the best way to assess these activities was through reflection (which was submitted as a written document, not through a portfolio tool).  It was clear after the first cohort of learners at Bolton that the functionality of MANSLE could be reproduced using social software services, and this presented a key pedagogical issue: should learners to use the institutionally-based system or social software services? The MANSLE tool was introduced with the second cohort of learners at Bolton, and was introduced to the GMSA partners, but in line with the general philosophy of the extension, the choice to use it or not was up to individual tutors. In deciding not to use it, a number of tutors took the view that it was better to try to encourage learners to develop habits with technologies that they would have access to in their everyday “out of college” lives, rather than train them to use college-only tools.
Thus the key issues that had dominated the main phase of the MANSLE project (duplication of effort, problems with ‘reflection’, technological problems, problems with relating technological practice to the course objectives) became irrelevant in the extension phase because with the construction of the module in this way, it became impossible to separate technological practice from learning activities. Because of this, the extent of student engagement with the technology was related to student success on the module (see appendix E). Many students who were studying pathways which required them to engage with online communities more were more likely to get deeply engaged with the technologies presented to them (and thus achieve a higher grade).  Thus those students studying on Computer Games programmes (where there is a lively online community) generally did well, and were well-disposed to engaging with online communities and publicising their own work. All students, however, were well-skilled with technology in general, and this led to the suggestion that personal disposition to online social engagement might be a more significant factor in determining the effectiveness of portfolio-like practices than technological skill alone.
In different ways, these practices were continued in the GMSA partner institutions. Each institution adopted a slightly different ‘take’ on the use of the technology, and this has revealed some new questions related to the pedagogy. In particular, One partner institution used ‘progression to HE’ as a theme for a class of 17 year-old students to use social bookmarking tools to engage in collaborative research. This was a highly successful exercise: one student, whose family had never been to University, made the decision to apply through seeing peers share resources about institutions in a social bookmark list. However, when asked to make some of their work public as a way of indicating to future employers, educational establishments, etc ‘what they can do’, there was considerably less engagement. This reticence by some students to engage in public technological actions like blogging or wikis mirrored the Bolton experience and was experienced in a number of other students in other institutions. However, for more confident students – particularly those from music-related courses – the use of MySpace and other tools was considered to be important and these problems were less prominent.
Thus one of the key emerging pedagogical issue was the psycho-social disposition of learners, as well as the technological capabilities of the systems surrounding them. In particular, it emerged that for students there was a big difference between public technological action and ‘enclosed’ technological action.  Whilst many teachers could identify the importance of public technological action (largely as a result of engagement with MANSLE), and articulate this to the students, teachers reported considerable reticence within the student body to engage in this way, whereas when portfolio-like practices were constrained to the institution there was more take-up.
Organisational Issues

· Control over organising and marshalling resources

· Portability and ease of storage/access

· Ease of correction of errors and updating compared to paper

· Collation of all information in a single location
· Ability to easily view progress and goals

Planning and Development Issues

· Ability to revisit work to see development and progression

· Inclusion of competencies increased reflective and provided focus 

· Helped understand reasons for doing things

· Ease of identifying strengths and weaknesses more quickly

· Planning future goals and career development

· MANSLE acted as focus for tutor discussions

· Potential to demonstrate progress / achievements (e.g. to potential employers or for promotion)
The principal difficulties experienced, or the main issues which students perceived as limiting the potential role of these tools in supporting their studies again fell into two categories :-

Data and Information

· Duplication of effort – electronic and manual systems

· Links between work on course and work on MANSLE

· Access could only be from set places and at set times

· Information overload and not knowing what to do with it

· Need enough right information to be able to reflect

Process

· Very time consuming 

· Have to be able to record reflections when they occur

· Need to be really organised and good at using computers

· Not enough time to use as well as work and college work

· Technical difficulties 
Extension Phase Organisational, Process and planning issues

The focus in the extension phase was on integration of technological practice with learning practice, so issues of duplication of effort, and linking between the portfolio and the course could be avoided.  Whilst only the Bolton pilot went so far as to completely embed reflective technological practice into the assessment scheme, the interviews with tutors at the end of the programme indicated that many were looking to further embed the use of the technology in their teaching practice, and all saw the importance of instilling effective skills in their students.
The management of the project in the extension phase was in many ways more effective than the main phase. The key factors in this were:

· Direct engagement with tutors

· Direct engagement with teaching and learning issues

· Using pedagogic discussion, not technological discussion, as a way of motivating teachers

· Flexible technological strategy

With direct educational engagement, the project team could produce an authentic pedagogical message, which once disseminated, was relatively easy to monitor. With the technological approach taken with Flock, many possible technical routes could be taken. For example, one partner focused on social bookmarking, whilst another focused on MySpace and wikis – but these differences could be accommodated within the scheme.
Outcomes

In this section, assess the value of the project work.  List project achievements against the aims and objectives set.  Summarise project outcomes and their impact on the teaching, learning, or research communities.  Indicate who will benefit from the work, how, and why.  Also comment on what you learned that may be applicable to other projects, e.g. whether the methodology worked.

The major tangible outcomes of the MANSLE project have been :

· The creation of a software application based on a web service approach to support the use of personal development planning, portfolio development and mentoring within the context of work-based learning.  The application has effectively demonstrated the ability to aggregate web services from a range of existing applications alongside newly-created services in a seamless manner within a single user interface to support learners and has thus acted as a proof of concept of the JISC e-framework approach

· A cohort of learners, academic staff and workplace mentors who have engaged in the specification, development, implementation and evaluation of e-PDP, e-portfolio and e-mentoring tools and have thus been able to explore, identify and comment on the potential utility of these systems in supporting the further development of foundation degree programmes and the work of the GMSA in support lifelong learning.

· Identification of a number of issues which need to be addressed when planning the design and implementation of personal development planning and portfolio development approaches within the curriculum – irrespective of whether these are technology-supported or not.  

· Stimulation of discussion across a diverse group of staff relating to the ways in which portfolio development, personal development planning and mentoring can be embedded within the curriculum and operationalised with learners in order to enhance the overall learning experience.  This would not have occurred had MANSLE not acted as the catalyst for these discussions.

· Recommendations at individual pathway, institutional and GMSA level on the effective ways in which personal development planning, portfolio development and mentoring need to be developed, implemented and facilitated in order to effectively support learners in a range of lifelong learning contexts.
· One particular area of interest where the MANSLE tool has found significant utility and could play a major role in supporting lifelong learning and student progression is in relation to support for learners in the clinical practice setting.  Practice tutors within these settings are responsible for overseeing student competency claims, and the making and validation of such claims needs to be efficient and feed directly into the enhancing the skills repertoire.  The use of tools such as MANSLE to facilitate this activity is likely to provide significant benefit to learners, tutors and the trusts within which they are employed.
· Dissemination of the work undertaken within the project and its outcomes at a variety of levels, including at an institutional level within project partners; through collaboration with other JISC DEL and related projects; at a regional level through the GMSA and North West Universities Association, and at a national level through Foundation Degrees Forward, CETIS, the Centre for Recording Achievement, JISC and presentations at a range of conferences and in journal articles.

· In relation to the wider JISC community, MANSLE has demonstrated that the web service approach provides a powerful, rapid and easily implementable approach to a diverse range of learning and teaching contexts.  Additionally a number of issues relating to the definition of web services in general, and the definition and implementation of portfolio services in particular, have been highlighted for further development within the sector.
· The extension of the project has allowed for a shift in focus from technology to pedagogy, and in particular, from focus on tools to produce e-portfolios, to focus on technological habits that learners require to produce e-portfolio artefacts, and the teaching and learning issues involved in the acquisition of those habits.
· As pedagogical focus has increased, so new areas for enquiry have arisen which reflect the changing technological circumstances. In particular, the challenge in addressing not only technological issues of reflective practice and lifelong learning, but also the psycho-social barriers within learners means that new pedagogies are necessary to address these particular needs.

· The extension has also allowed for a technological assessment of new widget-based technologies as a way of integrating technological practices for a wide variety of services.
The aims and objectives of the main phase of the project have been achieved, albeit with some moderation and change of emphasis as a result of the project timescale and issues which emerged during the implementation of the project.  In order to ensure that the activity undertaken within the project effectively informs institutional and sub-regional policy, a range of further dissemination activities and reports will be produced detailing the recommendations and findings from MANSLE and how these may effectively inform emerging practice.
Conclusions

Briefly summarise any conclusions that can be drawn from the project work

The project has achieved its aim of exploring and identifying the ways in which technology-based approaches can be developed and implemented to support lifelong learners.  All of the underpinning outcomes and objectives proposed within the original project plan have been achieved.

The technical aspects of the project proved to be relatively straightforward to design and implement, with the most significant factors which required time and effort related to the pedagogic and human factors associated with the implementation of the technology.  This is in line with experiences of a wide range of previous JISC projects, and in the wider experiences of the implementation of technology to support a range of learning and teaching contexts.

The MANSLE project as a whole has reflected changing technological circumstances and changing views on e-portfolio and PDP. In particular, work within the main phase of the project supported the fundamental ideas behind e-portfolio and e-PDP, whilst at the same time challenging the technological and pedagogical support for these activities. Student and staff perspectives on their engagement with the project have identified a number of perceived advantages associated with the adoption of a technology-focussed approach to supporting these areas of activity.  These advantages are principally related to the organisational features of an electronic tool as opposed to a paper-based approach and also providing a more structured and focussed approach to managing their own personal development. In a significant number of instances students reported that the integration of a range of data and elements presented within MANSLE enabled them to more effectively undertake their studies and provided a clearer focus for their future progression. 
However, complaints about duplication of effort and problems in relating technological practices to course practices and learning have suggested that the initial focus on e-portfolio tools and e-portfolio ‘artefacts’ needs deepening – particularly bringing into consideration issues of pedagogy, assessment, reflective practice and learning coordination. Furthermore, results from the main phase of the project suggest that there remains some confusion about the purpose of e-PDP and e-Portfolio. This concern for a deeper contextualising of technological issues has also been highlighted with the rise of social software and the questioning of the efficacy of centralised e-portfolio systems. MANSLE has dealt with these latter issues in its extension phase, where personal choice, coordination and ownership of technologies – both by teachers and learners – has been prioritised. This perspective has shed new light on practices relating to e-portfolio, particularly the extent to which emphasis belongs with the produced artefact or with the process (particularly the ‘technological habits’ of learners), and the ways in which the process of e-portfolio production varies according to the nature of the communities that it emerges from and is intended for.
The effective use of technology to support these aspects of the curriculum however needs to be focussed on supporting the pedagogic models inherent in the design and development of the programmes which they support.  The diversity of approaches to PDP, portfolio development and mentoring identified within the small range of programmes piloted within MANSLE meant that a simple, single software solution would have been inappropriate.  Extrapolating these observations more widely across the curriculum means that if e-PDP and e-portfolio tools are to effectively support student learning, they must fully support the pedagogic model and curriculum approach inherent within the overall programme.
The key factor in the successful uptake of these approaches is clearly the role of the academic tutor and workplace mentor.  Where these staff have a clear understanding of the potential ways in which PDP and portfolio can be used to support and enhance student learning, and these are communicated effectively to the learner alongside effective approaches to mentoring, then significant and observable enhancements to the student experience occur.  

Implications

Consider the future implications of your work and how others can build on it.  What are the implications for other professionals in the field, for users, or for the community?  What new development work could be undertaken to build on your work or carry it further?

Technical Implications

In the light of Social Software developments, the central question for e-portfolio is that given the capabilities of extra-institutional tools and services, what role and what services should the institution provide to support lifelong learning? The practices of e-portfolio and e-PDP are clearly significant to lifelong learning, but they occur ‘around’ institutions. Therefore, the identification of institutional services to support it has to be a deeper critical enquiry which examines the whole range of institutional services, including pedagogic and organisational services which are specific to institutions (i.e. not duplicating services available outside the institution). This critical enquiry entails more than the creation of tools which adhere to Service Oriented Architecture principals – for the result is often either a duplication of services which are better provided outside the institution, or the creation of what effectively functions as a monolithic system. 

The ways in which services can be repurposed (be they portfolio services or more generally) has not been investigated in appropriate detail.  Assumptions are made about their interoperability guided by IMS and other standards however in terms of repurposing services, these standards are too broad.  Standards at a more granular level (e.g. akin to ATOM or RSS) are required to facilitate this process which reflect emerging practices with new technology rather than trying to translate existing practices into the electronic domain.
The extent to which emerging interoperability standards support the diverse ways in which portfolio and personal development tools are embedded within the curriculum remains unclear.  As outlined below, there is a lack of clarity about the exact nature of these approaches to support student learning, although this lack of clarity is not necessarily perceived as a negative and may indeed contribute to the diversity of the student learning experience.  There may however be a contradiction between the notion of a “standards” model to specifying and delineating a portfolio or PDP compared to the ways in which these approaches are embedded and supported within the curriculum from a pedagogic as opposed to technical perspective.

Pedagogic and Human Implications

The notion and role of a portfolio within the curriculum covers a multitude of purposes ranging from the purely presentational (collating and presenting the same information in a variety of formats to support CV creation, applications, etc) through assessment (recording and presenting evidence solely as a means of demonstrating attainment of specific outcomes or competences) to the reflective portfolio (where students store and record evidence and artefacts and utilise it to guide and inform their future direction).  Individual staff tend to view portfolios in an exclusive way in one of these three categories and hence their role within the curriculum reflects the paradigm adopted by the member of academic staff.  Implementing a technology-based approach to supporting portfolio development must recognise these different definitions of portfolio and ensure that the tool supports the paradigm – using a tool designed to support a presentational portfolio, for example, within the assessment paradigm will fail.  Unfortunately, the implementation of a tool can sometimes ossify teacher perception of portfolio. Additional work needs to be undertaken to scope the diversity of ways in which portfolios are utilised to support student learning and to provide guidance in the design and implementation of technology to support these models.
In a similar manner, the perception of the role of personal development planning within the curriculum varies significantly between programmes and between individual members of staff.  Additional work needs to be undertaken to specify and codify the nature of PDP process in order that technical solutions do not attempt to impose a paradigm which contradicts that in which PDP is constructed within each individual curriculum context.

The pivotal role of the academic tutor and/or workplace mentor in effectively supporting and facilitating portfolio development, personal development planning and mentoring has been the most significant outcome of the MANSLE project.  Substantial staff development requires to be undertaken in order that staff are aware of their role in these processes and to equip them with the knowledge and skills to effectively support learners in obtaining the maximum benefit and in ensuring effective inter-linkage between these aspects and the wider learning experience. There is a fundamental need for teachers and learning to take ownership of technological issues, rather than seeing themselves as consumers of tools dependent on the advice of ‘technology experts’.
Recommendations
List any specific recommendations for the teaching, learning, or research communities.

1. Projects which seek to design, implement technologies to evaluate their effectiveness in supporting various pedagogic elements within the curriculum are designed to operate in a timescale which is in harmony with the academic lifecycle and which allow an appropriate period to assess the effectiveness of these tools with learners.

2. Increased clarity should be sought in the definition of services that support portfolio-related activities. In particular, data persistence should not be seen as the core of a portfolio service (bearing in mind that persistence may be achieved in many ways). A portfolio service should do something useful that contributes to the process of constructing or using an e-portfolio. This echoes the ALT-SURF-ILTA findings (Roberts et al (2005)). 

3. Greater attempts should be made to distinguish between the classes of relationship that exist between a user and a portfolio system (whether electronic or not). In short, ‘reflection’ is too broad a term and may involve concepts such as  ‘challenging’, ‘assessment’, ‘articulation’, ‘commitment’. A lack of definition means that we cannot distinguish between issues which relate to the idea of portfolio in general, and e-portfolio in particular.  A misconceived portfolio structure will hamper any attempt to turn it into an e-portfolio, and to some extent this is the case with some MANSLE pilot programmes. With better categories of understanding about the nature of ‘portfolio relationships’ we can: 

a. Critically evaluate the design and implementation of existing (i.e. non “e”) portfolio structures, 
b. Analyse the functioning of an e-portfolio system with regard to the sorts of relationships learners and teachers might have with it, and
c. Consider more carefully the nature of the system-learner relationship in the broader context of their tutorial support and the wider educational infrastructure.
The relationship between learning and e-portfolio practices should also consider the different social circumstances of e-portfolio actions (whether public, private or ‘enclosed’) and the psycho-social barriers that can affect performance of those actions. The pedagogical needs that relate to this should also be considered.
4. E-portfolio systems afford organisational possibilities to the learner, and organisational issues pervade the whole teaching and learning situation at all levels, from pedagogy to work-learning-life balance and the management of technology itself. There are many activities in which learners engage where organisation is currently a problem (for example, project work) and can be a key causal factor in learner failure. Thus around the theme of organisation lies an opportunity to consider technological, pedagogical and institutional issues as a whole, and relate them to the support of genuinely efficacious lifelong learning, where the relationship between institutional services and extra-institutional services can be clearly mapped.
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Appendices

Appendix A

Main Phase Analysis of Student Evaluations

Analysis of Sample
	Institution
	Submitted evaluations

	Stockport College
	14

	Hopwood Hall
	11

	Open University
	4

	Wigan and Leigh
	7

	Bury College
	8

	NHS Trust (Pennine Acute, Bolton PCT)
	6


Statistical Summary of Sample Experience and Capability with Technology
	(1.1) Confidence with computers
	3 – 15%

4 – 5%

5 – 12%

6 – 14%

7 – 17%

8 – 21%

9 – 7%
10 – 9%

	(1.2) Skill with computers
	2 – 2%

3 – 9%

4 – 5%

5 – 21%

6 – 15%

7 – 21%

8 – 18%

9 – 0%

10 – 9%

	(1.3) Computer at Home
	99%

	(1.4) Computer at Work
	96%

	(1.5, 1.6) Internet Issues
	73% broadband, 11% no internet


Views on PDP, Reflective Practice
	(2.2) Previous experience of portfolio
	30% no experience of portfolio

	(2.7) Previous experience of e-portfolio
	96% no experience of e-portfolio


Views on MANSLE

	(3.1) Able to install software at college
	30% able to install at college

	(3.2) Able to install software at Home
	30% able to install at home

	(3.5) Ability to get help
	25% experienced difficulties in getting help

	(3.71) think more carefully about study
	<5 – 50%; 6-7 – 30%; 7-8 – 20%; 

	(3.72) reflect on previous experience
	<5 – 45%; 6-7 – 35%; 7-8 – 20%;

	(3.73) plan future actions
	<5 – 50%; 6-7 – 30%; 7-8 – 20%;

	(3.74) evaluate progress more carefully
	<5 – 50%; 6-7 – 30%; 7-8 – 20%;

	(3.78) MANSLE user experience
	<5 – 70%; 6-7 – 20%


Appendix B
Main Phase Analysis of Staff Evaluations

Number of submissions: 9
	Confidence/Skill with computers
	99% strong confidence (>8)

	Mansle rating as a useful experience
	>= 7 – 34%

<= 6 – 66%

	Previous Experience with portfolio
	85% with previous experience of portfolio

	Previous experience with e-portfolio
	100% with no experience with e-portfolio

	Previous experience with PDP
	60% with previous experience of PDP


Summary of Tutor comments

Comments indicate that tutors felt unsupported and technical problems didn’t help. Tutors were either unclear, or unconvinced of the benefits of the technology to the learning of their students.

Appendix C
Main Phase MANSLE Supervisor Questionnaire
Semi-structured questionnaire for Supervisors

1. Access to the tool

How confident are you using computers?  

(on a scale of 1-10, where 1 is weak, 10 is strong)

How skilful are you at using computers? 

(on a scale of 1-10, where 1 is weak, 10 is strong)

Were you able to install the software at college?


Were you able to install the software at home?


Did you download or install it from the CD ROM?

 How would you rate Mansle as a useful experience? 

(on a scale of 1-10, where 1 is weak, 10 is strong)

How easy did you find Mansle to use? 

(on a scale of 1-10, where 1 is difficult, 10 is easy)

2. Liaison with the project

Did you experience any technical problems?

If so, what were these problems?

Were you able to get help when you needed it?

Who gave you this help?

Did you feel that you had enough help & support?

3. Appropriateness of the tool with the students’ course

Have you any previous experience of portfolios?
Yes/no

Have you any previous experience of eportfolios? 
Yes/no

Have you any previous experience of Personal Development Planning?

What do you think the benefits of PDP could be?

What are the potential problems or drawbacks of PDP?

What do you think the benefits of portfolios could be?

What are the potential problems or drawbacks of e-portfolios?

4. Feelings about the students’ experiences

Do you feel that using Mansle helped or hindered your students?

Why?

On a scale of 1 – 10,  how much do you feel the use of Mansle software helped the students to


Think

____


Plan

____


Reflect

____


Evaluate
____


Other (please state)

____

5. What has been learned over the period of the project

What were the good things about the experience?

What were the bad things about the experience?

6. Time resource impact

7. What would you have done differently?

What would your ideal eportfolio tool be like?

What do you feel is the future of eportfolios?

Appendix D

Main Phase MANSLE Student Questionnaire

	1. Questions about level of computer confidence/skill



	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	1.1 How confident are you using computers?  


	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.2 How skilful are you at using computers?
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3 Do you use a computer at home?
	Yes
	No
	
	
	
	

	
	(
	(
	
	
	
	

	1.31 if so, for how long have you had a computer at home?
	Please specify



	1.4 Do you use a computer at work or college?
	Yes
	No
	
	
	
	

	
	(
	(
	
	
	
	

	1.41 If so, for how long have you been using computers regularly at work or college?
	Please specify



	
	
	
	Yes
	No
	
	
	
	

	1.5 Do you have an internet connection at home?
	(
	(
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Dialup
	Broadband
	
	
	
	

	1.6 Is the internet connection Dial-up or Broadband?
	(
	(
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Questions about PDP/Portfolio



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1 What do you understand by reflective practice?


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify



	
	
	
	Yes
	No
	
	
	
	

	2.2 Have you any previous experience of portfolios?
	(
	(
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3 Do you have any experience of reflective practice?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify



	2.4 Have you any previous experience of Personal Development Planning?


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify



	2.5 What do you think the benefits of PDP could be?


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify



	2.6 What are the potential problems or drawbacks of PDP?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify



	
	
	
	Yes
	No
	
	
	
	

	2.7 Have you any previous experience of e-portfolios?
	(
	(
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.8 What do you think the benefits of portfolios could be?


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify



	2.9 What are the potential problems or drawbacks of e-portfolios?


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Questions about Mansle

	
	
	
	Yes
	No
	
	
	
	

	3.1 Were you able to install the software at college?
	(
	(
	
	
	
	

	3.2 Were you able to install the software at home?
	(
	(
	
	
	
	

	3.3 Did you download or install it from the CD ROM?


	(
	(
	
	
	
	

	3.4 Did you experience any technical problems?


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify




	
	
	
	Yes
	No
	
	
	
	

	3.5 Were you able to get help when you needed it?


	(
	(
	
	
	
	

	3.6 What were the good things about the experience?


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify



	3.7 What were the bad things about the experience?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	On a scale of 1 – 10,  how much do you feel the use of Mansle software helped you to:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.71
	
	Think more carefully about what I am currently studying
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	3.72
	
	Reflect on my previous experiences in my learning
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	3.73
	
	Plan my future actions more effectively to maximise my learning opportunities
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	3.74
	
	Evaluate my progress more carefully in the light of the need to constantly self-assess my progress
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	3.75
	
	Other:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	
	Please specify



	3.8 How would you rate Mansle as a useful experience? (1..10)
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.9 What would your ideal eportfolio tool be like?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify



	3.91 What do you feel is the future of eportfolios?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Evaluation of the Mansle Tool

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.1 Did you find that the appearance of the tool helpful or unhelpful in guiding your usage of it?



	Please specify



	4.2 How effective did you feel that the organisation of the portfolio into four tabs of ‘personal development’, ‘competencies’, ‘events’ and ‘meetings’ was? 

	Please specify



	4.3 How effective was the wizard for data input? 



	Please specify



	4.4 Explain how you felt when you were inputting your data (for example, how confident were you..)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.5 How effective was the student guide in helping you to use the tool? 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify

	4.6 What was it about the tool that was user friendly and user unfriendly?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify



	4.7 How might the tool be improved for use in your Foundation Degree course?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Please specify




Appendix E
MANSLE Extension Data
University of Bolton: Cohort 1 – September 2006 – February 2007

Student numbers: 46
Comprising a number of degree pathways:

	Pathway
	Cohort 1
	Cohort 2

	Computer Games Software Development
	15
	8

	Networks
	7
	9

	Sound Engineering
	7
	14

	Games Design
	12
	9

	Computing Technology
	3
	3

	Multimedia
	6
	2


Student Achievement by Pathway (reflects the extent of the engagement with personal technologies and online communities of practice)
	Computer Games Software Development
	A (1); B(2); C(3); D(5)

	Networks
	B(2); C(4); D(1)

	Sound Engineering
	B(1); C(5); D(1)

	Games Design
	A(1); B(4); C(3);D(4)

	Computing Technology
	B(1); C(2)

	Multimedia
	C(3); D(3)

	Fail
	8


University of Bolton: Cohort 2 – February 2007 – June 2007

Student numbers 59
	Computer Games Software Development
	A (2); B(3); C(3); D(5)

	Networks
	A(1); B(3); C(3); D(1)

	Sound Engineering
	B(2); C(5); D(4)

	Games Design
	B(4); C(3)

	Computing Technology
	B(2); C(1)

	Multimedia
	A(1);C(3); D(3)

	Fail
	18


Cheadle and Marple 6th form college

Sample size: 20

	Engagement with social bookmarking
	70%

	Engagement with public social technology (blogging, wikis, MySpace
	10%


City College, Manchester
Sample size: 14

	Enagement with institutional e-portfolio (using Moodle)
	80%

	Engagement with public social technology (MySpace, wikis, etc)
	75%

	Engagement with RSS, Social Bookmarking, etc
	10%


Oldham University Centre

Sample size: 15

	Engagement in instutional e-portfolio
	80%

	Engagement with public social technology (MySpace, wiki, etc)
	10%
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