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OER Phase 2 OMAC Call for Proposals Briefing Paper

Version 1

Briefing Paper: Open Educational Resources Phase 2

1 Document Summary

1.1 Introduction

The Higher Education Academy and JISC have invited English HEIs to respond to the 06/10 Open Educational Resources
 Programme call for proposals (for projects starting from 31 August 2010 running for one year to 31 August 2011) by 12:00 noon on Thursday, 24 June 2010. Further information is available in Annex One, Annex Two and at http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/funding/detail/2010/oer_accredited_course .

Eligible institutions are invited to lead a single institution or consortium bid (or be a consortium partner) for projects in the A (ii) Open material for accredited courses for teachers in higher education project outlined in Table 1 (taken from the programme call document)
. 

Organising Open Educational Resources (OOER) is a successful 17-partner consortium subject strand pilot project in phase 1 of the programme. The OOER project draft recommendations included:  

· Institutions should aim to release a fraction of a whole programme or module rather than 100% in the first instance;
· That authors should clearly ‘hallmark’ all their content with CC licences (whether it is to be made open or not);
· That patient/non-patient and IPR rights are clear by ensuring authors consent everything – even where ownership is apparently obvious – and store evidence of the consent along with the resource;
· Institutional policies should be reviewed against a good practice risk-assessment tool such as those developed in OOER;
· UK HE enters a dialogue with publishers to increase the potential for re-using upstream rights (especially images);
· Institutions should develop and follow sophisticated ‘take-down’ policies;
· Development of a tool to track resources to enable them to ‘connect home’ (like software version updaters) to check their current status;
· Staff reward systems are established (formal recognition of using and reusing others’ resources, PDRs, promotion criteria, etc.);
· Several JorumOpen-specific recommendations such as the facility for bulk upload.
1.2 Discussion points

UK PG Cert, Diploma and Masters level ‘Clinical’ or ‘Medical’ Education programmes are a well-defined group who would be in an excellent position to bid for up to £20K support to: 

· Facilitate at least one educational provider ‘going OER’ (if different sites bid independently) or establish a UK collaboration between providers of these programmes (if a collaboration bids collectively);

· Extend the RAFTT work into the open educational resource community by sharing understanding of the requirements of OER (see 4 Annex Three);

· Release a substantial amount (at least 30 credits) of educational content relevant to clinical education programmes;

· Analyse uptake of resources, gaps and opportunities for sharing;

· Initiate a dialogue about flexible learning and flexible support for students; 

· Sharing the outcomes of other projects funded under this programme.

MEDEV would be pleased to support sites who wish to bid, or we could lead a collaborative proposal. Alternatively it would be possible to not bid for funding under this call (status quo). 

We hope that this briefing is helpful and please be assured of our continuing support. 

2 Annex One
Table 1. Comparison of funding strands available in OER Phase 2. 

	Theme / Context
	A(ii): Open resources for Academy accredited professional development programmes or schemes for teachers of higher education

	Funds
	£220,000 (one year projects of up to £20,000 each*)

	Descrip-tion
	Projects will involve the release of high quality resources to support Academy accredited programmes or schemes of professional development that meet the UK Professional Standards Framework for Teaching and Supporting Learning in Higher Education (UK PSF).

	[Eligibility
	Proposals may be submitted by Higher Education (HE) Institutions funded by HEFCE, Academy Subject Centres and Staff/Educational Development organisations.  FE institutions in England that teach HE to more than 400 FTEs are also eligible to bid. Institutions in Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales are not eligible to bid, but may be involved as partners in proposals led by an eligible institution. 
Proposals may be from single institutions or consortia. Partnership arrangements may be developed outside the sector but the lead partner must meet the criteria outlined above. Funds can only be allocated through the lead partner. 

Specific eligibility requirements can be found within the detailed descriptions in paragraphs 11 to 16 (of the call document).


*All proposals are expected to provide “equivalent funding” meaning that the planned contribution of the institution or consortia to a proposed project should have the same financial value as that requested.

3 Annex Two

3.1 Background (from the call document)
The Higher Education Academy works with universities and colleges, discipline groups, individual staff and organisations to help them deliver the best possible learning experience for students. It does this through five strategic aims, which are to:

· Identify, develop and disseminate evidence-informed approaches;
· Broker and encourage the sharing of effective practice;
· Support universities and colleges in bringing about strategic change;
· Inform, influence and interpret policy;
· Raise the status of teaching.

The Academy and JISC have previously supported a pilot programme examining the release of resources in institutions, subject consortia and by individual academics. Further details of this work can be seen at the JISC
 and Academy
 OER web pages, and findings are being incorporated into the JISC infoNet OER infoKit
. The programme evaluation project, at Glasgow Caledonian University
, is a further useful source of information about the pilot.

There are several main reasons for promoting open learning:

· To encourage the sharing of learning resources between institutions, between academics and within communities of practice;

· To enable learning materials and resources to be shared universally - locally, nationally and globally - to support learning;

· To encourage development and uptake of tools and processes supporting the release of open resources that will enhance both productivity and relevance by being customisable and adaptable by both academics and students;

· To act as a marketing tool where students can view resources produced by an institution prior to applying to study there.

The potential benefits of the open release of learning resources by UK higher education institutions are seen as follows: 

· An increase in student satisfaction concerning the quality of learning materials;

· An enhancement of the global academic reputation of the UK HE system;

· An increase in applications to UK HEI courses from international, and non-traditional, learners;

· Improved value for money in resource creation for the UK HE sector;

· UK higher education’s contribution to the public good and the developing world;

· A significant increase in the open availability and use of free high quality online resources;

· Advertising and marketing benefits to individual lecturers, HEIs and UK education, opening up universities to potential students (e.g. widen access; promote the uptake of science subjects);

· Making use of the significant investment that has already been made in digital content by providing ways to reuse and repurpose existing resources and to demonstrate how they can be used for teaching and learning;

· Support for new modes of online learning, such as those that involve the use of web 2.0 tools and mobile devices.

3.2 Scope

This grant funding call invites proposals to enable the release of educational resources which support accredited professional development programmes or schemes of professional development that meet the UK Professional Standards Framework for Teaching and Supporting Learning in Higher Education (UK PSF)
 under a (creative commons) open license permitting global reuse and repurposing
. 
Successful projects will be expected to release, openly, a reasonable corpus of new or pre-existing high quality resources – at least the equivalent of 30 credits or 300 study hours – which may constitute a range of materials designed to support new and established staff engaged in teaching and supporting learning.  Projects may be of any size and/or configuration, and should bid for programme funds on an equivalent funding basis
 at a level suitable to their needs and to the amount of work planned.

We expect to fund a wide spectrum of projects, at up to £20,000 for 1 year, which focus on the release of a range of resources. These resources should be designed to support accredited programme providers in enabling staff to provide evidence against the UK Professional Standards Framework for Teaching and Supporting Learning in Higher Education (UKPSF). The resources released are likely to focus on the underpinning areas of activity, core knowledge and/or professional values.  We particularly welcome the release of resources that support the following key areas: 

· Digital/information literacy
; 

· Development of inclusive curricula
;

· Education for sustainable development
;

· Discipline-specific teaching and learning.

4 Annex Three 

4.1 OOER summary of some of the ‘pros and cons’ of going OER

Table 2. Some of the pros and cons of adopting an institutional OER policy – there are many more, some of which can be seen as both a pro and a con.
	Pros
	Cons

	Formalise current ‘ad hoc’ practice and minimise the long term risk of litigation
	Not all staff and students would want to be involved 

	Whole Programmes/Modules; individual documents; lectures; tests; images; etc. available to download and use in teaching
	‘Not invented here’ syndrome reduces value. Risks for providers and users of infringing third party rights in materials

	Materials are more accessible for our own (and other) students 
	‘Third parties’ might abuse the system/make money out of OER materials; materials may need to be ‘maintained’

	Exposing University brand to new markets – students, partners, public
	Quality could be good or bad (what if the content is poor quality or ‘wrong’?)

	Establishing high quality policies and procedures clarifies ‘ownership’ of materials/IPR vs. ‘licencing’ for all parties
	Looking in Pandora’s Box else might reveal practice which has to be stopped, and it will cost money to comply with new policies 

	Institutions can assert their rights in their own IPR
	It might be costly to stop others from infringing our rights

	Sharing the results of the public purse
	Giving away the ‘crown jewels’

	Anyone can contribute
	How do you find good-quality stuff?

	A single place where materials are searchable/stored/available from
	Funding for JorumOpen might be cut without warning

	Funding available to facilitate involvement
	Success requires uploading a ‘substantial amount’ of materials (360 ‘credits’). Still on the ‘bleeding edge’ of understanding OER


The Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) has publicly released at least 1950 courses under the OpenCourseWare (OCW) initiative
 since their announcement in the New York Times in 2001. In the UK the Open University’s OpenLearn project
 had over 5,400 hours of content available for repurposing by 2008, and currently has 13,500 hours of content available in their OpenLab area where content can be disaggregated and rebuilt. Both claim millions of users worldwide, and the OU claims a conversion of 5000 users into applications to study.
Table 3. Compliance with best practice – developed to be used with OOER ‘good practice toolkits’.

	Good practice compliance table (managing risk)

	
	Explanation
	Risk of litigation from infringement of IPR/copyright or patient consent rights
	Action

	3
	Institutional policies are clearly in place to enable resources to be compared to the toolkits.
	Low. Institution follows best practice and has effective take down strategies. Institution able to legally pursue those infringing the institution’s rights. 
	Periodically test resources against policies to keep policies under review. Keep abreast of media stories. Limited liability insurance required. 

	2
	Compliance tested and policies are adequate in most but not all aspects to allow the compliance of a resource to be accurately estimated. A small number of areas where policies need to be further developed for complete clarity.
	Medium. Ownership of resources is likely to be clear. Good practice is followed in relation to patients. Take down and other ‘complaint’ policies are in place and generally being followed.
	Review those areas where developed is required, possibly in relation to e.g. staff not employed by the institution e.g. emeritus or visiting or NHS. It may be that a partner organisation requires improvement to their policies. Some liability insurance may be necessary.

	1
	Compliance tested but too few policies available or insufficiently specified to allow the compliance of any particular resource to good practice guidelines to be accurately estimated.
	Medium. It is unlikely that the ownership and therefore licensing of resources is clear. Resources theoretically owned by the institution could be being ripped off.
	Collate suite of examples of best practice and review against existing institutional policies. Follow due process to amend and implement those which are relevant to the institution. Take out liability insurance. 

	0
	Compliance with the toolkits unknown/untested OR
Compliance has been tested and materials failed to pass.
	High/Unknown. Risk may be minimal if resource was developed based on best practice principles. Institutional policy status (ownership, consent) is unknown.
	Establish a task force to test some resources against institutional policies; then follow 1-3 below. Take out liability insurance. 
























































�	Open educational resources or OER are defined by a report to the �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_and_Flora_Hewlett_Foundation"��William and Flora Hewlett Foundation�: "OER are teaching, learning and research resources that reside in the �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikiversity.org/w/index.php?title=Public_domain&action=edit&redlink=1"��public domain� or have been released under an �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikiversity.org/w/index.php?title=Intellectual_property_license&action=edit&redlink=1"��intellectual property license� that permits their free use or re-purposing by others. Open educational resources include full �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikiversity.org/wiki/Courses"��courses�, �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikiversity.org/wiki/Course_materials"��course materials�, modules, �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikiversity.org/wiki/Textbooks"��textbooks�, streaming �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikiversity.org/w/index.php?title=Videos&action=edit&redlink=1"��videos�, �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikiversity.org/w/index.php?title=Tests&action=edit&redlink=1"��tests�, �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikiversity.org/wiki/Software"��software�, and any other tools, materials or techniques used to support access to knowledge."


� 	Further funding has been identified to support release of A(i) (closed), A(iii) (closed), B(i) for a £50,000 research project examining the benefits of OER reuse; B(ii) ‘case studies’ (up to £1,000 each); B(iii) £1,000 for each of the phase 1 projects to continue to report on resource re-use’ and C(i) (closed).


� http://www.jisc.ac.uk/oer


� http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/oer


� https://openeducationalresources.pbworks.com/


� http://www.caledonianacademy.net/spaces/oer/


� 	� HYPERLINK "http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/ourwork/universitiesandcolleges/accreditation" �http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/ourwork/universitiesandcolleges/accreditation� 


� 	Examples of suitable licences include those with the “Attribution” and “Share-Alike” clauses. We would encourage projects not to use the non-free Creative Commons variants (such as “Non Commercial” and “No Derivatives”), as these negatively affect the reusability of resources. However, we do recognise that in some specific circumstances this may not be possible.


� 	By “equivalent funding” we mean that the planned contribution of the institution or consortia to a proposed project should have the same financial value as the requested contribution from JISC and the Academy. This is sometimes described as “matched funding”.


� the ability to use ICT tools effectively, including searching for and exploiting resources via the internet – see: � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/tl/edutra/skills/index_en.htm" �http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/tl/edutra/skills/index_en.htm� 


� which promote equality of access and opportunity – see: � HYPERLINK "http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/ourwork/teachingandlearning/inclusion" �http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/ourwork/teachingandlearning/inclusion� 


� curricula and pedagogy designed to give students the skills and knowledge to live and work sustainably – see: � HYPERLINK "http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/ourwork/teachingandlearning/sustainability" �http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/ourwork/teachingandlearning/sustainability� 


�	MIT OCW: �HYPERLINK "ocw.mit.edu/OcwWeb/web/home/home"��ocw.mit.edu/OcwWeb/web/home/home� 


�	OpenLearn: �HYPERLINK "openlearn.open.ac.uk"��openlearn.open.ac.uk� 
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