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	OOER Case Study (DRAFT) 



	  Case Study Title
	CT Head Tutorial

	School or Department
	E-Learning Team, Medical School

	Institution(s) involved
	University of Bristol

	Contact + Email
	Dr Jane Williams (J.Williams@bristol.ac.uk)

Dominic Alder (dominic.alder@bristol.ac.uk)

Lindsay Wood (lindsay.wood@ncl.ac.uk)

	Date
	11th March 2010

	Tags
	Undergraduate, medicine, CT, radiology imaging, internal images, GMC patient consent guidance, commercial company, IPR, student IPR, tookits v1, 


	Questions
	Explanation and further information

	1. What is the curriculum context of the resource or resource collection?
approx. 250 words
	The resource collection is used in the third year and onwards of the undergraduate medicine curriculum (MBChB).  It is used for pre-familiarisation, revision and self-directed learning and is estimated to take 1-2 hours.


	2. What were the aims and objectives of the resource or resource collection?

approx. 100 words
	This tutorial aims to teach students to recognise basic pathology on CT head.

	3. How was the resource or resource collection implemented?

approx. 250 words
	Webpage with embedded images hosted on the University servers.


	4. What technologies and/or e-tools were needed to deliver this?

approx. 150 words
	HTML with Java/ActiveX 

Visual Understanding Environment (http://vue.tufts.edu/) was used to construct decision tree maps for guidance package advice.

OpenLabyrinth (http://sourceforge.net/projects/openlabyrinth/) was used to create an online application to deliver the decision tree maps.

SurveyMonkey (http://www.surveymonkey.com/) was used to survey interested parties and collection data on their methods used in pedagogy and resource discovery.

	5.  What guidance and/or support did you develop?
	Categorisation guidance was followed.  Given name/family name terminology verses first/surname was noted as unusual.  Better use of scope notes and/or drop down lists for ‘Subject area’ fields is required.  Safari browser on Mac shows some cross-browser incompatibility (image place holders shown for ‘information’ hover over)
Patient Consent guidance was followed.  The resource has images of patient internal images (CT radiographs) obtained commercially from a medical publisher which have been adequately anonymised.  Thus patient consent was not required.
IPR/Copyright guidance was followed.  The resource was not currently licensed and the provenance was known. The use of American English was noted. The long list of options in the review your pathway was seen as distracting.  The ‘Not amenable’ language in the Labyrinth workflow was seen as somewhat confusing.  The workflow requires that individual objects be considered separately for IPR, this could be time consuming to do each element in a large resource aggregate.  It was thought that there were two many clicks required in the Labyrinth workflow between questions and this had a negative effect on usability.  The resource was found to have IPR associated with the student who assisted in writing the resource, the non-academic staff member and the commercial publishing company who supplied the CT images.  The ability to release as an OER would be governed by relevant contractual agreements. At Bristol, students have ownership of the IPR in educational resources they create.  The IPR of the member of non-academic staff would be administered by the University.  The IPR associated with the commercial images would need to agreed and licensed for open education resource release.  Previously this had not been forthcoming as the publishing company was not in agreement. The resource could not be made open due to unresolved IPR issues.
Institutional Policy guidance was not available.  In this devolved University, the E-learning Team were driving the development of the institution’s own policy, which was absent. This would be decided on a case-by-case basis through the Educational Board and PVC.

Internationalisation guidance was not available.

Pedagogy/QA preliminary guidance survey was completed.  It was noted that in the final toolkit there should be no duplication of data entry. The use of mandatory questions before progression was not helpful and more than one question per page was requested.  Detailed guidance on the wording of the questions was recorded.  The use of ‘IMS’ terminology was not understood, but this was thought useful in prompting the further investigation of this topic.  The survey, although long, was considered thorough and thought provoking.  The end user requested more information on how the data will be used and was expecting to receive some QA/pedagogy feedback based the questions answered at the end of the survey.  Specific to this resource, the pedagogy/QA changes that were recorded were a general statement of correct options with explanations/model answers as requested by students in their feedback.  These would be addressed before resource was made open.  
Resource Discovery/Re-use guidance preliminary survey was completed and feedback on the survey was submitted to the online system.
Resource Upload guidance will be followed when the resource is uploaded.

	6.  Uploading and hosting resources.
	The resource will be uploaded if the issues with IPR in the commercial images are resolved with the commercial company and after the pedagogy feedback has been addressed.

	7.  What are the key outcomes of the resource or resource collection?

approx.200 words
	Describe the outcomes for learners, teachers, staff, the institution(s), employers, partners etc.  How has it contributed to OER practice within the department/institution/sector?  What has been the impact on learners and staff?

	8. What follow-up activity will be/has been carried out as a result of the resource or resource collection?
approx. 150 words
	Give details of how you have disseminated the outcomes of the resource or resource collection and any follow-up projects.

	9. What are the lessons learned from the resource or resource collection?
approx. 250 words
	In terms of sustainability, the current 2 hours required to follow the toolkit guidance may not be sustainable.  This time will be reduced when end user is more familiar with the toolkits, but the toolkits themselves will have to be streamlined.  One hour would be more preferable. Making existing resources open is more time consuming than new resource where the processes have been put into place to document all the information needed to complete the toolkit guidance.  It is likely that the institution will upload to their own Blackboard repository, therefore uploading to a second national repository (such as JorumOpen) would be an additional time burden.  A more sustainable option would be for the resource to be hosted on the institutional repository and the external user to access it there, if it was decided to release them as OER.
If the toolkit guidance is followed, the risks in making a resource OER should be minimised.

The benefits are perceived as efficiency gains by being able to tap into a source of extra learning resources, before starting new project to create a resource.  Learning resource creators would search to see if a suitable resource was available openly first.

The capacity of a national repository could be used for large bandwidth video resource if it was not available in the institution.
Advice for others is to use and follow the toolkits.
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