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Executive Summary

The project’s aim was “To establish the nature and extent of a common PDP framework required to provide a meaningful context for the transfer of PDR information between the partner institutions.” The context was a degree course - a BSc (Hons) in Psychology -  with the first two years taking place in a partner FE college, Wirral Metropolitan College, and the final two year at the University of Liverpool.

The specific objectives were to:

· identify current records held at partner colleges and the related PDP process and describe current use of these records and processes in supporting student learning in the colleges; 

· identify any problems and barriers in developing or accessing records in the FE context;

· identify the differences in PDP process and PDRs resulting from the cultural differences between FE and HE;

· identify and document the issues (for the students) connected with those differences and with the transition process;

· present suggestions for how to address these issues within the context of a common PDP framework;

· develop an agreed vision of how PDP processes and the PDRs generated can best support learning and transition across FE and HE.

· The methodology involved a series of steps:

· engaging with the teaching team in the partner college to establish common understanding of the project’s aim;

· establishing current practice in the college and perceived shortcomings of that practice, and checking these perceptions with the students themselves;
· devising with the college team a strategy to address the issues identified, which was focused around the development of the Complementary Studies module in Year 0;
· developing the University’s electronic PDP tool, LUSID, to support extended activities within the Complementary Studies programme;

· implementing the changes and carrying out both formative evaluation and a final evaluation of the usefulness of the activities in addressing the issues identified;

· agreeing with the college team a set of principles which should underlie any such strategy.
Recommendations were agreed which incorporated a set of principles for activities to support learners moving from a high support context to a low support context (which was identified as the key issue for an overarching PDP framework between these two institutions).

It became clear that the project would not yield firm evidence to test these recommendations because of the time taken to implement the changes to the curriculum and technical problems in first using the software with the target students. Nevertheless all team members from both the FEI and HEI remain committed to further trials beyond the life of the project based on the principles embodied in the recommendations. The small amount of student feedback obtained suggests that the students identified with the issues defined by the project and understood the reasoning behind the strategy adopted but encountered too many problems with the implementation of the strategy to be able to support it directly themselves.

Background
The University of Liverpool operates joint degree programmes with Wirral Metropolitan College (B.Sc.programmes in Psychology and Life Sciences) and with Carmel Sixth Form College (a range of science degree programmes). The programme with Wirral Metropolitan College entails two years of study in the college, with successful students transferring into Year 2 of the mainstream University programme. Students at Carmel complete one year in college and transfer into Year 1 of their chosen programme. Both these partnership arrangements have been operating for several years. 

Currently the University is seeking to expand its partnerships with FE by developing ‘special relationships’ with a selected number of tertiary institutions who will have “Associate College” status, and extend provision of programmes which commence in FE and transfer into the University. There may be a range of models but they will be built on the Wirral and Carmel experience. It will be a requirement that students on these programmes (who are registered students of the University) will be provided with opportunities for personal development planning in accordance with the University’s policy.

In the past, students studying Psychology at Wirral Metropolitan College have kept a paper-based portfolio of learning during their two-year programme. The role of personal development planning in supporting learning is recognised by the College and for the Foundation degree at Wirral an electronic module exists for this purpose within their Virtual Learning Environment (called TekniCAL), the design of which owes much to the DfES Progress File materials. There were at one point plans to extend its use to the 2+2 students but these did not materialise. The availability during the TransPortALL project of the web-hosted Widening Horizons Progress File module does not appear to have impacted on either college.

A record exists for each student at Carmel College which has both electronic and written components. The college has not adopted the national Progress Files material but has a strong ethos of individual guidance.

There was no formal arrangement for the transfer of records from Wirral or from Carmel to the University of Liverpool, although Wirral students’ module marks were normally passed over using an Excel spreadsheet.

The University of Liverpool has an existing electronic Personal Development Planning (PDP) support tool, the Liverpool University Student Interactive Database (LUSID), which has already been used extensively to support programmes within the University and has been trialled at a number of other Higher Education Institutions (HEIs). Over the life of the TransPortALL project the University has been piloting a PDP framework which will use departmentally-based personal development tutors supported by LUSID. 

Aims and Objectives

Aim:

To establish the nature and extent of a common PDP framework required to provide a meaningful context for the transfer of PDR information between the partner institutions.

Objectives:

· identify current records held at partner colleges and the related PDP process and describe current use of these records and processes in supporting student learning in the colleges; 

· identify any problems and barriers in developing or accessing records in the FE context;

· identify the differences in PDP process and PDRs resulting from the cultural differences between FE and HE;

· identify and document the issues (for the students) connected with those differences and with the transition process;

· present suggestions for how to address these issues within the context of a common PDP framework;

· develop an agreed vision of how PDP processes and the PDRs generated can best support learning and transition across FE and HE.

We did not change these during the project, though we did re-interpret them.

Methodology

It was already clear from the aim and objectives of the project that it was not going to be focused around technical implementation. This was confirmed and reinforced later in the project. As a consequence, there was no pre-arranged methodology to select, nor indeed a range of methodologies from which to choose. But there were several stages which were envisaged from the outset of the project as the necessary steps to take.

Engage with partners

We needed first to engage with the project partners, securing their initial co-operation.

Establish current situation

With the partners, we then needed to assess the situation in detail in respect of PDP and related records. This would then map out the potential for moving forward in project collaboration.

Devise and implement strategy appropriate to the situation

Once the potential and scope for collaboration in the project had been ascertained, we would need to work out what was the most appropriate intervention to take us towards the project aim. It was clear at the outset that there were several possibilities.

Draft recommendations

One fixed point in the project was going to be the putting together some kind of recommendations: this involved the last two listed objectives containing “present suggestions” and “develop an agreed vision”.

Do appropriate development

When we knew what the recommendations were going to be, we needed to do whatever development was needed in accordance with the developing ideas. Initially, we could not know what this would be, or how it was going to be done. In practice, the development work turned out as building material into LUSID to serve the Wirral staff and students, and this followed the established practice which had been built up over a few years of LUSID development.

Due to the highly flexible nature of LUSID, this could be done by a kind of evolutionary prototyping. The designed material was to be submitted to Wirral Staff for comment or approval repeatedly until acceptance. The objective of the development was both to incorporate existing activities within LUSID so that the information was recorded electronically and thus easily available in the future, and also to include new PDP activities which went some way towards implementing the recommendations of the project.

As has also become clear with the implementation of PDP within the University, ongoing formative evaluation is vital to the success of such initiatives. It is also clear, as with any e-learning initiative, that a key difficulty with any such evaluation is to distinguish between the technological and pedagogical aspects of the initiative. The evaluation strategy also needed to recognise the nature of this student group: mature learners with high motivation but often little confidence in their abilities, and with a very wide variation in their previous experience of and confidence with learning technology.

Implementation

Engagement with partners

We arranged initial meetings with Wirral and Carmel (partner detail given above in background). We had already established key contacts in both colleges when putting the bid together. Both of these appeared to have a genuine interest in the project and to be prepared to take the major role in the implementation of the project. However, at Wirral, our contact quickly introduced us to the other members of the programme team, which allowed us to engage with whoever was available or most appropriate at different stages of the project. At Carmel, this did not happen, with the significant consequence that when our contact left the college halfway through the project to take up a promotion, Carmel’s active involvement in the project was effectively terminated.

Establishing current situation

We then moved on to meetings to ascertain the nature and extent of records kept at the Colleges. These differed between our two partners. 

At Carmel, there was a “Year 0 Database” which kept miscellaneous information about the students in question. This was in essence a record of official dealings with the student, including tutor interviews, of which there were normally three over the course of the year. Little of this information was of the kind that would transfer naturally to LUSID or another PDP or e-portfolio system. The interview records, in particular, normally contained brief notes made by the tutor of academic success, with some pastoral or disciplinary details as needed. The database held no records developed by the student.

Though at Carmel College itself there was a good history of PDP practice, for this foundation year the emphasis was on academic attainment and performance over and above the wider aspects of personal development and generic transferable skills.

At Wirral, there was no electronic system in place for records related to PDP or e-portfolios. Instead, such information was held in brown envelopes. There was much activity related to PDP, and for the Psychology students that we were concerned with, this was given through a course named “Complementary Studies”.

At both colleges, while discussing project matters, other concerns came to the surface which impinged on the relationship between the colleges and the University concerning the students. There were problems with access to and updating of student information on the University’s student record system. These were salient in the minds of the college staff, and had to be addressed for the project to succeed.

Devising and implementing strategy appropriate to the situation

We were unsure of how to proceed with Carmel. As there was little information of relevance presently collected electronically, or even on paper, from the foundation year, our thinking turned to whether the College would like to use LUSID for PDP purposes. However, as it was academic standards that were the paramount target, and as there was little time which was available to be devoted to PDP, the sense we got was that there would be little scope for introducing anything that would be relevant to LUSID, and therefore directly relevant to the project. Our coming to this conclusion was soon followed by the departure of our key collaborator at Carmel. A meeting with the principal confirmed that there was no need or strong motivation for further work at Carmel within the project.

With Wirral, the situation promised many more opportunities. We recognised that we needed to understand the student’s viewpoint better, so that we would have an idea of what they would value, if anything, being transferred between the College and the University. We therefore arranged first to interview a student who had already transferred to the University. Next, we interviewed several students still at the College, to get a better idea of what their views were of the Complementary Studies course, and what they might want to keep from it. This would give us an idea both of what information could potentially be transferred, and what other PDP developments might fit into an overall common PDP framework.

Results of investigations

As mentioned above, we found that there were few, if any, records which were both held electronically and relevant to PDP.

Our interviews with past and present Wirral students revealed several notable commonalities.

· The students on this particular course were highly motivated, partly by personal interest and partly by career goals. However, they were not looking to make career decisions at this point prior to the HE phase, and did not feel that they were expected to make such decisions.

· The FE context gave them good feedback on work and progress, and regular close contact with staff. It built up their confidence to a point where they could perceive themselves as successful HE students coping in the University context, but also allowed them to develop expectations about the kind of support and feedback which would be forthcoming from tutors at the University. The high expectations which had been generated proved to be unrealistic.

· The students had not considered which transferable skills were relevant to them in the longer term. Academic-related skills were most salient at this stage.

· There was no clear sense of what material (provided notes or students’ own work) would be more helpful in the HE context than any other. If anything, they were prone to take everything with them including their own work and all paper course materials.

Development work

During the summer break in the middle of the project, we worked with a key member of the college team responsible for the Year 0 Complementary Studies programme to develop that programme in two ways:

· to replace most of the paper-based activities with electronic guidance on LUSID, ensuring that any records generated by students in the course of these activities were stored electronically and accessible through LUSID

· to make more explicit the purpose of each activity in supporting the student towards greater independence, in preparation for their transition into the HE environment.

Our discussions also influenced the Year 1 programme, in that the tutors adopted more explicit strategies with the students of preparing them for transition, limiting the amount of tutorial support but talking with them about the different cultures of FE and HE, what they should expect and how to prepare themselves for it.

During the second year of the project, members of the project team at the University made periodic visits to Wirral to check on the progress of the Year 0 Complementary Studies programme and seek feedback. Visits involved variously the Project Director, the LUSID Developer and her assistant and the Project Evaluator. The main focus of one visit was to observe the students carrying out their first exercise in LUSID, to check for problems with log-in and the comprehensibility of the guidance. Another visit focused on the RoLI exercise, again to check for both technical problems and the students’ understanding of the purpose of the exercise. 

Evaluation

Our initial plans for the project evaluation focused around the learners’ perceptions of the helpfulness of the PDP process, particularly in supporting the transition from the first two years of their programme, spent at Wirral Metropolitan College, to the remaining two years at the University of Liverpool. Obviously we were also interested in the perceptions of the tutors involved but this was secondary to the learners’ experience.

In the first year of the project the Project Officer, Simon Grant, and the Project Director, Janet Strivens, undertook this task ourselves, because the primary purpose of talking to the students and staff was formative, to build our understanding of the students’ developing awareness of themselves as learners and achievers throughout the programme and in particular, the problems they experienced over transition. We talked to students from three years of the programme and fed their comments back to the tutors. Out of this process we developed both our joint thinking about the PDP activities to be supported by LUSID in the second year of the project, and the form of our interim recommendations. Because of the nature of the group (a small group of mature students) and their relationship to the two main tutors, this relatively informal approach seemed appropriate for the first stage of the project and no issues arose around confidentiality.

The second year of the project involved the implementation of our planned developments of the students’ Complementary Studies programme. It was appropriate for this stage to be evaluated by an individual external to the project team. We brought in an experienced evaluator, Samantha Burke, who was concurrently involved in the evaluation of the PDP implementation at the University of Liverpool. Samantha met the students and talked to small groups of them after some key PDP activities. She also attempted to gather questionnaire data, and interviewed the tutors. She also got into contact with the external evaluator of the Loughborough Project to compare evaluation questions and methods, with a view to making the data from both projects more comparable.

We ran into two quite different problems in terms of our initial plans. One was logistic: it turned out to be extremely difficult for our evaluator to meet with the students on the completion of their Complementary Studies programme when their priorities were with the upcoming examinations, or to persuade them to return questionnaires. This was exacerbated by difficulties in contacting the main tutor. It was clear that none of these difficulties was due to lack of willingness to be helpful. FE tutors are extremely busy, and mature FE students cannot afford to come into college when they don’t have to. In consequence our evaluation data comes from a smaller sample than we would have liked.

The second problem is more fundamental. We realised as we began to formulate the issues and possible strategies that immediate feedback from learners about their experience of PDP activities could only ever be of partial value. We were attempting to explore the development of learners’ skills and self-confidence, which are likely to be medium or even long-term effects of the particular exercises and activities we were offering to them. Any evaluation of interventions designed to develop a learner’s awareness, confidence and skills as a learner needs to be able to follow the learners through more than one ‘cycle’ of education. In this case, we only developed the activities we wanted to evaluate in the second year of the project, so only immediate feedback is possible.

Coupled to this, when the intervention is mediated electronically there is an additional problem of the influence of any technical difficulties. The students’ first experience with the LUSID system was beset with technical problems around registration: this immediately makes their feedback problematic. This is a familiar issue for e-learning projects which is difficult to tackle without long, thin projects which allow for both technical problems to be overcome and learner development. 

While the commitment of the college team to the continued use and development of LUSID in relation to the Complementary Studies programme is very welcome and will allow for ongoing evaluation, it would be impossible to claim that this commitment was based on evidence garnered in the project evaluation. Therefore, we hope and expect to continue the evaluation after the end of the project, at least into the next year of the programme if not beyond, as part of the ongoing evaluation of PDP implementation at the University of Liverpool.

Outputs and Results

List of all outputs

	Title of document
	Date
	Location

	Bid document
	2003-05
	http://dbweb.liv.ac.uk/cll/page.asp?page_id=1563&client=

	Project Plan Overview
	2003-11-16
	ditto

	Wirral Visit November 12th 2003
	2003-12-04
	ditto

	Carmel Visit December 2003 18th
	2003-12-23
	ditto

	IoNodes presentation

	
	ditto

	First report January 2004
	2004-01-31
	ditto

	Interview with Year 3 Wirral student February 2004
	2004-02-23
	ditto

	Interviews with Wirral Students May 2004
	
	ditto

	Second report July 2004
	2004-07-31
	ditto

	TransPortALL First Scenario
	2004-11-29
	ditto

	Wirral LUSID pages/activities
	2005-01-27
	ditto

	Third report January 2005
	2005-01-31
	ditto

	Case Study
	
	To follow

	Recommendations 
	2005-01-20
	http://dbweb.liv.ac.uk/cll/page.asp?page_id=1563&client=

	Evaluation report
	2005-08-09
	http://dbweb.liv.ac.uk/cll/page.asp?page_id=1563&client=

	Final report July 2005
	2005-08-09
	ditto

	There also exist formative evaluation reports written by Glenaffric
	
	


Recommendations

From our discussions it had become apparent that a key issue for FE-HE transfer was the change in the level of support provided to learners, coupled with the delicate balance of maintaining the confidence of these learners while giving them clear and accurate feedback about their performance and areas for development. We checked out the salience of these issues with members of other projects within the MLEs for Lifelong Learning programme and whenever opportunities arose outside the programme. Feedback from FE tutors confirmed our identification of these issues as key. Therefore, our main output for dissemination was a document containing recommendations for provision of PDP in situations where the level of support offered to the learner will decrease across educational contexts. This document is reproduced as Appendix A.

LUSID material and its use at Wirral

Initial discussions between LUSID developers and Wirral staff were held on 2004-07-02. The current LUSID system was demonstrated and explained, and the PDP-related activities on the Psychology course discussed. A list of activities for the Year 0 was prepared, which is reproduced as Appendix B. Supporting material was also prepared. The LUSID pages prepared are summarised here: on each page there is a substantial amount of text providing guidance for the student.

· Record your initial impressions. This includes reasons for choosing the programme, and initial concerns.

· Complete an audit of your skills. The skill areas selected for Wirral students were: time management; numeracy; writing; information accessing.

· Think about how you are learning. This signposts people to an external site called the “Reflections on Learning Inventory” (RoLI).

· Review your initial impressions. The material entered previously is brought up on screen, and in the light of that the student is asked about their first impressions of the programme and life at Wirral. This is in one text area.

· Review your progress in semester 1. Here, the student starts by filling in three text areas, on feedback received, strengths, and areas for development. On that basis, the student is invited to create an action plan, just in plain text. 

· There is also a facility to access the full power of the action planning capabilities of LUSID.

· Plan a presentation. This uses a template of four stages, and the student is given the opportunity to set start and finish dates for these stages. This is then entered into the LUSID action planning system.

· The student can also access some other areas of LUSID.

These pages address particularly the two recommendations in the third group, which are perhaps the ones which can most easily be addressed through a system like LUSID.

Evaluation

As noted above, we had problems in collecting as much data as we had hoped for the final evaluation report. The report is attached. It is based on focus group discussions with most of the Year 0 students early in the second year of the programme after they had attempted the RoLI exercise; a lengthy interview with the main tutor at Wirral involved with the programme; questionnaire responses from two Year 1 students; interviews with two Year 0 students including the course representative; and LUSID usage statistics. This is not a satisfactory sample, although the feedback we received was in line with observations and informal comments received at other times from both tutors and students.
The report highlights three main issues: the barrier created by difficulties with the technology when attempting to motivate the students to carry out the PDP exercises; uncertainty on the part of the tutors about the respective roles of the Complementary Studies tutor (extended by this project) and the Personal Tutor; and problems faced by at least some of the students by virtue of their fragile self-confidence. The first can be addressed most easily, and steps have already been taken to avoid most if not all of the problems encountered this year when the programme recommences in September. The second requires further discussion and clarification with the course team at the Wirral. The appointment of a new member of staff to be responsible for Complementary Studies from September is both an opportunity and a challenge. Interestingly, the dilemma over where PDP fits within the range of roles carried out by tutors is being repeated on a much larger scale throughout the University as departments decide how they are going to implement the requirements for PDP provision from this September. So too is the debate about the extent to which PDP activities should be voluntary, undertaken by students because they have been persuaded of the benefits, as opposed to being embedded into compulsory module activities.

The third issue has been mentioned elsewhere in this report. Mature students from non-traditional backgrounds will inevitably have gaps in their knowledge and skills, however much this is offset by their determination and initiative. Identifying those gaps without dealing further blows to their fragile self-esteem is a balancing act. FE tutors are likely to have considerably more experience of this dilemma and the need to be sensitive to learners’ shifting emotions than their colleagues in HE.
Information gathered

The information gathered by the LUSID pages will be available for the students when they transfer to the University. No data transfer is necessary in this process. Here is an outline suggested mapping of the pages particular to Wirral. There are also other pages accessible from the Wirral pages that are available to LUSID users much more generally, but these do not form part of the specified work for Wirral students. 
	page
	Field
	UKLeaP

	Record your Initial Impressions
	I chose this programme …
	reflexion related to the overall educational activity: relationship(ReflectsOn)

	
	My initial concerns are:
	reflexion related to the overall educational activity: relationship(ReflectsOn)

	Audit Skills
	Are you confident …
	competency + reflexion related to detailed competency: relationship(ReflectsOn)

	
	Skill proficiency
	competency + assertion or reflexion related to broader competency area relationship(ReflectsOn or Attests)

	Think about how you are learning
	What did you think about your profile? …
	reflexion related to any relevant skills (competencies) mentioned: relationship(ReflectsOn)

	Review your initial impressions
	What are your first impressions of your programme and life… ?
	reflexion related to overall educational activity: relationship(ReflectsOn)

	Review your progress …
	Summarise feedback received on assignments
	reflexion related to relevant educational activities: relationship(ReflectsOn or Evaluates)

	
	Identify your strengths
	reflexion related to relevant competencies, or to general overall competency

	
	Identify areas for development
	reflexion related to relevant competencies, or to general overall competency. Optionally also specify one or more goals.

	Plan a presentation
	Title
	activity/description/short

	
	Finish Date
	activity/date(Finish)

	
	Description
	activity/description/long

	
	(each part) Start Date
	activity/date(Start)

	
	(each part) Finish Date
	activity/date(Finish)

	
	(parts to whole activity)
	relationship(IsPartOf)


Outcomes

Objectives

	identify current records held at partner colleges and the related PDP process and describe current use of these records and processes in supporting student learning in the colleges; 
	We identified the records at Carmel and Wirral. The Carmel records were associated with meetings between student and tutor. This was true also at Wirral, but there was also a substantial explicit provision in the “Complementary Studies” course that was relevant to PDP and supporting learning.

	identify any problems and barriers in developing or accessing records in the FE context;
	The non-existence of records was found to be the major problem. We addressed some secondary technical issues in the course of the project.

	identify the differences in PDP process and PDRs resulting from the cultural differences between FE and HE;
	Both PDP and PDRs were quite different between the two cultures. We ensured that partners were given the opportunity to be aware of the differences. Discussion between projects suggested that others were also aware of the main issues.

	identify and document the issues (for the students) connected with those differences and with the transition process;
	This was done in a series of reports following interviews with Wirral students and staff.

	present suggestions for how to address these issues within the context of a common PDP framework;
	This is represented by the recommendations which appear here as Appendix A

	develop an agreed vision of how PDP processes and the PDRs generated can best support learning and transition across FE and HE.
	The vision we developed was agreed at least in outline with consulted partners, with no dissent. However there remains the challenge of the refinement, further expression, more thorough consultation, dissemination and wider promulgation of this vision.


Aim

The initially stated aim was “To establish the nature and extent of common PDP framework required to provide a meaningful context for the transfer of PDR information between the partner institutions.“ We ended up addressing this in a way slightly different from that originally envisaged. Rather than transferring PDR information between two different systems, and establishing a common technical framework to support that transfer, we established key points on the nature of the PDP framework required to facilitate transfer of the learners themselves between the different kinds of institution, and of the information which was required by that framework, whether or not it would actually be transferred.
Conclusions

What seems to be a common finding in JISC projects in this area is that the culture of FE and HE are quite different, with differing drivers and priorities, as well as history and customs. We found our FE partners to be working largely on a classroom-based approach to teaching, with dedicated staff not always feeling properly rewarded for the undoubted effort they put in to educating their students and helping them develop the confidence, in the setting we worked in, for progress to HE. This clearly differed from the expected HE culture, where students were expected to rely on their own initiative and resources to a much greater extent. This difference was fully understood and taken into account by the FE staff we worked with.

We found it possible to devise an explicit and coherent strategy for helping students make the transition to HE successfully, which was agreed by involved FE staff and other collaborators. However, the timescale of the project has not yet allowed this to be tested. 
Implications

Lessons learned as individuals to carry forward in our research and development projects

We started off without a very clear idea of how best to engage learners in FE with the concept of themselves as learners. We discovered that our learners were not automatically interested in themselves as learners just because they were (a) mature students or (b) psychology students. At the beginning of their course they were like most learners, focused on precisely what they had to do to be ‘successful’ and nothing beyond. We learned from staff at Wirral Met and from FE members of the MLE4LLL programme about balancing strategies for regaining/developing their confidence as learners with diagnostics to help them plan to address their areas of weakness. It takes time for them to start thinking about what interests them and believe that what does interest them is useful to pursue. 

We observed a great difference between the Year 0s and the Year 1 students – the Year 1 requested the session on learning styles, engaged in debate and clearly saw it as both relevant to themselves as learners and relevant to the subject, even though it was not necessarily part of ‘the syllabus’. We will take forward this understanding of the timing of PDP activities in relation to the development of learners’ confidence, and in particular the introduction of activities/exercises aimed at developing their concept of themselves as learners.

Lessons learned as a project which can be carried forward in other projects

Following on from the above, when providing PDP activities or exercises as part of project developments it will take time to convince a sceptical and instrumental learner that any such exercises might be of value, when they may not seem at first sight to be directly related to getting through a course. 

We came to recognise how much support learners need in getting to use a new system, especially when there are extra barriers presented by the technology not working smoothly as intended (or at all). 

We came to appreciate the role for small, focussed projects as well as big ambitious ones. However, both may be subject to change in terms of what they are trying to achieve as they progress. We found it important and helpful that the external evaluation team (Glenaffric) ‘gave permission’ for change while at the same time helping to clarify reasons for change and establish clear new objectives. We are encouraged for future projects not to stay rigidly tied to a plan which should be superseded.

Lessons to be learned by the participating institutions

We put forward the following suggestions as lessons which are potentially learnable by the institutions involved. However, we have little evidence that these lessons have actually been learned institutionally, rather than by a few individuals belonging to them.

Well-established pre-92 HEIs like Liverpool clearly see business advantages in partnerships with selected FE colleges. However the individual members of staff on either side associated with the partnership are unlikely to receive any help or guidance in coming to terms with the different cultures of FE and HE, nor is there a wealth of experience residing within the institution as there might be within a post-92 HEI. In relation to PDP there are some fundamental differences in the ethos of guidance and support for learners, and the funding of such guidance, which need to be understood if overarching PDP frameworks are to be devised which actually facilitate progression. If such cultural issues are overlooked there is a danger of wastage of resources as individuals discover for themselves and re-invent wheels.

A particularly tricky area of difference is in the resourcing and organising of IT support for learning and teaching. While there are wide differences between HEIs, in general there is more resource, more staff who can assist in overcoming technical problems and sometimes a higher expectation from academic staff that their opinions and experiences of use matter and should influence decision-making. Learning how to manage technological innovation in an HEI does not necessarily transfer to an FE context where the targets, drivers and formulae for resource allocation may be so different.

In the situation where key FE staff for this kind of work lack the sense of being properly rewarded, and thus liable to move on, it is difficult to see how appropriate changes can be introduced to FE at this stage.

The analysis and recommendations we have produced are not restricted to the transition between FE and HE, and there may be many other opportunities beyond FE for introducing first an awareness of the issues, secondly a policy and strategy for addressing those issues, and thirdly an increasingly joined-up approach to lifelong PDP.

Recommendations (optional)

Our general recommendations document is given in full in Appendix A. We invited feedback from several parties, but have not yet received sufficient critique (positive or negative) on which we could base a revision, beyond our own reflections. We intend, therefore, to follow up this point after the end of the project, and produce revised and possibly matured recommendations by the end of 2005.

Recommendations for projects

Any developments with new technology systems need time and effort for familiarisation and ironing out usability problems. Allow for this, and ensure that projects extend over sufficient time to get beyond these hurdles and start to gather feedback relevant to the ideas delivered through the technology, and not just feedback on the surface features of the technology systems.

Recommendations for institutions 

As regards PDP and pedagogy, the general recommendations document deals with these in detail. In essence, these amount to recommendations on setting up and developing PDP programmes and systems, in contexts where learners are expected to make transitions between environments of higher support and lower support. Institutions which only deal with one level of learner may find these points easier to address in conjunction and collaboration with partner institutions from which learners come, or to which learners go (and where the level of support differs).

Recommendations for the sector

The issues and challenges of widening participation, and collaboration with other institutions, are here to stay. Since not all such developments benefit from JISC funding, or from the potential connection with collective memory that the JISC can possibly provide, the sector as a whole needs to consider how to best consolidate and learn from the experience from the various projects and initiatives in this whole area. The sector needs somehow to hold together any emerging consensus on the nature of a PDP framework that can adequately support learners from a lifelong perspective. At present, it is not clear to us if there are any suitable vehicles or mechanisms for this: our experience suggests at least that any such mechanisms are not yet working effectively across the board.

Recommendations for the JISC

The JISC should consider carefully the time necessary for this kind of project, as outlined in the recommendations for projects. Funding longer, possibly “thinner” projects may help, particularly where the programme objectives concern issues of institutional or learner culture, or the deployment with learners (rather than just the development) of innovative ICT systems. In this respect, learner-focused systems differ significantly from administrative-focused systems.

Appendix A

Recommendations

These recommendations are addressed to those responsible for the provision of PDP (under whatever name, including the use of e-portfolios
) particularly where that provision relates to learners who are moving from one educational context to another, where there may be a decreasing level of individually-delivered support for learning.

The first two groups of recommendations are based on practice for which there already exists substantial knowledge and experience, though it is not necessarily yet generally adopted.

Firstly we offer recommendations for general PDP provision.

	· Establish or verify that PDP provision in their context or environment covers the established baseline discussed below.

· Design review structures and instruments (documentation etc.) so that the student has the greatest appropriate sense of involvement in making PDP-related decisions.

· Develop and motivate staff so that they have the skills and attitudes to foster a sense of learner ownership of the decisions.


Secondly, we offer recommendations connected to situations where a reduction of level of support is in prospect.

	· Discuss the fact of change of level of support with learners.

· Design clear, explicit and appropriate assessment criteria for use in feedback about assignments. 

· Communicate these criteria to the learners, and allow for dialogue about their meaning with tutors and/or peers.

· Arrange for learners to assess each other’s assignments, using these criteria.

· Introduce routine self-assessment of assignments (prior to submission).

· Build these criteria into periodic review of overall performance and progression.


The following recommendations we see as potentially desirable, though we do not have positive evidence to prove their value.

	· Include in PDP programme activities which are designed to help the learner understand better how she learns – ideally one which focuses on the individual’s improvement in ability to learn rather than less significant preferences.

· Construct an explicit framework for the skills which are relevant to the educational context, and ensure that this is explicitly related to any available commonly-recognised definitions of the relevant skills.


Background

The central concern of the TransPortALL project is with the potential of PDP practice (encompassing planning, review, reflection and recording
) to support learners’ transitions from relatively highly-supported educational environments (HSEEs) to relatively lesser-supported educational environments (LSEEs), where high support is defined as a low staff-student ratio and a cultural expectation of a high level of individual support from tutors. In the context of the project, we are focusing on Wirral Metropolitan College as the HSEE, and the University of Liverpool as the LSEE. The learners at the centre of the study are students on a BSc Honours Psychology 2+2 programme, where the first two years (Years 0 and 1) are based at Wirral covering similar ground as is done in the first year of the normal undergraduate course at Liverpool, after which the students transfer to the University and complete the course alongside the students spending all three years at Liverpool.

However, the recommendations here are aimed at a broader spectrum of learners and situations, and should be applicable to many scenarios where a period of better-supported education is followed by a period of lesser support: for example, the transition from school- or college-based education to self-directed vocational skills development.

Baseline provision

Provision which is already widely established

We would regard a “baseline” provision of PDP as involving at the minimum:

· a learner;

· a tutor/mentor/advisor with appropriate competencies for that role (here referred to as “tutor” for convenience, whatever the title of the role within the institution or other context);

· a system of periodic review linked where appropriate to the institutional timetable.

The purpose of this periodic review is to support the learner’s reflection on their learning, performance and/or achievement, and their planning for personal, educational or career development – that is, it provides the basis for PDP as defined in the UK.

Activities which belong to this baseline provision include periodic reviews of goals and targets; general performance reviews and skills audits; recording of experiences and reflecting on skills gained and demonstrated. ‘Tools’ (proformas, inventories, structured questions) to support these activities are widely available within the practitioner community.

An essential attribute of this review process is the learner’s ownership of the process. A deliberate and explicit attempt to foster a sense of ownership could involve, for example, the student drafting an action plan prior to a review meeting, for further discussion and agreement; student and tutor agreeing agenda items for the review meeting beyond any institutional agenda; student having responsibility for entering data related to his/her progress within any recording system. Clearly the precise detail of this depends to a great extent on the age and stage of the learner. It should also be remembered that fostering a sense of ownership relies at least as much on the attitudes and interpersonal skills of the tutor as it does on details of procedure. Nevertheless the procedures and documentation should facilitate learner ownership.

Recommendation for extension to baseline provision

One activity we see as central to PDP is to foster the learner’s (or tutor’s and learner’s joint) understanding of the learner as learner. Depending on the learner’s level of intellectual/ ethical development, this may encompass an understanding of institutional requirements and values, and their own stance vis-à-vis those requirements and values.

There are a range of tools available to facilitate the learner’s understanding of herself as learner, varying in sophistication and in the underlying model of learning. We believe that any such tool is likely to push the learner towards greater metacognition and is therefore of value. However, depending on the underlying model, some tools will ‘tell’ the learner things about themselves which are neutral in terms of academic success, thus having no implications for change
. A typical example would be information about preferences. The learner only needs to be aware of these differences and preferences in order to be able to select techniques and modes of learning to which she is best suited. Other tools use a model of learning which implies that some characteristic behaviours and beliefs make a difference to success in learning and that such behaviours and beliefs are susceptible to change in order to improve the effectiveness of learning
. It seems likely that these tools will ultimately prove more useful to the learner than those derived from more ‘neutral’ models.

Provision to support transition

Improving self-assessment ability

In terms of PDP practices specifically designed to support transition from a HSE to a LSE, we see the key requirement to be activities aimed at improving the learner’s ability in self-assessment, in view of the prospect of reduced feedback. In an HSE the learner is getting a lot of assessment feedback, and checks against reality are built into the educational provision. In an LSE learners have to substitute some other form of reality-checking if they are to avoid (for example) losing touch with reality, or being chronically anxious about how they are doing on the course.

The ability to self-assess can be developed in several possible ways, including:

· through the practice of peer assessment;

· by explicitly prompting the learner to self-assess within a tutor-led situation
.

In either case, the aim is to make the process of assessment more explicit and conscious, so that the learner is more easily able to conceive of, envisage, and perform self-assessment. An experienced teacher may be able to make an intuitive judgement of the relative value of a piece of work, but a learner typically cannot do this. The assessment needs to be elaborated into a self-consciously reflective process, a series of activities which involve abstracting aspects of one’s work, and applying a judgement of value to each aspect by comparing it to a standard or model. If this assessment process is carried out self-consciously, the learner can begin to generalise her understanding of ‘good performance’ beyond the single assignment.

Of course it is possible to develop this understanding from tutor-based assessment, but it is often a problem to get the learner to engage with the criteria. Peer discussion of the criteria can support this process, as can the opportunity to assess other students’ assignments. It could be easier to begin the process of abstracting different aspects and applying judgements with work which is unfamiliar; and by seeing and evaluating different responses to the same assignment the learner is helped to internalise the assessment criteria. Peer-assessment also serves to separate the assessment function from the person of the educator or authority figure, thus paving the way for greater facility in self-assessment. This suggests introducing learners first to peer assessment, leading on to self-assessment as the learner gains experience. 

Clarity in assessment criteria

If the tutor is to help the learner to self-assess, one of the factors will be the clarity with which assessment criteria are defined. This clarity can be divided into three aspects. Firstly, there is the requirement for tutors themselves to be clear about the assessment criteria; secondly, for them to communicate these criteria effectively to the learners; and thirdly, for the learner to be able to conceptualise the skills they are learning.

If the criteria are vague, it is more likely that the tutor will have difficulty explaining just how a reliable assessment is made. It is probably more difficult to instil a reliable “feel” for the value of something than it is to follow a carefully structured set of criteria.

Clarity in criteria also goes along with clarity of definition of the skills and competencies themselves, as well as a clear description of the required standards of the performance or product. In effect, if a skill has not been defined with clarity already, the fact of creating clear assessment criteria serves to clarify what exactly the skill is (as assessed).

Necessary learner developmental stage

There are a number of relevant and useful models of learning and the learner which can inform PDP practices. We have found Perry’s model particularly useful, dealing as it does with learners struggling to come to terms with a changing conception of knowledge, a struggle which he sees as characteristic of any experience of higher education. Perry distinguishes different stages of intellectual development. His broad categories are: simple dualism; complex dualism; relativism; and commitment in relativism. If the learner is still at Perry’s simple dualist stage the obvious corollary is that the role of assessor falls exclusively to the authority figure, not to the learner herself. To be completely comfortable with peer assessment or self-assessment, the learner really should have reached Perry’s relativist stage. Complex dualism should also be tractable, but not as easy to deal with as relativism. The only way that a simple dualist would be expected to handle self-assessment is through following the clear and unambiguous instructions of the authority figure.

The way in which self-assessment is introduced, presented or taught to learners needs to take into account this developmental stage.

Representation of skills and competence

If the learner is at Perry’s dualist position, the skills will need to be defined and represented authoritatively. However, if the learner has progressed towards Perry’s relativism, the way is open to allow the skills themselves, along with the criteria for their assessment, to be defined in various ways. In any case, different educational institutions tend to have differing ways of teaching and assessing skills, and of encouraging their practice. Perry dualists will probably want to believe that their own institution has the right definition; the best one. However, Perry relativists would be expected to be open to differing definitions, and this would be encouraged and made more explicit if the skills were represented in a way that allows the teaching and assessment to vary, while still relating the skills to some common conceptual definition. (For more on this approach, see the JISC SPWS
 project).  If learners are introduced to different ways of defining and assessing skills, it may help prepare the way for them to develop their own authentic self-assessment criteria. In order for the learner to get on well at their educational institution these would need to relate closely to the assessment criteria of the institution, but may also have other features and factors that could relate to future chosen career path, or other options.
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Appendix B

The schedule of PDP activities in Wirral.

	Week
	Date
	To do
	LUSID?
	Description

	Semester 1
	 
	 
	 

	Week 0
	27-Sep
	Initial Impressions
	No
	Students to write down on paper their initial impressions - why have they chosen their programme of study? and what are their initial concerns about starting the course?

	Week 1
	04-Oct
	Introduction to LUSID
	Yes
	Marie to give an overview of LUSID. Students to register for LUSID and to record their initial impressions in LUSID.

	Week 2
	11-Oct
	Time Management
	No
	Students will be asked to produce a chart to organise their time.

	Week 3
	18-Oct
	Time Management Reflection
	Yes
	Reflect on Time Management. Carry out Numeracy and Writing Skills Audits

	Week 4
	25-Oct
	RoLi Exercise
	Yes
	Students to log into LUSID to access ROLI exercise, students to record in LUSID their reflection on their learning profile

	Week 5
	01-Nov
	Discussion RoLi Exercise
	No
	General Talk about the RoLi exercise

	Week 6
	08-Nov
	Review Initial Impressions
	Yes
	Students to use LUSID to review their initial impressions and record their thoughts in LUSID - what do they think now?. Send review to tutor

	Week 7
	15-Nov
	Information Accessing
	Yes
	Students to carry out Information Accessing Audit

	Week 8
	22-Nov
	Discuss Initial Impressions
	No
	Discuss initial impressions with Tutor. Students should have already emailed their initial impressions to their Tutor.

	Week 9
	29-Nov
	 
	 
	 

	Week 10
	06-Dec
	 
	 
	 

	Week 11
	13-Dec
	Review of Semester 1
	Yes
	Students to Reflect upon the semester by recording any feedback they may have received, recording their strengths and weaknesses (areas for development) and then creating a plan to combat their weaknesses. Students will also be asked to carry out Team work audit in preparation for Group Particals in Semester 2

	Week 12
	20-Dec
	
	
	

	Week 13
	27-Dec
	
	
	

	Week 14
	03-Jan
	
	
	

	Week 15
	10-Jan
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Semester 2
	 
	 
	 

	Week 16
	17-Jan
	 
	 
	 

	Week 17
	24-Jan
	 
	Yes
	Reflect on Writing Skills Audit

	Week 18
	31-Jan
	 
	Yes
	Reflect on progress Time Management, ROLI (do ROLI exercise again???)

	Week 19
	07-Feb
	 
	 
	 

	Week 20
	14-Feb
	 
	 
	

	Week 21
	21-Feb
	 
	 
	

	Week 22
	28-Feb
	 
	 
	

	Week 23
	07-Mar
	 
	 
	

	Week 24
	14-Mar
	Revised Teamwork
	Yes
	Reflect on Team Work Audit

	Week 25
	21-Mar
	EASTER
	 
	 

	Week 26
	28-Mar
	
	 
	

	Week 27
	04-Apr
	
	 
	

	Week 28
	11-Apr
	Review of Semester 2
	Yes
	Students to Reflect upon the semester by recording any feedback they may have received, recording their strengths and weaknesses (areas for development. Create action plan for Year 1

	Week 29
	18-Apr
	
	
	

	Week 30
	25-Apr
	
	
	

	Week 31
	02-May
	 
	 
	 

	Week 32
	09-May
	EXAMS
	 
	 

	Week 33
	16-May
	
	 
	 

	Week 34
	23-May
	
	 
	 


� See Grant, Rees Jones and Ward (2004) for an explication of the relationship between PDP and e-portfolios.


�  Practices also associated with the concept of e-portfolios


� An example is the VARK questionnaire ( � HYPERLINK "http://www.vark-learn.com/english/index.asp" ��http://www.vark-learn.com/english/index.asp� ) used within the DfES Progress File materials which helps a learner understand which ‘modality’ (visual, auditory, reading, kinaesthetic) she prefers to use to access and store information.


�  An example is the RoLI (Reflections on Learning Inventory, see e.g. � HYPERLINK "http://www.dur.ac.uk/j.h.f.meyer/inventory.html" ��http://www.dur.ac.uk/j.h.f.meyer/inventory.html� ) which gives the learner a profile of characteristics, some of which are maladaptive for higher education, some positive.


� This is illustrated by, for example, Yancey (1998) who has a concept of “talk-to” preparation. As part of the preparation for handing in an assignment, the student is asked to envisage how the tutor will evaluate the assignment, and also what the student’s reply to that evaluation might be.


�  http://www.jisc.ac.uk/index.cfm?name=deletspws
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