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JISC Project Plan 

Overview of Project

1. Background

The OCEP (Open Content Employability Project) demonstrates and concretises Coventry University’s commitment to making a wide variety of its teaching and learning resources as openly available as possible.

OCEP builds on our successful JISC-funded repository enhancement project, CURVE, which established a fully operational and embedded institutional repository at Coventry University. CURVE now contains over 5000 digital assets. In addition Coventry was fortunate in participating in three JISC RePRODUCE projects. These have provided us with valuable insights into IPR, quality assurance, metadata, integration and other issues, as well as generating a pilot set of open resources in as amll number of different subject areas.  Whilst our previous project experience provides a solid foundation for operationalising “openness”, the additional learning we will gain from the process of making a significant corpus of resources from across the university fully open under clear and appropriate licensing arrangements will be invaluable in understanding and developing the policies needed to take open release forward and promote the cultural change required to make open release a natural part of the university’s activity.

OCEP will deliver a minimum of 360 CATS points of undergraduate open education resources. Coventry University is a business-facing institution and OCEP will deliver content in the general area of employability, which fits squarely with the university’s mission and strategic plans. “Employability” affects every area of the university’s activity and curriculum and content will be drawn from across all areas of the university, particularly the Add+Vantage scheme which is part of all the university’s undergraduate programmes and focuses on employability, preparation for employment, entrepreneurship, creativity, preparing for professional practice and a wide range of other topics, both generically and within the context of particular disciplines and subject areas.

2. Aims and Objectives

OCEP will:

· Create a significant (greater than 360 CATS points) corpus of high quality, credit-bearing, diverse and re-usable open learning and teaching content in the area of “employability” based on our existing resources;

· Develop, test and implement institutional processes, policies and incentive structures to embed the practices of an open resource culture and open content release within the university;

· Develop a model for building open content release considerations into the educational resource creation cycle particularly at the (critical) module approval stage;
· Deposit a minimum of 360 CATS points worth of content into OpenJorum in line with the key aims of the OER programme;
· Add significantly to the content available in our own institutional repository, CURVE, by establishing a specific “employability” collection;

· Create exemplars of open content which will inspire academic staff to develop and release their learning and teaching resources;

· Build the capacity and expertise to support open content development across the university;

· Develop an economic, effective and sustainable model for developing and managing open content;

· Help improve the evidence base in support of sharing learning and teaching materials on an open basis;

· Lay the foundations for a sustained release of open content by Coventry University.

3. Overall Approach

Overall Strategy
The project is divided into three main phases; although some of the activities may overlap and should not be regarded as strictly sequential. The first phase may be characterised as experimentation. At this stage we will begin to identify the content which we want to include in the collection. Whilst this choice will be tempered by the pragmatism of time constraints and ease of availability, we will also identify criteria such as quality, coherence and integrity of the collection, potential usefulness to others, range of types etc. We will select a sample of materials with which to experiment, test out and refine the processes which we will then apply to developing the collection as a whole. This sample, and the final corpus of content released, will not overlap with or include any of the content being released by Coventry as part of the Languages, Linguistics and Area Studies Subject Strand Project.
The second phase is establishing the collection. Here we will brief and train depositors in what open content means for them, the potential IPR and other issues, the benefits of open deposit for them and how they might improve their content. Depositors will be given help in modifying content to meet open standards, enhancing usability, online pedagogy and creating greater interest for students.

The third phase is evangelising and embedding. This includes institutional policy and process development, developing ways of incentivising staff to deposit materials, evaluating the benefits from deposit, dissemination activities and profile raising, both internally and externally. This phase will also involve the tracking of the volume and use of the resources accessed through the CURVE repository. 
We will ensure maximum visibility for the content through a combined release in JorumOpen and our open repository CURVE. We will also encourage and help staff to share their content using public Web2.0 services such as SlideShare, iTunesU and our university YouTube channel (CUTV).
Methodology
The project will be led and coordinated by the e-Learning Unit (eLU). The eLU is a multidisciplinary central unit with a broad institution-wide responsibility for the development and delivery of the university’s technology enhanced learning environment. eLU staff comprise e-learning technical specialists, instructional designers and learning technologists, systems administrators, project managers and system managers. 
The eLU’s main way of working is on a project basis in partnership with other parts of the university, notably the faculties. The university’s teaching and learning strategy now places the major responsibility for pedagogic and curriculum development on the faculties and their constituent subject departments.  The role of the eLU is to coordinate this effort and support the faculties as well as providing overall strategic direction to e-learning development. The eLU also provides the web-based services which enable faculties to deliver their teaching programmes, including (in this case) repository services.

OCEP is effectively an internal project consortium drawn from all areas of the university, including student welfare, the library and the academic registry (which contains legal services), managed and led by the Director of Higher Education Development.

The project team will agree the parameters (metadata requirements, QA processes, rights clearance, standards etc) within which all content contributors will be required to work. The eLU and the library will provide the support to the contributors to enable them to meet the requirements in a positive way (we do not see meeting requirements as a compliance issue but as a way of helping promote usability and promoting individual, departmental and institutional reputation).

A separate evaluation workpackage will support the project on an ongoing basis and interlock with the programme evaluation work.
We will work with other JISC approved projects in the programme and other JISC programmes, to effectively contribute to building a major open content resource base and in sharing the learning from OCEP. 
Structure of work
The work is divided up into a number of workpackages as detailed in the appendices. Each workpackage has a designated leader who will be responsible for delivery of that package. All workpackage leaders will be members of the project management group and will report on progress at all meetings.
Important issues
· Standards: What technical standards, architectures and tools would be required to make teaching and learning resources searchable (discoverable), reusable and freely accessible globally? Is there anything we can do simply and effectively with commonly-used authoring tools to help? 

· Legal: How can we make sure that content is legally ok to share? What do depositors and users need to know about different licences? Who should be responsible for checking the copyright, performance rights, data protection etc of the video clip they are about to publish? What should the role of institutions be? What kind of policy in the area of IPR and innovative approaches to copyright could facilitate the growth of OER? 

· Institutional Engagement: Why do institutions engage (or not engage) in Open Educational Resource (OER) initiatives? How do academics use web2.0 content sharing services like YouTube, Flickr and Slideshare, and how does that relate to use of institutional systems such as CURVE? How do (Coventry University) institutional presences on such sites (eg CUTV on YouTube) relate to presences in open repositories?
· Teaching: How does OER change the existing methods and models for developing teaching and learning materials? 

· Sustainability: What are the existing business models for sustainable open educational content projects? To what extent are the institutional model and community models for OER initiatives compatible and to what extent do they compete? Are there other business models within the institutional approach that could be of interest? 

· Quality assurance: How do we quality assure open teaching and learning materials, pedagogical issues and accreditation?

· Risks: What are the implications of knowing (or not knowing) what is happening to content once it is “out there”? How do we manage version control?  Do we need to time limit (if possible) some content because of its potentially limited currency?

· Substantive content or links? What should influence the decision to make resources open in their original form rather than simply provide links? Who decides?
Boundaries

OCEP will not create new content. However existing content may need to be submitted to a number of processes/checks to ensure that it is fit for purpose, these will include, inter alia; 

· IPR and  copyright checks

· Quality assurance

· Ensuring that deposited items meet interoperability standards

· Adding metadata

· Tagging

It is not expected that OCEP will require or result in any new technical developments. We believe that all the technical requirements are already met by CURVE.

Critical Success Factors
The major critical success factor is securing the engagement and commitment of individual staff. Whilst the ownership of content resides with the university (contracts of employment include a specific clause to this effect and the university legal department has provided additional guidance confirming this point) it would be foolish to rely on contractual terms to deliver effective, high quality resources. There is a danger that as we enter a period of relative retrenchment staff will be less willing to make content available.
We will stress the positive aspects of making content available in terms of enhancement of individual reputation, subsequent availability for use of staff if they leave the university (once it is open, it is open), treating open content as publication for development and performance review purposes and the collective and reciprocal benefits of open resource availability.

Whilst a top-down approach to embedding an open content approach in the university has merits at a policy level, success depends on the bottom-up engagement of individual members of staff and their immediate teaching colleagues. Similarly it is possible to develop processes and workflows for generating, quality assuring and depositing content at a university level, but those processes will only be deployed effectively if faculties and departments see the value in them.
4. Project Outputs

Project document deliverables will include:

a. work plan 
b. progress and risk assessment reports as required 
c. final report 
d. project website/blog 
e. delivery of promotion and dissemination activities
f. report on strategies for embedding the open content deposit in staff and departmental workflows
g. a set of principles for the development and management of open content addressing issues of preservation, archiving, version control, time stamping etc.
Content deliverables are expected to be:

h. A minimum of 360 credits worth of open resources in the employability learning and teaching arena, openly available in OpenJorum, CURVE and elsewhere as appropriate, as outlined in the table below
Deliverables associated with policies, training and support:
i. explicit reference to open content in key university policies and the future strategy 

j. briefing events/ workshops held for subject groups/ course teams in the university
k. embedding in University training programmes

l. a range of online and other support materials on open resource creation and deposit

m. a set of exemplars of open resources for use in staff development

Knowledge and experience:
n. a significant number of staff drawn from across the university who participated in the process of depositing open content

o. a knowledge base, managed by the library and personified in the CURVE repository Manager, on open resource issues

p. an experienced and trained team within the eLU (the Flying Squad)  who can assist staff in open content deposit

q. awareness of and support for an open content policy amongst senior staff in the university
The content will be drawn from a number of areas in the university as shown in the table below.

	Origin
	Description
	Type

	Add+Vantage 
	Cross university scheme to give academic credit for students studying outside their own subjects.
	Over 180 different 10 credit modules covering all aspects of employability from general and specific (discipline, professional or sectoral) aspects.

	Centre for Inter-professional e-Learning
	Seven objects  in Interpersonal Skills for Transition to Employment
	Flash videos and animated PowerPoint supported by lecture notes and user guides. Total of 12 CATS points.

	Faculty of Business, Environment and Society
	Placement support package.
	Online support materials, podcasts, video-casts, model learning contracts and associated advice, handouts, PowerPoints. 40 CATS points.

	Learning Innovation Research Group
	Second Life objects and media which can be used across courses and media.
	Re-usable machinima (eg presentation boards, video screens etc). About 60 objects are involved.

	Institute of Applied Entrepreneurship
	Specialist cross-university undergraduate programme to help students start their own businesses.
	420 CATS points (with options) of undergraduate modules from the BA/BSc in Enterprise and Entrepreneurship.

	Faculty of Engineering and Computing
	Engineering and Computing Employability
	40 credit professional training module


5. Project Outcomes

The overall desired outcome  is to create a culture where academic staff share materials openly and freely; where the university values and rewards staff who create innovative and re-usable content which students want; where the value teaching staff bring is seen, at least in part, to be in interpreting, contextualising and exploiting existing content rather than creating new; and where all parties (universities, departments and individuals) understand that they will be net importers of content and that an open resource world will only develop if everyone contributes to the pool of high quality content.

The main changes we hope to promote and embed are:
· a more collective, subject-based approach to the development and acquisition of teaching and learning materials

· a much greater degree of internal and external sharing of CU developed content

· a further shift from a VLE-centric to a more repository-centric TELE 

· a greater acceptance and use of third party teaching and learning objects by academic staff

6. Stakeholder Analysis
	Stakeholder
	Perspective and Interest
	Importance
	Engagement

	Coventry University (CU)
	Availability of resources

Cost effective, high quality teaching

Institutional reputation

Marketing and PR effects

Student satisfaction


	High
	Advocacy, policy formulation, learning and teaching strategy. Senior briefing sessions by Project Director

	CU academic departments
	Support essential to ensure that all appropriate academic content is deposited; will require instruction on how to deposit

	High
	Hold department specific workshops and develop subject specific documentation and training; establish links to other JISC/HEA subject based projects

	Individual staff
	Support essential as users need to be convinced about OER; will require access to easy to understand information about how to deposit and use content 

	High
	Hold workshops for users; develop documentation and training aimed at users and depositors
Link open deposit to recognition and reward 

	CU students
	Will benefit from more stimulating teaching; greater chance of graduate employment

	High
	Student feedback on materials.

Direct involvement in project. In terms of user needs this will also aid the rest of the HE community

	JISC/ HEA
	Funders; interest in successful result to pilot programme

	High
	Regular reports. Active engagement with JISC events, projects and evaluation.

	University Enterprise Network (UEN)
	Promoting regional innovation and business growth.  Will require easy access to straightforward summaries about new developments

	Medium
	News updates; presentations by project team to board if invited.

	HE community
	Support not essential, but will ultimately be the users of the open content; will require information about tools and content comprising new repository integrations and developments
	Medium
	Develop straightforward summary documents regarding developments of interest to HE community; hold workshops as appropriate; make project team members available for dissemination as appropriate


7. Risk Analysis

The most important element here is encouraging deposit. Our approach will be based on:

· Developing clear and fair IPR arrangements for teaching and learning objects developed by staff

· Providing clear advice on the use of ideas, content, diagrams, quotations etc from other sources within teaching materials

· Providing help to staff to upgrade existing materials into depositable objects

· Promoting the advantages to staff of repository deposit as opposed to VLE, personal or other means of asset management and storage particularly in terms of accessibility and security

· Ensuring appropriate CURVE and JorumOpen deposits are recognized within the university as being of value through, for example, recognition in the DPR process, establishing awards for excellence in teaching and learning object creation, incorporation of development time into work scheduling and planning and, where possible, providing resources to help staff develop high quality and innovative objects (through, for example, providing learning technologist support)

· Promoting CURVE  and JorumOpen within the university

	Risk
	Likelihood

1-5
	Severity

1-5
	Risk
	Mitigation

	Loss of key staff

Reductions in funding to the university could result in staff loss, particularly in support areas where project management resources are drawn from.

Academic staff resistant to allowing “their” content to be included.


	5

3
	3

4
	15

12
	Use Business Development Support Office project managers to cover gaps.

Stress the positives. Seek to allay fears by helping staff improve content. Work closely with course teams and other groups rather than isolate individuals.

	Poor quality content which could damage Coventry University’s reputation.


	2
	4
	8
	Make sure content is properly screened. Offer help to staff to improve content quality.

	Hidden IPR issues
	2
	3
	6
	Audit content before release. Brief and train staff in IPR issues. Use Casper tools and advice to identify potential areas of risk. Consult JISCLegal for adavice.



	Rights clearance slow and delays project
	2
	2
	4
	We have a lot of content to choose from and so avoid materials where this is likely to be a major issue.


	Poor user engagement in project

	1
	5
	5
	Make sure internal dissemination of project aims, benefits and activities is ongoing. 

	Staff do not use the content. 
	2
	4
	8
	Stress the positives for staff (better prepared students, fewer assessment failures etc.) Provide supportive training. 


	Students and people external to the university do not know about the content. 
CURVE technology fails
	1
1
	4
1
	4
1
	Expose collection to search engines and deploy tools for search engine optimisation. Pay attention to tags, feeds and metadata to promote discoverability.
Deposit in JorumOpen and later in CURVE when issues resolved.

	
	
	
	
	


8. Standards

	Name of standard or specification
	Version
	Notes

	SCORM
	IMS
	For import and export of items

	OAI-PMH
	
	For harvesting

	Google
	
	For searching

	ODRL
	
	For storing of digital rights

	LDAP and Shibboleth
	
	For authentication

	RSS and Atom
	
	For publishing

	SOAP
Dublin Core
	
	For web services
For metadata


9. Technical Development

We do not anticipate that the project will result in any significant new technical developments.

10. Intellectual Property Rights

All content which results from the project will be released via deposit with JorumOpen and via our own institutional repository, CURVE under a JISC Open Education UK license. All content will be rights cleared.
Project Resources

11. Project Partners

There are no project partners.

12. Project Management

Project management will track activities and milestones. Regular contact with team members will check progress, and the planned monthly team meetings will address risks and budgets in detail. It will be the responsibility of each workpackage leader to keep a detailed record of tasks undertaken and to agree tasks and priorities with the project manager. These will be confirmed with a simple actions and tasks sheet linked to the workpackage. This will make it possible to maintain close control over the project’s progress and take speedy intervention to ensure that deviations from the plan are corrected. In addition the project will be managed according to JISC Project Management Guidelines.

The Project Manager will maintain a risk register based on the table in Section 7. Risks will be coded with a simple traffic lights system. Risks identified as “red” for more than one month will be notified to the JISC Programme Manager. The risk register will be discussed at all Project Management meetings.

The following diagram illustrates the project management structure.
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The Project Board 

The Project Board will consist of senior managers from contributing departments and scheme developers and will meet once every quarter.  Meetings will be designed to review and communicate progress and resolve any issues that arise. 

The following is a list of the Board members.

Dave Noon - Dean of the Faculty of Business, Environment and Society


Julie Harrower – Associate Dean, Health and Life Sciences

Andy Syson – Director of the e-Learning Unit

David Morris - Director of Higher Education Development, Project Director


Gita Devi - Project Manager


Caroline Rock – University Librarian
Andrew Rothwell – Evaluation Workpackage leader
The Project Director

David Morris (d.morris@coventry.ac.uk; 07974 984023)

The Project Director will select the project delivery team and direct the project; particularly from a technical and methodological perspective.  The Project Director will also undertake project assurance.
The Project Manager

Gita Devi (g.devi@coventry.ac.uk; 07974 984043).  40% of time on project management.  

The Project Manager will coordinate and manage project work and ensure that project outputs and milestones are delivered on time.  The Project Manager will meet regularly with the Project Director and Work Package Leaders to monitor progress and identify issues promptly. 

Work Package Leaders
Each Work package will have a work package leader.  Work Package leaders will be in-charge of managing the work within their respective work package and ensuring milestones are met in the required timescales.

Brief details of project team members.

1. Susan Adcock is Administrative Assistant within the Centre for Study of Higher Education. She has worked on many recent projects arranging and servicing meetings, including ensuring follow-up.

2. Ben Baker has worked on the e-Learning Unit “Flying Squad” for over two years providing front-line support to staff and student users of all e-learning technologies deployed at Coventry University, including CURVE. Ben has also worked on a number of JISC projects as a Research Assistant. Ben holds a masters degree in psychology.
3. Andrew Brooks is Learning Technologist in CIPeL. He graduated with an MA in Media Arts and has been a freelance video maker. Since joining CIPeL he has produced a large number of learning objects and online resources for them. Andrew manages CIPeL’s CURVE collection.
4. Lynn Clouder is Director of the Centre for Inter-Professional e-Learning and teaches in the Faculty of Health and Life Sciences at Coventry University. She was recently seconded to the Centre for Studies in Higher Education where she worked on the development of communities of practice.
5. Kathy Courtney is a Senior Lecturer in the Centre for the Study of Higher Education at Coventry and active in the iPED Pedagogic Research Network. Her role is to support academic staff in the use of online teaching and learning and in developing innovative teaching practices. She has a particular expertise in the design of online briefing and training materials to help staff use e-learning systems.
6. Gita Devi will be the Project Manager. She joined Coventry University in 2003 from Barclays Bank. Part of her responsibility was to manage project budgets and maintain project records as well as submitting monthly reports and claims. This also involved overseeing the audit process and completing project forecasts. Over the last 18 months she has worked across several projects, ensuring the contractual obligations were met and all claims and reports were submitted within agreed time scales. Gita is a fully qualified Prince2 project manager.
7. Hannelie Du Plessis is Senior Lecturer in the Faculty of Business, Environment and Society. She has taught on a wide range of courses, particularly in human resource management. She now works in the faculty’s Employability Unit and leads on the development of learning materials.
8. Paul Grove is a Learning Technologist in the e-Learning Unit. Paul is just completing a doctorate in e-learning. He has worked in close partnership with a number of groups in the university helping them with the development of a wide range of e-learning objects. In particular he has contributed significantly to the work of CIPeL.
9. Amanda Hardy came to Coventry from Boise State University's Academic Technologies department. For over three years there she advised instructors on online lesson design and implementation of e-learning.  Amanda holds an undergraduate degree in Sociology and Social Sciences Education and a Master's in Educational Technology.
10. Juliet Hinrichsen is an Instructional Designer within the e-Learning Unit. Juliet has been working on collaborative course development projects with CIPeL (Centre for Inter-professional e-Learning) and HDTI (Health Design Technology Institute), two of the major users of CURVE. This work has resulted in a number of innovative new courses being successfully approved which are now being delivered. As a workpackage leader Juliet will call on the learning technologists from contributing faculties and departments.
11. Michelle Jackman is the longest-serving member of the Flying Squad. She holds a Masters Degree in languages. Michelle has worked as a Research Assistant on previous JISC projects and on e-learning initiatives shared between the e-Learning Unit and the faculties, including a significant contribution to the Add+Vantage scheme.
12. Gideon Maas is Director of the Institute of Applied Entrepreneurship which is the base for all enterprise and entrepreneurship activities at the university. Apart from the BA/BSc course the institute helps a wide range of students in the activities of setting up their own businesses. The means include mentoring programmes, start-up grants, the Start-Up Cafe, business clubs and business support.
13. Joanne Marsh is the CURVE Repository Manager. Joanne is a professionally qualified librarian, who came to Coventry from the Higher Education Academy’s Subject Centre in Information Sciences, based at Loughborough University, where amongst other things, she managed the Centre’s ‘open access’ electronic journal.
14. David Morris was the Founding Dean of Coventry Business School (now the Business, Environment and Society Faculty) at Coventry University. He is now Director of Higher Education Development at the University. He has published widely on education matters and has advised and acted as a consultant to a large number of educational organisations nationally and internationally. He has directed a number of EU, JISC and HEA funded projects. David is a Member of the JISC Learning and Teaching Committee and will be Project Director.
15. Karen Quinn manages the Add+Vantage scheme. She works very closely with the faculties and CSHE and will coordinate the Add+Vantage contributions to the project.
16. Andrew Rothwell is a Principal Lecturer in Higher Education Research and Development at Coventry University’s Centre for the Study of Higher Education (CSHE). He is programme leader for a suite of MA programmes related to Higher Education, including MA Higher Education, MA Learning & Technology, MA Academic Leadership. His main current areas of professional expertise are learning and teaching innovation, learning in international and inter-cultural contexts, continuing professional development (CPD), and employability. He also has over twenty years experience of teaching, leadership, curriculum innovation, and academic development.
17. Amritpal Slaich is the Industrial Placements Coordinator for the Faculty of Engineering and
Computing, role he combines with teaching quantitative methods in the Department of Engineering and Knowledge Management.

18. Cathy Tombs is a Research Assistant in the Learning Innovation Research Group. Cathy has a Masters degree in computer science and is currently working on developing transferable learning materials within the context of immersive worlds.
19. Andrew Turner is a Principal Lecturer in CSHE. Andrew leads the team of Teaching Development Fellows who have joint appointments between CSHE and the faculties and are responsible for promoting transformational change in learning and teaching across the university. Andrew’s work places him in regular contact with all areas of the university and he is ideally placed to coordinate the prioritisation of the content for inclusion in the project

13. Programme Support

It is likely that we may need support from JISCLegal in reviewing drafts of policy documents. 

JISC Cetis will also be consulted on standards and policy issues.

14. Budget

There are no changes from the budget submitted at the bidding stage.
Detailed Project Planning

15. Workpackages

See Appendix B.
16. Evaluation Plan

	Timing
	Factor to Evaluate
	Questions to Address
	Method(s)
	Measure of Success

	Ongoing
	Awareness level
	Do university staff know about OCEP?
	Sample staff
	Awareness rate increasing.

	Ongoing
	Deposit level
	How much open content has been produced deposited?
	Simple count
	CATS points worth deposited

	Ongoing
	Speed of take-up
	Is the rate of deposit increasing?
	Monitor rate of deposit
	Rate of deposit increasing throughout the life of the project.

	Ongoing
	Enquiry level
	How much OCEP material is being accessed?
	Monitor accesses
	Access rates increasing

	Ongoing
	Use level
	What use is being made of material?
	Sample users
	Improvement in use rates between the samples.

	March 2010
	OCEP  Project success
	How successful do stakeholders believe the OCEP project has been?
	As agreed in Evaluation Plan.
	As agreed in Evaluation Plan


A more detailed Evaluation Plan is included as Appendix C.

17. Quality Plan

	Output
	Project Documentation 

	Timing
	Quality criteria
	QA method(s)
	Evidence of compliance
	Quality responsibilities
	Quality tools 

(if applicable)

	Ongoing
	Clarity

Usefulness
	Comments from JISC Programme Manager
	Acceptance
	David Morris; Gita Devi
	

	Ongoing
	Progress targets met
	Project steering committee monitoring
	Committee approval
	David Morris
	


	Output
	Content

	Timing
	Quality criteria
	QA method(s)
	Evidence of compliance
	Quality responsibilities
	Quality tools 

(if applicable)

	Ongoing
	Peer acceptance
	CURVE has a facility to record peer evaluation
	
	Juliet Hinrichsen; Joanne Marsh
	CURVE peer evaluation tool

	Ongoing
	Fit for teaching and learning purposes
	University module approval processes
	Approval process records
	Juliet Hinrichsen
	

	Ongoing
	Usefulness to students
	Student evaluation
	
	Juliet Hinrichsen
	Focus groups

	Ongoing
	Use
	CURVE access data
	
	Joanne Marsh
	CURVE metrics


	Output
	Policies, training and support

	Timing
	Quality criteria
	QA method(s)
	Evidence of compliance
	Quality responsibilities
	Quality tools 

(if applicable)

	Ongoing
	Briefing and training fit for purpose
	User evaluation
	User comment and satisfaction ratings
	David Morris
	Satisfaction survey

	Ongoing
	Support material fit for purpose
	User evaluation
	Survey sample of users
	David Morris
	

	Ongoing
	Flying Squad support 

satisfaction
	A log of queries and outcomes will be kept. 
	Problems cleared up
	David Morris
	Log of help given.

	Ongoing
	Policy changes
	Submission to appropriate committees
	Committee approval
	David Morris
	


	Output
	Knowledge and experience

	Timing
	Quality criteria
	QA method(s)
	Evidence of compliance
	Quality responsibilities
	Quality tools 

(if applicable)

	Ongoing
	Number of staff depositing open content
	Staff count; staff interviews
	Staff numbers increasing
	David Morris; Joanne Marsh
	CURVE metrics

	Ongoing
	Active staff engagement
	Contributions to project blog
	
	David Morris
	Blog records

	Ongoing
	Use of and satisfaction with Flying Squad support
	Flying Squad logs; staff interviews
	
	David Morris
	


18. Dissemination Plan

	Timing
	Dissemination Activity
	Audience
	Purpose
	Key Message

	Ongoing
	Participation in JISC workshops
	Other OER projects
	Sharing best practice across sector
	OCEP successes and problems 

	Ongoing
	OCEP Blog
	Everyone
	Keeping stakeholders informed.
	OCEP developments

	Ongoing
	Internal CU workshops etc
	CU staff
	Informing staff, briefing and training, culture change
	OCEP provides significant positive benefits to all parties

	Ongoing
	University events (ELATE etc)
	CU staff


	Project promotion
	OCEP successes

	Ongoing
	Conference presentations; journal articles etc.
	Everyone
	Sharing best practice; learnings from the OCEP project
	How OCEP has advanced our collective understanding of OER issues

	March 2010
	Evaluation report
	Everyone
	Report on OCEP successes; share good practice
	OCEP has been successful


19. Exit and Sustainability Plans

	Project Outputs
	Action for Take-up & Embedding
	Action for Exit

	Reports
	Freely available on institutional and JISC website
	Ensure web page supported for 3 years and then archived appropriately

	Content
	Available in institutional repository, and where appropriate through Jorum
	Maintenance and support of repository embedded in institutional practice

	Advice and guidance
	Made available through website, and also disseminated widely through repositories programme
	Make available in variety of formats

	Rights Clearance
	The OCEP budget contains a specific allocation for rights clearance. Use of his budget will be closely monitored to develop estimates of what would be needed as an ongoing commitment to sustain a rights clearance service. We will also develop alternative models (for example faculty recharging) for a sustainable service.
	Ensure rights clearance issues are discussed in appropriate fora (eg Library Committee and Teaching and Learning Committee) and included in budget considerations for 2010/11 onwards.


	Project Outputs
	Why Sustainable
	Scenarios for Taking Forward
	Issues to Address

	OCEP content
	Part of institutional strategy, embedded into workflows at Coventry; interoperable with web services for accessing repository content.
	Continuing to encourage staff to use content and deposit new content.
	Training and support, continued institutional embedding in staff workflow.

	Continued release of open content
	The value of sustained release of open content to individuals, departments and the university itself will have been demonstrated. Open content release will be embedded in university plans, policies and procedures.
	Continue to promote benefits of open content release.

Develop high visibility collections within CURVE. Promote collection ownership within faculties and departments.

Include open content considerations in staff development activities including induction. Pg Certificate in Higher Education etc.
	Tail-off of interest once funded part of project ceases.


Appendix A. Project Budget

	Directly Incurred Staff 
	April 09 – Mar 10 £ 
	Total £ 

	None 
	0 
	0 

	Total Directly Incurred Staff 
	0 
	0 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-Staff 
	
	

	Rights clearance 
	10000 
	10000 

	Travel and subsistence 
	5000 
	5000 

	Total Directly Incurred Non-Staff 
	15000 
	15000 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Directly Incurred Total 
	15000 
	15000 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Directly Allocated (Coventry University) 
	
	

	Project Director and WP 6/7 Leader (Morris) 125 days 
	
	

	Project Manager (Devi) 100 days 
	
	

	Project Administrator (Adcock) 50 days 
	
	

	WP 2 Leader (Turner) Grade 8 20 days 
	
	

	WP 3/4 Leader (Hardy) Grade 7 100 days 
	
	

	WP 5 Leader (Hinrichsen) Grade 7 100 days 
	
	

	WP 8 Leader (Rothwell) Grade 8 75 days 
	
	

	CURVE Repository Manager  (Marsh) Grade 7 125 days 
	
	

	Instructional Designer (Grove) Grade 7 50 days 
	
	

	Faculty based academic staff (Clouder, Du Plessis, Slaich, Maas, Courtney, Quinn) Grade 8 200 days 
	
	

	Research Assistance (Baker, Barrett, Tombs, Brooks) 330 days 
	
	

	Estates 
	70351 
	70351 

	Directly Allocated Total (Coventry University) 
	305183 
	305183 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Indirect Costs (Coventry University) 
	176031 
	176031 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Project Cost 
	496214 
	496214 

	Amount Requested from JISC 
	248107 
	248107 

	Institutional Contributions 
	248107 
	248107 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Contributions over the life of the project 
	Coventry University 50%; JISC 50% 
	Total !00% 

	No. FTEs Used to calculate indirect and estates charges, and staff included All staff as identified in rows  above. 
	No FTEs 5.6 
	


Appendix B. Workpackages

	WORKPACKAGES 
	Month
	1

April 09
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

March 10

	1: Project Management
	GD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2: Content selection
	AT
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3: Sample testing
	AH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4: Depositor workshops
	AH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5: Collection development
	JH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6: Policy development
	DM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7: Advocacy and dissemination
	DM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8: Evaluation
	AR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Workpackage and activity
	Earliest

start

date
	Latest completion date
	Outputs


	Milestone
	Responsibility

	WORKPACKAGE 1: Project Management; led by Gita Devi
 
	April 2009
	March 2010
	
	
	

	Develop a detailed work plan with timescales, deliverables, and milestones 
	April 2009
	June 2009

(Draft by 29 May 2009)
	Project Plan
	Submission to JISC; acceptance by JISC Programme Manager
	Gita Devi, David Morris

	Monitor progress and ensure that the project maintains its schedule
	April 2009
	March 2010
	Project team meetings, minutes and outcomes
	Action minutes published
	Gita Devi, David Morris

	Participate in project meetings with the Steering Committee and other committees 
	April 2009
	March 2010
	Steering committee and other meeting outcomes 
	Schedule of meetings
	Gita Devi

	Prepare Interim Progress Report
Prepare Final Reports
	15 October 2009
1 February 2010
	9 November 2009
26 April 2010

(Draft by 1 March 2010)
	Interim report
Project Final Report and Project Completion Report
	Submission of draft to Steering Committee, submission to JISC
	Gita Devi, David Morris

	Identify critical roles and individuals/groups to carry out OCEP promotion activities
	April 2009
	March 2010
	Dissemination and promotion activities
	ELATE 20098
Successful activities
	Gita Devi, David Morris

	Maintain project risk register
	April 2009
	March 2010
	Risk reports to project meetings
	Project meetings
	Gita Devi


	Workpackage and activity
	Earliest

start

date
	Latest completion date
	Outputs


	Milestone
	Responsibility

	WORKPACKAGE 2: Content selection; led by Andrew Turner

	April 2009
	September 2009
	
	
	

	Prepare detailed list of content for potential inclusion including indicative CATS points 
	April 2009
	July 2009
	Detailed content schedule
	July Project Team Meeting
	Andrew Turner

	Audit agreed content for suitability and identify any potential issues
	July 2009

	August 2009

	Issue identification schedule
	September Project Team Meeting
	Andrew Turner

	Prepare final content list
	September 2009
	September 2009
	Final content list
	
	Andrew Turner; David Morris 


	Workpackage and activity
	Earliest

start

date
	Latest completion date
	Outputs


	Milestone
	Responsibility

	WORKPACKAGE 3: Sample testing; led by Amanda Hardy

	September 2009
	October 2009
	
	
	

	Identify a sample of content from the draft and final inclusion lists for deposit testing
	September 2009
	September 2009
	Trial deposit of c. 30 CATS points of resources
	Report to September Team meeting
	Amanda Hardy

	Assess user needs, for example formats required, tagging options, adaptation possibilities, version controls etc.,


	July 2007
	Sept 2007
	Report on needs identified
	Report to September Team meeting
	Amanda Hardy

	Submit sample to all the processes it is intended to apply to full content list.


	September 2009
	September 2009
	Sample testing completed
	Testing report
	Amanda Hardy

	Document any issues that arise and the solutions adopted.


	October 2009
	October 2009
	Report on issues identified and recommended solutions
	Report to October Team meeting
	Amanda Hardy

	Train Flying Squad to assist with preparing content for deposit.


	October 2009
	October 2009
	Flying Squad training events
	Flying Squad ready to assist
	Amanda Hardy


	Workpackage and activity
	Earliest

start

date
	Latest completion date
	Outputs


	Milestone
	Responsibility

	WORKPACKAGE 4: Depositor workshops led by Amanda Hardy

	October 2009
	February 2010
	
	
	

	Develop depositor workshops materials and examples
	October 2009
	October 2009
	First version of workshop materials
	Pilot workshop delivered
	Amanda Hardy

	Deliver workshops
	October 2009
	February 2010
	Workshops delivered
	Workshop dates as agreed with Project Board
	Amanda Hardy; Flying Squad

	Ensure workshop materials are “open content”
	February 2010
	February 2010
	Final version of workshop materials deposited in CURVE
	Materials deposited
	Amanda Hardy


	Workpackage and activity
	Earliest

start

date
	Latest completion date
	Outputs


	Milestone
	Responsibility

	WORKPACKAGE 5: Collection development, led by Juliet Hinrichsen

	July 2009

	March 2010
	
	
	

	Check content for IPR issues and rights clearance obtained where feasible

	July 2009
	March 2010
	Content rights cleared
	Permissions obtained where required
	Juliet Hinrichsen; Joanne Marsh

	Assess content for accessibility and usability

	September 2009
	March 2010
	Content audited for accessibility in line with TechDis Guidelines:
http://www.techdis.ac.uk/index.php?p=1_38_6_3
	Content cleared for accessibility
	Juliet Hinrichsen; Anne Dickinson

	Check QA processes applied to content

	September 2009
	March 2010
	Ensure content has been approved according to university procedures
	QA completed
	Juliet Hinrichsen

	Add metadata, tags etc as needed


	September 2009
	March 2010
	Content appropriately identified and described
	Content ready for deposit
	Juliet Hinrichsen

	Modify content to aid transferability if needed

	September 2009
	March 2010
	Changes made to ensure accessibility, re-usability etc
	
	Juliet Hinrichsen


	Workpackage and activity
	Earliest

start

date
	Latest completion date
	Outputs


	Milestone
	Responsibility

	WORKPACKAGE 6: Policy development, led by David Morris

	June 2009

	March 2010
	
	
	

	Identify areas where policy changes are needed to promote open content practices.
	June 2009
	July 2009
	Schedule of areas where OER needs to be integrated into university policy and processes
	Report to September Project Board
	David Morris

	Prepare draft policies (based where possible on good practices from elsewhere, JISC advice etc) for consideration by university committees etc.

	September2009
	October 2009
	Draft policies ready for feed into university committee cycle.
	Agreement with University Registrar on process
	David Morris

	Map existing processes for education content development and identify where open content considerations need to be brought to the fore (eg module approval).

	September 2009
	November 2009
	Content process development map
	Map published for discussion
	David Mporris

	Identify barriers to open content deposit and use and devise strategies for overcoming them.


	January 2010
	March 2010
	Barriers/issues derived from discussion of process map identified and approaches to mitigation identified.
	Policy implementation plan for consideration by relevant bodies
	David Morris


	Workpackage and activity
	Earliest

start

date
	Latest completion date
	Outputs


	Milestone
	Responsibility

	WORKPACKAGE 7: Advocacy and dissemination, led by David Morris
	April 2009

	March 2010
	
	
	

	Develop OCEP Blog and promote engagement
	April 2009
	March 2010 (but ongoing thereafter)
	OCEP website with blogging facility
	Blog established
	David Morris

	Deliver workshops and briefing sessions to staff on the benefits of open content.


	April 2009

	March 2010
	Faculty and departmental briefing sessions. Academic Executive briefing. Presentation to Teaching and Learning Committee. Staff workshops as arranged.
	Major briefings completed.
	David Morris

	Develop online materials, podcasts, mini case studies etc to help staff.


	April 2009

	March 2010
	Range of briefing and promotional materials easily accessible to staff.
	Materials available in CURVE and/or OCEP blog as appropriate.
	David Morris

	Ensure major project presence at major university events related to learning and teaching (eg the university’s annual teaching and learning conference/exhibition, ELATE; the iPED conference, faculty-based events etc).
	April 2009

	March 2010
	Project displays and sessions at ELATE. iPED, EATAW, Faculty Learning and Teaching Conferences, Senior Staff Conference etc.
	Presence at events
	David Morris

	External conference presentations, workshops etc.
	September 2009
	March 2010
	Papers at appropriate conferences
	Publications, conference presentations etc
	Project team

	Internal university promotional activities
	June 2009
	March 2010
	Roadshows, exhibition stands, show and tells, “exceptional content” prizes, displays etc
	Publicity campaigns at critical points eg start of year
	Michelle Jackman


	Workpackage and activity
	Earliest

start

date
	Latest completion date
	Outputs


	Milestone
	Responsibility

	WORKPACKAGE 8: Evaluation, led by Andrew Rothwell

	April 2009

	March 2010
	
	
	

	Develop, with the project team, a detailed evaluation plan 
	April 2009

	June 2009
	Detailed evaluation plan
	Submission to Programme Support Project
	Andrew Rothwell

	Identify, with help from the JISC support project, metrics and tracking approaches to measure content use and impact 
	September 2009

	October 2009
	Metrics and tracking data identified
	Report to October Project Board
	Andrew Rothwell

	Run student focus groups to help evaluate content and gather information on how they use it 
	January 2010

	March 2010
	Focus groups completed and summary reports prepared
	Project Board presentations
	Andrew Rothwell

	Analyse monitoring and tracking use data 

	October 2009
	March 2010
	Data analysis reports
	Project Board presentations
	Andrew Rothwell; Joanne Marsh

	Prepare and deliver reports to the Project Team meetings
	April 2009
	March 2010
	Contributions to reports as identified in Workpackage 1.
	JISC reporting dates met.
	Andrew Rothwell


Appendix C: Detailed Evaluation Plan
	Objective
	Associated
activities
	Evaluation
method
	Who is involved
	Type of evidence to be collected
	Criteria for success

	University staff are aware of the OCEP project
	Staff workshops

Promotional events

Promotional materials
	Assess interest shown in promotional events and workshops
	Staff running events
	Informal feedback from event participants
	Number of staff participating in briefing and promotion events

	Staff are aware of the benefits of open content deposit and use
	OCEP workshops

Publication of advice


	Sample survey of staff
	Evaluation workpackage team.

OCEP Steering Group.
	Survey responses
	A majority of staff are aware of the major benefits

	Staff have incentives to deposit open content
	Prizes for best open content.

Recognition of open content deposit in DPR processes.
	Arrange competitions

Feedback from DPR process
	OCEP team

Staff participating in DPR
	Competition entries

Anonymous feedback from DPR process
	Number and quality of entries

Staff numbers listing open content as “outputs”

	OCEP resources deposited are of acceptable quality
	Quality assurance processes
	Module review process.

Peer evaluation of OCEP deposits.
	Staff acting on module review panels.

Users of OCEP materials.
	Panel minutes.

Peer review data collected via CURVE.
	Resources being actively reviewed by panels.

Positive peer ratings.

	Increase deposit rates of open resources
	Workshops and promotional events
	Ongoing monitoring of CURVE deposits
	Evaluation workpackage team.

OCEP Steering Group.
	Volume of deposits

Rate of deposit
	OCEP target of a minimum of 360 CATS points of content met. Deposit rates above CURVE historic baseline.

	University staff are aware of OCEP resources
	Promotion of exemplar resources.

CURVE information campaign.

CURVE links and feeds to other web services/portals
	Sample survey of staff
	Evaluation workpackage team.

OCEP Steering Group.
	Survey responses
	Staff show awareness of resources


	Objective
	Associated
activities
	Evaluation
method
	Who is involved
	Type of evidence to be collected
	Criteria for success

	OCEP resources are being used by staff other than the depositors
	Promote re-use and re-purposing of open content in staff development activities.

Develop CURVE monitoring systems.
	Open discussion 

Monitoring of CURVE use data.
	All new academic staff.

Staff involved in CPD activity.

e-Learning Unit
	Informal feedback from staff development.

Access data.


	Open content use actively discussed in staff development

Rates of access increasing.

	Students find OCEP resources useful
	OCEP resources included in module teaching
	Focus groups

Module feedback questionnaires
	Evaluation workpackage team

Registry staff
	Qualitative insights

Responses to questions on module resources
	Balance of feedback is positive

Better scores for resources on OCEP modules

	Institutional processes and policies promote sustainable open content deposit
	Review and improve processes and policies
	Submission to appropriate policy making agencies
	Committee members; senior university staff
	Committee meeting minutes
	Policies adopted

Processes in place

	Open content deposit is supported and managed effectively
	Develop support infrastructure.

Publish guidance for staff.
	Audit of support mechanisms.

Staff feedback.
	Workpackage 6 team.

OCEP Steering Group.


	Brief report.

User assessment of documentation
	Positive staff comment

	Institutional capacity/expertise in open content developed
	Staff development
	Informal recording of discussion at events
	Staff participating in staff development activities
	Informal feedback from participants
	Open content issues included in staff development programme

	“Open Content culture” developing
	All OCEP activities
	Staff focus groups
	Sample of academic staff
	Qualitative insights illustrated by quotes.
	Positive attitude towards open content.
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