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1. 
Author

Dr Neil Witt, University of Plymouth.
2. Background

Circular 04/08 ‘Learning and Teaching Innovation Grants’ requested outline proposals for one year projects and activities that fitted with the vision, outcomes and principles of the JISC e-Learning programme9 and supported innovative approaches to learning and teaching. These projects were to  have identified areas of activity suitable for further investment which would enhance the overall educational experience of students throughout the sector by identifying and solving common problems not covered by existing or planned JISC programmes. 
This call allowed institutions to submit projects dealing with any aspect of e-learning and, to reduce the initial investment in time and resource needed to develop a traditional JISC proposal and to encourage speculative and innovative ideas from the community, bidders were invited to submit outline proposals using a webform. This was an open call with £500,000 available over three years.
The timing of the calls was as follows:
· Call 1: 5th  May 2008

· Call 2: 20th  August 2008

· Call 3: 12th January 2009
A total of 82 proposals were received for Call 1, where 9 proposals were called for interview and 2 proposals were funded.
A total of 85 proposals were received for Call 2, where 6 proposals were called for interview and 2 proposals were funded. This study is only concerned with Calls 1 and 2.
The large number of proposals received shows a high level of interest in the Learning and Teaching Innovation Grants; however the low number of bids funded suggests that there may be issues with the application process and/or associated documentation.
This study aims to provide recommendations as to how the processes may be improved, and suggests revision of guidance documentation and criteria where important.
3. Methodology

This study has been carried out using the following sources of information:
1. The call documentation:
· Circular 04/08: Learning and Teaching Innovation Grants;
· Guidance To Bidders – Learning and Teaching Innovation Grants September 2008.
2. The 82 Call 1 bids as submitted to the JISC;

3. The 85 Call 2 bids as submitted to the JISC;

4. Collated marks of the 82 bids received under Call  1 and markers comments for all bids;
5. Collated marks of the 85 bids received under Call 2 and markers comments for all bids;

6. The feedback given to all bids submitted;
7. The supporting documentation provided by the 9 bids called for interview under Call 1;
8. The supporting documentation provided by the 6 bids called for interview under Call 2;

9. The Panel Notes and Comments related to the bids shortlisted under Call 2; 
The process used for both Calls 1 and 2 has been as follows:
1. Analysis of markers’ comments to define categories of problems with each bid.
2. For each bid, note which categories of criticism apply, referring to the actual bid to ensure a clear interpretation of markers’ comments has been taken.  These have been recorded against bid outcomes and recommendation scores. 

3. Review the bids to look for common areas where proposals were weak.

4. Review the bids to look for examples of good proposals or where proposals had addressed one particular criterion well.

5. Examine the call documentation in the light of this analysis to see if any potential causes of problems could be identified. These finding are in Sections 5 and 6.
In addition to the desk study, discussions with potential and unsuccessful bidders took place at a recent JISC RSC South West Bidding Workshop where the LTIG bidding process was used an exercise by 17 participants.  The outcomes of these discussions are included in Section 7.
4. Analysis of the bids

All bids were marked by one member of the JISC Executive and each bid was marked against the criteria listed below and allocated to one of the following status:
· Ineligible/Out of scope
· Would not be suitable for interview
· Would  be suitable for interview
· Definitely call to interview.
From reviewing the bids, markers comments and bid feedback it is evident that the bids given the status of ‘Would be suitable for interview’ were further reviewed by additional members of the JISC Executive before a shortlist of bids called for interview was produced. 
The evaluation criteria used by the bid markers consisted of two areas:
1. The issues in Paragraph 12 of the 04/08 Circular :

· The proposal must not duplicate existing JISC funded work.  

· The proposal must not be part of the core institutional remit.
· The proposal must not include the development or purchase of learning material/learning content.
· The proposal should not include the further development of an existing tool. 

· The proposal should not include software and equipment purchase.
· The proposal must have the support of the lead institution and any partners.
· The proposal must not be a direct resubmission of a previous bid to a JISC funded programme. 
2. The Evaluation and Eligibility Criteria in Paragraph 13 of the 04/08 Circular. 
· Is the project addressing a recognised need?

· Is it a good, innovative idea?

· Does the project fit the vision and intended outcomes of the e-learning programme?

· Is this a realistic proposal given the timescale and resources available?

Where a bid failed to comply with the instructions contained in Paragraph 12 of the 04/08 Circular it was considered to be Out of Scope
4.1. Proposals Received by Type of Institution
	Institution type
	Call 1 (n=82)
	Call 2 (n=85)

	Higher Education Institution
	73%
	79%

	Further Education College
	27%
	21%


4.2. Proposals Received by Bid Category

	Bid Category
	Call 1 (n=82)
	Call 2 (n=85)

	Learning Resources and Activities
	36%
	25%

	Assessment
	13%
	10%

	Technology Enhanced Learning Environments
	32%
	38%

	ePortfolio
	7%
	11%

	Administration
	12%
	16%


5. Issues related to Paragraph 12 of the 04/08 Circular

The 04/08 Circular stated that Prospective bidders should ‘note’ these issues. Bids not adhering to these issues are considered to be out of scope by the JISC.
	Issue
	Occurrence

	
	Call 1 (n=82)
	Call 2 (n=85)

	1. The proposal must not duplicate existing JISC funded work.  
	32%
	35%

	2. The proposal must not be part of the core institutional remit.
	7%
	12%

	3. The proposal must not include the development or purchase of learning material/learning content.
	20%
	21%

	4. The proposal should not include the further development of an existing tool 
	10%
	6%

	5. The proposal should not include software and equipment purchase  
	13%
	13%

	6. The proposal must have the support of the lead institution and any partners.
	18%
	3%

	7. The proposal must not be a direct resubmission of a previous bid to a JISC funded programme
	4%
	2%

	8. Over length (this is an additional issue that will make a proposal Out of Scope)
	6%
	0%

	Bid is Out of Scope (has one or more Issues)
	77%
	64%


1. The proposal must not duplicate existing JISC funded work
This issue was the most common in making a bid Out of Scope (32% and 35%), with ePortfolio and Second Life proposals being the most common type of duplication projects. There is an expectation in the call documentation that all bidders will be aware of JISC funded work related to the area being bid against. The reviewers’ comments detailed previous and current work that bidders should have been aware of. 

There were a number of bids where the reviewers have stated that the bid was duplicating future or planned JISC funded work. In some cases the bids were informed that they may wish to consider submitting against future calls as their bid is considered Out of Scope.

Recommendation: The reviewers have a greater knowledge of forthcoming bids compared to the bidders and the programme description does state that bids must not duplicate work in existing or planned JISC programmes. 
Whilst the Roadmap of funding opportunities for 2008/9 is available on the JISC website it is recommended that this be signposted from the call documentation and bidders are made aware of future calls that are similar to the work being proposed.
2. The proposal must not be part of the core institutional remit
7% and 12% of bids were identified as not adhering to this requirement. The most common areas were projects concerning feedback and/or assessment where these were considered to be part of the core institutional remit.

Recommendation: The Circular clarified this point with “Is this something your institution should be doing anyway, via core funding from the funding council?”  To further clarify this point it is recommend that specific examples related to innovation and core institutional remit are give i.e. providing student feedback is part of an institution’s core remit.
3. The proposal must not include the development or purchase of learning material/learning content.
20% of bids stated or implied that they would be developing or purchasing learning material or content.  Examples of content developed included resources for mobile devices, development of courses and videos of lectures.
Recommendation: It may be useful to give examples of excluded content types such as lectures notes, learning objects, podcasts and videos.
4. The proposal should not include the further development of an existing tool 

This note is qualified by the text “unless there is significant demand from an identified community”. 10% and 6% of bids were found to be developing existing tools without evidence showing a significant demand from an identified community. The common issue was proposals requesting funding to continue the development of existing tools developed by the institution submitting the bid. 
Recommendation: It may be applicable to give examples what is considered as significant demand from an identified community e.g. staff from one institution are not considered to be a suitable community, whereas staff from a consortia of institutions would be considered to be a suitable community.
5. The proposal should not include software and equipment purchase 
13% of proposals were requesting funds for purchase of software or equipment. The common purchases were laptops or licenses (with Second Life being the dominant technology).
Recommendation: Whilst equipment and software purchase is not allowed under this call, it is allowable for institutions to provide equipment/software as part of the institutional contribution. This could be highlighted in the Circular.
6. The proposal must have the support of the lead institution and any partners.
This was a bigger issue in the first call with 18% of proposal having no evidence of institutional support where as  3% of the second call were considered as Out of Scope due to this issue.

Recommendation: This did not appear to be a major issue in the second call. However it is a similar condition to the evaluation criteria of “is full support shown from the institution(s) involved?” It is recommended that the expectation of an Institutional Contribution is made explicit in the evaluation criteria.
7. The proposal must not be a direct resubmission of a previous bid to a JISC funded programme
A small number of bids (4% and 2%) were identified as resubmissions. 
Recommendation: The Circular should remain explicit about this requirement. 
8. Over length (this is an additional issue that will make a proposal Out of Scope)
6% of bids in the first call were over length. This issue should not occur in the future using the JISC provided template.
Recommendation: None. 
6. Issues related to Paragraph 13 – Evaluation and Eligibility Criteria
6.1. Is the project addressing a recognised need?

	Issue
	Occurrence

	
	Call 1 (n=82)
	Call 2 (n=85)

	1. No clear and concise evidence 
	20%
	26%

	2. Institution specific
	12%
	5%

	3. Does not address the need
	2%
	1%

	4. Unclear how the proposed activity was arrived at
	2%
	7%


With regard to proposals addressing a recognised need the most significant issue was the lack of clear and concise evidence (20% and 26%). The majority of these bids provided no evidence at all, presenting their idea without context or reference to literature, other developments and projects. The issue of the proposal being Institution specific (12% and 5%) was mainly linked to Virtual Learning Environment or Virtual World proposals which were infrastructure projects also made Out of Scope due to equipment or software purchase.
Recommendation: The Evaluation and Eligibility Criteria question is, “is clear and concise evidence provided for the need and the potential effectiveness of the intervention”.  It is recommended that examples of the types of evidence are given e.g. references to current research, based on student feedback. 
6.2. Is it a good, innovative idea?
	Issue
	Occurrence

	
	Call 1 (n=82)
	Call 2 (n=85)

	1. The idea won't work
	1%
	4%

	2. Proposed activities not innovative
	18%
	18%

	3. Not a "high-risk" intervention
	4%
	0%


18% of proposals were not considered to be innovative; the majority of these proposals were also made Out of Scope as they also duplicated existing JISC funded work. It would appear that the projects were considered to be innovative by the proposer or the proposer’s institution as it was new technology for them (e.g. and ePortfolio or Second Life) where as JISC would consider them as mainstream technologies.
Recommendation: The Circular needs to define what JISC means by innovation as the term is being interpreted as the introduction of new systems or experiences to an institution.
6.3. Project fits vision & intended outcomes of the e-learning programme?
	Issue
	Occurrence

	
	Call 1 (n=82)
	Call 2 (n=85)

	1. Not with overall e-learning programme vision
	4%
	2%

	2. Not contribute to  intended outcomes of the programme
	1%
	8%


There were a relatively low number of proposals marked as not complying with this evaluation criteria, the most significant area being 8% of proposals under the second call were considered not to contribute to the intended outcomes of the programme. On reading all the bids it was evident that that the majority considered Out of Scope due to other issues also failed to meet this evaluation criteria.
Recommendation: None. 
6.4.  Is a realistic proposal given the timescale and resources available?
	Issue
	Occurrence

	
	Call 1 (n=82)
	Call 2 (n=85)

	1. No project management structures 
	2%
	5%

	2. No project management confidence
	0%
	6%

	3. Intervention not achievable in timescale
	10%
	18%

	4. No Institutional Contribution
	20%
	15%

	5. Not value for money
	2%
	5%


With regard to proposal being realistic the main issue is that the proposed intervention is not considered to be achievable in the given time scale (10% and 18%). These projects have been identified as being over ambitious.
20% and 15% of the projects had no institutional contribution. This issue is linked to Section 5, point 6 where it is recommended that the expectation of an Institutional Contribution is made explicit in the evaluation criteria.
Recommendation: The Circular should state that due to the length of the project and funding that is available that projects should be planned to be achievable and deliver within the timeframe.
6.5. Other Issues

	Issue
	Occurrence

	
	Call 1 (n=82)
	Call 2 (n=85)

	1. Generally unclear
	2%
	5%

	2. Suggest resubmit
	5%
	1%


A relatively low number of bids were considered to be unclear, and these were also rejected as being Out of Scope as they had not complied with a number of requirements.
Several bids were recommended to resubmit to either a later LTIG call or to other JISC calls.
Recommendation: The practice of recommending suitable bids to resubmit to LTIG or other calls should be continued.
7. Focus Group

Seventeen participants took part in a JISC South West RSC Bid funding day. After a series of presentations from successful JISC bidders and reviewers the participants undertook a review of funded and non-funded bids. They were encouraged to critique these bids in the light of what they heard from the presenters, their own experiences and the guidance they were given with the anonymised bids.
This was followed by participants being briefed on the LTIG requirements before developing a précis of a possible future application for submission to LTIG. Participants were given the 04/08 Circular and supporting documentation.
Thirteen participants were from FECs, four from HEIs. Seven of the participants had applied for LTIG funding and had been unsuccessful; all participants were considering applying for future LTIG funding.
After completing the LTIG exercise the participants were asked their views of the Circular, the application form and what issues or problems that had encountered.

The main issue with the LTIG bidding process was a misunderstanding of paragraph 12 of the Circular where bidders are told to note key points. There appears to be confusion due to these key points stating what must not or should not be in the proposal. The potential bidders would prefer to be made aware of what must or should be contained in the proposal.
It was noted that there is some duplication between the points in paragraph 12 and the Evaluation and Eligibility Criteria of paragraph 13 though a number of points in paragraph 12 do not appear in the Evaluation and Eligibility Criteria.

Recommendation: The Evaluation and Eligibility Criteria should be rewritten to include the points in paragraph 12. 
A checklist of key points to include in the bid should be considered e.g.

· Does your proposal duplicate existing JISC funded work?
· Is the work outlined in your proposal part of the core institutional remit?

· Does your proposal include the development or purchase of learning material/learning content?

· Is your proposal further developing an existing tool?

· Does your proposal include software and equipment purchase?

· Is your proposal a direct resubmission of a previous bid to a JISC funded programme?

Bidders should be aware that a positive response to any of these questions will result in their bid being Out of Scope.

8. The application form: web form and bid template
Calls 1 and 2 used a web form for proposal submission. No word limits were imposed in this form  but the advice offered in the Call 2 guidance documentation
  suggested the average length of a successfully submitted bid for the previous round was a little over 10,000 characters (including spaces), with each substantial answer coming in at around 2,000 characters (including spaces). 
The web form did not allow formatting such as tables, bullet points or footnotes. A number of bids (6%) in Call 1 were judged to be overlength by a marker whereas no bids in Call 2 were considered to be overlength. 
When questioned about the use of the web form, bidders communicated that they had issues with the inability to cut and paste from other documents into the web form.

Reviewing the Call 1 and 2 bids shows that the submitted content can be difficult to read by some markers, due to the lack of formatting. A review of the guidance documentation shows that the JISC Executive were aware of issues caused by the use of the web form, additional advice was provided for Call 2 and a bid template was introduced for Call 3
.

The bid template gives word limits for sections and a table for budget information. Discussions with bidders suggest that the bid template is clear and bidders understand the requirements of the bidding process.

The LTIG process allowed bidders to submit a much shorter and less detailed document than a for a traditional bid, the intention being that bidding teams can concentrate on the problem that the proposal addresses and what will be done to solve it. The use of web form has resulted in some overlength and unclear bids due to the lack of formatting; especially in the budget and project work package/planning sections. The introduction of the bid template appears to have resolved these issues.
9. The selection process

JISC Circular 4/08 states that Proposals will be initially scanned for eligibility and theme. Those that we consider to be most viable will be assessed fully. Others may be reviewed in future rounds, or resubmissions may be sought.
Reviewing the bids and markers’ comments shows that this process has been adhered to. Bids identified as being Out of Scope are identified and those considered as being In Scope were evaluated against the evaluation criteria. The markers’ comments for bids considered to be In Scope was considerably more detailed than that provided for the Out of Scope bids.
A review of the Call 1 and 2 bids and the associated markers’ comments shows the following
	
	Bids Submitted
	Bids Out of Scope
	Bids In Scope
	Bids called for interview
	Bids funded

	Call 1
	82
	63
	19
	9
	2

	Call 2
	85
	54
	31
	6
	2


For bids submitted under Call 1, the 10 bids considered as In Scope but not called for interview were failed mainly because:

· they did not address a recognised need (5 bids);

· they were not considered to be innovative (5 bids).
For bids submitted under Call 2, the 25 bids considered as In Scope but not called for interview were failed mainly because:

· they did not address a recognised need (15 bids);

· they were not considered to be innovative (2 bids);

· they did not fit the vision and intended outcomes of the e-learning programme (3 bids); 

· they were not considered to be a realistic proposal given the timescale and resources available (5 bids).
A review of the markers’ marks and comments against the bid proposals shows that the evaluation process has been adhered to and the methodology of scanning bid proposals for eligibility and theme then undertaking a more detailed evaluation of the In Scope bids appear to be effective.
10.  The interview process

The numbers of bids called for interview were 9 for Call 1 and 6 for Call 2. The subject areas of the bids were
	Bid Category
	Call 1
	Call 2 

	
	Interviewed
	Funded
	Interviewed
	Funded

	Learning Resources and Activities
	4
	0
	1
	0

	Assessment
	1
	0
	2
	1

	Technology Enhanced Learning Environments
	1
	1
	1
	1

	ePortfolio
	1
	0
	1
	0

	Administration
	2
	1
	1
	1

	Total 
	9
	2
	6
	2


Analysis of the bids called for interview and associated markers’ comments showed that all bids complied with the evaluation criteria.
A review of all bids in Calls 1 and 2 did not identify any other bids that could have been called for interview as all the remaining bids were either Out of Scope or had failed to meet one or more of the evaluation criteria. This review therefore concurs with the JISC Executive as to which bids were suitable for interview.
The interview process was undertaken via videoconferencing. All bids called for interview were required to provide additional information before the interview. All bids complied with this request and the information supplied appears to address the requirements of this request.
Videoconferencing appears to work well and feedback from the Call 2 interview process shows that all 6 videoconferences took place with only slight delays. 
11.  Conclusions

From reviewing all the bids in Calls 1 and 2 it would appear that over 50% are from bidders with little or no experience of bidding for JISC funding. This may explain the issue of the majority of proposals being Out of Scope. It appears that the LTIG calls have been used for a first submission to JISC. 

The word innovation has been interpreted by a number of bidders to define a project or intervention that is innovative or new to them or their institution. There is no JISC definition of what it considers as innovation.

From the review of bids and discussions with a group of unsuccessful and potential bidders it is evident that there is some confusion caused by the inclusion of paragraphs 12 and 13: paragraph 12 informs bidders what they should or must not do or include in their proposal; paragraph 13 contains the evaluation criteria of what should or must be evidenced in the proposal

Whilst the number of bids funded is low compared with the number of bids submitted this review has not found any major problems with the process. 

· The streamlined application process will be enhanced by the use of a bid template.

· The initial scanning of bids by the JISC Executive to identify Out of Scope bids works well and this report concurs with their findings.
· The identification of bids called for interview is based on the evaluation criteria, which have been adhered to.

· The interview process is robust and suitable projects have been funded.

· Some changes to the call documentation have been identified as recommendations in Section 12. These changes have been identified to assist in managing  the expectations of potential bidders and to clarify the importance of the information required in the proposal documentation,
12. Recommendations
1. It is recommended that the Roadmap of funding opportunities for 2008/9 be signposted from the call documentation and bidders are made aware of future calls that are similar to the work being proposed.
2. It is recommend that specific examples related to innovation and core institutional remit are give i.e. providing student feedback is part of an institution’s core remit.
3. It may be useful to give examples of excluded content types such as lectures notes, learning objects, podcasts and videos.
4. It may be applicable to give examples what is considered as significant demand from an identified community e.g. staff from one institution are not considered to be a suitable community, whereas staff from a consortia of institutions would be considered to be a suitable community.
5. Whilst equipment and software purchase is not allowed under this call, it is allowable for institutions to provide equipment/software as part of the institutional contribution. This could be highlighted in the Circular.
6. It is recommended that the expectation of an Institutional Contribution is made explicit in the evaluation criteria.
7. It is recommended that examples of the types of evidence for the need and the potential effectiveness of the intervention are given e.g. references to current research, based on student feedback. 
8.  The Circular needs to define what JISC means by innovation as the term is being interpreted as the introduction of new systems or experiences to an institution.
9. The Circular should state that due to the length of the project and funding that is available that projects should be planned to be achievable and deliver within the timeframe.
10. The practice of recommending suitable bids to resubmit to LTIG or other calls should be continued.
11. The use of a bid template should be continued in future funding calls.

12. The methodology of scanning bid proposals for eligibility and theme then undertaking a more detailed evaluation of the In Scope bids should be continued in future funding calls.

13. The Evaluation and Eligibility Criteria should be rewritten to include the points in paragraph 12. 

A checklist of key points to include in the bid should be considered e.g.
· Does your proposal duplicate existing JISC funded work?
· Is the work outlined in your proposal part of the core institutional remit?
· Does your proposal include the development or purchase of learning material/learning content?
· Is your proposal further developing an existing tool?
· Does your proposal include software and equipment purchase?
· Is your proposal a direct resubmission of a previous bid to a JISC funded programme?

Bidders should be aware that a positive response to any of these questions will result in their bid being Out of Scope.

� Guidance To Bidders – Learning and Teaching Innovation Grants September 2008


� http://www.jisc.ac.uk/media/documents/funding/2008/11/ltigbidtemplate.doc
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