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Executive Summary

PROWE (Personal Repositories Online Wiki Environment) was a research project that addressed the challenge of supporting part-time distance education tutors’ continuing professional development (CPD) needs, including collaboration and resource sharing, through the provision of informal and personal repositories created using wiki and wiki-type environments.  The project’s main aim was to investigate the extent to which informal repositories within wiki and blogs could meet the professional development needs of part-time tutors for sharing and storing resources.
The project identified the most appropriate tools for the tutors purposes by using a set of criteria developed with this user group.   To test the transferability of lessons learned from the project, both the criteria and the tools were tested across the two partner institutions, the Open University and the University of Leicester, each of which presented a significantly different context of use. Tutor requirements were identified through focus group interviews and an experimental/demonstrator wiki followed-up by questionnaire surveys. Subsequent to the trial period, tutors’ use of PROWE’s personal and informal repositories was supported through a longer period when courses were being presented. Tutors’ use of the tools was evaluated afterwards by means of focus groups and interviews.
Rather than develop a ‘Repository Management Reference Model’ the project produced a  PROWE ‘Repository Ecology’ as a means of understanding the significance of the processes involved. This took a baseline from Nardi and O’Day, 1999
, and incorporated the idea of “actant” from Actor Network Theory – this latter point allowed for an understanding of agency on the part of otherwise “inanimate” elements involved in the operation of the environment.  The PROWE ecology is a more flexible and thus less time-bound alternative to the ‘Repository Management Reference Model’ and it provides a more viable way to model PROWE as an entity (and will possibly facilitate replicating it elsewhere) because it relates more easily to other information ecologies. Intersection/interaction points where different elements within the ecology meet have inspired the production of a series of ‘“how to”, questions to ask’, guides of use to other institutions interested in creating their own PROWE type environments for facilitating CPD. These, along with sections on barriers and enablers, form the heart of a PROWE ‘repository management toolkit’. 
Metadata was considered form the beginning to be critical to success because possible reuse of materials in the repository would be dependent on users being able to find ones which were of interest to them.  The project developed a recommended metadata profile for CPD profiles based on the Friend of a Friend (FOAF) vocabulary.  A key metadata finding was that whilst tutors were very happy to input personal metadata within the wiki/blog (perhaps for kudos and networking reasons) they were not interested in adding more than minimal metadata for resources they deposited into the community repository. Instead they want folksonomy type metadata fields.  For up-loaded resources a title, description and a folksonomy field were the acceptable maximum that tutors would be happy to add themselves. 
The successful adoption of wiki and blog tools depends on a wide variety of factors, including the institutional environment, the current practices of staff and the alternative tools available.  Staff will only share resources if they can see a benefit in doing so; often this is rather a hypothetical benefit and one which they see as attaching to others rather than to themselves.
At a time when many part-time staff are peripatetic and/or based in multiple institutions we need to find sustainable solutions in order to both preserve the materials resulting from their teaching and promote that work as evidence of their professional competence. In terms of ePortfolios, a secure national service such as UKERNA could be a solution.

There are ongoing lessons to be learned about the evolving relationship between flexible and rapidly changing Internet and open source web technologies and the traditional practices of established institutions.  Institutions are challenged to ensure that their technology developments and their culture keep pace with the external information environment.

1.0
Background

Although increasingly common, online networking tools - such as blogs and wiki – are relatively new, and their use was relatively rare at the inception of this project. These tools have the capacity to encourage the exchange of ideas whilst also providing support in the form of access to resources, people and materials.  Informal and personal repositories, created using blog and wiki-type environments, were identified as having particular potential for supporting the continuing professional development (CPD) needs of part time distance education tutors. They are less staff resource intensive than formal repositories but nonetheless permit remotely accessing tutors to engage, as a community, in analysis, synthesis and production of new knowledge.
The PROWE project was initiated to investigate the full potential of these informal and personal repositories using new online, accessible and cost-effective networking tools such as blogs and wiki to encourage the exchange of ideas, supported by access to resources and people. The two partner institutions, The Open University (OU) and University of Leicester (UoL), whilst very different in constitution, are both large scale providers of distance education and together offer a variety of contexts for successful implementation of technology solutions from which valuable lessons can be learned for future transfer to other institutions.  
The OU uses a highly successful and evolving blend of online and offline delivery methods, including a large network of tutors, to support distance teaching. UoL is an on-campus university with a very significant post graduate distance learning programme and makes comprehensive use of e-learning. Increasingly this involves use of a commercial Virtual Learning Environment (Blackboard).  Both institutions have been extremely highly rated (within the top 10) in the recent National Student Surveys reflecting an emphasis on teaching quality. Both institutions have e-learning strategies which are in line with HEFCE, JISC and DFES e-learning strategies.  Partnerships, open source software, personalised learning environments and peer-to-peer solutions are relevant in all the strategies.
1.1
The Open University

The OU has 180,000 distance students, 25,000 are outside of the UK.  Over 7,000 part time tutors are employed on a regional basis to support these students.  The tutors form a network of heterogeneous and geographically dispersed communities. The majority of them juggle tutoring work with other employment, often as lecturers in other institutions.  It can be very difficult for these staff to meet others outside of their geographical area. For over 10 years the OU has used FirstClass conferencing software on a large scale to facilitate communication between students and tutors, and between tutors. However, to date, it has not offered collaborative writing tools beyond those used within a few innovative and isolated courses. 
The OU in Scotland’s SOLACE
 project established that tutors learn best when given the chance to exchange ideas on approaches to teaching and learning amongst themselves.  However, to date, sharing beyond regions and courses has not been well supported because of the logistical problems associated with a network of part-time geographically dispersed staff.

Having an extensive UK regional and worldwide presence, the OU is a unique organisation in the UK HE operating context. However, its use of part-time teaching staff and its concern with providing these people with appropriate professional development and opportunities for quality enhancement is widely replicated across the HE and FE sectors wherever there is widespread use of part-time tutors.  
The OU has a number of personal repository tools available to both staff and students, including the online personalised library system MyOpenLibrary
, and MyStuff
, an ePortfolios tool. All OU learners and tutors have access to personal bibliographic management tools, such as Endnote and RefWorks.  In addition, part-time tutors have a personal portal on the ‘TutorHome’ website via which they have access to library resources, staff development information and online discussion forum.  Given the large number of tutors employed by the OU the ‘whole community’ forum can be unwieldy and difficult to use. PROWE tools sought to provide a more user-friendly and informal approach to sharing, learning and collaborating.  

1.2
The University of Leicester
The UoL is a mixed mode institution with around 19,000 students in total, including over 7,000 undergraduate and postgraduate distance students. There are some 350 associate instructors, mainly distance-learning tutors, but some tutor on both full and part-time courses. The associates have diverse terms and conditions of engagement based on their individual roles and departmental affiliations. They also have limited and ad hoc access to staff development activities and few have access to UoL email but must rather rely on their personal email service provider for online connectivity; at the start of the PROWE project only a few tutors had central service accounts. Distance learning at the UoL has historically been organised at departmental level. This has led to differences between the terms and conditions of tutors in different departments within the same institution.  This is in contrast to the Open University’s unified approach to tutor engagement but is perhaps typical of many other mixed-mode delivery UK Higher Education Institutions.  Institutional involvement by staff engaged in distance learning – particularly associates, had been limited prior to the start of the project.  There was no collaborative communication environment for UoL tutors, however, the University was (and still is) committed to the Blackboard Virtual Learning Environment.  The flexibility and collaborative nature of the PROWE environment has the potential to encourage the  participation of all associate instructors.  

The PROWE environment developed and explored by this project has also been trialed as part of the University of Leicester's Academic Practice programme. This approach to teaching is relevant both for colleagues new to teaching in HE and for the personal development of more experienced colleagues.  The incorporation of such work in the Academic Practice programme will assist the dissemination of the findings of the project through the University of Leicester and its wider network.  The results will also be disseminated through the Colleges-University of Leicester Network (CULN) – a significant regional alliance linking further and higher education institutions.  Teacher training is a particular strength of this network, and has included the collaborative development of the Professional Certificate in Education (PCE) – an initial teacher-training programme for the post-16 sector across the region.

2.0
Aims and Objectives

A constantly changing landscape has been a consequence of the fast pace of technology development during the PROWE project lifetime.  The rapid proliferation of so called “web 2.0” technology and, in particular, the explosion of free online storage (e.g. Google.docs
) could not have been foreseen at the project inception.  In Autumn 2006, in light of the speed of change around us in the online education sector we reviewed and revised the Project Plan.  It was important to take a step back and review the aims and objectives so that they could be re-aligned with the current environment and so ensure that the project outcomes would be useful to the wider community. The aims and objectives were revised as follows:
a. Identify the most sustainable technology solution(s) to support the establishment and the development of proactive communities of practice for the partners’ distance education tutors.

b. Undertake user needs analysis and research to develop feasible metadata models to underpin the development of electronic collaborative working environments for the part-time tutor community which are both cost effective and non resource intensive.

c. Evaluate existing collaborative communication tools leading to the development of guidelines for web based accessible communications tools to support proactive online collaboration for communities of practice.

d. Evaluate the use of informal and personal repositories by staff across both institutions using data capture methods to record the use and explanations of the users for comparative purposes and deeper analysis of use in practice.

e. Ensure the interoperability of collaborative communications tools used with other systems resources, making full use of RSS feeds and other options to provide additional ‘continuous professional development’ updates to PROWE sites.

f. Deliver case studies of the application of communications tools in practice in teaching and learning based on experiences in the two partner institutions.

PROWE aimed to address some of the practical issues around building an information sharing culture.  Informal repositories such as wiki and weblogs which need little or no moderation, for example, are low staff resource intensive options for engaging part-time remote tutors in sharing. Use of these environments by tutors and other potential users may also encourage them to towards later interacting with other more formal repositories.
This project has supported a bottom up approach to delivering significant benefits for the education community.  At its heart has been a combined weblog (Tebbutt
) allowing multiple authors in a distributed environment to post items of interest or past experience and wiki, a collaborative authoring system. Both the OU and UoL used open source versions of these tools, readily available environments that can be easily embedded into existing software and work effectively within established institutional systems.   

3.0
Methodology

The project developed a central research question: 
"In what ways could wiki and wiki-type environments be useful and useable as
personal and informal repositories to support professional development
within part-time tutor communities of practice?"

In order to address this question we set out to identify the most appropriate tools for these tutors purposes by using a set of criteria developed with this user group.   In order to test the transferability of lessons learned from the project, both the criteria and the tools were tested across two institutions, each presented significantly different contexts of use. 

The first step for the project was to find out about the users (tutors) and to identify their requirements.  Focus groups and use of an experimental/demonstrator wiki were used with OU and UoL tutors. These were later followed up by questionnaire surveys (evaluation phase 1). 
Originally it was intended that the analysis of requirements was to input into the development of a user defined ‘Repository Management Reference Model’ in order to inform the final choice of tools and criteria for the selection of tools were developed at an early stage. In the event, however, the two institutions used different tools, a reflection of their different contexts. Rather than develop a ‘Repository Management Reference Model’ (as originally planned), we produced a  PROWE ‘Repository Ecology’ as a means of understanding the significance of the processes involved. This took a baseline from Nardi and O’Day, 1999
, and incorporated the idea of “actant” from Actor Network Theory – this latter point allowed for an understanding of agency on the part of otherwise “inanimate” elements involved in the operation of the environment.  The PROWE ecology is a more flexible and thus less time-bound alternative to the ‘Repository Management Reference Model’ and it provides a more viable way to model PROWE as an entity (and will possibly facilitate replicating it elsewhere) because it relates more easily to other information ecologies. Intersection/interaction points where different elements within the ecology meet have inspired the production of a series of “how to”, questions to ask, guides of use to other institutions interested in creating their own PROWE type environments for facilitating CPD. These, along with sections on barriers and enablers, form the heart of a PROWE ‘repository management toolkit’. 
Tutors’ use of PROWE’s personal and informal repositories was supported through one trial period of use and, subsequently, through a longer period when courses were being presented. Use was evaluated afterwards by means of focus groups and interviews.
Metadata was considered form the beginning to be critical to success because possible reuse of materials in the repository would be dependent on users being able to find ones which were of interest to them. The main metadata tasks were to:
· Find out about users metadata requirements
· Identify a suitable schema (one for objects and one for professional development)
· Develop a metadata application profile (customise the schema to meet the users needs).

· Implement Metadata workflow and Quality Assurance
Once again, changes in the online education context during the course of the project impacted on the metadata work and new ways were found of meeting initial aims. These are fully documented in the metadata report for the project. 
3.1
Specific Issues

Culture change

The whole concept of wiki and blog use embraces a climate of collegiality and grass roots development and support.  This level of informality contrasts with traditional approaches to staff development. 
Use, re-use and re-versioning of content

We recognised that both Higher Education Institutions and individual users have an interest in the use, re-use and re-purposing of content held within and referenced from blogs and wiki. We investigated what information was required and whether and how we could track the use, re-use and re-purposing of content within the various systems.  We found that there was little evidence of re-use/re-purposing of content although there were clear examples of practice from Elgg and the wiki environment.  Technical difficulties with the environment and the fact that the system was not guaranteed to be maintained beyond the project lifetime may have had an impact on users’ willingness to make full use of all resources available to them – especially the storage options. There were examples within Plone of re-use, only some of which were related to staff development. The small sample size at UoL also limits the amount of wider interpretation that can reasonably be done. The evaluation report explores barriers to re-use.  
All users (host institutions individual users) needed to be clear that they should acknowledge the originator of any material they used which was not their own. We referred users to the existing OU/UoL guides to referencing and plagiarism. Chris Pegler, the PROWE Evaluation Consultant developed a PROWE Copyright Notice which was finalised following feedback from Richard McCracken, a national expert on copyright and Head of Rights at the OU, from John Casey of the JISC TrustDR project and from JISC Legal.  The notice was posted on the OU’s Elgg/PmWiki and we stated that this is what we expected users to abide by.  A draft Copyright notice based on the Elgg/PmWiki version was adapted for the UoL Plone environment and is currently under review as part of a broader consideration of copyright matters at UoL. Roger Dence developed some tutor discussion material which identified IPR issues for tutors seeking to re-use content. The sharing of all types of rich media (including audio and video) means that the issue encompasses wider issues of intellectual property rights, including performance rights.  These IPRs potentially have an effect on the ways in which podcasts and Breeze presentations can be used. 
Interoperability

The tools used/developed needed to be compatible with existing IT systems at both institutions.  There is a move within academia towards enterprise-wide repository solutions.  The Open University, in common with other institutions is implementing an Enterprise Content Management System and both partners either already have or are in the process of developing their own Virtual Learning Environments – Moodle at the OU and Blackboard at UoL.  
Elgg, which was used for PROWE at the OU, has recently launched a version which although not available in a stable form in time to be used for PROWE, could be integrated into a Moodle VLE and thus the project outcomes in terms of lessons learnt, could be particularly pertinent for the OU context.  
At the UoL, the development of the Plone CMS, with its integral wiki/blog features, has been significantly informed by participation in the PROWE project. The Plone wiki development is already  supported well at an institutional level and used for a wider range of purposes than simply to support PROWE activity.  Development work continues in order to maximise integration. RSS feeds are compatible across all these tools although authentication protocols at the OU raised issues that would need to be addressed if the PROWE environment was to be fully integrated there.  With the UoL Blackboard VLE, wiki/blog features are now available as third party plug-ins, and have been adopted as a standard provision for courses from September 2007 (i.e. separately from those that are embedded within Plone). There are some early indications (see Evaluation Report) that these tools - which are linked more closely with the teaching platform that tutors are learning to use – may be preferred to Plone in the longer term.
Metadata

The project was to deliver a relatively traditional repository metadata application profile and build a new Continuous Professional Development (CPD) metadata profile based on the associate teacher’s and tutor’s needs. This process was to be based around metadata lifecycle approaches and quality assurance of the metadata tutors applied to the resources the uploaded, building upon the experience of JISC Projects funded under the Exchange for Learning (X4L) programme. We reviewed the present use of metadata within JISC funded repository projects and also the literature analysing the use and success of metadata implementation
. We also paid close attention to the findings of other JISC projects that were taking place or finishing during the lifecycle of the PROWE project
.
The project developed a recommended metadata profile for CPD profiles based on the Friend of a Friend (FOAF) vocabulary. FOAF is a widely used social networking standard which will enable the import and export of profiles between the project systems and other personal networking systems, and is more flexible than formal education based profiles such as IMS LIP and EduPerson. Metadata workflow quality assurance was not implemented due to technical issues and feedback from users regarding how they would wish to use the community tools. See section 5.2 for the metadata findings.
Usability and accessibility
We have done all possible, against the guidelines available, in order to ensure that the project’s wiki/blog tools and the project website are useable by and accessible to their target audiences. Issues requiring consideration included: page design, screen loading times, printer and screen-reader friendly screens/interfaces.  Notwithstanding this effort, comments have been made about the problems of uploading files into the systems on both sites (see the PROWE Evaluation report).  We have complied with relevant web accessibility standards and specifications and have conducted an expert accessibility review of the two systems as part of the formal evaluation.  
4.0
Implementation

To find out about the users (tutors) and to identify their requirements for any CPD supporting system focus groups were held in December 2005. Those consulted consisted of two groups of distance education tutors at the OU and other groups of central academic staff involved in teaching/learning technologies at UoL. The focus groups were followed up by a questionnaire survey sent to other tutors who had not been able to attend the f2f events. Criteria for the selection of tools were developed at an early stage based on user needs as fore-grounded by the focus groups and questionnaires. A digest of wiki and similar tools and general issues involved in using them was produced in the course of matching the needs of users to available solutions.
The two contexts at OU and UoL, whilst sharing common issues, are very different in terms of their tutor population and thus in terms of their needs.  Each partner team therefore focused on a tool suitable for their specific environment as opposed to sharing a joint tool which would not fulfil the demands of either partner. The tools chosen were Elgg
 and PmWiki
 at the OU and Plone
 at University of Leicester.

4.1
The OU Story

The OU used the outcomes of stakeholder consultation (explained above) to determine their choice of tool. Several dozen software programs, both open source and commercial products with differing levels of complexity were considered.  An open source system, Elgg was chosen for testing because in an initial technical feasibility trial it came closest to meeting anticipated user needs.

Elgg, 0.4 was piloted for six weeks with limited (30) users signed up. At the end of the six weeks a questionnaire survey was sent to all participants. The results of the survey were collated with a summary of user needs from the earlier focus groups and an early draft matrix of requirements was produced. This was modified (after feedback from users and from PROWE team) and evolved into Appendix 1 of “PROWE – Understanding the OU User perspective
”. Note that rather than input to the development of a user defined ‘Repository Management Reference Model’ (as originally proposed) the user requirements analysis input to the iterative development of a user requirements matrix and a matrix of barriers to adoption.
After the initial trial and an evaluation assessment by the project team some changes were made to version 0.4 of Elgg in order to improve functionality. Consideration was given to upgrading to version 0.6 but this version was assessed by the team as being too technically unstable for use on the project. However, a PmWiki was built into version 0.4 to increase options available to users. It was technically easy to set up and was approved by the OU with regard to security and support from the Computing Services department.  Wikipedia’s look was attractive, but it was technically more complicated than PmWiki. The fact that PmWiki could be given a Wikipedia skin and that the Project Officer had prior experience of using PmWiki (with students) also aided the decision.  Before the second trial, which began in August 2006, a workshop was held with a core team of OU user tutors in order to create a roadmap of Elgg functionality. Subsequently a detailed user and induction guide was produced for use by other tutors joining the second, more sustained, trial of Elgg. 
Most wiki tools make full use of RSS feeds however there were problems with adopting RSS at the OU.  Due to concerns about security issues, the server on which Elgg was hosted did not have open access to the Internet. The OU’s Computing Service allowed the server to have open access to the internet for a 2 week trial period within which we were able test and confirm the RSS feeds function within Elgg as being viable. Elgg’s biggest disadvantage was that it was still in development and version up-dates were frequent.  A new version of Elgg was released during our trial. Our evaluations found that this version was not stable enough for us to use.  We couldn’t afford to have any down-time due to the tight window within which our tutors were using it.  By running the earlier version of Elgg we opted for a lower level of functionality in favour of a more stable system.
In the final evaluation stage we realised that content within Elgg can potentially be retrieved using Google Search. For example searching Google for PROWE and any of the tutors’ names would retrieve the tutor’s messages within Elgg, however, it was necessary to know the name of a participant before being able to do this. So that Elgg and PmWiki will not be indexed by search engines we have included them within a robots.txt file within the root directory of the website.  We will be archiving Elgg/PmWiki at the end of the accessibility evaluation.  They will be made available to enquirers on request.
4.2
The UoL story 
At UoL, the adoption of the Plone CMS was under consideration as an institutional-level initiative at the time the PROWE project began and, with its integral wiki (Zwiki
) and blog capabilities, had the potential to be the main platform for tutor communication.  Plone subsequently became the de facto technical context for the UoL investigation. This situation has continued as the system has expanded in response to user take-up and the provision of a wider suite of content management tools. 

Following the first focus group at the UoL, in December 2005, an initial wiki site was built for familiarisation/demonstration/research purposes and populated with sample material.  A reference glossary of educational terms was added. Between May and July 2006 there was then a questionnaire survey. The results of the initial focus group and subsequent survey at the UoL can be found within the working paper: “Perspectives on the nature of communities and their needs -

conceptualising and researching potential wiki use at UoL”
. The results of this first phase of the evaluation input to the iterative development of a user requirements matrix and a matrix of barriers to adoption.
Plone at UoL has a high profile within the institution most staff are familiar with it. Each UoL person can have their own space within Plone and currently 800 people on the UoL campus are authorised to edit web pages within it.  UoL are taking a portfolio based approach re Plone/Blackboard/Moodle and other wiki/blog tools. This is an ‘emergent’ approach – letting a thousand flowers bloom.  Blog and wiki tools are being moved to Blackboard very soon, so all students will be able to use them from Summer 2007.  UoL is about to set up parallel Plone system as a CMS (includes workflow and controlled access features) which will enable people at UoL to collaborate within Plone with people from elsewhere – there will be no need for users who are external to the University to go through computing services to get access to this system. A technical comparison of Zwiki/Plone vs Elgg/PmWiki was undertaken and a report
 was produced.
4.3
Evaluation – both sites

In March/April 2007 tutors at the OU and Plone users at UoL were offered the option of attending an evaluation focus group meeting or being interviewed individually.  Most opted for individual interviews or, in one case, a group interview with close colleagues.  This resulted in seven telephone interviews with selected tutor users from the OU (balanced across types of course, gender and regional location and including some of the previous focus group members and survey respondents).  At the UoL the interviewees were identified by Roger Dence the Project Officer and access to part-time tutors (as at the start of the project) again proved difficult. A group interview was held face-to-face at Leicester Royal Infirmary as well as four individual telephone interviews.  A further response was submitted by Roger who is himself a part-time tutor at both UoL and at the OU.  The sample at UoL was balanced in terms of gender and in terms of representation from a range of courses and discipline areas. All of the respondents in this case were located at least some of the time on the main UoL campus and most were employed full time by the UoL. 

The questions used during the interviews were devised by Chris Pegler to reflect the main areas to be covered in the project’s Evaluation Plan. These questions were slightly modified by Roger Dence for the UoL audience (e.g. referring to the Plone system).  Conversations were recorded digitally and then transcribed.  Permission was obtained from all participants to quote from their transcriptions and draw on the interviews for research related to PROWE.  In the case of the UoL participants were also asked to consent to use of the interviews for a wider range of research.  

In addition to interviews with users, Chris Pegler also interviewed key project team members (Susan Eales, Anne Gambles and Anne Hewling at the OU and Roger Dence, Richard Mobbs and Tony Churchill at the UoL). Again, the conversations were recorded but in this case it was agreed that comments should remain confidential and not be directly attributed without prior permission. These recordings will not be made more widely available.

These interviews, which lasted from 40 -100 minutes each, form a major part of the Evaluation report. They are supplemented by investigations of activity on the OU and UoL system sites and specific evaluation of the accessibility of the two systems by accessibility expert Chetz Colwell of the OU’s Accessible Educational Media unit.  The main conclusions from this will be presented as a written report as well as captured on video and audio using the Data Capture Suite at the OU. This part of the evaluation will concentrate on demonstrating any issues for accessing, searching and uploading to the two systems that may impede use by disabled users – specifically those with mobility problems reliant on alternative input devices and those with visual impairment.  This part of the evaluation will be completed at the end of August 2007. 

4.4
Implementation Issues

At the start of the PROWE project Professor Gilly Salmon was new in post at UoL’s Beyond Distance Research Alliance and so the UoL context was not fully investigated or understood. During the course of the project we learned that the UoL does not employ tutors in the same way as the OU does. UoL’s associates are at the opposite end of the spectrum from the centrally supported context of OU tutors and are embedded in individual departments that offer distance learning and go by a variety of names and roles, some having institutional system accounts and others not. UoL is, in this respect, perhaps typical of many other mixed-mode delivery UK Higher Education Institutions.  If we had known more about the UoL’s associates at the start of the project then a different set of research questions and methodology might have been adopted.
The diversity of teaching staff that this project has researched has enabled us to address a variety of cultural and practical issues, including the adoption and use of online repositories to support collaboration and sharing between remote users.  The participants in the social network determine at what point they share information and with whom.  From experience with computer mediated conferencing in the OU, we already knew that participants can be reluctant initially to post their ideas in a public forum.  An exploration of these issues has also informed understanding of the role of personal and informal repositories in supporting remote students. 

The diversity in needs across the two partner sites has been exacerbated by other factors. Social networking software is somewhat of a growth industry at present; new software solutions are appearing weekly. Many are of interest to a project like PROWE but most of those that are flexible enough to be adapted for use in very specific contexts (like the OU) are open source and available only in beta versions which may not be stable, or may suffer from erratic or inconsistent upgrades. They may also require large amounts of developer time to adapt which is unavailable within a research project like PROWE where attention must be focused on establishing principles. 

The use of online tools to sustain CoPs is a developing field to which PROWE has contributed knowledge about wikis and blogs. In response to this experience attention focused on producing profiles of user needs and thus frames of reference and techniques for evaluating potential tools/contexts. 
At the PROWE project’s inception, online social networking tools such as wiki and blogs were relatively new and innovative tools within academia.  The pace of web-technology advancement during the project’s life-time has been rapid.  The term ‘Web 2.0,’ used to describe the “perceived second generation of web-based communities and hosted services — such as social-networking sites, wikis and folksonomies — which facilitate collaboration and sharing between users”
 has been adopted widely.  Well developed open source blog and wiki technology has become freely available for individual and group use - no need to host and set up on your own server, just create your account and start straight away. These social networking tools have proliferated and along with RSS (which two years ago was only being used for news headlines but has since expanded to supplying other feeds from content like blogs, Internet calendars and podcasts etc.) their integration within institutional websites is becoming mainstream
.  The last couple of years have seen the development of many online repositories containing social networking aspects including Flickr
, LibraryThing
, SlideShare
 and You-Tube
, some of which will be relevant to tutors and their resources.  In addition we have seen the development of educational social networks within sites such as Elgg, Ning
 and Facebook
 within which communities of tutors are forming. There is also easier free access to online storage, for example through Google.docs which offers some direct equivalents to the services that the PROWE systems offer.
The sustainability of the use of informal and personal repositories throughout changes in teaching role/institution etc has been an important challenge and remains one where further work needs doing in order to sustain access through changes of employer and across and between courses.  
4.4.1
Repository Management Reference Model
Rather than develop a ‘Repository Management Reference Model’ (as originally planned), we produced a  PROWE ‘Repository Ecology,’ taking the baseline from Nardi and O’Day, 1999
, and incorporating the idea of “actant” from Actor Network Theory.  The JISC eFramework was not as well developed (during the lifetime of the project) as we had hoped and it was not clear to us just how fast would be the speed of developments in social networking during the project’s lifetime – in fact much greater than that of the development of the eFramework. Engagement with the eFramework was not straightforward, possibly due to a lack of clarity when the project began as to the role it was to play.  
The PROWE Ecology is a more flexible and thus less time-bound alternative to the ‘Repository Management Reference Model’ and provides a more useful and viable way to model PROWE as an entity because it relates more easily to other information ecologies. A set of ‘ “How To”/Questions to Ask’ guides derived from intersection/interaction points within the ecology (users/institution; users/content; users/interface; institution/content; institution/interface and interface/content) and advising on how to support part-time tutors professional development needs by using Wiki and Blogs form the PROWE ‘repository management toolkit’. 

4.4.2
Evaluation 
The selection of two separate wiki-type environments (Elgg/PmWiki at the OU and PLONE at University of Leicester) together with the differences in implementation and context, have created challenges for the evaluator.  The OU used stakeholder consultation as an approach to determining the selection of the tool which, within a time-limited project, could be used to inform future practice and explore key issues: this was very much the approach sketched in the original bid to JISC.  
At the UoL the technical implementation choices were led by issues of fit with the University’s existing strategies and infrastructure plans.  The process of implementing a wiki was thus slower starting up there, but had the potential to offer a model for evaluation based on sustainable practice within a mainstream system that embraces not just teaching and learning needs, but also those of research and administration.  This is a very different context to that of the PROWE implementation at the OU. 

In addition to the differences in the set up of the technical systems there are also differences between the part-time teaching contexts at the two institutions.  These differences led to differences between the access to part-time teachers for surveys and meetings at the start of, and during the early stages, of the project.  We then reached a stage at which there was sufficient use of the PLONE system to support an evaluation of use and issues such as access.  Interviews in the second phase of the evaluation looked at the contextual differences in order to generalise some of the experiences and findings across the two sites. Wherever possible we retained a common framework for the evaluation. 
At UoL, some considerable time was spent identifying individuals and small groups that could be considered ‘distance tutors’.  They are at the opposite end of the spectrum from the centrally supported OU tutors and are embedded in individual departments that offer distance learning and go by a variety of names and roles, some having institutional system accounts and other associates not.  Access to these people was variable and the data collection process was much more prolonged and complicated as a consequence. However, in this sense it brought a most valuable perspective to the project representing a campus/mixed mode university, with a diversity in teaching styles and pedagogical approaches that may be more typical of other mixed-mode delivery HEIs.  

4.4.3
Staffing

The HERA (Higher Education Role Analysis) grading process delayed the recruitment of the OU Project Officer post and had a negative impact on the OU staff budget.  Fortunately we had decided to host the PROWE website and wiki and blog software on an existing OU server and so we were able to vire funds from the OU non-staff budget to cover the deficit.  Although UoL sought to appoint a Project Officer this proved impossible as no applicants were deemed appropriate. The expedient solution was to appoint an experienced consultant, who had been covering the post on a temporary basis, on a more permanent basis.
The other staffing issue that had an impact was the lack of continuity in the Project Manager post. This was due to the Project Manager going on maternity leave and her replacement then leaving the University. Handovers were not always possible and it took time for each of the new post-holders to get up to speed. Thankfully the Evaluation Consultant was able to step in at key points in the project lifetime and this aided continuity.

5.0
Outputs and Results

5.1
Evaluation results

The evaluation results largely note those observations and behaviours which are held in common across the two sites, although institutional differences are also recorded where this was felt to be significant.  The different implementations of technology are not directly compared, but rather the responses and reflections of users of those technologies.  At UoL it was not always possible to access part-time tutors so some of the UoL interviewees, focus group and survey respondents were therefore full-time teaching staff, or part-time researchers, usually campus-based.  All of those interviewed in the final stage of the evaluation had used the relevant PROWE systems in a work or development context. The detailed results are presented in the separate Evaluation Report
 but key findings are also listed here: 
· The contractual arrangement or what is understood to be the contractual arrangement, for tutors is likely to affect whether and how they share content. Some UoL part-time lecturers may be devising the curriculum for modules which they, and only they, teach. There is little incentive for them to expose this material to others.  OU lecturers are very likely to be one of several tutors teaching the same subject.  They will however have had little say in the design of most of the course material.  They may see themselves as not having the right to share that material more broadly – for example with other institutions where they teach similar courses. These are two of the many IPR concerns that sharing raises in these contexts.
· Several users (both sites) reported that they were now making use of online file storage, such as Google.docs or storage available though free email accounts hosted outside the institution (e.g. GMail
). This is a recent development and may explain the relative lack of interest in using either of the two systems for storage of ‘private’ documents. 
· Several users/potential users of these free storage services commented on their concerns about hackers and security.  Some information, for data protection reasons, could not be stored offsite in this way.
· Tutors and other academic and research staff interviewed were unlikely to, and in some cases uneasy with, the idea of storing private and public content within the same repository.  They were more likely to keep the two separate.  For instance keeping private content (not for wider sharing or not yet ready for public viewing) on USB pen drives, on portable hard disks,  on a laptop, or online on a completely separate system.  This content would be shared by email and so was kept distinct from repository content.  This mirrors findings on sharing work-in-progress by email already reported in the CD-LOR Report on Personal Resource Management Strategies. 
· There was a tendency for tutors at either site to automatically see the PROWE systems as places to ‘publish’.  The idea of putting material onto either system that only they could access, or see, was somehow regarded as counterintuitive.  So although this facility was there it was hardly used at all and then sometimes on an experimental, or accidental basis. 
· The interest in sharing with small groups of friends or project teams, either within or beyond the institution was seen as a significant advantage of personal and informal repositories – as previously reported from this project by Anne Hewling.  
· Users on both sites had reservations about the usability, particularly the file upload ease, for their respective systems (Elgg and Plone).  This may have impacted on the type of use made.  In one case a single person within the unit did the uploading of documents for all staff in order to overcome this problem. 
· While there was considerable interest in blogging and wikis the users – particularly the UoL users – were more likely to see their usefulness in terms of teaching (i.e. communicating with or as a student), or for research, than for staff development.  The sharing of ideas and resources with other teachers is still a new and relatively untried idea on both sites although PROWE is credited with having taken this practice forward through a number of later and separate initiatives.
· There were some concerns that blogging was ‘vanity publishing’ and could be too ‘Café chat’ in style to be useful – particularly where there is a very large community of tutors such as at the OU.  
· Having a functional community was felt to be important if credence were to be given to resources and advice offered in blogs and wikis. There is a high risk that if someone was to abuse trust, for example to take and reuse material without attribution or post inaccurate or inappropriate material - that others would stop posting material themselves.  This is perhaps one of the reasons that some level of moderation was felt to be necessary – not in organising or controlling discussions and approving content, but in having someone who could intervene and advise if necessary. So informal use is still perceived as needing some level of control, even if never used.
· There is an apparent tension between wishing to be in a community, or sharing a repository, with like-minded and similarly experienced people (e.g. tutors on the same course) and interest in ‘leaky boundaries’ between repositories and communities which would allow unexpected serendipitous connections to be made.
· There was a tendency to see the usefulness of repository materials as being directed at new and relatively inexperienced tutors.  The participants in this project, particularly those who were most experienced, did not usually see themselves as being the recipients but rather the providers of shareable material. 

· There were challenges to the project on both sites on how to create and sustain informal communities.  At UoL the repository itself was more formal and there is some indication that the blog and wiki tools integrated into Blackboard will prove more popular with part-time and other teaching staff than the Plone system which is perceived not to have this level of official ‘sanction’. The project raised questions about how informal use can be facilitated within either embedded institutional systems such as Plone at UoL (which are aligned with formal institutional activities, e.g. Marketing), or projects set up for the purpose of studying informal use over a set time period and within a small project.  Informal use, by definition, cannot be managed too directly. 

· The group blogging and other informal community sharing activities within Elgg (at the OU) were seen as its most appealing and interesting aspect.  The juxtaposition of informal online communities and repositories is one which could encourage building relationships which support users in knowing more about the provenance of materials submitted.

· Where colleagues were co-located, and/or see each other frequently, the emphasis is more towards formal use of any online repository.  Where there is no clear community with shared purpose using the systems then there is little incentive to put time into learning to use them, especially if you are employed on a part-time basis and the use is informal rather than linked to clearer more specific or strategic objectives.  This may be particularly the case for those academics who see experimentation with technology as something which they should not be expected to do.
5.2
Metadata findings
At the beginning of the project the tutors seemed to welcome the input of library staff into any potential system, likewise the use of quality assurance strategies and the concept of structured data. By the middle of the project this attitude had changed quite radically. The increased popularity and knowledge of systems like Flickr and del.icio.us
 amongst participants meant that the majority of tutors taking part in the project no longer felt the initial approach to personal repositories metadata was appropriate. They wanted the metadata profile for resources to be reduced and they wanted to be sole managers of such content by means of the use of folksonomies. They no longer felt that quality assurance of the resources by library staff was appropriate. As this was a personal repository and community system they wanted it to be built upon less formal metadata structures and processes. They also wanted to police errors and inconsistencies in the metadata and folksonomy themselves as a community, as is best practice in this area. They felt that formality would at best put people off; some felt it would lead to the stifling of creativity and innovation. The most interesting output of the project, in relation to metadata, was information about the tutors’ attitudes to personal profiles. 
Studying and searching personal profiles and the shared tags expressing the tutors’ interests was found to be one of main means of resource discovery within PROWE. Although tutors disliked formalised resource description metadata, nearly all tutors expressed an interest in user profiles, despite these being extremely lengthy. Profiles enabled tutors to explore not only common interests and serendipitous discovery of expertise but these also provided them with the means to judge the validity of resources. By reviewing the authorship of a resource they could make their own decisions about the resource’s authority and legitimacy. This accords with some of the features that help to define a community in terms of respect, trust, values, sense of belonging, and so on.
The project has developed a recommended metadata profile for CPD profiles based on the Friend of a Friend (FOAF) vocabulary. FOAF is a widely used social networking standard which will enable the import and export of profiles between the project systems and other personal networking systems, and is more flexible than formal education based profiles such as IMS LIP and EduPerson. The PROWE metadata profile has informed the development of the profile within “MyStuff”, the OU’s ePortfolio product.  Details of the profile can be found in the PROWE Metadata report
.
While tutors are very happy to input personal metadata about themselves within the wiki/blog (perhaps for kudos and networking reasons) our research found that tutors had very little interest and were quite resistant to adding more than minimal metadata for resources they deposited into the community repository. Instead they want folksonomy type metadata fields.  For up-loaded resources a title, description and a folksonomy field would be the acceptable maximum that tutors would be happy to add, any other data would need to be generated through automation and extraction from other university systems. 
5.3
PROWE Ecology and Repository Management Toolkit
The user requirements analyses, the results from the later evaluations and the experience of providing wiki and blogs to support part-time tutors’ CPD have culminated in the development of the PROWE Ecology and the set of ’How To”/Questions to Ask’, guides which provides an integrated ecological approach to guiding development of wiki and blog based systems to support part-time tutors professional development needs. The guides (which include the ‘barriers and enablers to system uptake or use’) form the PROWE ‘Repository Management Toolkit’ anticipated in the original project proposal. These and the other PROWE outputs can be found on the deliverables page of the project website
.  PROWE papers and presentations can also be found on the PROWE website
. 

6.0
Outcomes

The outcomes from the PROWE project reflect a growing recognition of diversity in online environments, and present an account of the contextual factors contributing to the adoption of new tools.  Significant generalisability of the findings is possible.  In addition PROWE has clarified the position that there is no single, simple solution to facilitating part time distance tutors continuing professional development needs and has productively problematised other aspects of such an aim. Activity on the PROWE project has generated or contributed to a number of debates. 
Most significantly PROWE has contributed lessons of practice to debates around the relationship between the fluidity of Internet and open source web technologies and the solidity of established institutional priorities, practices and attitudes. It has further raised awareness of debates around the ownership of knowledge and the authorship of learning/teaching materials and IPRs. 
Equally important within this mass of complex relationships PROWE is facilitating discussion of how metadata and storage issues relate to present tutoring staff deployment and development – at a time when many such staff are peripatetic and/or based in multiple institutions. In particular, how can sustainable solutions be found in order to both preserve the materials resulting from their teaching and promote that work as evidence of their professional competence.  We have found that ensuring sustainable communities use personal and informal repositories is more of a social and institutional challenge than a technical one.
There is a link between PROWE and ePortfolios - a wiki could be part of a portfolio or linked to a portfolio, or it could be seen as a type of ePortfolio, see Stefani, Mason and Pegler, 2007
. There is a major ePortfolio project in progress at the OU, focused on students but also considering tutors needs. Some of the people involved in PROWE are also involved in this work and so there has been liaison and information sharing. Similarly we have shared the learning from PROWE with other JISC projects with a common interest (for example RepoMMan and CD-LOR) and vice versa, and with others in the higher education community. Information about PROWE has been shared with the PILS CETL
 and with the OU’s VLE programme (Moodle enhancement) and through a variety of staff development events on both sites.  The PILS CETL has used information provided by the PROWE project to plan a community building area for ALs into the new programme-level websites that they are developing.  ALs will be able to add information about themselves and their role within the community building area. 
In terms of institutional learning outcomes, the OU’s VLE programme is building on lessons learned and using them as a spring-board for development.  Having Library Services (a central unit with strong links with other units within the OU) lead on PROWE contributed to the success of PROWE’s internal communication.  At UoL PROWE has driven the development of their Plone system and its use by UoL staff. 
7.0
Conclusions

An English idiom says: “You can lead a horse to water but you can’t make it drink…” (you can offer something to someone, like good advice, but you cannot make them take it).  In the same way, you can provide a wiki and a blog for tutors to use, but you can not make them use them, particularly if you are trying to make them use it ‘informally’ – that is without clear direction from a moderator or super-tutor.  The successful adoption of tools depends on a wide variety of factors, including the institutional environment, the current practices of staff and the alternative tools available.  Staff will only share resources if they can see a benefit in doing so; often this is rather a hypothetical benefit and one which they see as attaching to others rather than to themselves.
There has been a recent explosion of so called Web 2.0 technologies. Whilst some tutors would prefer to use a wiki/blog based repository provided by their institution (perhaps because it is the ‘officially approved’ one, it’s ‘safe’ etc), those who are more technology savvy will be already using other technologies (perhaps the educational networks within Elgg or Ning; or within Facebook, or LinkedIn
) within which they can collaboratively author content and/or from which they can link to and share their other resources (perhaps contained within sites that promote sharing such as Google.docs or egnyte.com or in delicious, on Flickr, You-Tube, etc) and will be reluctant to move from them.

At a time when many part-time staff are peripatetic and/or based in multiple institutions we need to find sustainable solutions in order to both preserve the materials resulting from their teaching and promote that work as evidence of their professional competence. In terms of ePortfolios, a secure national service such as UKERNA could be a solution.
There are ongoing lessons to be learned about the evolving relationship between flexible and rapidly changing Internet and open source web technologies and the traditional practices of established institutions.  Institutions are challenged to ensure that their technology developments and their culture keep pace with the external information environment.

Regarding metadata, the project’s findings have emphasised the importance of ensuring that user issues do not get swept aside by a dominant ‘systems’ perspective.
8.0
Implications

Wikis and blogs have the potential to support the informal storage and sharing of teaching materials amongst part-time teaching staff. However, their successful adoption and use will depend on the institutional context, the availability of sustainable alternatives and the current practice and preferences of individual staff.

It would be interesting for new projects to explore tutors’ (students and academic institutions) use of social and professional networking tools (e.g. MySpace, Facebook and others).  Research could look at whether communities of tutors are forming there and if so how are they sharing resources and furthering their professional development within these tools.  There is some anecdotal evidence of such OU communities in Facebook, for example, and, equally interesting, of cross staff/student groups operating. It could also look at institutional presence within these tools and how staff of particular institutions have begun development of applications for their institutions
.

Personalised ‘web start pages’, for example iGoogle
, Pageflakes
 and Netvibes
 provide personal information environments and have the potential to replace university provided portals. It would be interesting to research how people are accessing and aggregating their web-based resources and services and to what extent the University community is using and developing applications for these personalised 'web start pages'.  Would staff and students, for example, like to have a tab populated with resources from their own University? 
9.0
Recommendations 

Investigation of accessibility issues (around un-moderated community spaces) are a PROWE recommendation for further research (which came out of PROWE bi-annual report 2006): "The project team at the OU has identified the need for further advice and guidance to be provided on accessibility as it relates to un-moderated, shared community spaces. This could possibly be the subject of a programme level supporting study if no relevant existing material on this topic is available."  

Metadata recommendations:

· When developing metadata for personal repositories a very light touch is needed.

· The use of FOAF, augmented with Dublin core and DOAC (or other rdf-based career vocabularies such as resumeRDF
, which was not known about during the project, but looks very promising and seems to have better coverage than DOAC) is recommended for encoding personal information and continuous professional development data.

· Any non-automated quality assurance or validation of metadata within a personal repository environment would need to be extremely light, confined to non- folksonomy fields and agreed by consensus with the community involved. It is highly unlikely that the human resources for such work could be supported by institutions in the medium to long term.

· The community itself would need to regulate their folksonomies, this can either be done by the community as a whole or where appropriate, a community might have nominated members to act in high level quality assurance role.
· We would recommend that the Elgg system developers enable a more detailed mapping between the data stored in their system and the FOAF profiles it exports. This would facilitate higher levels of interoperability and encourage a wider range of uses for the system as well as making the continuous professional development uses of the system more robust.
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Appendices 
Appendix One

Evaluation Phase I

Questionnaire survey

Different questions were used at each of the two institutions.  The UoL questions being derived from the OU questions.   A detailed analysis of the answers to the OU questions was included in the project report “PROWE: Understanding the OU user perspective” (Anne Hewling, September 2006). The UoL analysis is contained within the report “Perspectives on the nature of communities and their needs -

conceptualising and researching potential wiki use at UoL” (Dence, R. and Mobbs, R. 2007).
Open University Questions

1. Course code(s) for all courses on which you are currently teaching

2. OU region

3. Time as Associate Lecturer

4. Courses taught for OU in last 3 years

5. Type of internet access e.g. dial-up, broadband, etc.

6. Do you use any other technologies e.g. i-Pod, Palm, Blackberry, etc? (If yes, please give details)

7. How do you organise any digital resources you may use in your teaching?

8. Do you have any experience of learning repositories? (If yes, please give details).

9. Do you transfer digital resources across teaching contexts, e.g. between OU and any other institutions?  If so, when and how do you do this?

10. Do you like to reuse teaching materials? If so, when and how do you do this?

11. Who do you share ideas and resources with right now? With other ALs? With your students?

12. How do you like to do this?

13. In an ideal world what would most help you do this?

14. What kinds of materials would you like to share with other tutors?

15. Would you like others to be able to edit your work/contribute to collective writing?

16. What kinds of files, such as Word documents, PowerPoint presentations, etc. would you want to upload?

17. If you had access to an AL community wiki or blog – what would you consider the most important things that it should be able to do?

18. What would you expect to be contained in the community policy/ground rules for use of the wiki/blog?

19. What is the most important aspect of interacting with other tutors?

20. How would you expect to access the wiki/blog?

University of Leicester Questions
As with the OU survey each respondent answered some basic background questions: the name of the Department/Area where they worked, programmes that they work on; their role (e.g. tutor, assessor, lecturer); whether employed full-time or part-time; whether working on distance learning (DL) courses; and the number of years worked at the University of Leicester.

1. What type of Internet access do you use, e.g. dial-up, broadband etc? 

2. Do you use any other technologies, e.g. i-Pod; Palm; Blackberry etc? 

3. How do you organise any digital resources you may use in your teaching? 

4. Do you have any experience of learning repositories? 

5. Do you transfer digital resources across teaching contexts, e.g. between UoL and any other academic institutions or teaching/training environments? If so, when and how do you do this?

6. Do you like to reuse teaching materials? If so, when and how do you do this?

7. Who do you share ideas and resources with right now? For example, with other UoL teaching associates?
   With your students

8. How do you like to do this? 

9. In an ideal world, what would most help you do this? 

10. What kinds of materials would you most like to share with other academic staff and/or tutors?

11. Would you like others to be able to edit your work/contribute to collective writing?

12. What formats of files would you most want to upload? For example, Word documents, PowerPoint presentations, etc.

13. If you had access to a wiki or blog for a teaching community, what would you consider the most important things that it should be able to do?

14. What would you expect to be contained in the community policy/ground rules for use of the wiki/blog? 

15. What is the most important aspect of interacting with other academic staff and tutors?

16. How would you expect to access the wiki/blog? 
The following additional questions were added to the UoL survey:


17. Would you be interested in participating in a UoL online community using wiki type technology to share resources and discuss common interests in teaching and learning?

18. What specific themes/topics/subjects would you like to see discussed within such a community? 

19. What would be your priority ‘needs’ to receive from such a community?

20. What would be your premier ‘offers’ to contribute to such a community?

21. Willing for unattributed responses to be used in research? Yes / No?

Focus group questions

1. How do you share ideas and resources with others right now? How would you like to do this? In an ideal world what would you like? 

2. If you had access to a community wiki – what would you consider the most important aspects (please tick):

· Sharing information and ideas

· Staff development resources

· Creating and editing web pages on topical subjects

· Communication with other Associate Lecturers

· Collect teaching and learning resources, e.g. articles, e-books

· eLearning topics – VLE, eportfolios, pedagogical application of wikis in education, etc.

· Address books

· Calendars

· Notices

· Updates on what’s new on the wiki

· Newsfeed from, for example, BBC Education Online

· Reference lists on topical subjects

· Brainstorming

· Relevant University and related projects and strategies e.g. younger students

· Private space

· Subject discipline resources

· Email notification of new updates to the wiki

· Other (please specify)

3. Have you tried or seen a blog – this is a tool for personal comments and reflections?  

4. Would you like a blog in your wiki? 
5. Should there be a community policy/best practice for a use of a wiki/blog – what would you expect them to be? 
· Keep it legal – follow best copyright practice

· Considerate of others’ opinions, be polite

· Keep it short and simple

· Don’t high behind jargon or excessive wordiness

· Editing by other contributors

· Password protection

· Moderation

· Avoid making changes to others’ texts

· Other (please specify)

6. What is the most important aspect of meeting with other tutors? 
7. Would you like to share materials with other tutors? 
8. Would you want to upload files such as Word documents, Powerpoint presentations?

9. Would you like others to be able to edit your work/contribute to collective writing? 

10. Do you use conferencing or online discussion forum and if so what for?   What is the easiest aspect of using conferencing/discussion? what is the most difficult?

11. Would you like the wiki to be accessible from Tutorhome/Other (please specify)? 

Appendix Two

Evaluation Phase II

Telephone interview guide:
Although this project did several interesting things I am concentrating here on the aspects which relate to personal and informal repositories.  The interview questions are:


a. Having participated in this project, what do you feel is the potential for an online personal repository?   (This need not be in the form (Elgg) used here). 


b. What did you feel were the benefits and drawbacks of the system chosen?


c. What did you see as the purpose of the profile?  How did you feel about filling this in?  

d. If this project were to continue to be available, what uses would you (personally) put it to? 

e. The system allowed you to make some of your content private.  What would motivate you to do this?  Did you need any other personal controls on access? 

f. What information about resources and postings – other than the profile – might you want/need in order to decide whether to view or use or share a resource?   How could we capture that information?

g. How would you expect a personal and informal repository to adapt to your personal requirements?  For example how do you currently control different versions of teaching resources?  How do you share or describe them?

h. To what extent do you see your personal repository requirements, including your own vocabulary (personal tags or ‘personal folksonomy’), as separate from the wider teaching community (at institutional, discipline or national levels)?  To what extent are they – should they – be integrated?

i. Finally, what level of moderation does this sort of initiative require?  Where should any control or regulation come from? 
Guide used for focus groups and individual face to face interviews 
The PROWE project has addressed a number of specific issues relating to the use of wiki/blog technologies. In this interview, I would like to concentrate on those aspects of wikis/blogs relating to personal and informal repositories.  

The interview questions are:


a. What do you understand by the term ‘personal and informal online repository’?


b. What do you feel is the potential for developing online personal repositories using wiki/blog technologies in general? 


c. What did you feel were the particular benefits and drawbacks of the systems that you have so far used.   [If not clear] Please tell me which systems you are referring to, eg within Plone or Blackboard, or other?


d. For personal and informal use do you prefer a system which you control or one which is provided for you by the institution?


e. Did you fill in any metadata fields in creating a personal profile for use within this product?   If so, what did you see as the main purpose/s of such a profile?  What sort of details did you provide? How did you ‘feel’ about providing these details?  

f. If wiki/blog facilities continue to be made available to you, what uses for them would you (personally) anticipate? 

g. Did the system allow you to make some of your content private?  If so,  what would motivate you to do this?  Did/do you need any other personal controls on access (eg the facility to read only, to comment but not post, or to contribute)? 

h. What information about resources and postings by others – other than the user profile – might you want/need in order to decide whether to view or use or share a resource?   How could that information be captured?


i. How would you expect a personal and informal repository to adapt to your personal requirements?  For example, how do you currently control different versions of teaching resources?  How do you share or describe them?

j. To what extent do you see your personal repository requirements, including your own vocabulary (personal tags or ‘personal folksonomy’), as being separate from the wider teaching community (at departmental, institutional, discipline or national levels)?  To what extent are they – or should they – be integrated?

k. Finally, what level of moderation, if any, does this sort of initiative require?  Where should any control or regulation come from and what form should it take?

l. Any other questions or points that you would wish to make?
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