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1 Executive Summary

1.1
Purpose
This document reports on the University’s participation in Phase II of the Higher Education Academy’s eLearning Benchmarking Programme.  The report is intended for internal purposes, a report on our participation for external consumption has been written for Higher Education Academy (HEA).

1.2
Background

Since May 2007, the University has successfully participated in Phase II of the HE Academy’s Benchmarking Programme, intended to provide institutions with 
an opportunity, facilitated by a recognized methodology, for rigorous institutional reflection and analysis of e-learning provision, processes and practice which can be used to inform internal decision-making, policy, practice, and further development; and if desired, enables institutions to draw their own comparisons with other institutions with whom they have established a relationship and who have undertaken a similar exercise
Although participating institutions did not receive direct funding, HEA facilitated the exercise by financing the support of an independent consultant for each institution and also by organising a number of events at which delegates received timely training from the team of consultants and delegates were able to share their experience.  The support of our consultant was particularly useful both in terms of his external perspective, expertise and experience, resulting in the emphasis of our project being one of building capacity for change management rather than simple auditing.  Our participation was preceded by and successfully built upon an internal audit of our use of learning technologies that was commissioned under the University’s Project Leave Scheme.  The project has also enabled our involvement in two HEA pathfinder projects - University of Hertfordshire’s CABLE project
 and Leicester University’s Pathfinder CHEETAH project
 that will support the developments proposed.

Participation has enabled the University to:

· examine self-critically ‘e-learning’ capability on a wide range of measures

· promote a shared understanding of e-learning and raise its profile at UW
· assess progress in implementing the University’s commitments to support student learning through integrated and pedagogically informed use of eLearning 
· adopt a collaborative and participative approach to tackling e-issues

· provide the University with a sustainable mechanism for evaluating progress and eliciting information to support strategic and operational decision making 
The project team collaborated in a cohort of ten HE institutions who all benchmarked their eLearning using the Pick&Mix methodology.  The work of this cohort was supported individually and collectively by a team of HEA consultants.

The Pick&Mix methodology requires institutions to aggregate evidence about their eLearning and then to facilitate meetings at which their key stakeholders identify and critically discuss eLearning issues and recommend how these issues might be addressed.  These meetings, held in November 2007 and attended by between 10 and 20 key stakeholders, have been crucial in achieving stakeholder buy-in.  Following these meetings the discussions and recommendations were reviewed by the DVC, HEA consultants and the project team.  Subsequently the Project Team prioritised recommendations and identified for each recommendation both an appropriate timescale and a stakeholder to oversee its implementation.  In order to implement the recommendations and to drive further cross-institutional eLearning development, it is suggested that a strategic steering group is formed. 

1.3
Key Issues

A number of key issues arose during our key stakeholder discussions that need addressing if we are to make a significant improvement to eLearning at Worcester.  Although each participating institution had its own unique collection of key issues, perhaps not surprisingly, there was significant overlap in the issues reported by others at the final meeting of institutions participating in this phase of the exercise.  There was a clearly articulated consensus at this meeting, in line with our own analysis, that tackling these issues was critical to the further positive development of eLearning.  In fact, the debate did not focus on whether issues should be tackled, but rather on how the HEA could support institutions in tackling them.  The key issues that University of Worcester stakeholders identified are summarised below

1.3.1 Strategy

The University’s new Strategic Plan 2007-2012, commits us to combining ‘face to face teaching and e-delivery in a complementary way’ and using new technologies ‘in a way which places the student at the centre of the learning experience’.  The University has already made substantial investments in new learning technologies and the view of stakeholders was that we need to adopt a more strategic approach at both central and local levels if we are to fully exploit the potential of these investments.  This will involve reviewing our eLearning strategy and aligning it with other institutional strategies and also, crucially, we will need to develop an effective plan for disseminating this revised strategy and also other aspects of institutional eLearning policy.  At a local level departments will develop their plans for implementation of the eLearning strategy that include departmental visioning and business planning.  Our current participation in the University of Hertfordshire’s CABLE Pathfinder project, is intended to support these local initiatives

1.3.2
Communications and Collaboration

The tight coupling between the service departments and academic departments that support eLearning requires a robust level of co-ordination, co-operation and communication.  There was a consensus amongst stakeholders that we need to build on existing mechanisms to encourage further co-operation and to ensure further co-ordination.  Unsurprisingly this is an area where other HEIs in our cohort also saw potential benefits.  Strengthening partnerships between ILS, other service departments and academic departments has the potential to impact on, inter alia, an appropriate co-ordinated support model for eLearning that has both local and centralised strands and integrates eLearning training/staff development.  
1.3.3 Engagement with eLearning
In line with other cohort institutions we are able to report an encouraging staff engagement with eLearning, although the majority of this activity includes rudimentary use of our VLE as a repository for learning resources e.g. teaching materials and Powerpoint presentations.  We must encourage and support these members of staff to emulate the ‘early adopters’ who are using the VLE and other eLearning tools more extensively and more creatively.  There are clearly institutional drivers (e.g. NSS survey) to achieve full engagement and so, like other institutions, we face the challenge of enthusing and enabling all staff to make productive use of eLearning tools.  The team believe that reviewing the eLearning strategy will provide a platform to address these issues.

1.3.4
Student IT Skills

Recent data suggests that the vast majority of UW students have the learning technology applications expertise and confidence to take advantage our systems.  However, in common with some other cohort institutions, there is potential to improve how we elicit feedback from students about their eLearning experience and also to improve the way in which we identify the IT skills of new students and then build on these through personalised development.  Stakeholders also suggested that we should investigate how eLearning can increase access, support students from non-traditional backgrounds and assist in improving retention and achievement.

1.3.5
Tactical and operational Processes

Discussions identified a number of tactical and operational procedures and processes that have been adapted to meet the increased use of eLearning, but that would benefit from being either formalised or verified to ensure that due diligence is given to eLearning.   This highlights a challenge faced by other HEIs – of reaching a goal where eLearning is embedding seamlessly into the general L&T agenda.  These procedures include, inter alia, accessibility and usability testing of equipment, software and rooms; ILS decision-making and project management processes; procedures for validation and course review; policies and procedures for quality enhancement initiatives; timetabling where courses are delivered through blended or eLearning.
1.3.6 Staff Expertise

It was recognised that expertise in eTechnologies, eLearning and ePedagogy is not fully embedded within the University.  Tackling this challenge requires a two-pronged solution of planned and targeted staff development together with exploiting our current expertise to support staff in the interim.  How in-house expertise can be exploited includes integrating eLearning team members in course development and review processes, using both academics and Student Services in the eLearning planning process, and exploring how Student Support staff expertise can be employed to ensure the accessibility of rooms and interfaces.  It is anticipated that our participation in Leicester University’s Pathfinder CHEETAH project will support course team development.

1.3.7
Remote Connectivity Challenges

In common with other HEIs, our students, staff and partner institutions connect to an increasing number of services via a variety of remote platforms, servers and ISPs.  This presents ILS with an increasing variety and complexity of technical and support challenges.  It was agreed that we need to tackle a number of immediate problems e.g. clarifying reporting procedures for user issues, but also that we adopt a more pre-emptive approach e.g. explore technical partnerships and cooperation frameworks with our partners.

1.4 List of recommendations 

The recommendations listed below have been categorised under the issues raised in Section 1.3.  A more detailed view on the recommendations is offered in Section 6
Strategy
	Recommendation
	Complete By
	Action

	1
	Review eLearning strategy and align with other UW strategies and plans
	Sept 2008
	Debbie Boden

	2
	Develop a plan for local implementation (in the context of the University of Hertfordshire’s CABLE project) to include departmental visioning and use in business planning
	Sept 2008
	Debbie Boden

	3
	Disseminate the revised eLearning Strategy effectively through the development of a communications strategy for eLearning
	Sept 2008
	Debbie Boden


Communications and Collaboration

	Recommendation
	Complete By
	Action

	4
	Develop an appropriate co-ordinated support model for eLearning that has both local and centralised strands
	Sept 2008
	Debbi Boden

	5
	Review and develop the current approach to eLearning training/staff development
	Feb 2009
	Debbi Boden and Ian Scott

	6
	Develop and implement a strategy for building partnerships between ILS and  academic departments 
	May 2008
	Debbi Boden

(with Chair LTSEC)

	7
	Review how academic and service departments share developmental plans for eLearning, including also how eLearning tools are supported early in the evolutionary cycle.  
	Sept 2008
	Debbi Boden


Engagement with eLearning
	Recommendation
	Complete By
	Action

	8
	Consider whether all teaching staff should have/develop eLearning capabilities.  Address within Staff professional Development and the review of the eLearning Strategy
	Sept 2008
	Marie Stowell

	9
	Review the use of eLearning by part-time and HPL staff and the eLearning support/training that they receive
	Sept 2008
	Libby Symonds
(with Ian Scott)

	10
	Initiate a regular audit of VLE usage
	Sept 2008
	Libby Symonds


Student IT Skills
	Recommendation
	Complete By
	Action

	11
	Review how the IT skills of new students are identified and developed and review the support for students from non-traditional backgrounds in acquiring IT skills
	Sept 2008
	Roger Prout

	12
	Review how delivering courses using eLearning can increase access
	Sept 2009
	Ian Scott (with Debbi Boden)

	13
	Review the dissemination mechanisms associated with Help Desk Support with SU, and create and implement a communications strategy for the forthcoming SLA. 
	Sept 2008
	Judith Keene

	14
	Review all the mechanisms used by UW to elicit feedback on the eLearning experience …

(In the meantime) incorporate eLearning into the ILS Student Survey.  Involve Student Union and explore ideas such as video diaries
	Sept 2008

Sept 2008
	Julian Martin

Judith Keene

	15
	Review standard module evaluation questionnaire to include specific question on eLearning and consider further how eLearning is evaluated within the context of the overall learning experience
	Sept 2008


	Julian Martin




Tactical and Operational Processes
.  
	Recommendation
	Complete By
	Action

	16
	Review the ILS decision making and project management process for eLearning projects to ensure transparency and alignment with other related decision-making structures
	April 2008
	Judith Keene



	17
	Review policies and procedures for quality enhancement initiatives to ensure greater priority and consideration of eLearning
	Sept 2008
	Marie Stowell

	18
	Review the associated validation procedures for courses to be delivered predominately by eLearning 
	Sept 2008
	Julian Martin

	19
	ILS and Registry to meet and explore how Student Support staff expertise can be exploited in ensuring the accessibility of rooms and interfaces
	May 2008
	Chris Garrett

	20
	Ensure that the planning process for significant eLearning developments includes both academics and relevant Student Services and other Service Department representation
	Feb 2008
	Debbi Boden

	21
	Formal accessibility (and usability) testing to be introduced.  Review (using SS and students) existing systems to identify those that do not afford an appropriate level of accessibility (& usability)
	May 2008
	Chris Garrett

	22
	Review the FEC process to ensure that eLearning is robustly costed and that there is clear guidance for such costing. 
	Review Sept 2008

Implement

Sept 2009
	Maire Stowell

(liaise with Pat Finch)

	23
	Promote discussion with Departmental management teams regarding awareness of the need for flexibility in timetabling where courses are delivered through blended or eLearning
	Sept 2009
	Marie Stowell

	24
	Review validation procedures to ensure that:
· the issues associated with incorporating eLearning in programmes are addressed in documentation and, crucially, in discussion
· there is evidence of team discussion about issues and approaches in preparation for validation [rather than after the event].  Such discussions should include e-pedagogy experts
	Sept 2008


	Julian Martin




Staff Expertise
	Recommendation
	Complete By
	Action

	25
	Engage eLearning Team in supporting departments in developing eLearning aspects of programme proposals
	April 2008


	Libby Symonds (liaise with Julian Martin)

	26
	Encourage the eLearning Team to support course development teams in developing on-line learning activities and materials.  Showcase good eLearning practice
	Sept 2008
	Libby Symonds 

	27
	Design, create and disseminate guidance on the creation of learning materials
	Sept 2008
	Libby Symonds

	28
	Review the extent to which current reward and recognition schemes make explicit reference to eLearning
	April 2008
	Marie Stowell

	29
	Consider how the Peer Observation Scheme can support the development of eLearning and make this explicit when the policy/procedures for Peer Observation a re next reviewed
	Sept 2009
	Ian Scott



	30
	Create and implement an appropriate communications strategy to raise awareness of accessibility (and usability) in relation to eLearning
	May 2008
	Chris Garrett

	31
	Review the content of PG Certificate on Learning and Teaching in HE for accessibility content
	Sept 2008
	Ian Scott


Connectivity Challenges

.

	Recommendation
	Complete By
	Action

	32
	Explore technical partnerships and cooperation frameworks with our partners
	Sept 2008
	Zeb Amin

	33
	Facilitate further discussions between ILS, Registry, Health & Education re Issues surrounding WebCT that still exist to the detriment of learning e.g. the relationship between class attendance (rather than enrolment) and WebCT module registration, some student problems can take weeks to resolve
	April 2008


	Debbi Boden



	34
	Create and implement a communications strategy to clarify reporting procedures for Partners to reporting remote access problems
	April 2008


	Debbi Boden




2 Project Goals
2.1 Background, rationale and context

The University’s new Strategic Plan 2007-2012, commits us to combining ‘face to face teaching and e-delivery in a complementary way’ and using new technologies ‘in a way which places the student at the centre of the learning experience’. Supporting the transformations required in approaches to learning and teaching to realise these commitments are important priorities for the next period.  The University has already made substantial investments in new learning technologies and we now wish to more fully exploit the potential of these for supporting effective learning.  There are three key reasons why we wished to take part in the benchmarking exercise:

· We recently commissioned an internal audit of learning technologies and their use (see below) and participation in the benchmarking exercise is a logical development of this work

· We already had an institutional commitment to benchmarking as a methodology for evaluation and quality enhancement, having identified a group of benchmark institutions in relation to performance measures across a number of dimensions, including student recruitment and retention, learning resources and facilities expenditure and value for money analyses.  

· We were about to begin a process of detailed planning in relation to the implementation of our new strategic plan, which will make participation in the exercise timely.

Participation in the exercise will have a number of outcomes. We anticipated that involvement will inform our strategic planning processes with respect to both information and learning technology infrastructure development, and the development and implementation of our learning and teaching strategy.  A ‘blended’ approach to learning is central to the latter and we saw participation in the benchmarking exercise as assisting us in articulating what this means in different disciplinary and learning contexts, assessing the impact of learning technology on the quality of the student learning experience, and enhancing pedagogic practice.  This will be realised through direct input into strategic decisions making (two members of the institutional benchmarking exercise steering group are members of the University’s senior management team) and by engaging a range of staff from across all disciplines and key service functions in evaluation and innovation activity.  

From a sector-wide perspective, we perceived considerable value in the potential of the shared learning that participation in the exercise will support, and the catalytic outcomes in terms of innovation and knowledge transfer.  We also saw the exercise as informing strategy for the sector as a whole, particularly through JISC, HEA and HEFCE.  This might be realised through formal and informal networking, conferences and workshops.  

As indicated above, we recently commissioned an internal audit of the use of learning technologies within the University.  This has been focused on assessing current levels of implementation and use, establishing baseline performance indicators and informing future decision-making and planning, as well as identifying good practice, examples of innovation and potential transferability.  The audit was carried out via the secondment of an academic member of staff, making use of an adapted version of the ELTI benchmarking tool.  The outcomes of this audit are currently being collated, but both the audit process itself, and the outcomes are already informing our thinking and strategy for the future, helping us to identify strengths and where we have the capacity to develop, and making us think hard about accountability, feedback and evaluation mechanisms.  We have found the structured reflection that use of such a tool supports most encouraging. 

The scope of our audit has been broad, including the diverse range of  electronically enabled devices and technologies e.g. institutional VLE, e-repositories, interactive whiteboards, multimedia equipment and cameras, the current use by academic and learning support staff of these, as well as an analysis of planning and decision making processes related to the development of learning technologies within the institution.  Participation in the benchmarking exercise would build on this work and underpin our intention to promote a step change in pedagogically informed use of learning technologies.  Crucially, it would also allow us to draw in external expertise through the work with consultants and other HEIs in a systematic fashion.  The ‘value-added’ that working with others on a similar project is something we particularly value.

Over the last two years we have further developed the informal networks which support learning and teaching innovation within the University, particularly through the E-learning support group and the E-learning development group.  These groups complement the more structured opportunities available to staff for staff development and training in use of learning technology.  Additionally we now have well embedded formal deliberative structures, with a learning and teaching ‘champion’ in each Department leading a learning and teaching advisory group feeding into the University Learning and Teaching Committee.  We are confident that these processes are sufficiently embedded to get whole staff ‘buy-in’.  

We anticipate that the steering group currently set up to oversee the audit of learning technologies will also oversee the benchmarking exercise.  This group includes the Director of Quality and Educational Development, the Director of Information and Learning Services, (both members of the Executive Group of the University), the Director of E-learning, together with the project officer, a Departmental L+T Co-ordinator and a student representative, thus bringing together key decision makers, managers, implementers and users.

Our approach to project management is well established and reflected in the success we have achieved in securing external funding for learning technology related projects: 

· Delivering a foundation degree through a managed learning environment (September 2003 – September 2005) funded through the JISC MLEs for lifelong learning programme

· Promoting the shared use of digital content across the region (‘WM-Share’) (January 2005 – December 2006) funded through the JISC Distributed E-learning programme. 

For the latter project, the University was the lead HEI in the region, supporting the management and allocation of capital funding across partners for linked infrastructure development, and the production of newly developed curriculum materials for sharing across HE and FE partner institutions.  We regard as a particular strength of our approach to e-learning the emphasis we place on collaboration.  This encompasses a commitment to use learning technologies to support HE delivery in FE, and a commitment to working through collaboration with partners in implementing and securing the benefits of innovations.   The JISC funded projects exemplify this, but our approach to collaboration also extends across departments internally with productive partnerships established between the teams in Learning Support, academic departments and the Learning and Teaching Centre.  Through our participation in the collaborative Learnhigher CETL, we are continuing to develop new approaches to the use of learning technology to support students with learning disabilities and promote staff competencies in inclusive learning and teaching.  We are now at a point, following the institutional reflection and evaluation that has informed the review of the institutional strategic plan, where detailed planning for implementation is a priority. 

2.2 Aim and Objectives
2.2.1
To promote a shared understanding of e-learning and engagement with the University’s strategy for its implementation

a) to establish an e-learning vision 

b) to engage staff in structured dialogue and discussion about e-learning

c) to allow stakeholders to evaluate the effectiveness of current communication and management structures, support and processes regarding e-learning 

d) to inform the updating of the University’s e-learning strategy and related action plans

e) to support the further embedding e-learning into the quality assurance processes at module, course, department and institutional levels

2.2.2
To assess progress in implementing the University’s commitments to support student learning through integrated and pedagogically informed use of learning technologies  

a) to analyse of the University’s use of learning technology to support student learning 

b) to analyse how we support staff and students in their use of learning technology

c) to establish opportunities and priorities for further development

d) to identify the implications and barriers associated with further development of e-learning within the University 

2.2.3
To provide the University with a sustainable mechanism for evaluating progress and eliciting information to support strategic and operational decision making with respect to e-learning.

a) to ascertain the effectiveness of current decision-making processes

b) to develop recommendations for the future evaluation of progress in e-learning development

c) to advise the University executive and the Learning, Teaching and Student Experience Committee

d) to inform the development/updating of action plans by key e-learning stakeholders

3 Project Implementation

3.1 Rationale for adopting the Pick&Mix tool

Our preferred methodology was the ELTI tool.  We were familiar with this tool and had positive experience of using it to support our own internal audit.  When a decision was made not to use ELTI in this phase of the Benchmarking Exercise we opted for Pick ’n Mix on the basis that it offered an appropriate range of criteria, it offered flexibility for adaptation to our own needs and the HEIs in the Pick ’n Mix cohort group offered constructive benchmarking potential.
3.2 Project approach and methodology

The project activities are modelled in Diagram 1
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3.3 Defining e-Learning

3.3.1  Project Definition of e-Learning: 

“Learning that is supported by communication, information, and related technologies”

3.3.2  Examples of e-Learning consistent with project definition:

· Use of VLE in blended learning context to support student learning outside timetabled sessions e.g. downloading materials, support group discussions

· Use of VLE in blended learning context to support student learning at University in timetabled sessions e.g. on-line group discussions

· Use of computer & projector in classroom

· Use of computer/internet in classroom for student-centred activity

· Directed use of Web 2.0 & Web 3D facilities to support student learning outside timetabled sessions e.g. podcasting, wikis, blogs, 2nd Life, MySpace

· Use of computer simulations and multi-media activities to support student learning at University in timetabled sessions

· Use of utility software to facilitate pastoral support e.g. PebblePad

· Use of utility assessment software e.g QuestionMark, JISC Plagiarism

· Use of Web Pages to disseminate information related to learning

· Use of remote library/journal databases e.g. ACM portal

· Use of electronic communication tools e.g. emails, Skype to discuss students learning

· Use of electronic communication tools e.g. emails, Skype between students to support learning 

3.3.3  Examples of ‘not’ e-Learning consistent with project definition
· Electronic Submission of assessment marks

· Use of emails communication e.g. emails, Skype with students to arrange meetings

· Use of SOLE page by students to register onto modules

· Playing DVDs in lectures

3.4 Themes

	Theme
	Clarification

	Integrating e-Learning into our Planning Processes 


	6: e-Learning Strategy
Consider the level of engagement with e-learning at a strategic level.

Consider the institution-wide e-Learning Strategy (N.B. Departmental e-Learning strategies dealt with at 13)

Consider its consistency and its coupling with other strategies, and the frequency of its updating

7: Decisions (Projects)

Consider the decision making process in respect of significant LT tools e.g. Adopting a new VLE, adopting an e-portfolio system
Analyse  robustness, sophistication and subtlety of decision-making.
12: Costs

Consider the extent to which e-Learning delivery is recognised in the full economic costing of courses

Analyse sophistication of modeling and consistency
13: Planning (Annual)
Consider the e-learning planning in Departments and the consistency of this planning with their e-learning initiatives 

N.B. Consider at departmental level only (centrally dealt with at 6)
19: Decisions (Programmes)

Consider the effectiveness of the decision making process in respect of courses involving a significant element of eLearning.  

Analyse  robustness, sophistication and subtlety of decision-making.
Consider both 

· modules involving blended learning 

courses delivered with a distance learning element


	Ensuring an Excellent e-learning Experience 


	9: Learning Materials 
Consider the extent that guidelines (e.g. Style Sheets) exist and are adhered to for learning materials (e.g. VLE content)
14: Evaluation
Consider the extent to which the e-Learning aspects of courses are explicitly evaluated

This is a Quality Control criterion (See Criteria 17 for Quality Assurance)

Analyse scale and thoroughness of evaluation

17: Quality Assurance
Consider the extent to which the e-Learning aspects of courses conform to national and institutional guidelines.  Analyse Policy and Practice

(See Criteria 14 for Quality Control)

20: Quality Enhancement
Consider the impact of Quality Enhancement Initiatives (e.g. TQEF) on e-Learning i.e. is e-learning integrated into these?


	16: Technical Support to Staff
Consider the number and location of technical support staff available to assist lecturers engaged in e-learning
18: Staff Recognition
Consider the potential for staff engaged only in e-Learning to reach a high level of salary, prominence within the institution and responsibility.
	


	93: Student Experience
Consider the tools & procedures to measure the student experience of e-learning.

Analyse both Policy and Practice


	




	51: Uniformity
Consider if the Institution offers the same level of e-learning services irrespective of location i.e. On/Off Campus, UW/Partner Colleges 

Analyse e.g. VLE, Article databases, Library catalogue
62: Integration
Consider the level of integration of e-learning and administration systems
	


3.5 Scoring Criteria
	Theme
	Scoring Criteria

	Integrating e-Learning into our Planning Processes 


	6: e-Learning Strategy
1 No e-Learning Strategy. No recent Learning and Teaching Strategy.

2 Some mention of e-learning within the Learning and Teaching Strategy

3 e-Learning Strategy produced from time to time, e.g. under pressure from HEFCE or for particular grants.

4 Frequently updated e-Learning Strategy, integrated with Learning and Teaching Strategy and perhaps some others.

5 Regularly updated e-Learning Strategy, integrated with Learning and Teaching Strategy and all related strategies (e.g. Distance Learning, if relevant).

6 Coherent regularly updated Strategy allowing adaptations to local needs, made public, etc.

7: Decisions (Projects)

1 No decision making regarding e-learning – “each project is different”.

2 Decision-making at meso level (school, department, faculty, etc).

3 E-learning decisions (e.g. for VLEs) get taken but take a long time and are contested even after the decision is taken.

4 Effective decision-making for e-learning across most of the institution.

5 Effective decision-making for e-learning across the whole institution, including variations when justified.

6 Decisions taken in an organic way and efficient way, e.g. Round Table.

12: Costs

1 No understanding of costs.

2 Understanding of costs in some departments e.g. business school.

3 Understanding of costs in most departments e.g. business school.

4 Good understanding of costs in most departments.

5 Activity-Based Costing being used to some extent in all departments.

6 Full Activity-Based Costing used and adapted to e-learning.

13: Planning (Annual)
1 Annual plans do not mention e-learning at all.

2 Annual plans mention e-learning in some Schools.

3 Annual plans correlate with major e-learning initiatives in most Schools.

4 Annual plans correlated with most e-learning initiative in most Schools.

5 Integrated annual planning process for e-learning integrated with overall course planning.

6 Integrated planning process allowing e.g. trade-offs of courses vs. buildings.

19: Decisions (Programmes)

7 No decision making regarding e-learning programmes.

8 Decision-making at meso level (school, department, faculty, etc) for most e-learning programmes.

9 Decisions on e-learning programmes get taken but there.

10 Effective decision-making for e-learning programmes across most of the institution.

11 Effective decision-making for e-learning across the whole institution, including variations when justified.

12 Decisions taken in an organic and efficient way.



	Ensuring an Excellent e-learning Experience 


	9: Learning Materials 
1 Little conformance of learning material to house style for editing or layout.

2 Rhetoric of quality, little conformance to any norms.

3 Most learning material conforms to explicit editorial and layout guidelines

4 All learning material conforms to explicit editorial and layout guidelines – but little embedding in the process.

5 HEI-wide standards for learning material, which are adhered to and embedded at any early stage, e.g. by style sheets.

6 Much learning material exceeds expectations.

14: Evaluation
1 No evaluation of courses take place that is done by evaluation professionals.

2 Some evaluation of courses takes place, either by professionals or internal staff advised by professionals

3 Evaluation of key courses is done from time to time, by professionals or internal staff advised by professionals.

4 In addition, some external evaluations are done of courses.

5 Regular evaluation of all courses using a variety of measurement techniques and involving outside agencies where appropriate.

17: Quality Assurance
1 Conformance to QAA in a minimalist way

2 An internal function which begins to focus on e-learning aspects

3 Conformance to QAA precepts including those that impinge on e-learning

4 Conformance to QAA precepts and local guidelines for e-learning

5 Conformance to QAA precepts and local guidelines for e-learning within an overarching methodology (EFQM, etc)

6 Leadership re QAA and wider quality agencies as to appropriate quality regimes for e-learning

20: Quality Enhancement
1 No integration of Quality Enhancement Initiatives with e-learning.

2 Partial integration of Quality Enhancement Initiatives with e-learning.

3 Moderate integration of Quality Enhancement Initiatives with e-learning.

4 Substantial integration of Quality Enhancement Initiatives with e-learning

5 Total integration of Quality Enhancement Initiatives with e-learning

6 Total integration of Quality Enhancement Initiatives with e-learning including integration of any Quality Enhancement Initiatives self-audit with benchmarking e-learning




	16: Technical Support to Staff
1 No specific technical support for the typical (unfunded) person engaged in e-learning.

2 A few staff engaged in the main e-learning projects are supported by tech staff.
3 Key staff engaged in the main e-learning projects are well supported by tech staff
4 Most staff engaged in e-learning process have “nearby” tech support.
5 All staff engaged in e-learning process have “nearby” fast-response tech support.
18: Staff Recognition
1 No recognition for staff, explicit pressure against (e.g. due to RAE).

2 Formal structure for recognition (e.g. Teaching Fellows), no real progress.
3 There is some recognition (including financial or “better jobs”).
4 Most informally recognised e-learning experts have been explicitly recognised.
5 All informally recognised e-learning experts have been explicitly recognised in a financial way.
6 All informally recognised e-learning experts have been explicitly recognised in a financial way.
	


	93: Student Experience
1 No attempt to measure the experience of students in e-learning.

2 Some attempt but limited to certain types of courses (e.g. distance learning, WBL).
3 Attention is paid to this across courses but only at a basic level e.g. in module/course evaluation.
4 Most courses using significant e-learning measure the student experience aspects of this.
5 All courses using significant e-learning measure the student experience aspects of this.
	




	51: Uniformity
1 HEI offers markedly inferior service to off-campus users (e.g. some systems not available)

2 HEI offers all services to off-campus users but at considerably reduced functionality and service levels.
3 HEI offers all services to off-campus users but at somewhat reduced functionality and service levels.
4 HEI offers all services to off-campus users but at slightly reduced functionality and service levels.
5 HEI offers the same service level (pedagogic and administrative) to all students irrespective of mode or location of study (including DL and WBL).
6 HEI offers a better service to e-learning students and conventional offering is under pressure to catch up.
62: Integration
1 VLE and tools run separately from admin systems (fees, admissions, etc); manual transfers occur.

2 Some integration with some uniformity of data formats, interface and response time
3 Considerable integration with some uniformity of data formats, interface and response time
4 Almost seamless integration with almost total uniformity of data formats, interface and response time.
5 Seamless integration with total uniformity of data formats, interface and response time

	


3.6 Project Team
	Name

	Position
	Project Responsibilities

	John Colvin 

Esther Floisand

Dr Marie Stowell       

Debbi Boden

Dr Judith Keene

Libby Symonds

Dr Bob Fox
	Senior Lecturer 

Administrator

Dir of Quality and Educational Development

Dep Dir of Info & Learning Services

Asst Dir of Info & Learning Services

eLearning Team Leader

Senior Lecturer
	Project leadership, data collection, data analysis and recommendation planning

Project administration

Data analysis and recommendation planning

Data analysis and recommendation planning

Data collection, data analysis and recommendation planning

Data collection, data analysis and recommendation planning

Data analysis and recommendation planning


3.7 Project reporting and communications
Project reporting and communication structures are modelled below


[image: image2.emf]HEA BELA EdSuc Consultant

JISC

Mailbase

HELGA

HEA

Blog

Project Team

Pick&Mix

Wiki

UW

Blog

Internal

Report

VLE

eMail

e

M

ai

l

Executive

Elearning

Stake-

holders

Recom-

endations

Diagram 2


4 Evidence 
4.1 Evidence Collection
The process of identifying the type and range of evidence required for individual criteria was supported by the attendance of Bob Fox and Libby Symonds at a Cohort Meeting in Falmouth on September 10th (URL) (http://elearning.heacademy.ac.uk/weblogs/benchmarking/?p=327#more-327) and by an analysis of advice offered in documentation available to Pick&Mix Benchmarking Methodology users.  The Project Team then undertook an iterative process of evidence identification and clarification then occurred both at team meetings (e.g. September 19th) and using eMail.
Some evidence already existed, from the previous exercise, and this was supplemented using a number of techniques e.g. interview, document inspection, observation, usage data inspection.  A VLE (Blackboard) repository was created and populated with the collected evidence.  The Project Team were provided with password access to this repository and three roving passwords were created to provide access to Scoring Meeting participants.

Evidence for each Criteria was summarised and this summary was both uploaded to the Blackboard repository and emailed directly to Scoring Meeting participants.  These summaries are list below in 4.2.
4.2 Summary of Evidence
	Theme
	Summary of Evidence

	Integrating e-Learning into our Planning Processes 

	6: e-Learning Strategy
There is an Institution e-learning strategy (e-Learning Development Plan Framework: 2006).  e-Learning is explicitly targeted in the LT&A strategy (Section 5) and is also a significant element of the University’s Strategic Plan, as evidenced by 

Strategic Plan (2007-2012):

· “To create a teaching and learning experience which is thoroughly modern”

· “The University’s teaching strategy will combine face to face teaching and e-delivery in a complementary way.”  

· “New technologies will be used in a way which places the student at the centre of the learning experience.”

Consistency with other strategies (e.g. Strategic Plan, LT&A Strategy, WP Access Agreement and Equal Opportunities Policy) was not explicitly engineered or verified during the creation of this Framework.  However, the cross-representational nature of those involved in its derivation (i.e. members of Working Party of ELDG, ELDG and L&T Committee) have allowed consistency, particularly with the Strategic Plan and LT&A Strategy, to emerge naturally
It is planned that this Framework will be updated after three years, although the Head of e-learning Innovation anticipates that the rapidly developing nature of e-learning may well necessitate an update occurring after two years.  In recent years there have been two formal e-learning strategies - E-Learning Action Plan (2005-2008) and E-Learning Plan (2003)

7: Decisions (Projects)
There appears to be no set ‘umbrella’ decision making procedures specifically designed for the acquisition of significant LT tools e.g. adopting a new VLE, adopting an e-portfolio system.   The most recent significant LT tool acquisition is PebblePad (e-portfolio tool). The decision making process for this was audited and is detailed below

Date

Action

Oct ’05 –

On-going Investigation/Analysis of ePortfolio Systems by 

Working Group

April ‘06

Demo of E-Vision/WebCT ePortfolio tools

May ‘06

Access to WebCT ePortfolio tool

Feb ‘07

EDLG + others discuss WebCT & PebblePad demos.  Post meeting vote overwhelmingly support purchase of PebblePad

March ‘07

L&T C’ttee endorse ELDG recommendation

May ‘07

Quotation rec’d to supply PebblePad

May ‘07

Executive Group discuss PebblePad proposal

June ‘07

ILS Project Proposal Raised

June ‘07

Purchase Order for PebblePad raised

July ‘07

Product Implementation

Oct ‘ 07

Product Available

12: Costs
A new Full Economic Costing system was introduced in September 2006 for programmes going forward to Academic Portfolio Committee for approval

· A Course Proposal Form is completed at Departmental level that includes costing data

· FEC spreadsheet is created by Accounts using FEC Costing Excel spreadsheet 

· FEC spreadsheet is considered with the Course Proposal Form by Academic Portfolio Committee

FEC spreadsheet incorporates ample sensitivity to accommodate e-learning e.g. facility exists to decrease Car Park cost, facility to include increased ILS cost.

Two recently approved programmes were identified by the Planning Office that specified a significant use of e-learning in their Course Proposal Forms.  For both these courses the FEC spreadsheet that was created took into account the element of distance learning and so the labour cost was lower, but the cost for ILS was higher than for a traditionally delivered course.  It is hoped to make the model more sensitive over time to take into account these differences.  (Paragraph Source:  Principal Financial Accountant) 
13: Planning (Annual)
All departments were required to submit e-learning Strategies this year in response to the recently issued institutional e-learning Strategy.  Four (out of six) of these were received and approved by eLearning Development Group and the institution-wide Learning and Teaching Committee.

Annually, departments are required to submit a Learning and Teaching Report and Action Plan.  This report includes, inter alia, an Action Plan for significant planned Learning & Teaching activity for the forthcoming year and a progress update on the previous year’s Action Plan.  This Report is generated by the departmental Learning & Teaching Committee and reports on e-learning as well as well as more traditional teaching.  These reports are received and approved by the institution-wide Learning and Teaching Committee.

An audit of e-Learning documentation was carried out in two departments

Department A
The following documents (available on Blackboard) were audited: E-Learning Strategy, Draft L&T Report, e-Learning Report & L&T Action Plan 

· Department e-learning Strategy exists and is mapped to Institutional e-learning Strategy

· An update on progress of the planned e-learning initiative from 2006-07 is reported in the 07-08 L&T Report

· 07-08 L&T Report identifies a number of e-learning initiatives for the forthcoming year – e-learning audit process, development of e-learning subgroup, e-portfolios

· Evidence exists in the e-Learning Report that the 2007-2008 plans are being discussed and implemented

· Documentation identifies responsibility and review dates for plans 

Department B

The following documents were audited - E-Learning Strategy and extracts from the draft L&T Report

· E-learning Strategy includes

· Useful background information

· No mapping to Institutional e-learning Strategy

· Key principles of e-learning within the department

· 24 ‘broad’ targets for the departments

· Extracts from the draft L&T Report include

· Reflective narrative review of 06-07 e-learning plans

· 07-08 e-learning targets and implementation plans (no measurable success indicators)

· Review of Key principles of e-learning from e-Learning Strategy 

19: Decisions (Programmes)

The eLearning Decision making process in respect of programmes involving a significant element of eLearning appears to be essentially identical to traditionally delivered courses.  There is necessarily some small differences e.g. for ‘eLearning’ programmes is the need to adhere to AQU eLearning Quality Standards 

The stages of a programme evolution are standardised across the institution:-

· Programme Proposal Form completed by Academic Department following market analysis and resource analysis

· Academic Programme Committee approval/reject Programme Proposal Form

· Academic department write Programme DVD that includes Overall Aims, L&T Strategy, Module Outlines, etc.

· Departmental Scrutiny of DVD by Academic Department (OPTIONAL)

· University Scrutiny Process - two external reviewers

· Outcome: DVD revision & Programme approval

· University Quinquennial Review

Two programmes were selected and audited for consistency of Project Proposal, Programme DVD and WebCT presence.

Programme 1

A recently approved programme was identified by the Planning Office that specified a significant use of e-learning in their Course Proposal Forms 

The Course Proposal Form and the DVD propose innovative use of Blackboard e.g. the use on-line discussions to face-to-face interaction.  Audited course delivery indicated that 3 (out of 4) modules delivered this semester incorporated Blackboard, but only the Course Content facility.  Students had received training from the central e-learning team at induction.  The “short-term” absence of innovative of innovative e-learning was attributed to the “Resource issues within the department required that some staff on the course team were replaced by staff with less e-learning experience”.  

Programme 2

Another example was selected as anecdotal evidence suggested that the delivery of  programme included a significant element of e-Learning.  The DVD and module documentation was consistent with significant use of Blackboard facilities e.g. on-line discussions.  There was a planned and detailed programme for ICT skills development in place.  

An audit was carried out in November 2006 that examined curriculum planning at a course/module level.  A sample of recently validated DVDs was audited and their aspirations were checked against the WebCT content for the modules.  Generally Learning & Teaching descriptors audited are rather bland and do not fully articulate fully how learning technologies are employed in modules, thus inhibiting the validation process.  Additionally, inconsistencies between planning and implementation were identified e.g. some modules that asserted that WebCT would be used but in reality did not.


	Ensuring an Excellent e-learning Experience 

	9: Learning Materials 
Explicit guidelines (e.g. Style Sheets) are not available centrally in respect of VLE content and activity.

The workbooks that ILS staff employ in staff development sessions incorporate some (but not extensive) advice on learning materials and using the VLE e.g. 

· “ It is a good idea to organise your work in folders, to enable students to locate materials more easily”

· “ ….These can be customized to suit your course requirements. If you are not planning to use any of these features, it is a good idea to remove them from the Course Tools area.”

There is no quality control mechanism to monitor adherence to this advice.

No examples were identified of non-centralised (e.g. department or course team level) guidelines

14: Evaluation
Evidence focuses on two departments – this evidence was sourced form the HOD & L&T Coordinator in Department A and a Divisional manager in Department B.  Policy and practice is similar in both departments and so the evidence is not presented separately
E-learning is practiced within both departments in a blended learning mode.  The departments have taken the view that such e-learning does not require a separate and different sort of quality control than that practiced with traditional teaching on its courses.  Department B is considering reviewing this practice.  

Quality control mechanisms to collect data on the quality of learning and teaching include

· Student feedback is collected via module evaluation at the end of the running of each module.  This feedback is collated, aggregated and reviewed by course teams and the department’s SMT

· Student feedback is collected at Course Committee meetings and reviewed by course teams and the department’s SMT

· Student feedback from the NSS is reviewed annually by the department’s SMT

· External examiners meet students, on an ad hoc basis, to discuss teaching within the department.  Feedback is given at Exam Boards and reviewed by course teams and the department’s SMT

· The Students’ Union offer feedback from students, on an ad hoc basis, and this is reviewed by course teams and the department’s SMT

· The validation and review of courses usually includes discussions between the externals and groups of students.  Feedback is given at Panel meetings and reviewed by course teams and the department’s SMT

17: Quality Assurance
The institution has a set of Quality Standards for Flexible and Distributed Learning for courses delivered predominately through e-learning  that reflect the relevant QAA Precepts.  These standards specify the following for eLearning approaches, learning materials and activities 

· “Internal review and normally external review prior to validation”

· “Comments on the learning and teaching approaches and the materials should be presented to the panel.”  
· Proposals for ongoing quality assurance of the learning materials and activities, … must be …. agreed by the validation panel.”  
It is noted that Programme Specification template requires a statement of learning and teaching methods, but the guidance for completion makes no reference to e-learning
Programme A

Currently one course, part-delivered by eLearning in a ‘distance learning’ mode is subject to the QA process.  This is a first for the institution and its progress is audited below

Scrutiny: 

· The membership of the Scrutiny Panel represented a wide breadth of relevant academic and cross-departmental experience.  Although at least one of the panel uses some eLearning tools (WebCT) there was not acknowledged eLearning ‘expert’ on the Panel.

· The minutes of the discussion that occurred and the recommendations include no mention of eLearning.

Validation: 
· The validation stage is currently being planned – AQU are exploring how best to ensure the robustness of the QA process e.g. “..it may be agreed that one member of the validation panel will have significant e-learning .. expertise..”
· “.. current institutional practice is that consideration of such aspects [eLearning] are embedded in the extant process of validation”

· How this validation is to be carried out has yet to be finalised - “However, the exact process is currently under consultation”
Programme B
The Programme Proposal asserted that “ .. course team are also expecting to make significant use of WebCT to support learning”.  This impression is confirmed by the DVD e.g. “Group based assessments and activities will be enhanced through the use of WebCT discussion forums, enabling group members to interact virtually.”
 Validation:

· During the Validation IT facilities were discussed with a group of students.  The minutes note that students commented that “the new single password had greatly improved and simplified access to IT facilities for students” and that “Considerable use was made by students of …. electronic journals”.

· The use of e-learning and blended learning was raised by the Panel.  The Team responded that “one of the strong points of the [department] was its classroom teaching methods.  It was felt that this, along with the interaction afforded by traditional methods, should not be put at risk.  However some elements of the course could be considered for delivery by e-learning and the Learning and Teaching committee was working with the [department] to look at developing support materials.  
· The use of plagiarism software was discussed

· The recommendations included “To consider the development of a blended learning environment in line with the UW E-learning Policy to support learning and teaching”
20: Quality Enhancement
HEFCE Teaching Quality Enhancement Funding (TQEF) has been used to support implementation of the University’s teaching, learning and assessment strategy, which includes reference to e-learning.  Although specific funding is not directed at e-learning, in recent years it has supported:

· E-learning workshops and seminars run by the Learning and Teaching Centre

· Consultation on e-portfolios and e-PDP

· E-learning Support Group

· Developments undertaken at Departmental level via the £10k allocation of TQEF in the last two years – this has included employment of staff to develop www materials and to train academic staff in use of the VLE and materials development

· Work undertaken by Departments in 2006/7 to develop a position statement/development plan on e-learning

Significant funding for E-learning is provided from mainstream funding via the ILS budget.

Department A has used the TQEF monies to support projects that have a significant eLearning element e.g. use of Skype and also to support projects that do not have an eLearning element e.g. integrating employability.  The projects that did not include an eLearning element did not explicitly evaluate the potential for including eLearning. 

Department B reported a similar experience with TQEF monies



No evidence could be found of allowances being given for the different workload pattern of e-learning courses 



No analysis of Support Response performance is currently for Network Support.  Head of ICT believes that response could be improved by introducing an additional (intermediate) level of support.  Perhaps skill-sets are not always fully exploited when undertaking Level 1 support

	18: Staff Recognition
Academic Staff

Not specific recognition for Learning Technology innovation, however such can contribute towards applications for the following

· UW Teaching Fellowships 

· L&T project funding (44% (8/18) of LTC funded L&T projects (2003-2006) are Learning Technology focused)

· Accelerated /Additional progression points 

Support Staff

Support staff have a scheme for additional and contribution increments that includes criteria related to supporting teaching - details are on the Personnel web pages under 'Salary and Grading'.

The job evaluation scheme also includes factors that relate to learning support and these are applied to all posts in the University and assist in determining the grade level of the post. Details of the scheme, called HERA are on the O drive in the Personnel folder.

Support staff can apply for project leave and any of the fellowships that are advertised. They could also apply for professorships but this is less common as they are less able to develop the external reputation if they are part of a service team. They do not have access to the same time as academic staff for keeping up with the subject - there is no equivalent of the 20 days research and scholarship time, and they have less annual leave time at 25 days a year compared with 35 for academic staff. 

Quite a few support staff now support students directly by teaching them and if they teach within the UMS they are paid an allowance equivalent to the minimum of the academic scale for the hours that they work. Some support staff have been appointed to sessional contracts to deliver programmes to students. 

Support staff attend relevant staff development for learning support, depending on their involvement. In the new probation procedures there is a commitment to learning support staff attending the PGCLTHE here - see the webpages for details. ILS has supported several to do higher degrees in related topics.

Attendance at conferences and presenting papers is increasing for this group but the service issues have to be balanced.


	



	93: Student Experience
ILS uses on-line and verbal means of collecting comprehensive feedback from students on their experience when using ILS facilities, that include both traditional (e.g. books) and electronic resources.  Last year this feedback included, inter alia, responses on students’ success in 

· Using Internet

· Using email

· Accessing a 24/7 computer room

· Using an e-journal

· Using a single sign-on

ILS does not regularly elicit feedback on the student ‘eLearning’ experience, although in 2006 a member of ILS staff undertook an ad hoc student survey that elicited, inter alia, student opinion of the usefulness of the University’s VLE and of their confidence when using it.  

It is normal practice for module leaders to elicit student feedback on the running of individual modules in order to inform development of modules and to feed forward higher issues to department level.  This feedback will naturally include the eLearning experience of students.  There is no explicit mechanism for aggregating eLearning feedback at an institutional level, although one might expect major issues to be included in AMRs.  The University is piloting a standardised module feedback form that includes generic questions regarding teaching, but includes only one question directly relevant to eLearning – “The learning resources (e.g. Library, IT, Blackboard/WebCT) for the module were appropriate”


	




	51: Uniformity
The majority of e-learning services are available both on and off campus e.g. VLE, Library Catalogue.  Some services are not available off campus (e.g. ACM e-journal package has an IP address access restriction and is available only via the wired on-campus network).  These eLearning Services include

· Access to the G: drive 

· Access to the world wide web.

· Access to university Single Sign On environment.

· Blackboard

· Sole

· Webmail

· Resources Online

· NetStorage

· Change Password Function

The Draft Service Level Agreement (DraftSupport LevelsAgreement ForStudents) does not guarantee connection to services off campus – “due to the various configurations of personal computers/laptops/Macs, and third party Internet Service Providers (ISPs), User Services cannot guarantee connection to this service off site”.  The Draft Service Level Agreement specifies that ILS “will offer guidance and support on connecting to the University network services”

ResNet offers a wired Network Service to Halls of Residence.  A campus-wide wireless network and increasing number of available network points offers flexible access to the eLearning Services throughout the campus

Staff and students reported experiencing problems accessing WebCT off campus in 2006 (ILSUG, Apr 2006).  A new version of WebCT and a sustained drive to tackle access (and other WebCT issues) by ILS have proven fruitful.

2: VLE Stage

There is one VLE (Blackboard) that is supported centrally and used throughout the University.

The University is currently trialling another VLE (Moodle) in order to inform the decision making process when the Blackboard licence is due for renewal (2008).  The pilot will be used primarily on courses where we have students in partner colleges, or courses where for some reason Blackboard is not suitable.  Further details can be found at http://www.worc.ac.uk/elearning/85.html

	


5 Scoring 
5.1 Overview

Scoring took place in five scoring meetings during November 2007, each lasting two hours.  The criteria were grouped exclusively in terms of themes, with each meeting scoring a different group of 4-6 criteria.  Participants attending each meeting (including the Project team) varied between 10 and 20.  our experience was that 10 was probably slightly few in terms of a critical mass, whereas having 20 participants posed full participation problems.  Grouping criteria by theme enabled a coherent discussion that was generally relevant to all those present.
In addition to targeting particular stakeholders an open invitation was issued to all staff.  Targeted stakeholders were generally invited on a face-to-face basis and the Team with the outcomes of this personal approach.  Students only attended one meeting (The Student Experience) and they proved to be refreshingly open and frank.  Perhaps, we should have encouraged further participation, although it could be argued that the content of other meetings may have been less relevant to them.
It is pleasing to report that, with one exception, the Project Team believe that staff participants were not defensive and engaged in candid debate. 

A similar protocol was followed in all meetings.

· Each meeting had a chair and a secretary who typed projected notes

· Meeting were recorded using an MP3 player, in order to facilitate clarification of minutes

· Each meeting began with introductions and an overview of the project

· Criteria were dealt with separately and involved

· An opportunity for attendees to review the summary of evidence foe that criteria

· An initial scoring exercise using cards
· A discussion of the issues involved

· Suggesting an institution-wide vision for the University

· Recommending how the matter should be taken forward

· A final scoring exercise using cards

It is slightly disappointing, although inevitable, to note that generally participants had not examined the evidence before meeting and so our strategy of prefixing discussions with ‘reading time’ proved crucial.  Even so, participants often drew on personal experience, rather than the presented evidence, during debate – other cohort institutions noted a similar experience.
5.2
Scoring Meeting: Integrating e-Learning into our Planning Processes
	Timing
	Nov 5th, 2007: 1400-1600: Redditch Room

	Attendees:

Apologies:


	Prof. Peter Chatterton (Chair)

John Colvin (Secretary)

Dr Martin Doughty (Pro Vice Chancellor)
Anne Hannaford (Director of Information & Learning Services)
Marie Stowell (Director of Quality & Educational Development)
Debbi Boden (Deputy Director of Information & Learning Services)
Dr Judith Keene (Asst Director of Information & Learning Services)
Bob Fox (Education)
Libby Symonds (eLearning Team)
John Peters (Learning & Teaching Centre)
Elise Masterman (Planning Office)
Mike Webb (AHSS) 

Tim Johnson (IHSCP) 
Clive Fletcher (Accounts)

John Ryan (Registrar)
Louise Jones (IHSCP)



	
	

	Criterion
	6: e-Learning Strategy

	Reported Score
	      4

	Issues/constraints 


	· It was acknowledged that the University had an eLearning strategy, but it was noted that there are no measures of success associated with this strategy?

· Articulating the strategy at departmental level and/or in departmental action plans was proposed

· How well integrated the eLearning Strategy is with other institutional strategies was discussed

· Strategies creation do not coincide and so tend to react to other strategies – other strategies are known to strategy creators and so 

· alignment occurs naturally 

· Strategies evolve, but are not articulated on a yearly basis and so integration could be sharper when creation does not coincide.

· It was questioned whether elearning should be separate from the L&T dialogue/strategy i.e. should eLearning be totally embedded in the L&T dialogue/strategy?

· It was noted that there is no requirement that all new programmes address eLearning

· It was noted that not all programmes fully articulate their engagement with the eLearning strategy

· It was questioned whether the L&T strategy encourages good practice in eLearning and other L&T techniques

· It was agreed that individual staff must make professional judgements about the use of e-learning for modules, but must do so from an informed and a course perspective on e-learning

· It was questioned whether  support/resources are identified and provided for the implementation of the eLearning Strategy

· It was agreed that communications strategy is needed in order to raise awareness, disseminate good practice, encourage innovation and generally inform staff about e-learning potential 

· There was a swell of opinion that drilldown from the eLearning strategy should exist to

· Target setting

· Consideration of eLearning potential by Departments, course teams, lecturers & students

	Vision

	· A strategy that is not just a vision, but that is articulated and implemented at a number of levels e.g.

· Iterative process

· Alignment with other strategies

· Institutional targets

· Resources and support are identified

· Reflected locally in the plans and actions of academic and support departments

· An implemented Communications Strategy for the eLearning Strategy

	Recommendations

	· Project Group to identify a plan

	
	· 

	Criterion
	· 7: Decisions (Projects)

	Reported Score
	      3

	Issues/constraints 


	· Length of Time (ePDP Decision making Process)

· Long length of time had encouraged participation & discussion of many stakeholders

· Length of time enables security of mind

· There needs to be a correct  balance between time and being able to react quickly to quickly evolving products

· Is there a defined decision making & planning process

· The Capital Bids procedure exists for a major project proposal after it has been fully considered and articulated at a sub-ELDG level

· We may need to review the robustness and effectiveness of how we transfer the decision making process from sub-ELDG level to the Capital Bids process - particularly for these cross dept projects 

· Do we carry out a C/B analysis in respect of these projects?  Certainly costs are analysed, however not as much emphasis is placed on benefits.  Institutional priorities tend to drive expenditure rather a comparative review of projects.  There was a concern expressed that this process might inhibit innovative projects being funded properly?

· It was agreed that we would benefit from an improved Communications Strategy for this Decision Making Process!!

	Vision
	· Communications strategy that identifies stakeholders and enables the effective dissemination of seamless, participatory and effective decision making & planning process

	Recommendations
	· Project Group to identify a plan

	
	

	Criterion
	12: Costs

	Reported Score
	      2

	Issues/constraints 


	· Although a process exists for FEC a number of factors may inhibit the effectiveness and robustness of this process

· The level of understanding and awareness of both eLearning and costing in departments could be improved to encourage a fuller articulation of resources and costs.  

· Perhaps some departments underestimate costs in order to expedite the approval process

· A robust and potentially subtle FEC system exists in Finance, although this requires further development to achieve granularity

· Should the method of delivery be verified for soundness?

· Should programmes be costed dynamically to reflect changes to course delivery?

	Vision
	· A further granulated costing system fed by reliable and informed data from Departments

	Recommendations
	

	
	

	Criterion
	13: Planning (Annual)

	Reported Score
	      2

	Issues/constraints 


	· It was agreed that 

· There was a defined planning cycle

· This was not always practiced, and consideration of e-learning not always embedded

· Relationship between planning and reporting needed attention

· It was noted that 

· 4 out of 6 departments  responded to central eLearning Strategy with their own local plans

· Some of these responses did not directly engage with the central eLearning strategy – but that e-learning was explicitly on Departmental agendas

· There was a view expressed that departments could be more strategic, implying a tendency to work at a yearly Action Plan level

· It was suggested that 

· There should be measures of success

· any targets should not inhibit, but encourage a culture of continuous improvement

· The issue of whether departments overplan was raised 

· The embeddedness  of eLearning in other departmental plans was questioned

	Vision
	· Continually evolving department eLearning plans that

· are aligned to other central and local plans

· can stand alone or be embedded in other plans

	Recommendations
	· Head of QED instigate appropriate actions

	
	

	Criterion
	19: Decisions (Programmes)

	Reported Score
	      3

	Issues/constraints 


	· It was noted that 

· on some programmes there was variance between plans and the actual implementation of courses

· eLearning is not fully articulated in programme and module proposals

· It was agreed that often eLearning experts were not involved in planning process

· It was agreed that the eLearning aspects of programme plans may well evolve during the five year lifetime of a DVD

· There was a lively debate of the autonomy that academic staff over how they teach in classes

· Should staff have the autonomy not to engage with eLearning on pedagogic or other grounds

· Should student drivers prevail – articulated expectations for eLearning

· Should institutional drivers prevail e.g. addressing concerns raised in NSS

	Vision
	· Programme development plans should include carefully consideration of eLearning

· Central eLearning expertise should be exploited in programme planning

· eLearning aspects of programme plans (DVDs) should be dynamic?

	Recommendations
	


5.3
Scoring Meeting: Ensuring an Excellent e-learning Experience
	Timing
	Nov 9th 2007, 1400-1600, Room: MB20

	Attendees:
	Julian Martin (Quality Unit)
Marie Stowell (Director of Quality & Educational Development)
John Colvin (Chair)

Judith Keene (Asst Dir of ILS)
Bob Fox (Education)
Libby Symonds (ILS)
John Peters (Deputy Dir of L&T Centre - Secretary)

Tim Johnson (IHSCP)
Peter Moody (Business School)

Paul Snookes (Language Unit)

Prof Dominic Upton (IHSCP)

	
	

	Criterion
	17: Quality Assurance

	Reported Score
	4

	Issues/constraints 


	· On participant expressed a view that UW is currently undertaking its first predominately eLearning programme and hasn’t yet fully developed its processes for such validations. 

· It was explained that there is a clear institutional Standards document for eLearning courses that is aligned with QAA precepts

· It was suggested that although the formal validation process requires that eLearning issues are reviewed – but in practice this is not always the case 

· It was suggested that eLearning materials are produced during modules, but these are not necessarily open to formal review processes e.g. validation, external examiner

	Vision

	· Clarity that eLearning does not just mean use of the VLE but is about using a selection from a range of tools appropriately on the basis of considered e-pedagogy

· Validation will address the issues associated with incorporating eLearning in programmes – in documentation and, crucially, in discussion

· Evidence of team discussion about issues and approaches in preparation for validation [rather than after the event].  Such discussions should include e-pedagogy experts.

· An emphasis on the development process rather than checking compliance at the Validation

	Recommendations
	· Validation to focus more on the development process than the quality control process

· Clarify any differences in how predominately eLearning and blended learning programmes should be validated

	
	

	Criterion
	20: Quality Enhancement

	Reported Score
	3

	Issues/constraints 


	· It was explained that eLearning is embedded in our main vehicle for TQEF spending on projects to carry forward the LT&A strategy and this has resulted in many projects directly addressing or engaging as appropriate with eLearning, but … 

· Teams running projects that are not eLearning related do not always explore the potential for exploiting the benefits of eLearning in their projects

· projects tend to be with specific staff, innovators, etc. but may not be about substantially embedding it in departments

· It was acknowledged that the availability of current project funding may not be well known across the institution

· The viewed that QE is about much more than TQEF was proposed and how well are our QE processes embedded was questioned

· It was suggested that we need to look to exploit the potential of eLearning to achieve for the Institution’s strategic aims

· A short discussion of  eLearning outside formal teaching [eg. E elements of registry, etc.] took place

	Vision

	· To instigate Quality Enhancement Initiatives which 

· exploit the potential of eLearning

· go beyond project work by enthusiasts and involves both academic departments and key service departments, [eg. ILS, Registry, Student services, etc.]

	Recommendations
	· Develop strategic approach that includes, but doesn’t stop at, project funding 

· Develop a communication strategy

	
	

	Criterion
	14: Evaluation [of eLearning on courses as they are running]

	Reported Score
	2

	Issues/constraints 


	· One participant expressed a view that integrated evaluation occurred!  It was the view of other scorers that this view overlooked the criterion’s requirement for professional evaluation of eLearning

· It was questioned whether eLearning could be more effectively evaluated as an integrated part of the overall evaluation of the learning experience on a course  

· It was noted that generally external examiners comment on the overall student learning experience and the standards applied – not usually specific aspects such as eLearning
· It was questioned whether, in the short term, we need explicit, professional evaluation of eLearning elements of our programmes

· It was pointed out that our Quality Standards for F&DL require that on-line learning activities and materials used on predominately eLearning programmes are required to have evaluation by an external expert.  It was queried whether all staff are aware of this requirement

· The benefits of the eLearning Team supporting teams to develop on-line learning activities and materials was discussed

	Vision

	· Clearer systems and support for evaluation of eLearning as part of learning for quality enhancement

· Clarity about whether we actually want eLearning evaluated separately from the overall learning experience

· Develop a support model for staff that involves co-ordinated local and central strands

	Recommendations

	· Peer observation to include elearning

· Encourage the use eLearning champions in departments to complement the work of the eLearning Team

	
	

	Criterion
	9: Learning Materials

	Reported Score
	2

	Issues/constraints 


	· It was agreed that  a mandatory house style for learning materials is not desirable – however, more readily guidance would be useful

· It was pointed out that we do, though, have university policies on fonts, logos, etc. for prominent web pages

· It was agreed that we do also have some poor practice – resulting from inexperience

· It was suggested that we have a compulsory session on Blackboard as part of new staff induction or as a requirement before staff are allowed to use it?

	Vision
	· Clear quality guidance (not regulation) on the creation of learning materials.

	Recommendations

	· Clarify where to go for support on development of elearning [materials]

· ILS to develop a co-ordinated support model for academic staff using elearning that has both central and local strands


5.4
Scoring Meeting: The Lecturer Experience
	Timing:
	Nov 20th, 1100-1300, Room: MB20

	Attendees:
	Anne Hannaford (Dir of ILS)
Marie Stowell (Chair: Dir of QED))
Gill Slater (Personnel)

Debbi Boden (Deputy Dir of ILS)
John Colvin 
Judith Keene (Secretary: Asst Dir of ILS)
Bob Fox (Education)
Libby Symonds (ILS)
Mark Richardson (Business School)

Will Bowen-Jones (Sports)

Tim Johnson (IHSC&P)

Heather Barratt  (ASGA)
Barbara Mitra (AHSS)



	
	

	Criterion
	8: Pedagogy

	Reported Score
	3

	Issues/constraints 


	· One attendee related an experience of engaging in numerous articulate and enthusiastic dialogues with staff when encouraging academic staff to complete a eLearning Questionnaire

· The difference between understanding and practice were discussed and the need to internalise and embed processes beyond the simple use of tools
· The issue of whether non-engagers should have to employ eLearning was discussed? Although no consensus this could be achieved there was a view that staff should appreciate eLearning to a level that enabled non-engagers to articulate a robust pedagogic rationale for their non-engagement? 

· The actual number of staff with an in-depth understanding of the e-pedagogy was questioned.  It was noted that responses to a University-wide eLearning questionnaire indicate that many staff do possess a subtle appreciate of e-pedagogy
· It was agreed that there is large range of  understanding, ability and engagement with technology amongst staff

· An opinion was expressed that the relative newness of eLearning presented issues in staff feeling confident in providing leadership in terms of good practice

· It was agreed that the Validation process should provide the opportunity for discussion of e-pedagogy
· It was agreed that we need to raise the profile and level of e-pedagogy without resorting to prescriptive guidelines

· It was agreed that a range of local and central strategies are required to raise the level of e-pedagogy - support, training, subject based champions, team teaching, collaborative approaches
· It was debated whether UW should recruit or develop enthusiasm and knowledge?

	Vision

	· Get to criterion 6: A culture where techno-pedagogic decisions are made naturally

	Recommendations

	· Develop a Communications Strategy to raise awareness and develop the role of departmental  eLearning champions

	
	

	Criterion
	10: Training

	Reported Score
	

	Issues/constraints 


	· Attendees queried the use of the word ‘systematic’.  Concern was expressed that this implied that the training itself was prescriptive, inflexible and dogmatic.  Instead the processes that support training should be systematic to provide, inter alia, a strong, systematic drive and expectation

· It was agreed that eLearning was not top of the agenda within departments and that there is a lack of sufficient encouragement and expectation of staff to develop

· It was agreed that that the programme of training opportunities was not routinely built into staff development and workload e.g. invariably this is not discussed at AP&DR

· A view was expressed that busyness of academic  (especially in semester 1) decreased the opportunities for training
· It was agreed that our wide provision of training could be complemented by enhanced needs analysis and co-ordination between local and central providers

	Vision

	Get to 6 – staff keep themselves up to date

	Recommendations

	Develop a more systematic and better co-ordinated (between local and central providers) approach  – to be looked at by Project team

	
	

	Criterion
	11: Academic Workload

	Reported Score
	2

	Issues/constraints 


	· It was agreed that, in practice, the workload allocation system does not usually reflect workload implications of delivering modules in a blended learning mode

· The myth that teaching a module using blended learning requires less effort on behalf of lecturers was raised – it was explained that often more time is require with this type of approach

· It was proposed that the additional workload associated with eLearning (especially for initial engagement) is a barrier to engaging for some staff

· It was agreed that, as practiced, the workload allocation system made no differentiation between teaching time, planning etc.  This is not confined to eLearning - the work allocation system is not always used sophisticatedly e.g. no extra time for developing new modules

· It was explained that higher production standards expected when staff create online materials

· It was agreed that the work allocation system needs to retain some ‘fuzziness’, rather than being over-prescriptive.  But this should leave scope for discussion of work implications rather than the automatic allocation to each member of staff of a stipulated number of modules
· There has not (in the past) been the flexibility for HODs to release staff for eLearning (and L&T) projects.  Departments are prioritising departmental timetabling needs

	Vision

	· Increased awareness of needs to be taken into account in workload allocation whilst retaining flexibility – criterion 4

	Recommendations

	· Promoting awareness of flexibility with regard to e-learning

	
	

	Criterion
	15: Organisation

	Reported Score
	3

	Issues/constraints 


	· The relationship between the Academic Development & Practice, ILS and local support / champions (technical and pedagogic) was discussed.  It was agreed that strong and explicit coordination is needed
· It was noted that departmental arrangements for local support vary – some departments have established e-champions, others rely purely on central support
· The balance between encouraging individuals to engage with eLearning and prescriptive top-down drives within departments (or centrally) were discussed.  It was suggested that quality can be compromised when adopting a top-down model

· The need for on-going investment in hardware and software was raised
· The need to offer a variety of central and local support structures was agreed. e.g. some staff, lacking, lacking confidence are reluctant to seek central support 

· The disappointing attitude of some academic staff towards support staff identified.  It was agreed that this is a decreasing issue.

	Vision
	· Medium term – Coordinated and respected support structures

	Recommendations
	· Reflect and identify actions – project team

	
	

	Criterion
	16: Technical Support to Staff

	Reported Score
	4

	Issues/constraints 


	· The inconsistency of support in certain circumstances (e.g after 4.30 pm, times when 7500 not answered) was raised
· It was explained that timetabling prioritised the use of modern rooms in evenings to minimise the need for portable projectors/laptops to be used and supported.
· It was noted that departmental technicians can offer some local support
· It was agreed that a wide range of support is needed for increasing number and complexity of our systems

· It was acknowledged that there needs to be more effective dissemination of the range and level of technical support available

	Vision
	· Appropriately supported and technically able academic staff

	Recommendations
	· ILS to take forward issues

	
	

	Criterion
	18: Staff Recognition

	Recorded Score
	2

	Issues/constraints 


	· A dislike of the word ‘only’ in criteria – in the sense that this did not 
· It was agreed that eLearning achievement and responsibilities should recognised equally with meritorious aspects of University life

	Vision

	· 

	Recommendations

	· Marie / Gill discussions


5.5
Scoring Meeting: The Student Experience
	Timing
	Nov 26th, 1030-1230, Room: Redditch Room

	Attendeees
	Val Yates

Ellen Williams

Lucy Blackhall

Alice Kemble-Davies

Steve Joyce 

Jonathon Howard (Student)
Matthew Inwood (Student)

Richard Taylor (Student)
Jane Bairstow

qMarie Stowell (Chair)
Debbi Boden

John Colvin (Secretary)
Judith Keene

Bob Fox

Libby Symonds

Rob Herbert 

Vince Russell

	
	

	Criteria
	5: Accessibility

	Reported Score
	2

	Issues/constraints 


	· Concerns were raised that Blackboard was not at all accessible for visually impaired students.  These students found the VLE difficult and time consuming to use e.g. the need to sequentially click through links until the required link is located.  As a consequence it is not widely used by this group of students.

· It was reported that visually impaired staff have significant accessibility issues with our internal administration web systems

· It was suggested that Student Support staff expertise was not fully exploited in ensuring the accessibility of rooms and interfaces. 

· It was suggested that staff development was needed to ensure the accessibility of learning materials created by individual lecturers

· It was acknowledged that accessibility testing had been introduced for newly developed central pages and the refurbishment of teaching rooms.  However it was agreed that this could be further enhanced by formalising both procedures and testing.

· It was agreed that we had no control over the accessibility to outside materials, although there is growing awareness and compliance with DDA

· It was agreed that accessibility was not yet standard in our thinking – we are clearly not as aware as we could be

· There was a consensus that we need to raise to awareness of the issues generally amongst both support and academic staff

· It was questioned whether there were any relevant content in the PG Certificate that new academic can be required to undertake

	Vision

	· Planning: eLearning

· Use of SS expertise

· Staff awareness – eL team, L&T & SS

	Recommendations
	

	
	

	Criteria
	4: Usability

	Reported Score
	2

	Issues
	· It was agreed that although some usability testing was occurring, this was not systematic nor was it formalised.  It was agreed that usability testing could be further enhanced by formalising both procedures and testing.

· It was noted that the on-line registration system considered by some students as being unusable

· The factors, often beyond our influence, faced when trying to ensure usability were discussed e.g.

· Some systems make assumptions about installed systems software (e.g Java 8.1) without which such systems are not usable

· The interoperability of different systems can have unforeseen, yet significant consequences

· Staff and students use a number of different platforms, operating systems and browsers

· Usability is subjective, significantly more than, say, accessibility 

· Anecdotal evidence was presented that suggested that (staff) usability of classroom equipment might be issued e.g. in some rooms only tall members of staff could reach the data projector controls (without standing on a chair)

· It was suggested that students and staff could be involved in the testing process

	Vision
	· Planning stage

· Formalisation of testing



	Recomendations
	· Student involving in testing!!



	
	

	Criteria
	63: Leverage

	Reported Score
	2

	Issues
	· It was acknowledged that there was no institution-wide auditing of the IT skills of students before or at induction.

· The following facts were tabled and discussed

· SS offer some relevant basic support (e.g. use of email and Word), although but are clearly unable to support  all the student body 

· Although mature often have some IT experience they invariably require support

· We survey PC access (mainly ownership)

· It was agreed that HSC&P have a good track record of both auditing the IT skills of students and then subsequently grouping these students accordingly to their ability

· It was acknowledged that there were significant variation in the IT skill  levels of different students

· Examples were given of assumptions made in some departments that students have a particular level of IT skill e.g. that students can use Powerpoint

· It was agreed that more discussion, co-operation and collaboration was needed between ILS, SS and departments in relation to identifying and supporting student IT skills needs

· How support might be offered (e.g. embedded, lunchtime) was discussed.  It was agreed that there probably no single solution to this solution

· Whether we should expect a minimum IT-skillset of students was discussed.  It was suggested that we might expect students to undertake an IT Skills course such as ECDL in order to attain appropriate level of IT skills. 

· It was suggested that accepted students be offered an on-line diagnostic testing that incorporated signposting for self-directed help.  It was pointed out that this might not be suitable for the most needy students – those with  a minimal IT-skillset.  It was also suggested that self assessment might demotivate poor scoring students

· It was agreed that benchmarking with other HEIs might prove fruitful

	Vision
	· Support systems for students that take account of IT-skillset that students arrive with

	Recomendations
	· ILS & SS

	
	

	Criteria
	70: Widening Participation

	Reported Score
	2

	Issues
	· It was suggested that we have a track-record at Outreach, but that we can improve how we support students from a WP background

· The importance of managing perceptions was explained.  The confidence of students can drop if their initial experience is not good - this can cloud perceptions and have a significant effect on their success on the course.  The lack of transitional support & communications will contribute to students not succeeding

· The lack of WP representation on relevant bodies( e.g. ELDG that formulated UW eLearning Framework) was discussed

· It was suggested WP issues are not always raised at validations if a member of the WP Team is not on the panel

· It was noted that the ‘Flexible PGCS’  includes ‘lots’ of eLearning – initial experience is poor putting students off

· It was suggested that the slowness of the registration system and the consequences of this (e.g. inaccessibility to VLE) puts students off

· Optimism was expressed the LLN will be a fruitful source of relevant initiatives.  It was explained that the LLN were probably receptive to suggestions for projects that explored how eLearning could better support students with a typical WP background.

	Vision
	· Better understanding within the institution – adapting our provision

· Doc, implementing & reviewing : do validations always review WP

· Flexible registration

	Recomendations
	· ILS & Registry

· Communications

	
	

	Criteria
	92: Help Desk for Students

	Reported Score
	3

	Issues
	· A recent on-line student survey that specifically addressed the support students received at the Help Desk suggested that 

· Help Desk staff are helpful

· Help Desk staff support students well

· Students are not clear of the support offered by the Help Desk

· It was explained that a draft Service Level Agreement (SLA) will clarify support offered when it goes into the Public Domain

· It was agreed that a Communications Strategy would be required for the SLA 

· It was agreed that a dialogue between ILS & SU over the next year might be useful to support the evolution of the SLA

· Generally positive anecdotal evidence of a good student experience was articulated – students were particularly impressed by the support offered with Video Editing Suite, although reported poor levels of response to email enquiries.  The future move to a Portal was described – this will be used instead of directly addressed emails

· The challenges of supporting students with laptop and off-campus access problems was discussed

	Vision
	5

	Recomendations
	· ILS

Embed awareness in inductions

	
	

	Criteria
	93: Student Experience

	Reported Score
	2

	Issues
	· It was agreed that feedback from students on their eLearning experience was not explicitly elicited on a regular basis, although members of the eLearning Team had surveyed students as part of their studies on MA courses

· It was explained that forms have not evolved with the increase use of blended learning 

· It was noted that feedback on eLearning is not separately on the pilot module evaluation form currently being trialled in a number in a number of departments.  It was suggested that there be more detail on the pilot module evaluation form

· Whether experience at an institutional level should be elicited was discussed – as opposed to elicitation within the context of`course  

· Coordination

· Shouls student experience emphasise in AMRs

· How useful is generic feedback

	Vision
	5+ & this should influence eLearning strategy and provision

	Recomendations
	Project Group


5.6
Scoring Meeting: Delivering e-learning Technologies
	Timing
	Nov 26th, 1330-1530, Room: Redditch Room

	Attendees
	Kevin Pickess 

Zeb Amin

Marie Stowell

Debbi Boden

John Colvin

Judith Keene

Bob Fox

Libby Symonds

Tim Johnson 

Derek McDougall

Heather Barratt

Joe Hodgson

Sue Barnes

	
	

	Criterion
	62: Integration

	Reported Score
	3

	Issues/constraints 


	· The coupling of the administration and Blackboard systems were discussed.  It was explained that although the systems feel seamless to the user the degree of separation had advantages from a reliability standpoint – e.g. any maintenance in a totally integrated system can bring ‘all’ the system down.  The nature of integration was discussed

· The availability of more student information to staff was discussed

· It was explained that separate student and staff environments existed for staff

· Issues surrounding WebCT were discussed.  It was suggested that there exist problems regarding the consistency between class attendance (rather than enrolment) and WebCT enrolment e.g. provisional students and the need to adapt modules to the system (Education).  Anecdotal evidence suggests that some student problems can take weeks to resolve.  There was no consensus – one view was this is a student problem, whereas others suggest that we need to be more flexible in order to facilitate learning for all our students

· Issues regarding WebCT access for partners were raised

· It was reported portals were being introduced and it was who has been involved in the planning process – in particular it was suggested that staff should be be involved 

· It was agreed that an effective Communications Strategy is needed

	Opportunities
	· Aspire to a high level of integration, with sensitivity

	Recommendations
	· ILS, Registry, Health & Edu

	
	

	Criterion
	1: Adoption

	Reported Score
	4

	Issues/constraints 


	· It was noted that even some so-called ‘laggards’ are now using projectors

· It was estimated that 80% of lecturers are using our VLE or projectors in lectures

· It was suggested that HPL staff don’t engage with eLearning as much as full-time staff!! It was queried how these lecturers are supported  

· Access difficulties to our VLE for staff in Archaeology and for staff at some NHS establishments were noted.  It was explained that a recent ‘fix’ for ‘partners’ has now been implemented

· The issue of whether it should be a requirement that all staff to have a basic competence with eLearning was discussed.  It was suggested that some courses clearly required some aspects of the course to be delivered by eLearning.  There was a general view that every lecturer should have an eLearning skill-set, although there was not a consensus on whether any lecturer should be required to use eLearning

	Opportunities/Vision

	· 100% presence – minimum??

· Process?

	Recommendations
	· Project Team

	
	

	Criterion
	3: Tools

	Reported Score
	2

	Issues/constraints
	· It was acknowledged that innovators at UW are using are using wiki, blogs, MP3s, etc.  In fact these staff may now be moving on from these technologies

· How expertise could be disseminated was discussed.  Having a database of expertise was suggested.  The issue of supporting staff before a tool is adopted centrally was raised.  It was agreed that a Communications Strategy was needed

· The decision making process during the evolution of a product was discussed, together with providing support early in the evolution cycle.  The process for deciding to buy products was queried together with the relationship between institutional and departmental decision-making

· The dissemination of general information on tools was discussed

· The need to encourage innovation by retaining flexibility at departmental level was suggested

· The need for ILS and departments to share their evolution plans was agreed

	Opportunities/Vision
	Effective communications and effective planning.  Appropriate support

	Recommendations
	Project Group

	
	

	Criterion
	51: Uniformity

	Reported Score
	3

	Issues/constraints 


	· It was explained that some staff are still experiencing difficulties accessing the VLE from off-campus e.g. archaeology, non-education partners such as LEA

· How are problems fed back to ILS was questioned?  It was suggested that some users are experiencing problems but not reporting them but complaining at reviews!!  It was agreed that we need to look at the feedback mechanisms.  It was even suggested that we need to look at learning technologies feedback mechanisms throughout the  institution

· It was suggested that expansion into non-conventional partners could pose further challenges

· It was questioned whether Registry acknowledge that these problems can not totally be passed onto students

· It was suggested that we need to more proactive in dealing with problems, taking a more strategic approach

· It was agreed that we need a two-way Communications Strategy 

· The need for technical partnerships and cooperation frameworks with our partners was highlighted

· It was suggested that online connection instructions might be effective and that we need to manage student expectation of service.

· Backend Resource implications of increasing our commitment to users was explained

	Opportunities/Vision

	Aspire to 5 and address the issues

	Recommendations

	ILS, Jo Registry

	
	

	Criterion
	2: VLE Stage

	Reported Score
	5

	Issues/constraints 


	· Concerns about the negative effect on staff that might result from changing the institutional VLE were aired

· The need for Academics and Student Services representation in the planning process for a potential new VLE was highlighted

	Opportunities/Vision

	

	Recommendations

	· The inclusive planning process : ILS


5.7
Comparator Analysis
	
	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	UofW
	Average
	Standard Deviation

	1
	Adoption
	4
	5
	6
	3
	3
	3
	4
	2
	2
	4
	3.6
	1.2

	2
	VLE stage
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	6
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.1
	0.3

	3
	Tools
	5
	2
	5
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	2
	2.8
	1.2

	4
	Usability
	4
	4
	4
	1
	1
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2.5
	1.1

	5
	Accessibility
	2
	3
	2
	1
	1
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2.0
	0.6

	6
	e-Learning Strategy
	3
	5
	2
	4
	4
	5
	6
	3
	3
	4
	3.9
	1.1

	7
	Decisions on Projects
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3
	5
	4
	3
	3
	3.4
	0.7

	8
	Pedagogy
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3
	5
	2
	3
	3
	2.9
	0.8

	9
	Learning Material
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	2
	4
	2
	2
	2
	2.0
	0.8

	10
	Training
	3
	3
	2
	4
	2
	3
	4
	3
	4
	3
	3.1
	0.7

	11
	Academic Workload
	2
	1
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1.6
	0.5

	12
	Costs
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1.4
	0.5

	13
	Planning Annually
	2
	4
	2
	3
	3
	3
	4
	2
	2
	2
	2.7
	0.8

	14
	Evaluation
	4
	5
	2
	2
	2
	2
	5
	5
	5
	2
	3.4
	1.4

	15
	Organisation
	2
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	4
	4
	3
	2.9
	0.7

	16
	Technical Support to Staff
	4
	4
	3
	5
	4
	2
	2
	2
	3
	4
	3.3
	1.0

	17
	Quality Assurance
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	4
	1
	3
	3
	4
	2.8
	0.9

	18
	Staff Recognition and Reward
	3
	3
	2
	1
	2
	2
	1
	2
	3
	2
	2.1
	0.7

	19
	Decisions on Programmes
	3
	1
	2
	3
	3
	4
	3
	3
	2
	3
	2.7
	0.8

	20
	Quality Enhancement
	2
	3
	3
	3
	4
	5
	5
	3
	4
	3
	3.5
	0.9


Analysis of this comparator data for the core criteria should be performed cautiously, even though all institutions employed standard criteria.  The grading statements are subjective in nature and some of our stakeholders expressed the view that some are ambiguous and also that some are not exclusive.  Informal discussions with cohort HEIs suggested that the grading at some institutions may have been influenced by the wish to highlight particular weaknesses, the need to attract funding for potential projects or the intention to paint a particular ‘outward’ picture of that HEI.
Criteria for which all institutions scored disappointingly were Accessibility, Learning Material, Academic Workload Loads, Costs and Staff Recognition and Rewards.  The report recommends that accessibility testing is formalised and it acknowledges that greater technical awareness is made available to those involved with the Learning Material, Academic Workload Loads and Costs criteria.  The report also suggests that the Directors of QED and Personnel meet to discuss issues related to the Staff Recognition and Rewards criteria.  Our score for the Evaluation criteria must be seen in the context of the bi-modal distribution of scores – we suggest that comparison against the mean is unreasonable here.  Nevertheless the report proposes how when can tackle issues raised including, inter alia, reviewing how we elicit feedback from students and showcasing good eLearning practice. 

Our high score for the Quality Assurance criteria was applauded by our consultants and is noteworthy.  Otherwise scores were generally of a median nature and were very similar to those of the other institutions.  None of the institutions are in the vanguard in terms of eLearning. 
Comparator for optional criteria is limited and would violate anonymity.  In accordance with the wishes of the cohort of participating HEIs, this has not been included
6 Recommendations and Planning 
6.1 Theme: Integrating e-Learning into our Planning Processes
	Criteria
	Issue Agreed at Meeting
	Recommendation
	Complete By
	Action

	6: e-Learning Strategy

	eLearning Framework could be better aligned with all other institutional strategies; is not currently reflected at in all local plans; would be strengthened if it identified measures of success, timescales and resource implications
A communications strategy is needed to raise awareness, disseminate good practice, encourage innovation and generally inform staff about e-learning potential 
	Review the eLearning Strategy, re-align with other UW strategies and plans, and deal with issues raised at 6.1.13, 6.3.8, 6.4.70 & 6.5.1
…then develop a plan for local implementation (in the context of the Herts CABLE project) to include departmental visioning and use in business planning 
…disseminate the revised eLearning Strategy effectively by establishing a communications strategy for eLearning
	Sept 2008

	Debbie Boden


	7: Decisions (Projects)


	There is a lack of clarity and awareness of the decision making process in relation to eLearning development projects
	Review the ILS decision making and project management process for eLearning projects to ensure transparency and alignment with other related decision-making structures.  Deal with issues raised at 6.5.3
… disseminate the revised decision making and project management process effectively
	April 30th 2008

	Judith Keene


	12: Costs

	Although a FEC process exists, its effectiveness and robustness could be enhanced  by
· Greater understanding and awareness of both eLearning and costing in departments 
· Eradicating the occasional practice of underestimating costs in order to expedite the approval process
· Further developing the FEC system to achieve finer granularity
	Review the FEC process to ensure that eLearning is robustly costed e.g. devise case studies
… disseminate the revised FEC process effectively

Engage eLearning Team in supporting departments in developing eLearning aspects of programme proposals.  Deal with issues raised at  6.1.19

	Review Sept 2008

Implement

Sept 2009
April 2008

	Maire Stowell
(liaise with Pat Finch)

Libby Symonds (liaise with Julian Martin)



	13: Planning (Annual)

	There is a defined annual monitoring and planning cycle, however local eLearning plans (where they exist) are not always -

· aligned with the central eLearning strategy
· produced

· sufficiently strategic

· not always embedded in other departmental plans

· SMART


	See 6.1.6 

(“..develop a plan for local implementation”)
	
	

	19:Decisions (Programmes)

	eLearning is not fully articulated in programme and module proposals and there is 
· little involvement of eLearning experts in the planning process
· sometimes variance between plans (as stated in DVD) and the implementation 
	See 6.1.12 (“Engage eLearning Team..”)
	
	


6.2  Theme: Ensuring an Excellent e-learning Experience
	Criteria
	Issue Agreed at Meeting
	Recommendation
	Complete By
	Action

	17:Quality Assurance

	Although the formal validation/review processes expect eLearning issues to be considered, this is not always the case in practice
Clarification is needed regarding any differences in how predominately eLearning and blended learning programmes should be validated 
	Validation procedures should be reviewed to ensure that:
 …. the issues associated with incorporating eLearning in programmes are addressed in documentation and, crucially, in discussion

… there is evidence of team discussion about issues and approaches in preparation for validation [rather than after the event].  Such discussions should include e-pedagogy experts.

Review the associated validation procedures for courses to be delivered predominately by eLearning
	Sept 2008
Sept 2008


	Julian Martin
Julian Martin




	20:Quality Enhancement


	There is potential for more quality enhancement initiatives which 

….exploit the potential of eLearning

….go beyond project work by enthusiasts and involve both academic departments and key service departments, [eg. ILS, Registry, Student services, etc.]
…adopt a strategic approach
	Review policies and procedures for quality enhancement initiatives to ensure greater priority and consideration of eLearning
Encourage the eLearning Team to support teams in developing on-line learning activities and materials.  Showcase good eLearning practice.
	Review Sept 2008
Review Sept 2008


	Marie Stowell
Libby Symonds 



	14:

Evaluation


	Clarification is needed about whether we should evaluate eLearning separately from the overall learning experience.

	Review the standard module evaluation questionnaire to include a specific on eLearning and consider further how eLearning is evaluated within the context of the overall learning experience. 
Explicitly include eLearning in the Peer Observation Scheme
	Sept 2008
Sept 2008

	Julian Martin
Ian Scott

 

	9:Learning Materials
	There should be clear quality guidance (not regulation) on the creation of learning materials
There should be a co-ordinated support model for academic staff using eLearning that has both central and local strands.  
	Design, create and disseminate guidance on the creation of learning materials
Develop an appropriate co-ordinated support model for eLearning that has both local and centralised strands.  Deal with issues raised at 6.3.15 & 6.3.16
	Review Sept 2008
Sept 2008
	Libby Symonds  
Debbi Boden




6.3 Theme: The Lecturer Experience
	Criteria
	Issue Agreed at Meeting
	Recommendation
	Complete By
	Action

	8: Pedagogy
	We should develop a Communications Strategy to raise awareness of ePedagogy
A range of local and central strategies are required to raise the level of e-pedagogy - support, training, subject based champions, team teaching, collaborative approaches 

The issue of whether teaching staff could choose not to engage with eLearning needs resolving.  It was agreed that staff should appreciate eLearning to a level that enabled non-engagers to articulate a robust pedagogic rationale for their non-engagement? 
	See 6.1.6 (“Review the eLearning..”)
See 6.1.6 (“Review the eLearning..” and “..then develop”)
Consider whether all teaching staff should have/develop eLearning capabilities.  Address within Staff professional Development and 6.1.6 (“Review the eLearning..”)


	Sept 2008
	Marie Stowell

	10: Training
	We should develop a more systematic (needs analysis) and better co-ordinated provision of training (between local and central providers)
	Review and develop current approach to eLearning training/staff development
	Sept 2008
	Debbi Boden (with Ian Scott) 

	11: Academic Workload
	There is a need for flexibility in timetabling where courses are delivered through blended or eLearning 
	Develop and implement a communications strategy for raising awareness of the need for flexibility in timetabling where courses are delivered through blended or eLearning
	Sept 2008
	Marie Stowell

	15: Organisation
	We need to offer a variety of central and local support structures to fully exploit the potential of integrating eLearning, and develop ways in which support staff (e.g. eLearning ILS Team) can work with course development teams
	See 6.2.9 ( “Develop an appropriate ..”)
Develop and implement a strategy for building partnerships with academic departments
	May 2008
	Debbi Boden
with Chair LTSEC

	16: Technical Support to Staff
	A wide range of support is needed for increasing number and complexity of our systems. It was acknowledged that there needs to be more effective dissemination of the range and level of technical support available
	See 6.2.9 ( “Develop an appropriate ..”)

	
	

	18: Staff Recognition
	eLearning achievement and responsibilities should be recognised equally with other meritorious aspects of University life
	Review the extent to which current reward and recognition schemes make explicit reference to eLearning
	April 2008
	Marie Stowell


6.4 Theme: The Student Experience
	Criteria
	Issue Agreed at Meeting
	Recommendation
	Complete By
	Action

	5: Accessibility
	Student Support staff expertise is not fully exploited in ensuring the accessibility of rooms and interfaces.
Accessibility testing for newly developed central pages, the refurbishment of teaching rooms and 3rd party products  could be further enhanced by formalising both procedures and testing.
We need to raise to awareness of the issues generally amongst both support and academic staff
It was questioned whether there were any relevant content in the PG Certificate that new academic can be required to undertake
	ILS and Registry to meet and explore the issue
Formal accessibility (and usability) testing to be introduced.  Review (using SS and students) existing systems to identify those that do not afford an appropriate level of accessibility (& usability)
Create and implement an appropriate

communications strategy to raise awareness of accessibility (and usability) in relation to eLearning
Review the content of PG Certificate for accessibility content
	May 2008
May 2008

May 2008

Sept 2008
	Chris Garrett
Chris Garrett

Chris Garrett

Ian Scott

	4: Usability
	Although some usability testing was occurring, this was neither systematic nor formalised.  It was agreed that usability testing could be further enhanced by formalising both procedures and testing.
Some of our in-house web systems are considered by some students as being difficult to use

	See 6.4.5 (“Formal accessibility (and usability) testing to be introduced”) 

	
	

	63: Leverage
	More discussion, co-operation and collaboration was needed between ILS, SS and departments to suggest appropriate support systems for students that take account of the IT-skillset that students arrive with
	Review how IT skills of new students are identified and developed.
	Review Sept 2008
	Roger Prout


	70: Widening Participation
	A better understanding of how eLearning can assist the WP agenda is needed within the institution to enable us to adapt our provision appropriately


	See 6.1.6 (realign eLearning Strategy with WP Strategy)
Review the transitional support for students from non-traditional backgrounds, how delivering courses using eLearning can increase access and how WP is represented on eLearning advisory committees
	Dec 2008

	Roger Prout
Ian 
Scott


	92: Help Desk for Students
	A recent on-line student survey suggested that students are not clear of the support offered by the Help Desk.  A draft Service Level Agreement (SLA) will clarify support offered when it goes into the public domain
	Review the associated dissemination mechanisms with SU, and create and implement a communications strategy for the forthcoming SLA. Deal with issues raised at 6.5.51
	Sept 2008 (New Student Intake)
	Judith Keene

	93: Student Experience
	Feedback from students on their eLearning experience is not explicitly elicited on a regular basis

It was noted that feedback on eLearning is not separately elicited on the pilot module evaluation form 
	Review all the mechanisms used by UW to elicit feedback on the eLearning experience 
(In the meantime) incorporate eLearning into the ILS Student Survey.  Involve Student Union and explore ideas such as video diaries.
	Sept 2008
Sept 2008
	Julian Martin
Judith Keene


6.5 Theme: Delivering e-learning Technologies
	Criteria
	Issue Agreed at Meeting
	Recommendation
	Complete By
	Action

	62: Integration
	Issues surrounding WebCT still exist to the detriment of learning e.g. the relationship between class attendance (rather than enrolment) and WebCT module registration, some student problems can take weeks to resolve.  
Issues regarding WebCT access for partners still exist and clarity is needed regarding the reporting mechanisms
It was reported portals were being introduced and it was who has been involved in the planning process – in particular it was suggested that staff should be involved.  The need for an effective Comms Strategy was agreed
	Facilitate further discussions between ILS, Registry, Health & Education 
Liaise with Joe Hodgson. Create and implement a communications strategy to clarify reporting procedures.  Deal with issues raised at 6.5.1 & 6.5.51

	April 2008
April 2008


	Debbi Boden
Debbi Boden



	1: Adoption
	The issue of whether all staff should be expected to engage with and develop competency in eLearning (including Blackboard) was identified as central to future strategy.  This included HPL staff who were thought less likely to engage with eLearning

There are access difficulties to our VLE for staff in Archaeology and for staff at some NHS establishments.
	Review the policy on staff engagement with eLearning as part of 6.1.6 (“Review the eLearning..”)
Initiate a regular audit of VLE usage

Review the use of eLearning by HPL staff and the eLearning support/training that they receive
See 6.5.62 (“Liaise with Joe Hodgson. Create .. ”)


	Sept 2008
Sept 2008


	Libby Symonds
Libby Symonds


	3: Tools
	Dissemination UW expertise in innovative use of tools would be useful as a potential support mechanism – perhaps creating a database?  Generally, it would be useful to re-examine how we support tools early in the evolutionary cycle.  There is a need for ILS and departments to share their developmental plans
There is some lack of awareness of the decision-making process during the early development of a tool immediately prior to adoption
	Review how we share our developmental plans and also how we support tools early in the evolutionary cycle.  Link into development, support and project management
See 6.1.7 


	Sept 2008

	Debbi Boden


	51: Uniformity
	Mechanisms for reporting off-campus access faults and communicating developments are not robust 

Further advice should be available to off-campus users about access and availability of systems and tools
There is a need to strengthen technical partnerships and cooperation frameworks with our partners
	See 6.5.62 (“Liaise with Jo Hodgson. Create .. ”)

See 6.4.92
Explore technical partnerships and cooperation frameworks with our partners
	Sept 2008
	Zeb Amin

	2: VLE Stage
	There are concerns about the negative effect on staff that might result from changing the institutional VLE.  There is an acknowledged need for Academics and Student Services representation in the planning process for a potential new VLE.
	Ensure that the planning process includes both academics and Student Services representation
	Feb 2008
	Debbi Boden


7
Reflection and Evaluation 
7.1
The benchmarking process: Anticipated and Actual Scope
The anticipation of the project team to was to carry out an institutional exercise that 

1. elicited and analysed data that modeled eLearning related activity centrally, at a academic departmental level and at our partner institutions.

2. investigated different facets of eLearning at our HEI including, inter alia, eLearning tools employed, ePedagogy adopted, eLearning development processes, impact of eLearning on our quality systems, impact of eLearning on Staff, how we support staff and students, how we plan and the e-experience that our students receive

3. benchmarked ourselves against other institutions

4. involved representatives from all relevant stakeholders in a frank and honest discussion and self -evaluation

5. identify prioritised issues that we need to address and develop agreed plans to target these issues 

Overall, the exercise achieved this scope, with the following qualifications

1. Generally the data collected at academic departmental level were samples, rather than systematic data from all departments.  This approach enabled the project to involve all departments alongside taking a realistic view of the data collection capacities of the project.  The team is considering running this exercise at department level in the future.  The data collected in respect of our partners, although significant, was not as detailed as for our own institution

2. We investigated all anticipated facets

3. Working in a cohort has been invaluable, enabling a fruitful exchange of ideas and stimulating lively debate.  The Project Team is not fully convinced that a comparison of benchmark scores will be as useful (scores being a complex outcome of the methodology, participants and interpretation, rather than relatively ‘objective’ assessments) as the more informal interaction and discussion that has been enabled during the exercise.

4. The Project Team has been impressed by how, on the whole, stakeholders at our institution have openly, constructively and enthusiastically engaged with the exercise.  At all levels staff and students volunteered to offer data and participate in the scoring meetings at which eLearning issues were identified and discussed – the challenge of accommodating more than expected staff at one meeting illustrates this participation.  There were only occasional ‘apologies’ at these meetings –our only disappointment was that it proved difficult to get HoDs involved

7.2
Affordances 
Taking part in the exercise has enabled us to:

· examine self-critically our ‘e-learning’ capability on a wide range of measures

· promote a shared understanding of e-learning and raise its profile within our institution

· assess progress in implementing the University’s commitments to support student learning through integrated and pedagogically informed use of learning technologies

· adopt a participative approach to tackling e-issues

· provide the University with a sustainable mechanism for evaluating progress and eliciting information to support strategic and operational decision making with respect to e-learning.

If we were to start again we would probably carry a number of activities differently

· We would devise strategies to encourage stakeholders attending scoring meetings to engage more deeply with the data analysis undertaken by the Project Team.  A week prior to scoring meetings detailed and summary data were released to participants.  Understandably participants attended scoring meetings without having read or analysed the available data.  To address this we allowed participants ‘reading’ time before each criterion to acquaint themselves with the evidence.  Although this strategy was partially successful, we suggest that an even more informed debate could have occurred. 
· We would also plan the exercise more fully as a change management exercise from the outset and sought to involve one or two departments more systematically from the outset as champions or ‘pilots’
7.3 
Constraints, institutional reactions and unexpected issues

The Project Team has been impressed by how, on the whole, stakeholders at our institution have openly, constructively and enthusiastically engaged with the exercise.  This has resulted in our holding a number of extremely productive scoring meeting at which crucial eLearning issues have been identified, these issues have been discussed frankly and possible approaches to addressing these issues have been proposed.

Constraints were time and resources available for collecting data – the previous UW exercise contributed significantly here, but we would have liked to do more.

Prior to meetings the Project Team identified potential issues to ensure completeness of the discussions, and generally no other issues emerged at scoring meetings.  However, it is interesting to note that unquestionably the most contentious issue was whether staff enjoy the autonomy not to engage with eLearning in the face of institutional and student drivers for more engagement
7.4
Key Issues emerging from the Exercise
The exercise coincided with a re-organisation of strategic responsibility for leading eLearning developments and also a new senior appointment – this, together with the project has enabled us to bring together those working within Learning and Teaching and Information and Learning services to work more effectively together and establish a stronger sense of joint ownership and leadership on these matters.

We have identified a large number of key issues that require addressing.  These issues are broadly categorised as

· Staff development and support: the institution needs to further enhance central and local co-ordination, further integrate technical and pedagogic aspects, enhance needs analysis and review dissemination mechanisms

· To what extent, in different contexts, should eLearning be considered independently general L&T issues?

· Should staff enjoy the autonomy not to engage with eLearning in the face of institutional and student drivers for more engagement?

· Is our planning of eLearning (at a number of different levels) robust?

· Formalisation of procedures: we need to document and verify procedures that have emerged informally to meet the changing demands of eLearning

· We need to increase the awareness of the subtleties and potential of eLearning particularly amongst non-practitioners

· We need to address the need for effective communications strategies in respect of a number of aspects of eLearning in our Institution

7.5
Key Messages about e-learning for the Sector
Elearning is rapidly evolving and influential in Higher Education.  The rapid nature of this evolution will necessarily impact significantly on many aspects of University life e.g. the way we teach, the support we need to offer to staff and students.  We believe that it is prudent to introduce flexibility into the way we work in order to exploit emerging potential as soon as possible.  It would be also be naïve to believe that flexibility alone will be able to cope with, or even identify, the impact that eLearning is and could be making to University life.  We therefore suggest that it is necessary to embed half-yearly periodic review mechanisms intended to evaluate emerging eLearning developments and to evaluate the how eLearning initiatives have impacted on us.

It is also worth noting the value of inclusive and participative engagement in strategic planning for e-learning resulting from such an exercise and the potential impact of this kind of exercise to raise the profile of e-learning within an institution and support development.
7.6 Sustainability

It is proposed to convene an eLearning Strategic Review Group with the responsibility both to monitor the implementation of the recommendations of this report, and also then to monitor the further development and implementation of eLearning strategy 

The terms of reference of this proposed group gave yet to be finalised, however it is anticipated that its membership might reflect the views of the Executive, ILS Management Team, Academic Development and Practice Unit, eLearning Team and academic deprtments

� University of Hertfordshire’s CABLE project draws on the change models and resources of the HEA Change Academy to create a change model for more widespread development of blended learning within, and between, Schools and Faculties


� Leicester University’s Pathfinder CHEETAH project aims to encourage and to support subject teams work to implement effective e-learning designs for new or redesigns for existing courses
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