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Executive Summary

Location Independent Working (LIW) developed an existing scheme operating within Coventry University’s wholly-owned commercial company (CUE Ltd.) to make it suitable for staff (academic and other) working in faculties and other academic departments. Whilst many such staff, particular those in teaching and research roles, conduct part of their work from locations other than their base campus, they do so outside the context of a formalised and developed scheme which recognises the work patterns which are becoming the norm for many employees in other sectors of the economy and are readily embraced by students. 

The project developed LIW from the individual, departmental, institutional and societal perspectives. Whilst the drivers and incentives for implementing LIW are different in each domain they, in their different ways, all point towards the significant positive benefits that LIW can bring. A major challenge for the project was to align the cultural change necessary at the different levels to ensure overall success.
LIW applied tried and tested technologies to develop a resilient, workable, high quality flexible working scheme for staff working in academic areas of the university. The early phase of the project assessed the existing LIW scheme to identify and pilot test the developments necessary to render the scheme fit for purpose in the new staffing context. This included the development of draft briefing and training materials, initial user testing, discussion with the major internal stakeholders (faculty management, HR, IT services, estates and staff themselves) and refinement of the project scope in discussion with JISC colleagues. 
In the second phase the system was rolled out to a major faculty (Business, Environment and Society) and an academic department (the Centre for Studies of igher Education)HigherHHHHigher Education) within the university. Four cohorts of approximately ten staff in each were recruited to the project. The cohorts were progressively absorbed into the scheme over the life of the project. Participants were informed volunteers who were briefed and trained. They joined the scheme on a three month trial basis during which they did not have access to their campus offices. At the end of the trial they could opt to return to their office and withdraw from the LIW scheme or continue as a scheme participant and, in consequence, give up their office space on a permanent basis. All but one of the pilot participants opted to stay on the scheme at the end of the three month trial.
The evaluation strategy was developed at a very early stage of the project. The overall approach was to involve the evaluators from the outset  but to strike a balance between independence for the evaluators but also working with evaluators who had excellent working knowledge of the context of the scheme. This was achieved by contracting one of the university’s independent research groups with evaluation experience and skills to undertake the work. There were three main strands to the evaluation work. Firstly the economic costs and benefits to the individual and the university were estimated and compared. Secondly we identified the non-economic costs and benefits, for example any change in stress levels, time savings, productivity or other issues affecting the quality of life for scheme participants. Thirdly we analysed the impact of introduction of LIW on those “immediate” stakeholder groups who might be likely to experience adverse effects, these were the students of LIW staff, colleagues who were not on the scheme and the managers of LIW staff. Finally we examined the wider environmental aspects of introduction of LIW.

The sector will gain from a fully evaluated exemplar of introducing LIW together with the briefing and training materials, guidance on achieving transformational change and the technological advice and tools to support implementation.

Background

The LIW project among academic staff at Coventry University has been developed from the basis of a successful scheme which began within the University's wholly-owned commercial company (Coventry University Enterprises Ltd) to make it suitable for academic and support staff within the wider University. At CUE, the introduction of LIW among more than half of the organisation's staff led to reports of reduced levels of stress, reduced absence, up to 100% greater productivity and an annual saving of £68,000 in office space costs. The new scheme was trialled over an 18 month period - from autumn 2007 - in two academic areas within the University, involving 40 staff. The project aligns the cultural change necessary at individual, departmental and institutional levels with the application of tried and tested technologies to develop a resilient, workable and high quality LIW scheme for academic staff.

LIW gives visibility and legitimacy to work done away from the office in a way that informal (or non-existent) arrangements do not. LIW provides staff with the tools, technical, personal and development support needed to make a success of working from a range of different locations, recognising the pivotal role of managers in supporting their colleagues. Whilst the project recognises that for many, if not most, staff the home will be a primary working location, LIW is not a home-working scheme. We want to support LIW staff wherever they are working; on campus, at home, at other institutions, whilst travelling or anywhere else within reason. The project’s “motto” is “it’s not where you are but what you do that counts”.
The project covered all aspects of promoting Location Independent Working including the technological infrastructure, cultural change, briefing and training for participants and their managers, health and safety requirements, legal and tax implications and support needs.
Relationships with students are central to the thinking behind LIW. Research into student satisfaction clearly shows that students value personal contact with teaching staff above all else. LIW supports and encourages the use of e-learning technologies which can enable the kinds of personal contact which students need.

LIW is innovative in the way in which it combines the University's research interests in flexible working practices and hands-on experience of operating a scheme for ourselves, with delivering consultancy activity for major corporate clients (through its eWorkingsolutions operation) and a major e-learning development programme.

An important aspect of the LIW project has been identifying and responding to the needs of teaching staff in the changed environment in which they work - technologically, spatially and in terms of the much greater diversity in what they are called upon to deliver: where they deliver it, how it is delivered and to whom. New technology introduced to staff includes IP telephony, notebook computers with built in 3G/GPRS/WiFi connectivity, enhanced interfaces between mobile devices, improved desktop roaming and remote access systems and communication tools such as web-based conferencing.

The project is a flagship initiative for Location Independent Working (LIW) in Higher Education. It has involved a systematic and practical introduction of new forms of working among both academic and non-academic staff, to test out the potential for using the latest technologies, alongside well-researched and tested management approaches, and ultimately to provide a national model for better, more flexible working lives in HE. LIW has not been introduced in response to contingencies - a lack of office space, for example - but by a genuine belief in the benefits of balancing the traditional office-based way of working with the desire of individuals for more autonomy, and its value as a standard offering for staff in the future of HE.

Aims and Objectives

      The overall aim of the project was to demonstrate that LIW can bring significant benefits to staff in academic departments, their employers and students and to build an LIW framework that can be adopted by other members of the JISC community.
The objectives for the project were to:

1. Build on the existing LIW scheme to encompass the needs of staff working in academic departments;

2. Develop the existing LIW software tools to enable them to work with a wide range of user environments and user-owned devices;

3. Analyse any gaps in the existing toolset and fill them;

4. Ensure University employment practices and LIW are fully consistent;

5. Promote the advantages of LIW among senior managers in the University;

6. Develop a suite of briefing and training materials for both LIW participants and their managers;

7. Implement LIW within at least one Faculty within the University 
8. Provide a multi-dimensional evaluation of the affordances of LIW for staff;

9. Undertake an economic assessment of LIW;

10. Provide guidance to the sector on the impact of LIW on staff satisfaction and teaching quality;

11. Make all briefing and training materials available as SCORM compliant learning objects on the Coventry University institutional repository;

12. Make project outcomes known outside the University and publicise the benefits to the community;

13. Work in close cooperation with other JISC Institutional Exemplar projects.
The project aim, as stated above, refers to developing an LIW framework which could be adopted by other institutions. The term adopt is probably somewhat naive. Even during the process of building on the existing LIW scheme which had operated successfully within our institution for five years, it became apparent that it would need significant adaptation to work effectively and be acceptable in the  particular working contexts of staff in the academic (rather than commercial) areas of the university. A better, but less “punchy” rewording of the aim would be that lessons learned from the project and some of the outputs would significantly help other institutions develop LIW-like schemes of their own. We would counsel against wholesale adoption of our own scheme, the particular contexts of institutions are very important in developing acceptable and workable approaches. However our work is “relatable” to other institutions in that they would be much more likely to be able to develop a successful scheme having looked closely at our results than if they did not. The project is now in its “benefits realisation” stage and we hope to work with a small number of institutions who wish to develop LIW approaches. If successful we will be able to say not only that our work has been potentially useful but has resulted in successful change for in other institutions.

The original project aims and objectives did not make any direct reference to the environmental impacts of LIW, although these are mentioned in the bid and project plan. Over the course of the project “green computing” has emerged as an area of national interest and importance. We therefore added undertaking an environmental assessment to the objectives.

“Fully consistent” (objective 4) is probably achievable at a policy level. However policies and high-level practices are interpreted by managers and there was some, mainly anecdotal, evidence from the project that middle managers may tend to resist LIW among their staff.
“Multi-dimensional” (objective 8) was interpreted as being economic, stress-reduction, greater control over working life, time saving etc. An unexpected reported benefit was that some staff said that they were eating better and that their health had improved.
We still need to do further work in the teaching quality aspects (objective 10). The time scale of the project has proved too short for LIW staff to make the changes to the way they teach which would exploit the available technology to the full. Students may also have to change some of the ways in which they learn.
Methodology

The diagram summarises the intended overall project methodology.
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The green boxes represent work already done within the existing (CUE) scheme. The blue boxes show work undertaken as part of the substantive project.
The project was divided into a number of work packages:

1. Provision of a comprehensive toolkit for academic staff in the LIW scheme;
2. Developing the mobile and desk based technological architecture;
3. Designing and implementing a comprehensive support package;
4. Implementing a practice solution in the Faculty of Business, Environment and Society (BES) and CSHE;
5. Developing briefing and training materials;
6. Review and refine relevant  University  systems and practices;
7. Monitoring and evaluation strategy;
8. Project Management.
In the event, and wisely in retrospect, we gave much more emphasis to ongoing evaluation than is apparent from the diagram. Essentially we ended up going round the top loop several times except that subsequent “journeys” were undertaken on the basis of experience gained from the four cohorts of staff participants. Each cohort’s experience was evaluated as it happened rather than waiting until the end of the project and then carrying out a final evaluation. Thus the project outputs and outcomes are based on five years’ background experience with the CUE scheme and the progressive learning from four cohorts within the project.
Implementation

We can summarise our overall philosophy in the following diagram:
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This simple diagram should not be interpreted as meaning that LIW only “exists” at the nexus of the three lozenges. The drivers for LIW may be different in each case and any one of them might provide a sufficient impetus to introduce a scheme. For example an organisation might introduce flexible working arrangements as a response to a contingency (for example loss of office space) without any great regard for the impact on individuals or the environment (although lip service may be paid to this aspect). The LIW project is based on the presumption that a successful scheme will have to take all three domains into account, but does not depend on exact alignment of the three for success.

The pilot sites for the project were the Faculty of Business, Environment and Society (BES), the largest in the university, and CSHE.  BES accounts for approximately 40% of the university’s students and has 273 staff, all of whom were potentially eligible to join the scheme. All academic staff have their own office or share with one other person, professional services staff have their own office or share with their team. CSHE has approximately 30 staff including lecturers, researchers, tutorial staff, instructional designers, IT developers and support staff, and professional support staff. It is responsible for teaching staff development, e-learning development and delivery, supporting curriculum change and implementing the teaching and learning strategy.
The project approach recognises that LIW will not be appropriate in all cases. In particular it may be that some job roles cannot be effectively carried out by staff who are not physically present on campus; for example receptionists or counsellors working in a centre offering a drop-in service. We therefore ensured that job roles were evaluated for suitability for LIW at the outset of the scheme. This evaluation was based on analysis of the job descriptors alone; the identity of the particular individuals was not a factor. The analysis was carried out be relevant senior staff and the HR Business Partner. This analysis was then used to determine the eligibility of individuals for LIW.
Participants were then identified during a cycle of:

· Voluntary opt in

· Expression of interest 

· Decision on those to be included

· Training for participants and managers

· Individual consultations 
· Formal agreement to terms and conditions

· Equipment set-up and start-up

The decision on those to be included was made on the basis of consultation with line managers. Obviously this could cause difficulty if line managers raised objections to particular individuals joining the scheme where these were not based on business need. In such cases a senior member of staff arbitrated and, in the event, there were no long-term disagreements between staff and line managers.

The individual consultations were informal discussions between the Project Director (although this was for convenience rather than anything else), the technical staff who would be supporting the participant and the participant themselves. The aim was to identify what kind of computing equipment would best suit the individual, how and where it would be installed in the home, what broadband arrangements needed to be made and any other matters which the participant or the project team wished to raise, for example data security arrangements The original CUE scheme only offered a standard equipment package (which included dedicated broadband installation). However, given the diverse roles of the project participants, the spread of high(er) bandwidth domestic broadband and developments to mobile IT devices it was clear that a “one size fits all” approach was no longer tenable of cost effective.

In the event we were able to accommodate all those who wished to join the pilot scheme within the project. The numbers involved are shown below:
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The number of (final) participants excludes four people who started on the scheme but left the university during the project. All 35 participants have adopted to continue on the LIW scheme now that the pilot project has ended.

We can summarise our implementation process as follows:
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The equipment provided to LIW participants is shown below:
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Detailed discussion of this package formed the agenda for the individual consultations.
Many staff opted to continue with their existing broadband provision. Scheme installed broadband would be a dedicated line on a business contract and would require separate installation. In addition many staff had broadband services which were part of a package including telephone and television. The £2 per week contribution towards home heating and other costs is the maximum which the Inland Revenue would allow in the absence of detailed record keeping on the part of the individual and the employer. Although some scheme participants have questioned this, the university position is that it cannot afford the administrative costs of the additional record keeping.

Outputs and Results

There are a number of major results:

· LIW gives visibility and legitimacy to work done away from the office in a way that informal (or non-existent) arrangements do not. LIW provides staff with the tools, technical and personal, and development support needed to make a success of working from a range of different locations, recognising the pivotal role of managers in supporting their colleagues. 

· A major benefit from the project has been to give the academic staff directly involved the incentive and ability to use a wider and richer range of pedagogic approaches in their teaching. In a very real sense the project asks staff to explore what can be best done in a face-to-face campus based-setting, and what can be done better or just as well in other ways. LIW will challenge existing assumptions about the nature of learning and teaching in the University, thereby developing and further improving the offering and service to students and other partners. Staff also report that the systems enhance their ability to undertake research and collaborative projects, which rely upon the same kinds of tools and working practices.
· Participants to the scheme have experienced individual benefits - to commute less, save on travel costs, get better teaching satisfaction, and feel less pressure to be at the university, even if it is not necessary to do the job. The university gets work flexibility, reduced pressure on office space and car parking, and increased productivity from happier staff. The community at large benefits from a reduced environmental impact of universities.

· Relationships with students are central to the thinking behind LIW. Research into student satisfaction clearly shows that students value personal contact with teaching staff above all else. LIW supports and encourages the use of e-learning technologies which can enable the kinds of personal contact which students want. Students recognise that “personal” and physical face-to-face contacts are not synonymous and those who are being tutored by LIW staff do not say that they are disadvantaged or that they have less personal contact with staff.

From the perspective of individual participants the pilot scheme has been overwhelmingly successful. Individuals report a host of benefits as a result of working LIW, and crucially, these largely tally with their aspirations prior to the start of the scheme. Specific benefits noted are: undisturbed time; better time management and organisation; better work-life balance and flexibility; increased productivity; reduced presentism; reduced travelling to and from campus/office, greater sense of control and empowerment; increased time for research and hence positive in academic profile raising; greater job satisfaction; and breaking down of silos between departments. Moreover, a number of unexpected positives also emerged. These include the ease with which participants felt able to adapt to new ways of working, the scale of flexibility enjoyed, the scope of opportunities provided for remote delivery of teaching, health benefits and increased interaction with Faculty colleagues. 

Where negative issues emerged, they tended to relate to the functionality of LIW enabling technology. To a large extent these problems are minor and suggest the need to manage more effectively users expectations of the technology provided. However, some concerns about the appropriateness of technology to true location independent working, as opposed to home working, were expressed. These relate in particular to the size, weight and battery life of the laptop, the provision of secure transport and storage for equipment and the geographic coverage of mobile broadband.
Results also indicated that participants encountered other non-technological issues which point towards the need for changes in culture and mindset alongside the introduction of new technologies. For example, some staff perceived negativity towards LIW from both Faculty colleagues and managers. This suggests that better communication and awareness raising within the Faculty amongst the non-LIW community is appropriate. In addition, whilst flexibility is a key benefit cited by participants; inability to effectively manage time and place boundaries around work and home life, which can be easily blurred by the functionality of the enabling technologies, emerged as a further negative issue for some participants. This highlights the importance of providing broad based training to LIW staff, beyond the technical aspects of the scheme, as well as the need for strong self-discipline. 

At an individual level, the implications of the majority of lessons arising from the evaluation revolve around the need to improve communication and dissemination within the Faculty concerning the concept and reality of LIW; and increase the efficiency of training to enable participants to make the most of the LIW opportunities provided. 
Longer term implications relate particularly to ensuring that the Faculty itself gains the maximum benefit from having staff working LIW. Whilst a degree of benefit is achieved through having happier, less stressed employees, full benefit in terms of space savings and efficiency gains for teams and departments will only be realised through a comprehensive reorganisation of space, and the change in mindset of staff that this entails. This may require more radical strategies to develop open plan working environments that combine academics and professional service job roles.
We can briefly summarise the economic impacts of LIW using the following data gathered from surveys of scheme participants. The savings shown are average weekly figures.

Miles driven on work related activity    

45
Journey times hours



1.32
Car running costs 



£14.35
Car parking costs



£3
Carbon emissions Kg



11.91
For institutions our initial estimates of the cost savings that can be achieved are £1061 per memebre of staff per year. We would expect these to increase as the scheme becomes embedded.
The major outputs of the project are:

· An “LIW Toolkit” comprising a participants’ handbook, briefing and training materials, model documents (eg agreements) etc.

· An active website/blog providing support for LIW staff but also a forum for exchanges of experiences, tips, help etc.

· A series of evaluation reports

· Guidance on the change management aspects of introducing an LIW scheme 
Outcomes

During the course of the project we have consistently come across a number of what might be called “LIW myths”:

· Everyone is doing it anyway.

· LIW is for everyone.

· It’s a recipe for avoiding work.

· LIW staff are never around and the rest of us can’t talk to them.

· LIW people get left out.

· Non-LIW colleagues carry the can.

· Students get short-changed.

Our ability to dispel these myths on the basis of experience and to provide solid and extensive evidence to back our conclusions up is, perhaps, the most important outcome of the project. Whilst the myths persist and have any currency it would be a brave institution that decided to introduce a LIW scheme.
In contrast we can cite the testimony of LIW participants; the following comments are typical:

“For some people the thought of losing their office would be quite overwhelming, but I can’t see myself going back to mine.” 

“LIW gives you more freedom in your mind......you definitely feel less guilty.....LIW gives you this freedom.”

“LIW has provided a better quality of life with my family without affecting the output and quality of my work; my productivity has increased and I am communicating better with my manager and other colleagues.”

“Generally I have found LIW to be an improved way of working. While it takes time to get used to new technology, it is wholly beneficial to my career and lifestyle”. 
“LIW allows me to perfectly balance the needs of my job and the needs of my young family. I can work in the evenings when the students and many of my employer contacts are working and then spend time with my young family after school sometimes. I complete lots of preparatory work on Sunday evenings setting up for the week ahead. I am an organised and disciplined person so LIW suits both me, and the job I have perfectly” 
“I am enjoying LIW, because of the flexibility it affords me in completing tasks...Working at night also ensures very few distractions, unlike the office environment. LIW does not mean that I do not go in to the office. It means that I have the choice of going in or not” 
“LIW has positively contributed to my work/life and health balance. I feel more productive, focused and energised” 
“For me, LIW has meant that I can work more flexibly, and has saved me travel time, travel cost, and reduced my carbon footprint. It's highly suited to the nature of my job because I teach in blocks, and at other times tend to work on projects. I use my time in Coventry efficiently by managing my diary carefully, so that days I am in the office tend to be quite busy with meetings. I've tried to ensure that I am no less contactable than if I was in the office”.
Conclusions

We are very pleased with the overall successes of the LIW project. Not everything has been perfect but our own faith in and commitment to LIW as a concept remains undiminished. We have also been surprised by the level of interest shown in the project by other HE institutions. At our recent (27 March and 2 April 2009) dissemination conferences the level of interest, quality and perceptiveness of the questioning suggested that Coventry University is far from alone in recognising that more flexible working arrangements can provide widespread benefits.
LIW is not for every institution, nor is it for everyone within an institution. It does, however, have the capacity to generate significant and sustainable benefits for individuals, institutions and the environment.

Among the many lessons learned from the project, the following deserve a mention:

1. Have a senior champion who is LIW

2. Create the LIW spaces early on, both on campus and at home
3. Big touch-down spaces foster multi-disciplinary dialogue; small spaces facilitate team dynamics

4. A formal system increases acceptability

5. Training is important, particularly for managers
6. Myth busting: wide communication of the scheme should be undertaken

7. A process for storage of university owned material is vital
Implications

The implications of our work have been explored above.

Recommendations 
It is apparent from our work that staff take some time to “learn” how to work within an LIW framework. This is also the case with their colleagues, managers and students. For example staff recognise that they are not fully exploiting the learning and teaching opportunities offered by the technology enhanced learning environment which the university has been developed. They would need to make changes to their teaching practice in order to do so.
It will be important, therefore, to undertake some longer term follow-up of LIW staff behaviours and activities in order to assess the full impact of LIW.
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