The Challenge

1. Outsiders looking at higher education practice would potentially be amazed at the inherent contradictions within the fundamental activity of teaching. They would probably be reassured by the level of agreement around what the core of the curriculum should be; a consensus which is hard debated in conferences, HEA Subject Centres and elsewhere and evidenced in lectures, textbooks and course outlines. They would be surprised by the lack of sharing and common use of learning and teaching content (other than textbooks) and the rather strange practice of thousands of teaching staff seemingly all producing their own versions of materials on the same topic areas. This feeling would be compounded by the observation that some of these materials would be very much better than others, due to differences in access to resources, experience or time given to produce them.
2. The roots of these contradictions have been debated long and hard in recent times
, and include:

· The argument that most materials are contextualised within specific courses for use with particular groups of students at a given moment in time
. In order to be useful in other situations they must either be decontextualised (which might remove a lot of their richness) or recontextualised (which may be more costly than creating new materials);
· Many materials cannot simply be re-used as they stand; they are only useful if re-purposed. However this puts costs on the end user
. Converting existing materials into open content may well be challenging and resource intensive;
· Individual staff  “design” content for their own use in closed surroundings where presentation is usually face-to-face; not all such content is cleared for IPR (particularly copyright and licensing) issues, nor will it comply with standards such as IMS or in terms of accessibility or have metadata or other descriptions added to it. Usability is also likely to be an issue
. Asking staff to bear these issues in mind when creating content may be the source of disincentives to sharing; if these issues are not managed then there will be significant inbuilt barriers to re-use of content;
· Whilst it is fairly clear what the economic argument for open content is at the national, institutional, subject or even departmental level it is hard to see what the incentives are at the individual level. There is a need to generate models which align individual incentives with collective benefits;
· Content ownership may be vested in the university (as employer) but for individual members of staff there is often a gap between what is contractually the case and what is “felt”
;
· Lecturers may defend a “not invented here” view by arguing that they add value by giving their unique “take” on subject matter, or, more subtly, may believe that students’ conceptions of value are based on the supposedly unique contribution which academic staff make in their teaching by using their “own” content.

3. The challenge is to create a culture where academic staff share materials openly and freely; where institutions value and reward staff who create innovative and re-usable content which students want; where the value teaching staff bring is seen to be in interpreting, contextualising and exploiting existing content rather than creating new; and where all parties (universities, departments and individuals) understand that they will be net importers of content and the system will only develop if everyone contributes to the pool of high quality content.
Issues to be addressed in this project
4. The open content movement is a catalyst that is surfacing “a wide range of issues relating not just to “content” but to individual practice, institutional culture and the current paradigm of higher education in general.”
 Thus the move towards open content brings with it a number of major issues:
· Standards: What technical standards, architectures and tools would be required to make teaching and learning resources searchable (discoverable), reusable and freely accessible globally? Is there anything we can do simply and cheaply with commonly-used authoring tools to help? 

· Legal: How can we make sure that content is legally ok to share? What do depositors and users need to know about different licences? Who should be responsible for checking the copyright, performance rights, data protection etc of the video clip they are about to publish? What should the role of institutions be? What kind of policy in the area of IPR and innovative approaches to copyright could facilitate the growth of OER? 

· Institutional Engagement: Why do institutions engage (or not engage) in Open Educational Resource (OER) initiatives? Why do academics use web2.0 content sharing services like YouTube, Flickr and Slideshare, and how does that relate to their jobs? How does OER change the existing methods and models for teaching and learning? 

· Sustainability: What are the existing business models for sustainable open educational content projects? To what extent are the institutional model and community models for OER initiatives compatible and to what extent do they compete? Are there other business models within the institutional approach that could be of interest? 

· Quality assurance: How do we quality assure open teaching and learning materials, pedagogical issues and accreditation, the importance (or not) of knowing what is happening to content once it is “out there” etc. 

Coventry University’s record
5. Coventry University is a third-stream intensive HE institution. This is clearly reflected in our vision, recognised by government and HEFCE, and is at heart of our curriculum, staff development and “authority to teach”
. A major test for us is to prepare students more effectively for employment or establishing new ventures by instilling in them the creativity, knowledge, skills and experiences demanded by a wide range of work alternatives including self-employment, entrepreneurship and social enterprise. As shorthand we will refer to this as “employability” although the acid test is whether or not our students find graduate jobs.
6. Coventry University is the HE partner in the Innovation University Enterprise Network (UEN), one of the first three such networks announced in November 2008. The selection of Coventry was based on its clear desire to become an “Entrepreneurial University”. 

7. We have significant experience of the issues surrounding open (learning and teaching) content. In particular we have benefited from three projects funded under the ReProduce programme
 and a major Repositories Enhancement project
. For example, our experience from a ReProduce project suggests that it may be useful to publish the learning design as part of the content package. This project will build on our experience from these JISC projects as well as from that gained via our engagement with the CIPeL (Centre for Inter-Professional e-Learning) and Sigma (mathematics support) CETL’s. University staff are also actively involved in the work of a number of HEA Subject Centres (including those for mathematics, economics, business and management, tourism and leisure, design and the performing arts).
Institutional strategy and open content business model

8. Coventry University is committed to open educational content. Our curriculum design principles are based on the notion that students will gain from the national and international communities within which the university and students themselves operate. Like all universities we use more content than we are capable of producing and it is in our interests to build communities which share high quality content free of charge. The university gains from having better learning and teaching materials at its disposal, being able to deploy its scarce and expensive teaching staff on higher value generating activities than repetitive content generation, improved student satisfaction and the positive effects of having its wares on show. Our business model is therefore to make excellent content freely available to be able to benefit from content similarly provided by others, as a publicity and marketing stance which attracts students and enhances our reputation with business and the community and which results in improved student satisfaction and retention.
Aims

9.        OCEP  aims to:

· Create a significant (greater than 360 CATS points) corpus of high quality, credit-bearing, diverse and re-usable open learning and teaching content in the area of “employability” based on our existing resources;
· Develop, test and implement institutional processes, policies and incentive structures to embed the practices of an open resource culture and open content release;
· Develop a model for building open content release considerations into the educational resource creation cycle particularly at the (critical) module approval stage;
· Add significantly to the content available in our own institutional repository, CURVE,, by establishing a specific “employability” collection;
· Create exemplars of open content which will inspire academic staff to develop and release their learning and teaching resources;
· Build the capacity and expertise to support open content development across the university;
· Develop an economic, effective and sustainable model for developing and managing open content;
· Help improve the evidence base in support of sharing learning and teaching materials on an open basis;
· Lay the foundations for a sustained release of open content by Coventry University.
The Content

10. Apart from the clear alignment of the chosen content area with the university’s mission there are a number of benefits from focusing on this area, including:

· Coherence of the university’s content contribution to the wider community;
· The involvement of all areas of the university (faculties, careers and welfare staff, CETLs, lifelong learning centres etc.) around a common theme;
· The availability of a large corpus of existing content to choose from, much of which has been collectively developed and is not the “property” of individual members of staff;
· The diversity of types of content available (text-based notes and guidance, presentations, podcasts, videos, PDP activities, captured lectures, workshop materials, virtual word machinima, student generated experiences, complex online learning objects, collaborative activities, assessments etc);
· The potential ability of the content to be re-used in a wide range of settings and subject areas rather than being designed for specific discipline settings;
· The publicity and marketing benefits which the university will gain from exposing a collection of high quality content in its “signature” area of expertise.

11.       The content will be drawn from a number of areas in the university as shown in the table below.

	Origin
	Description
	Type

	Add+Vantage 
	Cross university scheme to give academic credit for students studying outside their own subjects.
	Over 180 different 10 credit modules covering all aspects of employability from general and specific (discipline, professional or sectoral) aspects.

	Centre for Inter-professional e-Learning
	Seven objects  in Interpersonal Skills for Transition to Employment
	Flash videos and animated PowerPoint supported by lecture notes and user guides. Total of 12 CATS points.

	Faculty of Business, Environment and Society
	Placement support package.
	Online support materials, podcasts, video-casts, model learning contracts and associated advice, handouts, PowerPoints. 40 CATS points.

	Learning Innovation Research Group
	Second Life objects and media which can be used across courses and media.
	Re-usable machinima (eg presentation boards, video screens etc). About 60 objects are involved.

	Institute of Applied Entrepreneurship
	Specialist cross-university undergraduate programme to help students start their own businesses.
	420 CATS points (with options) of undergraduate modules from the BA/BSc in Enterprise and Entrepreneurship.

	Faculty of Engineering and Computing
	Engineering and Computing Employability
	40 credit professional training module


12. This content represents a substantial release, as required by the call for proposals, of content for use and repurposing by other academics. We estimate that the content currently available (from which we would select a minimum of 360 CATS points worth) is equivalent to over 2500
 CATS points. Through evangelising and embedding activities within the institution we would expect to raise this amount in the lifetime of the project, and continue with sustained release after April 2010.

13. As described in our work plan, below, we will ensure maximum visibility for the content through a combined release in JorumOpen, and our open repository CURVE, and through tagging adequate for web 2.0 services.

How we will benefit from JISC funding
14. JISC funding will markedly accelerate our progress towards embedding an open content strategy within the university. The project will be a catalyst for experimentation, piloting potential approaches, developing policies and processes and focusing institutional attention on the benefits of embracing the open content movement. These are the bases on which we will build cultural change within the university.
15. We will also benefit from full engagement with JISC programme activities, the support project and the expertise of JISC and HEA centres. The time taken to both benefit from and contribute to programme activities is recognised by an indicative time allocation of ten days a year split between the Project Director and the Project Manager
. Membership of a wider community involved in similar projects is also a major positive for us. We will also ensure that our project evaluator and project manager work closely with the programme level evaluation. 
Project outline

16. The project is divided into three main phases; although some of the activities may overlap and should not be regarded as strictly sequential. The first phase may be characterised as experimentation. At this stage we will begin to identify the content which we want to include in the collection. Whilst this choice will be tempered by the pragmatism of time constraints and ease of availability, we will also identify criteria such as quality, coherence and integrity of the collection, potential usefulness to others, range of types etc. We will select a sample of materials with which to experiment, test out and refine the processes which we will then apply to developing the collection as a whole.

17. The second phase is establishing the collection. Here we will brief and train depositors in what open content means for them, the potential IPR and other issues, the benefits of open deposit for them and how they might improve their content. Depositors will be given help in modifying content to meet open standards, enhancing usability, online pedagogy and creating greater interest for students.
18. The third phase is evangelising and embedding. This includes institutional policy and process development, developing ways of incentivising staff to deposit materials
, evaluating the benefits from deposit, dissemination activities and profile raising, both internally and externally. This phase will also involve the tracking of the volume and use of the resources accessed through the CURVE repository. We hope to compare this to similar measures from JorumOpen. 
Project Management

19. Project management will track activities and milestones. Regular contact with team members will check progress, and the planned monthly team meetings will address risks and budgets in detail. It will be the responsibility of each workpackage leader to keep a detailed record of tasks undertaken and to agree tasks and priorities with the project manager. These will be confirmed with a simple actions and tasks sheet linked to the workpackage. This will make it possible to maintain close control over the project’s progress and take speedy intervention to ensure that deviations from the plan are corrected. In addition the project will be managed according to JISC Project Management Guidelines.

Workpackage 1: Project Management; led by Gita Devi. Months 1-12

20. This work package will act to manage and coordinate the activities of the partners, prepare documents and reports as required, and assess risks and opportunities as the project progresses. This will include drafting and finalising a project plan with the project partners. 

Tasks
· Develop a detailed work plan with timescales, deliverables, and milestones (1-2)
· Monitor progress and ensure that the project maintains its schedule (1-12)
· Participate in project meetings with the Steering Committee and other committees (as required)
· Prepare periodic reports for the JISC ( as necessary)
· Identify critical roles and individuals/groups to carry out repository promotion activities (as required) 

· Maintain project risk register (1-12)

The deliverables include the detailed work plan; progress and risk assessment reports as required; a final report as well as website and blog oversight and the delivery of promotion and dissemination activities. 

Workpackage 2: Content selection; led by Andrew Turner. Months 1-3
21. This workpackage forms the first phase of the project. It is designed to pilot the processes and activities which will be applied to the collection as a whole.

Tasks

· Prepare detailed list of potential content for inclusion from the sources identified in this bid (1-2)
· Audit content for suitability and identify any potential areas of difficulty (1-3)
· Agree parameters of substantive collection based on content audit and sustainability potential (2-3).

Deliverables will be an agreed collection specification and a detailed assessment of potential areas of difficulty.

Workpackage 3: Sample testing; led by Amanda Hardy, Months 4-5

22. Here we will select a small number learning objects for inclusion in the repository and put them through the process of getting them ready for deposit.

Tasks (all months 4-5)
· Identify a small but representative sample of materials from those which it is intended to include in the collection.
· Assess user needs, for example formats required, tagging options, adaptation possibilities, version controls etc.,

· Submit them to all the processes it is intended to apply to objects in the major phase of the project.

· Document any issues that arise and the solutions adopted.

· Develop depositor workshop materials and examples.

· Train research assistants to assist with preparing content for deposit.

The deliverable will be a set of exemplar objects to use throughout the rest of the project.

Workpackage 4: Depositor workshops; led by Amanda Hardy. Month 6

23. At this stage we will brief and train the originators of the materials selected for deposit. Topics to be covered will include the nature of open content, maintaining content, rights over content, IPR and rights clearance, versioning, metadata, tagging usability, accessibility etc. These are awareness sessions rather full briefings.

Tasks (during month 6)
· Deliver workshops.

· Ensure workshop materials are available in CURVE.

· Expose workshop materials on the project website.

Deliverables are workshops and associated materials.

Workpackage 5: Develop collection; led by Juliet Hinrichsen. Months 6-11.

24. This workpackage comprises the core of the project. We have allowed five months to prepare, check and modify content for deposit. Juliet will be assisted by a trained team of research assistants (see Workpackage 3) who are familiar with CURVE and the deposit workflows. Jo Marsh and Ann Dickinson will take responsibility for aspects of the workpackage within their particular expertise (see Annex B). The content originators will also take part in this workpackage and their time input is recognised in the budget.
Tasks (all months 6-11)
· Check content for IPR issues etc.

· Obtain rights clearance where feasible.

· Assess content for accessibility and usability.

· Check QA processes applied to content.

· Add metadata, tags etc as needed

· Modify content to aid transferability if needed.

The deliverable will be the substantive collection of content, tagged appropriately.
Workpackage 6: Policy development; led by David Morris. Months 3-12

25. Policy development is an ongoing process which needs to be actively pursued through the University’s deliberative and executive processes and structures.

Tasks

· Identify areas where policy changes are needed to promote open content practices (3-4).

· Prepare draft policies (based where possible on good practices from elsewhere, JISC advice etc) for consideration by university committees etc (5-8).

· Map existing processes for education content development and identify where open content considerations need to be brought to the fore (eg module approval) (6-9).

· Identify barriers to open content deposit and use and devise strategies for overcoming them (9-12).

The deliverable will be an integrated set of policies and processes designed to promote a culture of developing and using open educational resources within the university.

Workpackage 7: Spreading the message; led by David Morris. Months 1-12

26. Internal marketing of the project and keeping staff and students informed of developments is vital to changing the culture.
Tasks (all months 1-12 as required)
· Deliver workshops and briefing sessions to staff on the benefits of open content.

· Develop online materials, podcasts, mini case studies etc to help staff.
· Ensure major project presence at major university events related to learning and teaching (eg the university’s annual teaching and learning conference/exhibition, ELATE; the iPED conference, faculty-based events etc).
The deliverables will be a series of profile-raising activities.

Workpackage 8: Evaluation; led by Andrew Rothwell. Months 1-12

27. Evaluation will be a continuous process throughout the project. More information on our approach is given in paragraphs 31-33 below. We will also contribute to the programme wide evaluation.
Tasks

· Develop, with the project team, a detailed evaluation plan (1-2).
· Identify, with help from the JISC support project, metrics and tracking approaches to measure content use and impact
 (1-4).

· Run student focus groups to help evaluate content and gather information on how they use it (3-6)
· Analyse monitoring and tracking use data (6-11)
· Prepare and deliver reports to the Project Team meetings (as required; final evaluation report by month 12).

Deliverables will be an evaluation plan, reports as required, evaluation events, use monitoring and tracking data.
Project Team

28. The project team is entirely drawn from existing Coventry University staff.  The core of the team worked on the CURVE project and is familiar with both JISC projects and content management concepts and issues. The Project Director will be David Morris. David has led a number of successful JISC and other projects in the field of education development, including the CURVE project. The Project Manager will be Gita Devi. Gita works in the university’s business development support office and also manages the ELTAC project funded under the JISC Institutional Exemplars programme. Each workpackage will be led by a designated leader drawn from Coventry University staff. Brief cvs of project team members are included as Annex B.
Risk Analysis
29.   The risk analysis for the project is shown in the table below. This will provide the baseline for developing the risk register which will be maintained throughout the life of the project.
	Risk
	Likelihood

1-5
	Severity

1-5
	Risk
	Mitigation

	Academic staff resistant to allowing “their” content to be included
	3
	4
	12
	Stress the positives. Seek to allay fears by helping staff improve content. Work closely with course teams and other groups rather than isolate individuals.

	Poor quality content which could damage Coventry University’s reputation
	2
	4
	8
	Make sure content is properly screened. Offer help to staff to improve content quality.

	Hidden IPR issues
	2
	3
	6
	Audit content before release. Brief and train staff in IPR issues. Use Casper tools and advice to identify potential areas of risk.

	Rights clearance slow and delays project
	2
	2
	4
	We have a lot of content to choose from and so avoid materials where this is likely to be a major issue.

	Poor user engagement in project
	1
	5
	5
	Make sure internal dissemination of project aims, benefits and activities is ongoing. 

	Staff do not use the content. 
	2
	4
	8
	Stress the positives for staff (better prepared students, fewer assessment failures etc.) Provide supportive training. 

	Students and people external to the university do not know about the content. 
	1
	4
	4
	Expose collection to search engines and deploy tools for search engine optimisation. Pay attention to tags, feeds and metadata to promote discoverability.

	Staff loss
	2
	3
	6
	Use current university staff. If project staff leave or become unavailable other members of the group can pick up the work.


Note: 1 is low; 5 is high. Risk Score = severity times likelihood.

Stakeholder Analysis
30.      The table below shows a stakeholder analysis for OCEP.

	Stakeholder
	Perspective and Interest
	Importance
	Engagement

	Coventry University
	
	
	

	CU academic departments
	Support essential to ensure that all appropriate academic content is deposited; will require instruction on how to deposit
	High
	Hold department specific workshops and develop subject specific documentation and training; link to other JISC/HEA subject based projects

	Individual staff
	Support essential as users need to be convinced about OER; will require access to easy to understand information about how to deposit and use content 
	High
	Hold workshops for users; develop documentation and training aimed at users and depositors

	CU students
	Will benefit from more stimulating teaching; greater chance of graduate employment
	High
	Student feedback on materials.
Direct involvement in project. In terms of user needs this will also aid the rest of the HE community

	JISC/ HEA
	Funders; interest in successful result to pilot programme
	High
	Regular reports. Active engagement with JISC events, projects and evaluation.

	UEN
	Promoting regional innovation and business growth; Will require easy access to straightforward summaries about new developments
	Medium
	News updates; presentations by project team to board.

	HE community
	Support not essential, but will ultimately be the users of the open access repository; will require information about tools and content comprising new repository integrations and developments
	Medium
	Develop straightforward summary documents regarding developments of interest to HE community; hold workshops as appropriate; make project team members available for dissemination as appropriate


Evaluation

31. All projects present challenges in terms of evaluation, but these are probably tougher in this arena than in many. What would be appropriate measures of success? What changes would we expect to see as a result of the project? How would we know if these changes were illusory in the sense of being “bought” by the project or genuinely long-term? How do we ensure that he process of content release is a dynamic one rather a series of static initiatives?
32. Evaluation at the project start phase will include agreeing the specific objectives, activities, deliverables and milestones required to meet the overall aims and objectives stated in this bid. The assessment/evaluation of the project processes phase will encompass planning, communication, resourcing, quality assessment and  budgeting; while the project finish and implementation phase will focus on the outputs (e.g. training courses/programmes, toolkits) and outcomes (e.g. changes in work practices, attitudes/values, change in organisational structure/processes, etc.) from the project. However the most important elements will be to assess what has been learnt and how that learning has been transformed into actions which result in tangible and identifiable benefits for stakeholders.
33. We will also involve students in the evaluation. We will provide incentives for them to comment on content via the CURVE facility for “rating” assets, recruit them to focus groups to “clinic” materials and include appropriate questions in module evaluation questionnaires.
Policy, management and legal issues
34. All content which results from the project will be released via deposit with JorumOpen and via our own institutional repository, CURVE under a JISC Open Education UK license. All content will be rights cleared
Hosting Content
35. All content will be hosted in CURVE and will be managed by the CURVE Repository Manager (Joanne Marsh). The Repository Manager post is a long-term commitment within the university library budget. Jo will also be responsible for creating and maintain all external links, including to JorumOpen. A major advantage of the Equella software (on which CURVE is based) is that each repository asset has its own unique URL enabling easy linking to web services. Equella also provides a comprehensive range of configurable feeds.  John Tutchings, the e-Learning Technical Specialist within the e-Learning Unit, will ensure that assets are exposed to search engines and advise on approaches to search engine optimisation. Where possible and appropriate content will be stored in a number of different industry-standard formats to promote ease of re-use. 

Technical Considerations

36. Our work on the CURVE project has allowed us to become familiar with most of the technical and content management issues which we would expect to encounter in the course of this project. This includes experience of running repository management software (Equella), digitisation, streaming, storage and archiving on the ICT side and rights clearance, IPR issues, workflow management etc on the administrative side. However participation in this programme will bring new skills to develop. In particular open content will require greater attention to a number of areas; these include:

· Open standards: IMS; MS Word; Adobe pdf: Quicktime; MS PowerPoint; rtf etc.
· Metadata capture and creation; metadata will need to satisfy a number of requirements, those of the project, JorumOpen, the JISC licence, CURVE schema (which includes Dublin Core). We will adhere to the JISC metadata guidelines for the programme once it is released.
· Tags; we will need to ensure appropriate tags (eg “ukoer”) are added for web2.0 use (eg Flickr, YouTube, Slideshare, iTunes U etc.)

· Feeds: we must be able to generate RSS, Atom and other feeds 

Whilst we do not anticipate that these will cause any major difficulties, they will need to be borne in mind.

Sustainability

37. The most important element in ensuring sustainability is our business model; this does not rely on generating direct income from content and is not, therefore, vulnerable to shifts in willingness to pay by users. In addition the funding for maintaining CURVE (including hardware infrastructure, software licenses and professional staff to manage the system) is explicitly included in relevant university budgets. We will also thoroughly document the policies, procedures and technical information needed to insulate CURVE maintenance and development from issues arising from staff changes. The university has also adopted a policy that all learning and teaching content will be managed in CURVE from 2010. Whilst simply identifying and moving content will be the aim by then, we will aim to make the content open when transfer has been completed.
� For example in the Intrallect Report, “Good Intentions” � HYPERLINK "http://ie-repository.jisc.ac.uk/265" ��http://ie-repository.jisc.ac.uk/265�


� This argument has been pursued in a recent paper; see David Morris (2009).”Modularization, course architectures and content re-use”. Available at: �HYPERLINK "https://curve.coventry.ac.uk/cu/access/item.do?method=list&group=myitems&filterId=191"�https://curve.coventry.ac.uk/cu/access/item.do?method=list&group=myitems&filterId=191�


� The SURF Project has explored some implications of this. See http://www.staffs.ac.uk/COSE/X4L/


� See the TechDis Report “Creation of Learning Content” at http://www.techdis.ac.uk/print.php?p=20


� Coventry University employment contracts contain a specific clause stating the institution owns the content created by staff in the course of their employment, but the project does not intend to rely on this for its success.


� � HYPERLINK "http://blogs.cetis.ac.uk/lmc/2008/11/13/oer-programme-scoping-session-at-cetis-conference/" ��http://blogs.cetis.ac.uk/lmc/2008/11/13/oer-programme-scoping-session-at-cetis-conference/�


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.coventry.ac.uk/missionstatement" ��http://www.coventry.ac.uk/missionstatement�


� See � HYPERLINK "http://cuba.coventry.ac.uk/reproduce" ��http://cuba.coventry.ac.uk/reproduce�


� � HYPERLINK "http://cuba.coventry.ac.uk/curve" ��http://cuba.coventry.ac.uk/curve�





� In general terms we define “content” as anything which has a structure and is described in a way that enables others to make use of it. This, of course, includes making it available under open standards.


� We aim to deposit over the minimum of the 360 CATS points worth of materials during the project. The university is committed to moving all its learning and teaching materials to CURVE by September 2010. We would anticipate that a large corpus of these would be open.


� Although we recognise that it may be beneficial for other members of the project team to take part in these activities as well and they will be supported in doing so.


� One very tangible result of the CURVE Project was to persuade the university that teaching objects deposited in CURVE for shared use would count as outputs for development and performance review purposes alongside research publications, books, consultancy reports etc.


� CURVE has a facility which permits users to rate and comment on objects, which will be deployed in this project.
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