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JISC Study Plan
Overview of Project

1. Background

Many UK universities are constructing new technology-supported spaces for student learning, and this trend is matched internationally. While research into user requirements has often informed design decisions, and evaluations are being undertaken in some institutions, there is a pressing need to develop tools to investigate the nature of the two-way effects generated in practice between the users and the spaces, and to test the claims made for the improvement of learning (Comber and Wall, 2001). The Scottish Funding Council (2006) suggests that despite reviews of learning such as the work done by Bransford et al (2000) identifying  learning through reflection; learning by doing; and learning through conversation, there are few empirical studies that link this body of research to the environment in which learning takes place. Smith’s (2008) briefing paper concludes that ‘the physical campus will remain at the core of educational provision’ but recognises that as technology changes along with the understanding of the way that people learn that these spaces will also need to evolve and change.
New spaces and technologies disrupt the old modes of teaching and learning as they are often based on a shift from a transmission model to a deliberately flexible, student-centred approach. Therefore the roles of academics and library staff, in particular, are affected. However a review of literature conducted for the Higher Education Academy (Temple, 2007) found that the role space plays in creating productive higher education communities is not well understood, and that a methodological study on evaluation, including costs and benefits, should be conducted. Similarly the Scottish Funding Council (2006) found that while there had been several studies relating space and learning outcomes in the US (eg Oblinger, 2006) in general it was difficult to separate the effects of space from other factors in teaching and learning. Therefore any straightforward cause and effect model is unlikely to be useful. 
Various institutions are documenting case studies, mainly focusing on the design outcomes (eg JISC, 2006) in areas ranging from reception and service areas through learning cafes and social spaces, teaching and vocational spaces to whole learning centres. The JISC-funded study into the Design and Management of Open Plan Technology Rich Learning and Teaching Spaces Study (Watson et al 2007) looked at 24 case studies of large open plan spaces with a variety of study environments. Its sub-report, Guidelines for Managers, advises on the key strategic, physical, psychological and operational design and consultation process to be undertaken, and suggests planning for post-occupancy evaluation utilising Web 2.0 tools. A synthesised collection of good practice evaluation strategies, developed through this project, would benefit others.

This project particularly supports the JISC strategic aims of promoting the development, uptake and effective use of ICT to support learning and teaching and to support research. It will be informed by several disciplines, including architecture and environmental psychology, geography, sociology, cognitive psychology and other learning sciences (eg. Maslow, 1943, Soja,1989, Csíkszentmihályi, 1990, Wenger, 1998). Since technologies mediate human action both individually and collectively, there is currently great interest in learning arrangements that are collaborative, reflecting a perception of the world of work that emphasises communication and teamwork. The design of spaces for learning has been influenced by the field of computer-supported collaborative learning (including the 1994 work of the LSRI’s Charles Crook and Claire O’Malley) and interacts with the interest in social networking among learners in Higher Education, as evidenced, for example, by Facebook and other Web 2.0 applications. 

Roberts and Weaver (2006) specifically looked at evaluating technology-rich spaces from a practitioner perspective, but the student perspective is less well documented, hence the JISC-funded Learner Experiences with e-Learning programme provides useful learner views. Tom, Voss and Scheetz (2008) in the US used blogs to capture students’ opinion, and in 2007 we commenced surveying students online in the Learning Hub at Nottingham to track their views. 

2. Aims and Objectives

The aim of this study is to identify and review the methods and tools currently used to evaluate the contribution technology supported physical learning spaces make to learning and teaching. This is broader than post-occupancy evaluation of the design objectives, and requires knowledge of associated learning objectives, leading into further development of new methods through consultation with a wide range of stakeholders.  

The objectives are: 
· To identify ‘good practice’ in the evaluation of physical learning space, 
· To identify the tools, models and data sources that can be used to monitor learning activities, generate quantitative data and qualitative data, inform the development of new spaces and help improve the layout and operation of existing learning spaces, thus enabling institutions to develop baseline information to inform the development of new space projects, and 
· To identify aspects (and examples) of space configuration, and of elements within a space, that contribute to effective learning by individuals and groups.
3. Overall Approach

This project essentially requires extensive desk research in several topic areas, which will be undertaken by specialists. The conceptual framework for the research is based on the interaction of four elements: learning/learners, teaching/teachers, space and technology. Key criteria for ‘good practice’ will be the extent to which the tools and methods used have provided answers to the evaluation questions posed in each study, from the point of view of the institutions involved, and from an external point of view, and how the evaluation findings have informed institutional decision-making and the wider community. The project will identify the nature and extent of useful ‘baseline data’.
The stakeholders involved include Directors of Teaching & Learning, Estates, Information Services, students, designers and architects, academics and support staff who enable others to use these spaces and technologies, and professional associations working in this area. These people have 
· Responsibility for or experience in evaluating learning in formal or informal settings

· Responsibility for or experience in designing or procuring spaces for learning 

· Experience in designing technologies for learning

· Experience in using spaces for learning (eg teachers, students, support staff)

· Experience in using technologies for learning (eg teachers, students, support staff)

We will conduct two stakeholder workshops. The first will be on 13 November 2008 in the Learning Hub of the Hallward Library at Nottingham. This enables a situated experience in five new zones, each designed to support a different pedagogical or learning focus: short stay individual information gathering, open-space flexible group work, individual quiet study, small-group intentional collaborative work, and structured teaching-and-learning, thus mirroring developments in many other institutions. 

The purpose of these workshops, which will build on the desk research, will be to see tools and methods in action, evaluate data and brainstorm new methods, feeding back to the community for further development. Each workshop will generate data for a written and visual report, captured through a range of high-end technologies.

We will also interview stakeholders from many institutions to build an annotated directory of methods and tools, commenting on their suitability for various contexts and purposes. 

Success will be judged by the range of contributors and the range and usefulness of evaluation tools and methods uncovered. 
4. Study Outputs

The major deliverable will be the annotated directory of evaluation tools. A final report will be delivered to JISC in January 2009, and material will be provided for the JISC InfoKit on Designing Spaces for Effective Learning. 
5. Study Outcomes

The project will inform design decisions, and assist in the development of evaluation tools for identifying the effect of the spaces on learning.  
6. Stakeholder Analysis

	Stakeholder
	Interest / stake
	Importance

	Directors of Teaching and Learning
	Core business
	High

	Estates
	Planning
	High

	Information Services
	Support, infrastructure
	High

	Teaching staff
	Teaching and learning
	High

	Students
	Learning
	High

	Architects and designers
	Planning
	High


7. Risk Analysis

	Risk
	Probability
	Severity
	Score
	Action to prevent/manage risk

	Personnel change or illness
	2
	3
	6
	The team is all linked to the LSRI, enabling regular face to face communication as well as easy access to the Sharepoint site to store and share knowledge. Reallocation of tasks has been planned to cover known staff changes. 

	Loss of data
	1
	4
	4
	LSRI uses multiples storage and backup tools for electronic data

	Low level of cooperation 
	2
	3
	5
	There is a large pool of UK people with an interest in this area, to work with, and we will aim to persuade many of the benefits of being involved in some way. Link with newly-funded Australian project 

	Project runs over time
	1
	2
	2
	Good management and communication throughout. Project has already commenced 


8. Intellectual Property Rights

The University of Nottingham will own the produced materials (directory, etc) created. Institutions will be shown the draft text of material and asked to sign permissions for us to incorporate their tools and resources into the directory, and their institution would sign a licence agreement to make them available to JORUM. Where permission is not granted the material will not be incorporated.
Project Resources

9. Project Management

The cross-disciplinary team is made up of members and associates of the Learning Sciences Research Institute, directed by Dr Elizabeth Hartnell-Young and Ian Pearshouse. Elizabeth has experience in directing successful large-scale research projects in the UK (for Becta) and Australia (for the Commonwealth), and is currently a member of the Universitas 21 team researching new learning spaces, and an advisor to an Australian project looking at developing a comprehensive learning space evaluation model. Her research interests include how teachers and other professionals learn, eportfolios, and the uses of mobile technologies. She will establish the project methods, plan workshops and oversee the final write up (15 days).

Ian Pearshouse, LSRI Learning Research Systems Manager, will be responsible for overseeing the project, liaising with JISC, and planning and conducting workshops. Ian has experience in designing technology enhanced learning environments in Higher Education settings and with the 2007 workshop, will be responsible for managing project resources, including identifying relevant people, methods and tools, maintaining the resource base and website, and  planning and conducting workshops. He is also a member of the Universitas 21 team researching new learning spaces, the University’s e-learning committee, the University Enterprise Information Technology Architecture Group and the Teaching Facilities Working Group. (20 days).

A project coordinator (Rhonda Riachi) will assist Elizabeth and Ian (approx 20 days). Rhonda has extensive experience as Director of ALT, the Association of Learning Technologists, especially in managing complex projects and in writing in a range of styles for various audiences. 
Rebecca Graber, a psychology researcher with recent experience in researching Web 2.0 usage for Becta, will be allocated 25 days to find and analyse resources, plan and conduct workshops, write relevant report sections and maintain an overview of the content of resources identified.

Dr Andrea Wheeler, a qualified architect with experience in designs for learning, will analyse resources and write relevant report sections.

Dr Brett Bligh, an experienced researcher of technology tools in use, and a current member of the CAPITAL research team for Becta, will assist in planning and conducting workshops and liaising with Centres for Excellence (CETLS) working in relevant areas. 
Sarah Lewthwaite, who is currently undertaking a PhD and is experienced in researching the interaction of disability with physical and virtual space, will analyse resources and write relevant report sections in this area. Sarah visited The University of Melbourne on a Universitas 21 scholarship in August, and saw the evaluation work there first hand. 
The team will be supported by the Research Secretary and technical support staff within the LSRI.
10. Budget

See Appendix A
Detailed Study Planning

11. Workpackages

	Activity
	Description
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb

	Desk research
	Directory
	
	
	
	
	
	draft
	Final version

	Workshop 1
	Interim report
	
	
	
	Event 13 Nov 
	
	
	

	Workshop 2
	Interim report
	
	
	
	Event Dec
	
	
	

	Desk research
	Final report
	
	
	
	
	
	draft
	Final report


12. Evaluation Plan

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

	End November 
	Stakeholder involvement.
Evaluation tools and practices

Project management 
	What is the range of involvement at workshops and through interviews? 
What is the quality of tools found? Who uses them?

Is the team meeting deadlines? 
	Analysis of participation.
Team review

Management review 
	Workshop attendance & outputs
Range, usefulness, feedback
Deliverables on time

	End December 
	Directory development
	Does the directory cover a range of institutions and learning/learners, teaching/teachers, space and technology?
	Analysis of content
	Extent of stakeholder participation

	End January
	Final report
	Does the report accurately reflect all the activities of the project and point to future directions?
	Analysis of content
	Clear, relevant reports delivered to JISC


13. Quality Plan

	Output
	Annotated Directory

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

(if applicable)

	January
	See evaluation plan 
	peer review within team
	Clear organisation of directory content
	IP, RR, EHY, team
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output
	Workshop 1 & 2 reports

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

(if applicable)

	November
	
	
	
	IP, BB, RR, 
	

	December
	
	
	
	IP, BB, RR,
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output
	Final report

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

(if applicable)

	January
	See evaluation plan
	
	
	IP, RR, EHY
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


14. Dissemination Plan

Dissemination will take place through our usual practice of research seminars (which are live streamed and podcast), papers, newsletters, conference presentations, practitioner publications and our continuing links with the wider community through membership of committees and organisations. 

The project is also collaborating with Australian projects evaluating teaching and learning spaces.
	Timing
	Dissemination Activity
	Audience
	Purpose
	Key Message

	Feb/Mar
	Research seminar
	Local researchers
	Informing research
	Evaluation methods

	Feb
	JISC InfoKit
	Senior managers; global
	Informing design
	Range of UK projects and evaluations

	Sept
	ALT conference 
	National/international
	Informing practitioners
	Range of UK projects and evaluations

	Sept
	Journal paper
	international
	Informing multiple stakeholders
	Methods and cases


15. Exit Plans

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

	Directory
	International links, esp with Australia
	JISC to promote through InfoKit

	Final report
	
	JISC to take responsibility

	
	
	


Appendixes

Appendix A. Project Budget

6.2 Budget 

	Directly Incurred

Staff 
	Aug 08- Feb09

	Rebecca Graber R&T4 @ 0.29 **
	£9,721

	Total Directly Incurred Staff (A)
	£9721

	
	

	Non-Staff
	

	Travel
	£480

	Website maintenance
	£1,150

	Workshops
	£8,136

	Casual Research Fees
	£1,300

	Total Directly Incurred Non-Staff (B)
	£11,066

	
	

	Directly Incurred Total (A+B=C)

(C)
	£20,787

	
	

	Directly Allocated
	

	Dr Elizabeth Hartnell-Young R&T 4 @ 0.9 **
	£4,166

	Ian Pearshouse APM 6 0.9
	£5,306

	Dr Andrea Wheeler R&T 4 @ .03
	£1,113

	Dr Brett Bligh Tech Serv Level 4 (5 days) 
	£795

	Estates
	£1,700

	Other
	£99

	Directly Allocated Total (D)
	£33966

	
	

	Indirect Costs (E)
	£13,991

	
	

	Total Project Cost (C+D+E)
	£47,957

	Amount Requested from JISC
	£47,957

	Additional Institutional Contributions
	£7000

	
	

	Percentage Contributions over the life of the project: JISC
University of Nottingham* 

	87%
13%


* Facilities will be provided free of charge for workshops, and guided tours of the refurbishments will be offered. As well, the contribution includes up to five senior colleagues’ attendance and contribution at workshops equivalent to £550 per person per day over 2 days (from Built Environment, Psychology, LSRI, Estates/IS). 
** Due to staff changes, partial costs of Dr. Elizabeth Hartnell-Young and Dr. Rebecca Graber will now be viaed across to employ an external consultant – Rhonda Riachi (approx 17-20 days) and a casual research assistant – Andy Gibson (5 days)
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