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BACKGROUND

At the project inception (2005) it was anticipated that outcomes from the JISC repositories projects would provide the substance for development of a repositories reference model. This model would be able to draw generalisable lessons from all the projects in the strand in order to provide a model to inform development of future repositories. Some progress was made in this direction initially by some of the larger more conventional repository projects but for those, like PROWE, that were less conventional, indeed informal, attempts at modellling were more problematic. Simply put, participants and content were diverse and not easily categorised. 
From early in the investigation of user needs it was clear that apparently passive elements in the organisation and operation of activity in any PROWE system, such as the software itself, were being regarded by users as playing an active, in fact interactive, part in the work that users expected the system to do. This suggested that it might be difficult to describe the PROWE environment in terms of a fixed reference model and moved thinking about the system towards Actor Network Theory. This a theoretical position where in any network (in this case the group of elements that make up the PROWE environment) human and mechanical elements should not be distinguished in terms of being active or passive players, but all ‘may be regarded, in different ways, as actors – entities that can act (or fail to act) to support the network as a whole’ (Cornford and Pollock, 2002, p.174
). All elements are participants in maintaining the functioning of the network such that ‘any of the elements in the network might cause the breakdown … In short all these elements have to work together’ (ibid. p.175). 

Furthermore, as the project developed it was clear that when attempting to describe the roles of different elements in PROWE it was not possible to present their effectiveness in terms of a single role. Moreover, not only did users, content and other elements in the sytem have multiple roles, these seemed to change over time. This observation suggested, in turn, that elements in the system might better be described as occupying positions (Harre and Langehove, 1999
) rather than roles and where,

‘ … a position is a complex cluster of generic personal attributes, structured in various ways, which impinges on the possibilities of interpersonal, intergroup and even intrapersonal action through some assignment of such rights, duties and obligations to an individual as are sustained by the cluster. (p.1)’

For example, in PROWE, the roles of user, content, institution etc. could be seen to be maintained not just by the according of different titles to those elements, but also by the activity (work) they all undertake - or don’t.

However, the most fluid conceptual framework available to adequately describe and theorise the PROWE system and its environment is actually provided by the work of Nardi and O'Day
 (1999) on Information Ecologies. They suggest that far from thinking about "the biggest picture possible" (p. 57) technological information systems are best looked at from a local perspective in order to understand and shape what they do and how they evolve. Although PROWE has often talked of communities and how social networking tools like wikis and blogs can facilitate them, we acknowledge too the reservations Nardi and O'Day express and their reason for prefering the term "ecology" when talking about such environments:

"The word "ecology" is more evocative for us than "community", despite some similarities. Ecology suggests diversity in a way that community does not. Communities can be quite homogeneous, or defined along a single dimension (the gay community, a community of scholars, a religious community). The parts of an information ecology are as different as oak trees and scrub jays in a California woodland. ... Ecology implies continual evolution. (Nardi & O'Day,1999, p.56)

Before looking at the proposals that PROWE offers for development of future similar environments supporting the continuing professional development of groups - such as those at the Open Univeristy and the University of Leicester - it is helpful to examine a little more closely how the ecology metaphor relates to the PROWE environment, and to acknowledge the limits of the use of such a metaphor: '... it is important to recognize that all metaphors channel and limit our thinking, as well as bringing in useful associations from other contexts' (p.25).
SECTION ONE 
Why the "ecology" metaphor? - applying theory to PROWE

For Nardi and O'Day there are certain characterisitcs to ecologies. An ecology is a system 'marked by strong interrelationships and dependencies amongst its different parts', the parts will be very different but they are closely interconnected and 'change in an ecology is endemic' (p.51). So, in PROWE or a similar environment, for example, where the software hosting the system is one part or element (the others at the highest level being the users, the institution and the content) if a change is made – such as a system upgrade – this does not just effect the software but there will need to be corressponding adjustments for other elements because their positions in relation to each other will have changed too in someway.

An ecology exhibits diversity – of and within species, each taking advantage of different 'niches' to develop somewhat differently. Ideally these will work together in a complimentary way (p.51). In a PROWE system environment users, for example, will have different interests and abilities which will enable them to gain from interaction, and the exchange of information and knowledge via the content they bring to the system.

These aims will be maximised by the effects of coevolution, 'people's activities and tools adjust and are adjusted in relation to each other, always attempting and never quite achieving a perfect fit. This is part of the dynamic balance achieved in healthy ecologies – a balance found in motion, not stillness' (p.53). In PROWE, interest groups and sub-groups mark the evolution of knowledge fuelled by the developing interests of users.

Amongst the different species in an ecology will be keystone species, those 'whose presence is crucial to the survival of the ecology itself' (p.53). In the case of PROWE this is the most complicated part of the ecology metaphor to unravel and to understand. At first glance it is easy to assume that the tutors are the ultimate keystone species since if they do not provide content then there will be a limited future for the system. This is true. But, there is a bigger picture to be understood when one looks not just at the highest level of species i.e the tutors, the content, the software and the institution. Beneath that layer lie the sub-species – manifest in the roles and positions that can be assumed by the different high level species. Tutors, for example, may perform different positions e.g. tutor as reader; tutor as writer; tutor as information seeker; tutor as employee; tutor as authority etc. The institution likewise e.g. insitution as employer; institution as guardian of knowledge; institution as a business; institution as policy maker etc. The nature of the purposes driving these roles and positions effectively ascribes power and influence to certain sub-species such that they may be seen to act as keystone species. This is particularly critical when they need to interact with each other.

For example, in the case of tutors, there are purposes such as upholding academic freedom; committment to students; management responsibilities, contractual obligations, IT skills etc.. underpinning the roles and positions they may take.  For the institutions there are, amongst others, regulating activity - codes of conduct, legal requirements etc.; monitoring employee performance; implementing change; maintaining academic standards etc. Certain manifestations (people or regulations perhaps) of the institution will consequently behave within the context of PROWE as keystone species simply by dint of carrying out their normal work/activities.  A critical manifestation of this is the regulatory nature of the institution, the many codes of conduct and behavioural guidelines within the institution to do with the use of computer networks, intellectual property and freedom of information. In some respects this aspect of the institutions' work can be said to kill, or seriously maim, another institutional sub-species - that which seeks to foster and develop content creation and knowledge building within the institution - when they have occassion to interact i.e. when the officer with responsibility for intellectual property (IP) management in the institution has to censor a tutor for uploading material which breaches IP law. This inevitable action will also probably inhibit the work of the institutional sub-species seeking to monitor employee performance too. 

Simply put, the interaction of species and the consequent conflict of interest between their different positions as they intersect and /or try to co-exist may disrupt the working of the whole system and the survivial chances of the overall envrionment. Whilst some of the interactions/intersections are visible, obvious, and/or very context specific (e.g. employee regulations will be specific to a specific institution) many of the issues are frequently only partially visible (or not visible at all) to any individual element in the system. These issues are also generic and critical to success or failure of the system. Perhaps the most obvious example here is users’ personal resource management strategies; invisible to other elements but constantly in play. In the case of the user/content interaction, for example, metadata is an example - silently determining the position within the overall environment of content – and potentially in conflict with the intentions of the author. These are elements that may be seen to behave as keystone species and can react to defeat the system without being animate.

SECTION TWO 

Approaching the setting up and sustaining of PROWE type environments to support the continuing professional development of part-time distance tutors (and other remote portfolio workers)

In assembling the "how to" outputs from PROWE we have concentrated on the intersection points between the highest level of system element (users, content, software, institution) and highlighted, as far as we have noted them in the OU/UoL context, the questions arising from these intersections when also taking into account the role and position-conflict issues, as described above. It is intended that the responses to the questions we are offering will help all potential users, institutions etc. pinpoint the potential, or actual, keystone species within any system and that this will allow new system implementers, designers or potential users to understand and plan for possible conflicts of interest so that system sustainability can be secured. There are a total of six "how to" outputs which follow below.
OUTPUT ONE - Barriers and enablers to system uptake or use

As has been noted elsewhere, uptake and use of any system is fraught with problems because of a number of intervening issues. One of the most significant for PROWE was the personal resource management strategies (PRMS) favoured by individual users.  Some of these PRMS are explored further below. 

Whilst many of the intervening issues are very individual or group specific it is however possible to distinguish generic factors which are liable to impact, and in some way have a bearing on, system uptake – either negatively or positively. Furthermore, within any one group of potential users the same factors may both support and inhibit potential uptake. So, for example, a system which is heavily endorsed by the institution setting it up may nonetheless fail because it is perceived by potential users as simply duplicating what is offered by other existing systems (the accuracy of such a perception, or the reason it has arisen, is irrelevant in this context). On the other hand, the new system may succeed simply because using it makes doing other essential or everyday activities easier.  For example, system outputs may slot easily into other institutional systems e.g. provide evidence for use in a staff appraisal system. 

The pressure on time is one of the few universally perceived issues amongst potential users of any continuing professional development support system for part time distance tutors. This needs to be borne in mind when interpreting what follows below.
Matrix of intervening factors

	
	Users
	System
	Institution

	Users
	· Prior experience of technology

· Understanding of institutional culture and place and role of self within it

· Personal resource management strategies [see detail further below]
	· Workspace design

· Usability features e.g. Icons, shortcuts etc.

· Accessibility

· Interoperability – with other known/used systems and software
	· Codes of conduct

· Terms and conditions of service

· Other regulatory structures

· Status

	System
	· Workspace design

· Usability features e.g. Icons, shortcuts etc.

· Accessibility

· Interoperability – with other known/used systems and software
	· Interoperability with other systems generally and in (different) workplaces specifically

· Accessibility

· Usability

· Integration with other systems

· Ease of access from multiple (work) locations
	· Philosophical
    integration with other
    institutional systems 
    e.g. VLE, CMS etc.

· Technical functioning within institutional systems

	Institution
	· Codes of conduct

· Terms and conditions of service

· Other regulatory structures

· Status
	· Philosophical integration with other institutional systems e.g. VLE, CMS etc.

· Technical functioning within institutional systems
	· Institutional culture and way things are done e.g. Open discussion of mission, aims etc.

· Institutional support, or lack of it, for individual/group endeavour

· Reporting systems

· Policy making systems


Contrary to the assumption that users are simply part time tutors working in an institution creating content via a system, the players in implementation and use of any system in fact have many roles and positions.  Each of these will impact to a greater or lesser extent on how the system succeeds or fails. This table attempts to identify generically some of the most significant in relation to success or failure in implementation.

Key characteristics of main contributing 'elements'
	Users


	System
	Institution

	· Roles and positions as understood by them e.g. as part time employee, as tutor, as subject specialist etc.

· Norms and expectations of those roles and positions e.g. (what) is tutorly behaviour? is this the way tutors learn? is it 'done' to share or generate knowledge in this way?
	· Authentication systems – internal and external

· Similarity/difference to other systems in use in the institution

· Compatibility with other systems in use in the institution and other institutions with which tutors are affiliated
	· Institutional culture in relation to 

· new technology,

· sharing 

· the role of tutors

· Support for rollout of new sytems

· Recognition and reward systems


Once again, when the main contributing 'elements' intersect a number of roles and positions are evident for each of them. The generic ‘intersections’ shown in the following table may make understanding success or failure easier.

Understanding key interactions between main contributing 'elements'

	USERS
	· Workspace design – e.g. how new system software relates to software already in use by tutors 

· Usability functions – e.g. links and shortcts to new system from within desktop and menus i.e. are they on the way to other daily activities for users?

· Accessibility – is system/software design fit for these users' purpose?

· Interoperability – is software compatible with other systems in use?

· Does the system make sense to users in the institutional context in which they are meeting it?
	SYSTEM

	INSTITUTION
	· Location and priority (or not) of user needs as opposed to institutional needs or priorities

· Committment to resources for implementation and development

· Location of agenda for implementation
	SYSTEM

	USERS
	· Questions of ownership- of work and access to system

· Understandings of rights and responsibilties

· Institutional culture and questions of how "new" is dealt with
	INSTITUTION


Understanding the origins and effects of personal resource management strategies (PRMS)

An initial evaluation of the potential of PRMS to impact uptake and use of any PROWE system was done in the early stages of exploring user system needs. The original analysis is to be found in full in section 5 of the 'PROWE – understanding the OU user perspective' report
. The evaluation concluded with the following:

The emphasis for understanding PRMS needs to be placed on the "personal" – you simply cannot legislate for how things are done, at least, not completely, the personal/individual element is too strong. Even if you require certain things to be stored/logged different people will exercise the requirement in different ways, not necessarily the most technically sensible. And, attempts to control what happens may lead to shadow or parallel storage systems too. You can take a horse to water, as the saying goes, but you can't make it drink. (p17)

Further review, as the project moved forward, clarified some aspects of PRMS but there is still a need for better understanding of how these develop, and the impact they have. Somewhat tentatively three inter-related categories of strategy are proposed for future investigation. As with other issues identified above, these categories may not just inhibit use of a system but, on occasions, may also induce take up - if the system supports (intentionally or not) that particular PRMS.

In brief the proposed categories are the three points of a triangle as follows:

Perception of security

Example - Angela prints out all her work and keeps hard copies because once, long ago, she 'lost' a document she had saved on a (faulty) disk. Kathleen has partitioned her hard drive and saves copies to both sides 'for safety's sake' although the other side is as likely to fail as the one on which she created the original work.

Here, an existing or previous system is known and familiar and provides perceived security even though the new system would actually be much more reliable; commonsense is defied. This approach is related to:

Comfort zones

Example – Harold has been told to send copies of all his tutorial Powerpoints to his regional office after he has used them. He has no idea why he does this, nor what happens to the files but he has done this religiously for more than 10 years and he doesn't feel he needs to worry about his files should he ever need to get copies back. Sending the files is done almost as a Pavlovian response to the tutorial stimulus; uncertainty is minimal if not non-existent. Using a new system would require time to learn new ways and, anyway, new technology is not always reliable, is it? 

Here there is not only an underlying perception or, at least, an assumption of security but there is also an unwillingness to engage with any change, and no need for new endeavour. It may well be that the new system would be easier and more appropriate but the present system works with no effort so why not stay comfortably there where one is already? This approach is related to one other:

Am I bothered?

Example – George backs all his work up on to floppies. He has a rota for using and replacing them. It takes a while to do a back up now as he needs multiple disks in order to back up everything but, as he says, "better safe than sorry"

Here the known is better than the probably more effective, and definitely easier, process that would be offered by the new system. Why change the system if the old one, albeit time consuming, works efficiently? 

These three approaches share common ground and assumptions whilst varying slightly in motivation. They are individual but shared and very personal and entrenched. They pay little heed to any of the key features of a personal repositories programme - like efficiency; time saving; reliability etc. all of which might otherwise be thought to be strong selling points for uptake. It would seem that PRMS change has to both come from individual motivation and involve minimal deviation from present practice. A system which does not take into account the PRMS of potential users will find them a disruption to implementation of any new system.      

OUTPUT TWO – The Institutional Perspective

Overview

The institution setting up or hosting a wiki or blogs to support part time tutor continuing professional development (CPD) will possibly be the individual user’s only employer but, most likely, will be one only of several employers to whom they will have a commitment. The management systems of any employing institution are unlikely to have been set up with this arrangement in mind. For every account set up on a wiki or blog the institution will, one way or another, need to accord a value in order to determine priorities for the use of institutional resources – the commitment is longer term than may immediately appear. 

Critical issues
Specific critical issues are the technical specifications for user hardware, for software, for initial access to the system, and for access in the medium to long term, by users and other stakeholders, as user and institutional requirements evolve. There are also issues around the institutional context and culture. For example, intellectual property and system contents; and some points related to rights, responsibilities, contracts and obligations. The following questions seek to frame the issues which need to be addressed.

Technical specifications:

Hardware

· Do users need a particular technical specification to gain access to the system?

· Is it likely they will have this specification of hardware; is it realistic to expect them to equip themselves at this level?

· What are the interoperability issues with regard to systems in use, or likely to be in use, in other institutions which also employ the users?

· What server space is required to sustain the system(s)? Over what period?

· What are the implications for longer term storage of materials?

· Does the institution have the capacity and/or willingness to continue to store materials for ex-staff and those who, whilst likely to work for the institution again, are presently not employed or active?

Software

· Is software already available within the institutions' licensing and/or ownership agreements? 

· Will the system be within a virtual learning environment (VLE); are there tools built into the VLE that might be used?

· To what extent must any system be fire walled and/or access controlled 

· Are users likely to have the necessary software already, or will they have to purchase it? Would asking/expecting them to do so be reasonable?

· Will the system be web-based?

Initial access

· What will be the requirements for system registration?

· Will the system be moderated or have a manager? Who will assume this role?

· Will registration be dependent on contractual or present employment status e.g. current staff status, etc.?

· Will you allow non-tutors in? e.g. to participate in discussions or to access documents? 

Medium to long term access

· Do you want retired/resigned staff to retain access? Under what conditions?

· What kind of access do you want them to have?

· Will you guarantee continued access? For how long and on what terms?

· What incentive is there for staff to use the system relative to guarantees on (continued) access?

Context and culture: 

Rights and responsibilities

· What agenda is driving development of the system?

· Whose agenda is this?

· Who has ownership of development of the system within the institution? How is this likely to impact on development? On interactions with potential users? On staff confidence in the resultant system? 

· How will users come to understand institutional perceptions of individual and/or group rights and responsibilities vis-à-vis content, behaviour etc.?

· How will you ensure that ownership of the system is retained by tutors and avoid it becoming an instrument or notice board for any other part of the institution? (e.g. human resources)

Intellectual property and content

· Are systems clear to users?

· Who will own content? Reused content? Shared content?

· Under what licensing system can content be used/reused by users? 

· Will non-staff contribute (e.g. students) and what will be their ownership/legal participation?

· How will you propagate rules and requirements? Assure legal obligations are met? Control and monitor content for potential breaches?

Contracts and obligations, 

· Will participation in CPD activity via an online community tool be governed by a tutor's employment contract? What will the conditions specify?

· Will participation be mandatory? Voluntary? Subject to other control? Will participation be specifically or implicitly remunerated?

· What implications does remuneration, or lack of it, have for ownership issues?

· How will institution specific material or information be dealt with?

· What will be tutor rights and obligations if they cease to be employed by your institution?

· (How) will tutors retain access to, and control over materials or other content on retirement or resignation? What are the implications for storage?

OUTPUT THREE – The Knowledge Perspective
Overview

The content of any wiki or blog or other informal repository set up by any institution to support the continuing professional development (CPD) of part time tutors obviously does not define or describe itself. But, effectively, since it may look attractive (or not), may encourage participation (or deter it) it does indeed have a “face”, and offers the semblance of active participation in the ongoing development of the system as a CPD initiative. Ownership and practice within may be controlled by the combined (and variably important) input of both users and institution but content will be viewed by others in the process as the actual practice of the system - along the lines of “it's great” or “it just wont let me in!”; that is, as having a character of its own.

Critical issues

Content in such an informal repository is unlike that to be found within a large formal repository where deposit is mandated, quality assured, structured and enforced by institutional, or even national, controls and systems. In a CPD informal repository content is likely to be extremely mixed, variable in quality and, quite possibly, of very limited value or interest to anyone but its immediate original author and a small associated group. The need for its storage over any period of time will be uncertain. Most critically, does content have lasting value and, if so, what is that value and how is it best nurtured and its equity harvested? Metadata needs and questions of ownership and rights are also important.

Storage

· Where is content being stored? Within an existing institutional repository or other electronic location, VLE etc.?

· What, if any, volume controls are in place? Format controls?

· Who has access to the content? Under what circumstances? How do rights of access match (or not) to rights to deposit, create or modify content?

· What content is being stored? Documents? Presentations? Databases? Others?

· How long will the content be stored for?

· How long will access to materials, or re-use thereof, be possible or guaranteed?  What conditions might apply?

· What happens to stored content when authors and/or those who have re-        versioned stored materials move institutions or retire?

· What means, if any, are available for transferring content to other repositories?

· What licensing arrangements cover storage?

Ownership and control - including versions and re-use

· How is content licensed?

· How is the creation of licenses organised?

· Are there any materials which cannot be licensed?

· What arrangements are made for work already published elsewhere, or en route to being published elsewhere?
· What role do authors/re-versioners play in licensing?

· What, if any, arrangements are in place for informing first authors (or any one else) when their material is downloaded/re-versioned/re-uploaded?

· What arrangements are in place for authors who subsequently wish to remove their material? (e.g. for print publication)

Monitoring and quality

Repositories like PROWE are informal and largely under the management of users. They are nonetheless formally “owned” by the institutions hosting them. Branded as such the content, its nature and quality, become of concern more widely than simply to the user base.

· Is content monitored? Under what circumstances and by whom?

· Is quality of content monitored? How? (Peer reviews, public merit award e.g. stars etc.) By whom? How often? 

· Is there any centrally determined institutional control over quality of content? What guidelines determine this?

· What mechanisms exist for reporting and taking action on failures and other problems?

· Are there controls on the volume or nature of material that can be added to the system? How are these advertised?

Metadata - and other classification systems

It might seem that applying full metadata to the content of an informal repository would be overkill and that perhaps an author tagged folksonomy would be more useful. However, reaching the critical mass of tags for a folksonomy to yield sensible results is in fact unlikely given the probable content input for any single institution. An abridged version of the PROWE metadata experience is attached at Appendix One
. Other questions are:

· Is metadata attached? By whom? When? 

· How is metadata for re-versions dealt with?

· If formal metadata is not used, is an alternative used? 

· Whatever scheme is used will it support transfer of content to other internal systems repositories if needed?

· Whatever scheme is used will it support transfer of content to externally managed repositories if needed?

Legal stuff

It is not easy to establish issues of ownership for content in informal repositories. Nonetheless, authors need some visible guidance as to their responsibilities and rights as authors, users and re-users.

· What marks of ownership (of any kind) are visible within the system? 

· What guidance is provided to authors/re-versioners/depositors? (Copyright statement from PROWE can be found at Appendix Two)

· How is content (to be) policed?

· What happens (will happen) when something is added that infringes copyright?

· Is there (will there be) a take down strategy?

· How are penalties (to be) sorted out?

OUTPUT FOUR – The Users’ Perspective: Part One – relations with the institution

Overview
Part time distance tutors have mixed, if not divided, employee loyalties since in many cases they do not work for a single institution. Equally, they are likely to have less time available to invest in making new working systems function unless these meet already identified needs or contribute directly to simplifying life and work processes and practices.

Critical issues
Critical issues for tutors centre around their perceptions of their relationship with the institution e.g. contract terms, and their status within the institution e.g. how much access they have to technology and technology based systems – like wikis and blogs. This will determine the control they have over their work, what happens to it and how ownership of it is managed. Also implicated are questions of inter and cross - disciplinary working, and relations with other staff.

Ownership and Intellectual Property Rights
· Who owns what you create?

· What systems/practices are in place to inform and guide yourself and other authors’ over ownership issues?

· Who can use “your” material? For what purposes? For how long?

· What residual rights do you have?

· What rights do you have if you retire? Resign?

· What rights do you have in relation to material you originate but which is worked on, or re-worked, by others? 

· What mechanisms work to alert you to downloading, use or re-use of materials you originated?

Inter and cross-disciplinarity
Developing a critical mass of material is unlikely to be possible within a single discipline or faculty – at least in the short to medium term – simply because of the relatively small numbers of participants who are likely, actively, to want to deposit materials. Cross and inter – disciplinary working and collaboration not only boosts the volume of materials available but also brings additional benefits from the possibility of sharing materials related to generic professional matters as much as relating to subject content.

· What do you create? 

· Who else in your institution might be interested in your work?

· Are there any extra motivations or incentives for cross-faculty collaboration e.g. funding for some research endeavours may require this kind of working

· Are there any particular barriers to implementing cross-faculty initiatives? e.g. non-shared or incompatible software programmes or systems

· How does the institution/wider community view and value cross-faculty collaboration? 

Attitude to technology
· What is the institution’s attitude to use of technology, especially social software applications?

· Is much technology already in use? Is the institution committed to its further development?

· Does the institution accord part time staff full IT systems access rights? If not, how does this impact on the technology you can use?

· Is the (PROWE) software compatible with other institutional systems? 

· Is it compatible with systems you use in your other place(s) of work or at home?

Contractual rights and responsibilities
· What does your contract say about ownership of materials you produce?

· Is writing for/participating in the system part of your contracted work? 

· Is contract time allocated for this?

· Is participation linked in any way to formal performance management systems? What are the implications of this for the materials you produce?

Transferability and continued access
· Can you retain access to the system after retirement or resignation from the institution?

· Is the system able to produce transferable files that will allow you to carry your work between institutions or with you when you leave?

OUTPUT FIVE – The Users’ Perspective: Part Two – technology issues

Overview
Part time distance tutors are increasingly dependent on technology even if their classes are not given online. Increasingly administration and support is also offered via online environments and encounters – again, even if teaching is not focused there. This permits greater flexibility for tutors to live and work away from their parent institution but may also disadvantage them. They may not have access to central institution wide systems, resources, training and technical help. On the other hand this may require them to be more technically savvy than campus colleagues or may result in them using different technical tools because they need to supply and service them themselves. Older tutors may find the whole process of getting online a stressful challenge especially when they don’t have access to colleagues to help them with technical and software issues. There is the inherent danger in new systems of further widening a digital gap, rather than bridging it, thereby realising the potential of new tools for supporting part time distance staff.

Critical issues
Usability, compatibility and interoperability are the most critical of issues in getting a new system off the ground. These apply equally within the work context and outside since for many tutors the two are blurred by their status as portfolio or part time workers. Support for coping with change may also be a driver in whether or not systems are accepted and used. Contractual rights and responsibilities and conditions of service may also impact on how users feel about participation.

How it works 

Usability etc.
· What new user training is available? User support? And Helpdesk resources?

· Is new hardware required?
· Is access to the system well integrated with other routine tasks, is it “on the way” to other things you regularly do?
· Can you access and use systems easily from different locations? 

Inter-relationship with other institutional systems

· Is the system housed within known software, within a VLE, for example?
· Is the software readily available and compatible with that already in use?
· How many different passwords and ‘clicks’ are needed to move around?
· Can you use the same hardware to access all applications and systems?
Compatibility with daily life

· Is the system accessible remotely and via the type of Internet connection you have?
· Does the system compliment other routine daily activity?
· Does it require you to duplicate tasks you already do elsewhere?
· Is there any possibility of access to the system for others you collaborate with who are not within the system?
Contractual issues

Rights and responsibilities

· If it is licensed, do you personally need an extra licence or permission to make use of the system?
· Is there any arrangement for continued use after present employment ends?
· Do any licences used allow use on and off campus and/or in other locations?
· Are there firewall issues? Do you need special arrangements to work remotely or to access from multiple locations?
Transferability
· Can you take files with you, or export them to a mobile format when you resign or retire?
· Are files held in a suitable format so that you can (could) use them elsewhere?
· Could you use materials in a different institution within the terms of the existing licensing etc?
OUTPUT SIX – The Users’ Perspective: Part Three – content and collaboration
Overview
Many aspects of the user/content interaction are dealt with by long established and seldom questioned habits and practices, many coming under the category of personal resource management strategies. These do not necessarily correspond to best or most effective practice (see Output One of this document). Indeed, users may never ask the questions in this guide (though they should) but nonetheless institutions need to be prepared for them to do so; they should also consider the responses themselves since those answers will have a bearing on how potential system users will evaluate the system when deciding whether or not to join in.

Critical issues
Critical questions arise in relation to the nature of content in the system, storage, access and ownership. Many questions are impacted by users’ personal resource management strategies – either recognised or not.

Ownership and Intellectual Property Rights

· Is storing online OK? 
· Will it last? Will storing my work online keep it safe?
· Will I be able to access my work when I want it?
· What does my contract say about online ownership, storage etc?
· What happens to ownership if other people collaborate with me or reuse and develop my work? 
· How does ownership work for multiple editions of the ‘same’ material?
· Who can access my work? Must my colleagues? My supervisors? My students? 
· Can I decide (administer permissions for) who can access my work?
Content

· Why should I create and store content here?

· What is suitable content?
· What formats can be stored? Are there any that can’t be kept in this system?
· What if I want to store draft versions?

· What if I want to store stuff I intend later to publish in print form elsewhere?

· Are there quality issues about what can be stored? 
· How is content classified? 
· Do I need to know about metadata or any kind of labelling?
· Can I tag my own stuff?
Sharing 

· Is sharing OK?
· Who can I share with? Who should I share with?
· What does the institution think of sharing?
· What advantages are there to sharing?

· How can I make sure the quality of anything done with my original work is maintained? 

Personal resource management strategies (PRMS)
· What are my PRMS habits?
· Do I want to try and do something to modify my habits?
· What happens to all this stuff if I want to move? When I retire or resign?
· Who/what can help me sort out my PRMS?
· Is it all backed up?
· How can I make sure it is all safe?

Appendix Two – PROWE copyright statement

Staff in both institutions are required to comply with codes of conduct relating to their use of computers, intellectual property etc. in all of their work. However, given the particular climate of the wiki environments and the lack of clarity generally about ownership of jointly authored work it was deemed appropriate to have notices on the wikis reminding people of the need to heed legislation and codes of online conduct when working, depositing, creating in the wiki. Some initial work on scenarios of use was done by UoL project consultant Roger Dence and thereafter a draft copyright statement was drawn up by Evaluator Chris Pegler who has worked in this field professionally in previous posts. Finally the draft was considered, modified and approved for use by Richard McCracken Head of Rights at the Open University.  It was then posted on both sites.  The final text read as follows:

All contributors to this site are reminded that the copyright in email and other one-to-one correspondence is retained by its author.  Such correspondence is private and should not be shared beyond the original participants without permission.  The same rules apply to any conversations within a restricted group which is available through an electronic forum.  Legislation relating to the protection and use of copyright works and to defamation apply.
If you are storing resources electronically which you have not created yourself, or which you have created through use or adaptation of copyright material, you should first check that this is permitted. Please refer to the copyright statement or license restrictions stated on the original. It is generally better to provide a link (URL) to an external source rather than provide a local copy.  This allows users to see the web pages to which you refer in context and ensures that they can see the copyright restrictions covering their use of that site. 
Changing someone else's work and then publishing this as an 'adaptation' (which includes sharing it electronically) will usually require prior permission of the copyright owner. Changing the format of a resource from print to electronic form will often NOT be covered by licences which permit sharing in the original (e.g. print) format. 
If you are unable to determine the copyright restrictions relating to work which you are using or storing on this site give as much information about the authorship and source as you have.  The Open University/University of Leicester will operate a policy of taking down immediately any postings or uploads which they have reason to believe infringe copyright or which breach the guidelines for use of the site.  This is for your protection as well as theirs.  If you notice anything on the site which you have reason to think infringes copyright or which is offensive or defamatory please email info@prowe.ac.uk
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