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1 Summary

The ALPS ePortfolio project was funded by the Yorkshire and Humbate§ic
Health Authority (SHA) to involve students in investigating the, beaefits and
requirements of ePorfolios in health and social care educ#tiwas undertaken by
the ALPS CETL ywww.alps-cetl.ac.uk which involved 5 universities and 16 health
and social-care professions. Sixteen students were empyextk on the project,
reviewing ePortfolio use and designing an ideal ePortfolio fotthead social care
education.

The main project objectives were achieved; the project teanifidd e nefits that
could be achieved through ePortfolio use, wrote guidelines for the edfecti
introduction of ePortfolios and agreed on the specificatioist{afidesired
functionalities) for an ideal ePortfolio. In addition, the us ePortfolios and
reflective diaries increased within the student group arndusapproaches to
championing ePortfolios (to both students and staff) were exploresl stlidents
enjoyed working as part of a project team alongside the acaderfidestémg that
their work was valued and that they gained important skills amdr&nces from
their involvement. The skills reported as being enhanced wele toimmon
competency areas (teamworking, communication and interprofiedsvorking) that
the wider ALPS programme has been supporting.

The students identified two key pieces of further work they thowghtneeded in
this area:
e To build the improved ePortfolio based on their specification.

e To integrate ePortfolios more effectively into courses and tHegsimns

Suggestions for integrating ePortfolios more effectively inér tourses included:

e linking it to other key university systems (email and submisgito
encourage daily use

e ensuring that it provided a place where students could save andenthea
own material as well as course reflections

e Dbetter support and use by staff so that the ePortfolio actedirie Hace
between students and staff and

e Detter links between HE and the professions' use of ePosttoliease the
transition from education to the workplace

Improved linking between the HE and professional use of eFostislan area that
the ALPS CETL is in a good position to investigate further, as the G&aglinvolved
collaboration between the universities and 16 health and socialrodgegions.
Work in this area could be taken forward by the ALPS ePortfolio orktpALPS
2010) which was set up in Autumn 2010.

YWork is in progress on thighe students’ specification has been shared with key ePortfolio
developers, who have responded indicating to wkatné they feel their current system matches the
specification and what plans they have for imp letingnnew functionality where there are currently
gaps. The responses we have received are inclmdéppendix 2


http://www.alps-cetl.ac.uk/

2 Introduction

2.1 Project Objectives

Therewere 3 main objectives to the project:

e Increase and improve the use that students make of ePortibditesthis was
any ePortfolio system- the project was not tied into the use of any particular
package.

e Produce a model (developed by students) for an ePortfolio syste maégs
the requirements of students in health and social care and exglait&and
anticipated) technology developments.

e Share information with developers to enable them to imptiwaie ePortfolio
systems to address the issues raised by this model.

The project also provideslway of enhancing student involvement within the
ALPS programme and fostering inter-professional educatid mainking.

2.2 Project Approach

The project tried a new approach: paying students to work on a projestirey
ePortfolios and their use. The aim was to empower students threaging them as
members of a project team, working alongside academic staff ttyjamdertake the
project work. It was hoped that this approach would lead to moreatadid creative
ideas,asstudents would be given room to take the initiative, come up héihawn
ideas and lead on them. The features of the approach were that we:

¢ defined students as members of the project team, rather thamsagfoaip
whose views were being sought.

e paid the students a competitive wageompared favourably to bar work etc.

e provided students with a flexible way of undertaking the workaer thwn
time, by allowing them to submit timesheets rather than beingrétted to a
certain number of hours at defined times.

e managed the project's financial liability by putting a cap emtmber of
hours per week that students could claim. The figure chosen (5 kags
based on discussions with students prior to the start of thecprtg establish
the maximum number of hours they would feel able to devote to theipije
a week, without it having a negative impact on their cours&.wor

e recruited students from across 5 universities and a wide rangaldf tere
professions. Used a recruitment approach intended to ensure that all 5
universities and as wide as possible a range of courses were nigaieadhe
project team.

¢ held an initial workshop to introduce the students to the projectutiaeothe
project aims and the outputs that we hoped to achieve.

e provided students with a mix of structured and open tasks / actiaities t



complete in their own time. These tasks were intended rdsrstécatalysts)
that would give the students a bit of initial structure but framctvthey could
develop their own ideas and approaches to tackling the main projdctier
tasks were related to the aims of the project or issues raigée byudents.

o offered support (from the staff who took on the academic support toles)
students in undertaking these activities.

e brought students together at regular Saturday workshops where tlaggdng
in discussions and activities aimed at working towards achiek@groject
outputs.

o offered students the opportunity to write up and present their work at
conferences through either poster presentations or workshops.

2.2.1 The students

The students were recruited from the existing 5 universiBeford, Huddersfield,
Leeds, LeedsMet and York St John) involved in the ALPS CETL. Studenisuwses
linked to the 16 ALPS professions were invited to apply to join the projéetaim
was to consider different perspectives and synthesise these to provaaiebfor an
ideal ePortfolio for both individual and collaborative work aciibhésrange of
courses. The initial group consisted of 16 students recruited fren#iOvapplicants,
representing medicine, nursing, occupational therapy, podiatry, sawialand
midwifery. These students were chosen totargover as wide a demographic range
as possible (including students who regularly used ePortfolios, thoskadhae ver
used an ePortfolio and representing a mix of views towards tegynol@eneral).
They also all demonstrated commitment, enthusiasm and problem saliviitigs in
their group interviews. Participation varied over the duratidheproject, but a core
group of around 8 students was maintained to the conclusion of teetproj

2.2.2 The ePortfolios

The project did not use a strict definition of ePortfolios, ndridiequire all the
students to use any particular ePorfolio or set of ePortfolios.hiiidrig be hind this
was that we wanted students to use the tools that were provideelibgwn
institution, or those that were readily available online. Vdendit want the project to
become a review of one particular ePortfolio system.

Students were provided with the JISC report into effective &fiortise (JISC 2008)
and were encouraged to consider the ePortfolio term broadiytlaes general
definition provided by [Cotterill 2007 “an ePortfolio is a purposeful collection of
information and digital artifacts that demonstradeselopment or evidences learning
outcomes, skills or competencieand to recognise that, as [Cotterill 2007] also notes,
ePortfolios can be used for many different purposes including “presentation,
application, reflection, assessment and personaldpment planning Such a

broad definition means that numerous tools can be seen as fulfillingodiBor
requirements- not only specialist ePortfolio software but also more general
presentational or file management software or social nkimgptools. In practice the
tools that the students chose to consider during this projectrdidadoe those
provided by their institution including Pebblepad (a specialist eHiorgystem),
Blackboard (a Virtual Learning Environment), the ALPS Assessmete &aiftware
designed to support assessment and feedback gathering in pradtigs)sekte



student progress file (an ePortfolio system in use ald &esupport medical students
Personal Development Planning) and Facebook (the social netwo tkinglsich

was considered for the communication facilities it offeather than as a serious
contender as a usable ePortfolio).

3 Project outputs and outcomes

The project produced outputs in three areas: understandindodiBarse
(dentification of benefits, barriers and guidelines for the intcdidn of ePortfolios),
a specification for an ideal ePortfolio and the exploratioditiére nt ways of
championing ePortfolio uge students and staff. The work and outputs in each of
these areas is described in the following sections.

3.1 Understanding ePorfolio Use

Over the first few months of the project the students inyatstdl ePortfolios,
discussed their use with their fellow students and atadfcompleted the project
tasks, all with the aim of gaining a greater understanding otfeRas and how they
could be used most effectively. The outputs from this were an agseetithe
potential benefits to staff and students from using ePortolios, atificketion of the
barriers to ePortfolio use and some guidelines on how best to intrododeli®s to
students. These formed the basis of a poster presentation aethe Llearning &
Teaching Conference 2010 (Dew et al 2010) and are summarised below:

3.1.1 Potential benefits to staff of using ePortfolios

Based on their experience and discussions the project t#ahafestaff could gain
benefits from ePortfolios in a number of areas including:

e Student assessment

e Student skills development

e Communication with students
e Student support

Within these areas the team felt that ePortfolio use caplost staff both in terms of
simplifying administrative taskand througtenriching the teaching/learning activities
they would be able to provide to students. For example administrativitbeaa be
seen when ePortfolios reduce the amount of paperwork that stefftd deal with,
allow easier analysis of the studeérassessments and provide an easy way of
communicating with students whilst they are on practice placenidmsteam felt
that teaching and learning activities would be enriched where ePortiiesused to
allow students to provide rich multi-media material to evidg¢he@ learning, to
support students in developing their reflective skills and to pretiste nts with
timely and relevant feedback. This last point refers to situatiese regular use of
an ePortfolio by both students and staff allows the tutor to use thesehat the
student is posting in their ePortfolio to identify support needsaonileg

opportunities whilst the student is out in practice. Support and guidam¢berabe
provided at the time when it will be most effective, because any ekdogractice
can be implemented immediately, thus maximising the opportunitygomitey.



3.1.2 Potential benefits to students of using ePorifolios

The benefits that the project team saw for students in usingf@®srivere in three
main areas:

e Learning support
e Skills development particularly reflection
e Presentation / evidencing of skilscurriculum vitae

ePortfolios were seen as being a useful interface betweemudtenist and the
academic staff: providing a space in which support could be sought, qsestied
and experiences shared. The helpful ways in which the ePortilid be used
included oneto-one support between an individual student and a tutor, as well as
more widespread sharing of concerns and experiences betwees gfetpdents and
staff.

The team believed that ePortolios very clearly had the poténtelp support the
development ofthe students’ reflective skills. ePortfolios can (where mobile access is
supportedspport instant recording of reflections (in task reflectiofirst order
reflection) as well as providing students with tools and a steiébu organising their
thought processes and reflecting on learning experiences afte(oar@dsk

reflection— second order reflection).

Finally the team felt that students could benefit from the ePortfolios’ ability to record
skills development and thus present a summary of the skills ehatutient has
developed linked to the evidence to support this. This could be very helpful t
students when applying for jobs or demonstrating that they ne&@Rb
requirements of their professional bodies.

3.1.3 Barriers to using ePortolios

Whilst there were seen to be many potential benefits to usinge@sitthe project
team also recognised that often these were not achieved. Batdwedraexperiences
and discussions the team highlighted a number of barriers that ceuhpeffective
use being made of ePortfolios. Broadly these divided into barrierai¢hata result of
the teaching/support processes used and barriers that were a résutechnology
chosen.

The timing of when an ePortfolio was introduced was felt to bie&kitwhen the
ePortfolios were introduced very early in a course, studenthdélthey were
overwhelmed. Generally it was felt that the second semesis the best time to
introduce them. When the purpose and benefits of the ePortfolionatesplained
clearly, then students also felt disinclined to use them. Evleeipectedoenefits
were clearly understood then if these benefits were not segroedifor example, if
tutors were not active in the system themselves providing regulaifispad
encouraging feedback) then it was felt that students would stog tlne systems.

Finally not all of the ePortfolios provide the functionality tpgaort all of the benefits
listed in the previous sections. For example if a studenibhas logged onto a PC to
access the ePortfolio (rather than having mobile access)ll system is not able to



fully support immediate in-task reflection. Additionally ndtefPortfolio systems
provide an easy way of presenting information ina CV form or sharfiagnation
with peers/colleagues as well as a known tutor.

3.1.4 GQGuidelines for effective introduction and use of ePortfolios:

Based on the identified potential benefits rom and barriersdadfelo use, the
project team put together a list of points to consider whewdinting ePortfolios into
a course. These are:

Provide a clear introduction

. Introduce at a time (in the course) when students are likely &cbptive

. Make sure the purpose of using an ePortfolio and the be nefissiitie nts
should see are explained clearly. It is not enough to tell studentsswhat
required: it needs to be demonstrated to them (perhaps by previdests).
It could be useful to provide review sessions later in the year stbhdants
can demonstrate how they are using their ePortfolios to eaehartth the
tutor.

. Consider having rules of engagement so that students know hewtlodty are
expected to post assessments/reflections and how regularly tutqrsowidle
feedback.

Provide structured support

. Consider using a scaffolding and fading approach to support the student
of ePortfolios. Scaffolding involves providing a clgastructured approach
early on, and fading involves reducing this layer of structodesaipport in
order to foster independent learning and promote individual crigatd the
confidence of an individual student grows.

. This could be taken as far as building in a clear structure to thef@® that
will guide students in moving from being a novice to expert irr tied.

Ensure that tutors are engaged and enthusiastic

. Consider how much time the tutor can devote to the ePortfolo. Speet at
the beginning is likely to pay dividends. Students reported that e nthusiastic,
approachable tutors who have a strong online presence would mdie/ate t
students to engage as well.

. Provide prompt, high quality and specific feedback (following thesraf
engagement).

Choose software that can support the benefits you want your students to gain

. Ensure that the benefits you have outlined to students cachieved through
the software that you have chosen.
. Ensure that students understand how to use the softwgaéntthese benefits.

Perhaps link this to the potential review sessions when studentdesaribe
how they have used the ePortfolio.



3.2 ePortfolio specification — a model that meets the
requirements of students

The second project objective was to produce a specification, dedddgstudents,
for an ePortfolio system that meets the requirements of dtudelnealth and social
care and exploits new, and anticipated, technology develop me ntaofiés
described in the following section.

3.2.1 Process of reaching the specification:

In order to develop the specification a grounded theory approactsed{Glaser,
1998). This was chosen as we were keen not to influence or manihelateide nts
regarding their eleetlapproach or ePortfolio. Grounded theory approach allows for
analysis, which distinguishes and links levels of conditions andezjuences through
an iterative process (Scot, 2000). From the outset, the projeqt gtknowledged

that the numbers involved would not produce statistically signifiesntlts and thus
used a qualitative approach: focussing on the narrativesuthents produced through
workshops, ALPS assessment suite, discussion boards and a google lgroagly,

a discourse analysis.

Workshops

Workshops were held at various stages throughout the project alme students
and staff to refine their notion of an ideal ePortfolio. Thesee the primary source
of gathering qualitative data in relation to ranking agreedsarespecification
regarding an ideal ePortfolio.

Google group
This was used in between workshops to refine the various caegenised by the
students during previous interactions.

Once the list of requirements was agreed then it was rankée Isyudents. Thi

ranked list of components/functions that the students wouldoliked in an
ePortfolio is the specification produced by the project.

3.2.2 The specification:

The students produced a list of 25 components for an ePortfoliankrorder these
are as follows:

Table 1. Student Ranking Preference
Function Rank

Portal Access
Initial upload private then distributable as student wants
Reflective elements
Easy to use, but with power options
I mport and export functions
CPD

I =
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Perfor mance/Progress management 7
Easy to navigate 8
Upload formal as well as informal meeting notes 9
Linkability 10
Ability to format text 11
Printable 12
Discussion board 13
Social academic networking 14
M anagable entry boxes 15
M ultimedia embedding 15
Peer Support 15
Ability to customise front page and create other tabbed pages 18
Flagable items 19
Customisable with apps 20
mPortfolio 21
Offline access 21
Cheap to buy 23
Time logging 24
Wiki 25

The above table uses the studetegsminology. Explanation of the terms is given
below.

Portal accessstudents wanted to be able to access their ePortfolio rom arstanda
university access point with the same password they access otlesiipisystems
e.g., their results, VLE and library information. They bedian ePortfolio should be
embedded in University systems and work alongside their otharceso

Initial upload private then distributable as studenants:follows on from the first
point and demonstrates how stoteview thar ePortfolio - they accept isa
University led, but want control over what is seen by otherssdt@ilovides a way to
edit content for different audiences: personal tutors, fanmesx for personal
reflections, for employers, and for professional body monitoriR§/C

Reflective elements/wiki:primary function of ePortfolios deemed to be reflection, not
only for practice, but for personal yseiki an additional way to demonstrate that they
have built on and developed knowledge.

Easy to use, but with power options/ability to ausise front page and other tabbed
pages/customisable with apps/add-atigs was an acknowledgement of the wide
variety of starting points and progression of use required of elfastbased on
demographic and technical skills. Students believed that thgf@®oshould be easy

to use and intuitive “out of the box”, but also customisable to accommodate advanced
skills or usage.

Import and export functions/CP D/cheap to bthe ability to import items that are

created outside of the ePortfolio (e.g. text documents and varialia files) and
also the ability to export data. One concern was that the efRortfmht only be

1C



available whilst they were studying at university and should @t to continue to
useit afterwards (e.g., for professional or developmental activt@BD) then the
data may need to be transferred to another system.

Progress and performance managemstudents saw the ePortfolio as a mechanism
where academic staff, practice colleagues and they themselydsnaonitor their
progress. This may be done through reflections, exam results, aratif@r exercises
for example. Part of this was also about uploading formal and iafan®eting notes
and links with the ability to import materials.

Linkability: students described this as the ability to link components within their
ePortfolios to other parts of the ePortfolio. For example an essale gnad academic
feedback could be linked to the studémédlection, or advice they have received
from support services/lecturers.

Ability to format text/manageable entry boxesme ePortfolios the students used or
accessed had only basic word-processing features that thegldeltack their
creativity.

Printable:although students were aware that this might defeat the idea of
electronicportfolio, some staff in their institutions and on externalgxaents might
“respond” better to a printed format; it might also be required for a job application.

Discussion board/social academic networking/peppstt: students wanted to see a
facility embedded within the ePortfolio where they could use soefalorking to
support their learning. They did not necessarily see it as beisgdcto particular
students and staff, basan expanded opportunity to discuss issues and build on
existing skills many had in using these outside their acadstomices.

Flagable itemsthe ability to put a marker on items that needed attentiois.could
be done either by the student, or a member of the academic or cliaital s

mP ortfolio/offline accessheing able to add to theaPortfolio remotely e.g., in
practice or when they have a spare few minutes when trayelic. Also facility to
use this whilst not connected to the internet.

Time logging: useful for students and staff to monitor the time spent acceds
ePortfolio.

This specification and our initial judgements on how well engsiystems meet it

(see sectioB.2.3 have been shared with some key ePortfolio developers, who have
been asked to comment on how well their ePortfolio fulfills theolf requirements.

The responses we have received are included in Appendix 2op¥adfollow this

up over the next year (as part of the ALPS Collaborative Networkorrtfelios),
remaining in contact with the software companies, keeping them irdoofraeur
requirements and thus influencing the development of their systdmspé&cification
from this report was sent to the developers ofthe ALPS AssetSnite,

Blackboard, Mahara and Pebblepad.

11



3.2.3 How well do existing ePortfolios meet this specification?

In the time available, the project was only able to answer tigstgpn through
comparing the developers’ promotional/marketing material for their ePortfolio against
the studnts’ specification. It was not possible to gain access to all the ePorfolios we
wanted to include in the comparison and base the match atersgiecification on
hands-on use.

We also focussed on a small group of ePortfolios. These wererncimsee
considered them to be the most common ePortfolios used withireatt and social
care courses in the ALPS institutions at the time. Theesys included in this
comparison are Blackboard, Mahara, Pebblepad, and the ALPS AssEeSsiten

There have also been a number of difficulties when applying the tdoginof the
students to the analysis of the ePortfolios.

Finally, without hands-on experience of all the ePortfodind only the academic and
vendor literature it may be that some of the claimg haae been “lost in translation”
or indeed by the time this was compiled - outdated. Thereforeutdshe noted that
this comparison of the systems to the students’ specification was done in Summer

2010 based on the promotional material available at the time. Weoasx®ed all 4
developers to share our analysis with them and to give them thewppotd correct
it or add comments where they felt we had mismatched themsadfae specification.
The developrs’ responses are shown in Appendix 2.

Table 2 shows that there are several features that at pbififolios have in common
that meet the requirements of the students:

. Reflective elements

. Import and export functions

. CPD (the eportfolios can be used for recording CPD activities)
. Uploading of notes

. Printing

. Multi- media embedding

Portal access, identified as the top feature by the studestdaken to mean that the
ePortoflio could either be used alongside LDAP (login using standaversity
username and password) or could be embedded within a Virtual Learning
Environment (VLE), such that once you had logged into the VERE flou were
seamlessly logged into the ePortfolio. This functionality waslawe in all systems
except the ALPS Assessment Suite (though even there itweak in

development”).

The items that were not well supported were performance and proggesge ment
l.e., a way to monitor their progress in relation to achieving psafeal
competencies. The notable exception appears to be the ALBSvhaite there are
some rudimentary measures of this.

12



Another area wherePortfolios did not seem to support the students’ wishes was
offline access. Ideally, there would be a standalone desktop applicagos thiby
could compose and edit entries for later upload.

Whilst all the ePortfolios had the ability to embed multi-methare appeared to be
little support in the ability to link the different areas withine ePortfolio. The only
way to approach this was to create a new page for area of content.

Low on the list was the ability for students to time theinaats; unsurprisingly this
was not supported by any of the ePortfolios we looked at.



Ranked Functions PebblePad Mahara| BlackBoard Content Collectio] ALPS Assessment Suite

Portal Access (LDAP) Work in progress

Initial upload privatethen distributable as student wants Work in progress

Reflecti ve elements |

Easy to use, but with poveer options (couldnotjudge) | | | | |

Import and export functions |

Suppor ts CPD use |

Perfor mance/Pr ogr ess management |

Easy to navigate (could not judge) -

Upload for mal as well as infor mal meeting notes |

Linkability (e.g. hyperlink to other sections of ePor tfolio)

Ability to for mat text

Printable

Discussion boar d

Social academic networking

Manageable entry boxes

Multi medi aembedding

Peer Support

Ability to customise front page and create other tabbed pages

Flagableitems

Customisable with apps

mPortfolio

Offline access N

Cheap to buy (could not judge) ? N ?

Timelogging N N | N N

Table 2 — Specification matched against common ePortfolio systems

1 Using Leap2a Standar® Using webfolio 3 Through sharingt Cannot get clear indication of this through documentatiom®téd plugins available
6 Blackboard has extensions and amtsbut this is for the institution to add not the studéntems needing attention are automatically highlighted
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Recommendation:

Whilst very difficult to make an objective decision in relatiomecommending an
ePortfolio, it does seem that for those institutions alresilyg BlackBoard, it meets
most of the students’ needs and has obvious advantages as it is integrated with many
institutional 1T infrastructures.

However, anecdotal feedback and a limited research base suggestisddats find
BlackBoard a less intuitive and “clunky” ePortfolio, much preferring the features in
Mahara (Balaban et al., 2010; Himpsland Baumgartner, 2008).

Mahara also has a number of closed “social networking” elements that users, and
some of the students in this project had requested; thesehweight to be better
integrated into Mahara than BlackBoard.

PebblePad was the most widely used and understood ePorfolio wilpunojact. It is
therefore possible that many of the items that made it onto the students’ wishlist were

a result of spotting enhancements that could be made to this systeed thele
forthcoming updates recently announced by PebblePad (PebblePadcGosf@010)

address most of the students’ wishes.

For the ALPS Assessment Suite it is worth noting that thedkiegr behind the
development of this system was the requirement that the stadentlsl be able to
complete mobile assessments and reflective feedback irologatihere they had no
mobile signal, but that these entries would automatically lpait the ePortfolio
when they did next have a mobile connection. It is the onlytfeforthat ticks both
the mPortfolio and offline access requirement in this comparison.

3.2.4 Recommendations for further ePortfolio research work

As a result of the work on the specification, we suggest a numbeyas that would
be suitable for future work.

Perhaps the most important, would be work that addresses geateiligji. W hat
became obvious fairly early on were the differences in theres of the various
professional groups and the impact this had on their belidfpatential use of the
ePortfolio. This observation is based on the various methodistatcollection listed
previously and as such is limited by the numbers involved.

Asking students to use a selection of ePortfolios for a givaodband subsequently
mapping student preferences against the functionalityeie xisting ePortfolios (e.qg.
PebblePad, Mahara, ALPS Assessment Suite and BlackBoard) couldthesknte.
The suggested ePortfolios are thought to be the most useful becayusevbra
number of options (open source, commercialand VLE based) uded thi
professions in the ALPS project.

In retrospect, trialling a range of ePortfolios with all af gudents (rather than just
asking them to use what their institution provided) would have dhem further
insight into what functionality would be useful and enhancenl thenpetence and
confidence in championing. This would also have given students a braadfbas



experience regarding a range of ePortfolios and provided a commpfialih which
it would be more acceptable to make generalisations inaelet demographics, ease
of use and uptake of ePortfolios.

Two issues raised in the specification are worthy of fulithe¥stigation CPD and
reflective elements. Perhaps because some of the studeatsomang to the end of
their courses (or as a result of discussions we had) they vggrly hiware of issues
regarding what would happen at the end of the course. Could théoé®d¢or the
material in it) be taken out of the university and used in theifiessional and self
development once they qualified? For those engaged in profesgiene ePortfolios
were used to demonstrate CPD and professional development hevexiedrtfolios in
university the same or compatible with those they would encoumtbeir
professional lif® Did the ePortfolios reflect or support any induction or precebiprs
of the students once they qualified? More work is suggesteghtore these
concerns and to inform universities and professional bodigspditations regarding
future development and use of ePortfolios.

Students considered reflection to be a fundamental aspeBbdfolio use. Further
research into guidance regarding the development of criticae joeligt in relation to
reflection would be beneficial, because many students remafaseal about its
purpose. There is a large amount of work being donesmatea, but given the
complexity of the subject matter and the difficulty thatne students have in
understanding or appreciating the benefits of reflection, this iedidaat more
research is needed to demonstrate how ePortfolios can begtbi® asldress this.

3.3 Exploring ways of championing ePortfolios

The final area that the students worked on was to explore howalodd/champion
ePortfolio use to their fellow students and staff.

3.3.1 The workshop approach to championing to students

The project team discussed various approaches to champicewsagds for making
entries into the ePortolio, online user groups and lunchtime workstibp approach
that the students chose to explore was using lunchtime workshops rumdsy se
students (those further ahead in the course) to explain hieditseof ePortfolios to
more junior students. Building on the previous work that had been done on
identifying the potential benefits of using an ePortfolio, the studesatd the
workshop to highlight some of these benefits, focusing particudariilose students
who had not chosen so far to use an ePortfolio.

In Feburary 2010 a group of first year medical students at leedsinvited to a
voluntary lunchtime workshop. An ePortfolio had been introduced tatbigp in
October, 2009 with a 30 minute lecture. The tutor had reinforced itslnsss
referring to CPD in the future and asked the students to contfidyiitee first term as
and when they wished.

The February 2% workshop was one hour prior to a timetabled teaching session. The
15 first year students were informed that a year 4 student (ohe stfiudents working
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on the ePortfolio project) would be present to explain how she had feonddaios
useful during her course. All 15 students attended.

At the workshop the year 4 student and the tutor had a 20 minute discughitimew
first year students explaining the benefits of the ePortfoli€RD, the requirement
for an ePortfolio to be kept post-qualification, and the belief that regséaofan
ePortfolio can lead to improved grades, plus the benefits of iismfpave a record
of progress.

Prior to this, they had asked the first years what they thought ePibwfolio.
Interestingly, most of the non-users were sitting togetheude®t A (highest user)
said that he felt that there was no meaningful end product. 1$tidelt that it was
low priority: he did it, but felt one step removed from the processde®it H said:
“It’s cringey ...self analysis”. They thought that it would have been better to
introduce it in the second term, because many of the students were ‘straight from
school and needed a ‘warm-up period to university lifga reflection-free zone) with
as few encumbrances as possible. This ties in with the recoratisemthat the
project team had made in their guidelines for introducing ediodf(Sectiorn3.1.4).

At the time when the students attended this lunchtime workshop, @maftiad not
engaged with the ePortfolio at all (despite it having been daita them for 5
months). Two months later, 4 of these 7 students had posted entriesedottiolio;
all of these were blog entries. A, B,C and E, who were amonggdhest users
previously, had all increased their activity. Whereas @ @t been active online
since the 22! February. This change in activity may, or may not have been alffecte
by the workshop.

Table 3: Record of ePortfolio Use

Student 22/02/10 22/02/10 22/04/10 22/04/10
Responsesto | Blog Entries | Responsesto | Blog Entries
set exercises set exercises

A 26 0 37 0
B 19 2 30 3
C 17 0 26 0
D 14 2 14 2
E 8 0 15 0
F 2 3 3 3
G 3 0 6 0
H 0 2 0 2
I 0 0 0 2
J 0 0 0 0
K 0 0 0 0
L 0 0 0 2
M 0 0 0 0
N 0 0 0 0
®) 0 0 0 3

*These figures relate tpublished entries; the first column for each date relates to
engagement with voluntary set exercises; the second columesrtela blog.
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Elements contributing to the success of workshops

Following the workshop, the tutor and student discussed what thegtthbad
worked and why. The y identified the following as elements that contributide t
success of the workshop.

1. Schedule the workshop prior to a timetabled event in order to get good
attendance.

2. Choose a member of staff, or student the audience is likely to beivedept
e.g., a student from further along in the course will probabpbe of a
draw than a peer.

3. Given that a common, initial view held by students is thatgusn ePortfolio
is‘a lot of hard workfor nothing’, then the workshop needs to make the
advantages clear to the targeted group (e.g. provide a chameartwhat a
student higher up the course feels helped them progress).

4. As reflection is a key activity associated with ePortfolio usen the
workshop should also address the benefits of reflection itself aadame
guidance to students on how to reflect. For example ‘being real’ about
reflection and pointing out that there needs to be a focus (e.ghbgwan
use their experience on placements as the basis fottiaiEc

3.3.2 Exploring ways of championing ePortfolios to staff

The project also involved students in promoting and championing eloti$e to
staff in a range of different ways. This included running a workshbludtlersfield,
having individual meetings with staff at Leeds and presentagdibcsnferences. Each
of these approaches is briefly described below.

University of Huddersfield Workshop: On 17th March 2010, the School of Human
and Health Sciences at Huddersfield University held a researdérence to
facilitate the sharing of progress and findings from research ctasiwithin the
school, amongst staff and students. Two members of the SHA/AL&tBcdi®

Project Team (Clare Thorpe - Adult Student Nurse and Niall D&wnt Divisional
Head, Learning Disability Nursing and Child Nursing and) presented a sesstus
conference that aimed to detail what students would like tonsegoprated in an
ePortfolio. This was also intended to be an opportunity for the audierog@lore

any concerns or questions they had about introducing ePostfole material
delivered was based on the output of a number of workshops held by the [SFFA/A
ePortfolio Project Team, plus the personal experiences of barpees.

The presentation began with an overview of the project:nits and progress to date.
This was followed by a brief investigation of current expegerelating to non-
electronic portfolios of Adult Student Nurses in Huddersfieldudsang on the
limitations, inconvenience and inaccessibility of hard copy faingatThe material
detailed the range of functions that the project team believed she uidluded in a
comprehensive ePortfolio system and finished with an exploraf benefits to
bothacademic staff and students of using such a system. Opportunities to ask
questions and develop points further were provided throughout thersess
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Feedback from participants was generally very positive indeedekkr, it should be
noted that those who attended had done so mainly due to an existiagtiimehe
subject area. That said, most were surprised by the coemsigl nature of the ideal
system described and the mutual benefits this offered to botlasthff

students. The only negative feedback was regarding terminofsaad e mic

Facebook' to describe the tools to facilitate networking and peer-shjgpaeen
students and also encourage staff/student communication.liONesase ssion served

to expand attendeesinderstanding of what functions an ePortfolio could provide and
what teaching/learning activities they could support and to initiatugsion about
implementation and benefits.

Building on this work, Niall Dew is now involved in an ongoing ington-wide
strategic project at the University, which is investigating ePlaysf@nd ePDP. Niall
is also the Deputy Lead of the ALPS ePortfolio Network and sdatbddersfield
project will help inform and guide the network’s work over the coming year.

University of Leeds

A student and member of staff from the ePortfolio team metav@e nior Lecturer
(Social Work) on 8 March 2010. Currently, this department is using a paper
portfolio and is considering the pluses and minuses of introducing ariodiBorThe
following issues were discussed:

1) The need to be clear about the purpose you want the ePortfolivéo se
2) ldentifying the drivers behind your introduction of an ePortolio (CPD,
Professional validation, Assessment) as this is likely taante which
ePortfolio system will best meet your needs.
3) ldentifying what technological expertise and support is needed shbigdd
help both with the initial decision about which ePortfolio $e and also
should ensure that good support is provided to tutors and studestthe
ePortfolio is in place.
4) Identifying enthusiastic tutors and ensuring that they are well traine
signed off as competent before the ePortfolio is introduced de rsts
5) Ensuring that there is sufficient funding and time to run the project
6) Setting up rules of engagement for staff and students so thgbeses clear
about what is expected regarding ePortfolio use.
7) Training students:
a. Ensure purpose is clear
b. Demo, then students replicate this in a computer cluster and are
signed off as competent (especially important that mature
students with little experience are well supported e.g., a
previous mature student who struggled, but is now ‘converted’
could both champion and buddy students in a following year).
8) Things to consider:
a. The motivations for using an ePortfolio and the perceived lisnefi
change throughout a course. For example linking the ePortfolio to
'future employment' may work better as a driver later ircthese.
b. Students become dis-heartened if there is a discrepancy betweeen
verbal feedback andritten feedback that they are given. For example
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if they are praised highly face to face and then receive rather tam
written feedback, which doesn't contain everything that thehttiey
did well.

Following this up in January 2011, we can report that the tutor isesidlusly
considering the introduction of an ePortfolio system to the caunddopes to
include this as part of the planned curriculum review. The vievatshe two
changes would be best done together, enabling the ePortfolio to be magpeddot
curriculum and for everything to be validated at the same time.

Posters and presentations

The students were involved in a poster presentation of the pwaek{focusing on
the benefits of ePortfolio use and guidelines for their introdoctbthe 2010
University of Leeds Learning and Teaching Conference (Dew et. al. 20i€)).also
jointly led a presentation of the later work (focusing on thalidBortfolio
specification) at the ALPS Conference in March 2010 (Howes et. al. 2B&t)
presentations gave the students the opportunity to discuss thkiamebriews on
ePortfolios with academic staff.

The students also played a role in the ongoing institutionalfekoreview taking
place at LeedsMet University. The students on the pragach ivere invited to
contribute to a workshop in March 2010 at which students and staff dischesed t
requirements of an institutional ePortfolio. The workshop discnsged into the
review process influencing the recommendations that were phd University’s
Senior Management.

3.3.2 Championing Outcomes

Within the life of the project, we have not been able to effelyterealuate the impact
of all the work the students did on championing the ePortfolios testsiand staff.
The easiest way to have done this for the championing to staffivisave been to be
able to show that a tutor, course or university took the decision to adopoefobo
following engagement with our students. However, the adoption d?anfelio is

not a quick decision, but tends to be something that requires wide cooaukar
example both Huddersfield and LeedsMET universities are cynemtlertaking
institution-wide reviews to establish whether there issin®ss case for investing in
ePortfolios and if so which ePortfolio best meagtsinstitution’s requirements. These
reviews typically would take at least a year to complete. We anf@eot that the
input from our students will have had an influence on thesauttatisns. However

no decisions have yet been made and we reaslise it would be infgpéssitiribute
any decision solely to our project activities. ALPS itself walhtinue to play a key
role in the shaping the thinking about ePortfolio use in H&uidih the ALPS
ePortfolio Network. This network was one of 6 that were set ugciol@r 2010. That
it was chosen as one ofthe 6 key areas ofthe ALPS CETL wonkithae taken
forward is an indication of the value that the ALPS Partnershiepin investigating
ePortfolio use.
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4 Evaluating the project approach

The previous sections have described the work undertaken andpiésdram the
project. However, we also wanted to evaluate whether the diff@ppnbach that we
had used to engaging students had had the impact we anticipated. \@letiry
whether this approach had achieved what we set out to do we coaidlakere
following questions:

1. Did the project team (students and staff) judge that the objectives we
achieved?

2. Was there any evidence that the outputs were more creativeticalrdnan we
might have achieved through a focus group approach?

3. Did the students take the initiative?

4. Did the students feel that they were geniunely workitogngsidethe staff as a
team?

5. What could we have done differently (within this general app joidalh might
have led to more of these aims being achieved?

Other issues that we decided to look at included:

1. Did the students feelthat they gained anything-else from theivienant
with the project?

2. How many hours work did students claim for? Did the timesheebappr
work and was it felt that it was robust?

Two approaches were used to gather answers to these questionst Wesfa
feedback questionnaire sent to studefppéndix 3 and the second was a discussion
of these issues by the academic staff involved in the préjeedback was received
from 5 students.

4.1 Did the students believe we had met our objectives?

The students were asked to what extent they felt the ptagelcachieved each of the
three main objectives set for them:

1. To increase student use of ePortfolios (where available)

2. To build a specification of an ideal ePortfolio
3. To try out different ways of championing ePortfolios to students affl st

The overwhelming response from the students was thatealeye had certainly
achievedbijective 2 (the specification); in their words “our biggest triumph”,
“distilled this quite well”, “have a good idea of this”, “ended up having a good image
in my head of how [ want my ideal ePortfolio to look .
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They believed that we had done some good work on objective 3 (c@npi
ePortfolio use), citing the posters and presentations (which dyguatked best as a
way of promoting ePortfolios to staff) and also the lunchtime workshapsdme of
them had run with their fellow students.

However, they were less convinced that the work we had done onab@diad led

to an increased use of ePortfolios by students (objective &je as some feeling
that we had achieved this within the group (where they had accegeadd a
ePortfolio), but they felt that it was less clear whethehagt achieved this outside

the project team. The reasons given for this included the poor quaidyne of the
ePortfolios that students had to use and that students régdtdefolio use as an
extra demand on their time: they would notidonless it was compulsory. Set against
this, one of the students gave a clear example of how he rexhply seen the
benefits of using a reflective diary with a first/second order thinking model “jotting

down stuff briefly and however it comes into my Heathen editing and making sense
of it at a later (not too distant) datas a way of collecting examples of practice and
then relating them to theory. He had observed fellow studentgyfpiacement
modules as they had failed to link theory to practice and he belieaeihé¢ly would

not have had this problem, and would have been better reflective peastid they

had kept a reflective diary (one of the ways in which an ePortfatide used).
Another student commented that she herself had not fullyrstodel ePortfolios until
another student had demonstrated them to her using her owfo&®.0fthis suggests
some possible approaches to future work on promoting the use of &&srtfo

1. Get students to demonstrate their own ePortfolio to new stuaedisxplain
the benefits they have found in using one.

2. Provide training to students on using ePorfolia®t just the functionality,
but on how they should use them effectively to improve theinileg,
practice and gradesusing them “properly”.

3. Make the use of an ePortfolio compulsory at the beginning, so that student
get into the habit of using them and are likely to personaéiytlse benefits.

4. Set up teaching/assessment so that students who use ePortdliodhvgee
early benefits in terms of useful tutor feedback, easier t=iimp of
assessments and higher grades.

5. Providing individual feedback to the students on their actsedf the
ePortfolios (not just on the contentpointing out how they can use material
in different ways in relation to personal and professional dpveént.

4.2 Was there evidence that the outputs were creative or
radical?

Overall there was nothing in the students' feedback that suggbatetety thought
this particular approach had led to the project outcomes being mat&e@ radical
than they might have been from a more traditional focus group agpréa will be
described below, they did see benefits to the project team approaehitmade
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them feel their ideas were valued, but there is nothing to studpgeshey felt this led
to more creative solutions being proposed.

This concurs with what the staff thought and is probably linkedetdeitt that the
students did not really take ownership of the project work in ternetirig their
own tasks and coming up with their own ways of approaching the prohteis.
described below, students preferred to be given a clear task and inegaatibow to
go about doing it. This of course meant that the staff ended up singctuwst of the
work and the ambition of passing more control over to the students @litdtiag
inventive, new ways of looking at the problem, which had nehpeeviously
considered by staff, was not really achieved.

4.3 Did the students take the initiative?

The hope had been that by letting the students lead on the warthé¥eviewpoint
would be prioritised and the project would develop student-centric tasniqr
encouraging ePortfolio use. It was felt that more commoys wa getting student
involvement (e.g. focus grour questionnaire) - were still staff-led and therefore
risked producing solutions that were shaped by the staff/institution’s viewpoint. An
analogy that could be used is to compare this with the differervagpiges that can be
taken to deciding where paths should be put across open space. One ajpipeczad
where the planners/developer’s viewpoint is dominant) is to design and lay out the
paths during the building process. Another approach (the one where the pedestrian’s
viewpoint and choice is dominant) is to finish the developmenbwttlaying any
paths and wait to see where the pedestrians choose to walk (thareas, where
people have voted with their feet) and then lay the pathsose tbutes. Howeversa
described below, we do not appear to have managed to pass the decisiopamdk
control to the students in the way we had hoped.

Students liked it when they were given structure and insbmgtinaking it clear what
had to be done “l quite liked the task... as it was clear what I had to do” and that
when this was not there then they found it more difficult would have done more
earlier but it was difficult to know what to do”, “a bit more structure early on would
have been beneficial”.

The language used in their feedback tells us something abouhégwaw their role
— they talked about how they hoped to “influence’ decision-making, rather than
perhaps leading it. Several students highlighted how useful thefyp inadl the
presentations by lecturers and how much they had learnedhesa (particularly on
the poster design and th&/2" order model of reflective thinking). They rightly
identified things we could have done better at the start of thegbyeuch as
providing them all with the same ePortfolio. Perhaps if we hadamged to pass
ownership and control over to them more effectively, they would kaarched for
free ePortfolios themselves and come to the group with the ftigggehat we all try
these out and use them to communicate with each other.

It seems that we did not manage to effectively pass over owmersthicontrol to the
students. One reason for this may be that the students dicdnbityas is suggested
by some of their feedback. However, another reason may be thag¢reegiving out

mixed messages. Despite stating that we were working as atgege, staff set the
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agenda and content of each of the Saturday workshops. Although weaspdo
them to set their own tasks, we then limited them by pointing outt#g could not
survey students or undertake a mini research project, as this wquiderethical
approval. In addition, while encouraging them to propose their own taslkdseove
presented our proposed set of tasks and a very clear procedure idetoegrand
reporting on those tasks.

If this approach asto be tried again and thought valuablperhaps because it was
thought to offer more creative solutions, careful consideration waed to be given
to how best to ensure that control and ownership was passed over talémsséund
that they understood why we were doing that. The handover approach tnsddave
(providing some initial tasks to get them going and using the workshapsttokeep
them focused on the main objectives) did not lead to the studkintg tever. Perhaps
handing over control earlier (after outlining the objectivesitifigng individuals to
take up leadership roles and identifying the academic supportsthtitapeople they
could go to for help, but not the people who were directing the workg tawe
worked better. However, some of our experience (the stude ntsandarid on the
poster design despite reporting how much they had gained frosegson) suggests
that students may not have wanted to take up this more comp |gonsése role and
the work may not have progressed as far as it did. In fact one stiudent's
comments “| feel that a bit more structure early on would dédoeen beneficial as the
project may have moved fastanakes it clear that they felt more would have been
achieved if they had been provided with greater direction $taufif

Returning to our path laying analogy, it could perhaps be considered tiaterh
observed was pedestrians not setting out across the open areaamsllabk were
put down.

There may be a few different ways of overcoming this initiatioawnd more
effectively passing control to the students, for example:

o Consider providing the students with some work structuresdees, but ones
that are clearly in an unfinished form so that they are not pesseuith a
“pblank sheet” but they are presented with something that they feel they can
reject or improve . When we asked the students to give commeatdraft
poster design (but one that actually looked like a finished product) wetid
get much feedback and the changes suggested were minimal. Whdreas, w
we asked students to give comments on a draft presentation (&gt wlas
in an early draft stage) we had much more constructive feledbaicresulted
in more fundamental changes being made.

e Instead of structuring the task and workshops for the students,dodigsing
clearer about the overall goals of the project and clearettihaontrol (and
choice of how to achieve those goals) is being passed to thetstubl@s has
some similarities with the Minimally Invasive Education theas
demonstrated in the Hole in the Wall (Mitra, 2003) and GatesheaSch
projects (Mitra, 2010) that Sugata Mitra has led in which cohaelbeen very
successfully passed onto the students/children.

24



4.4 Did the students feel they were genuinely working
alongside the staff as a team?

Whilst students did not readily take the initiative and lead omving, their feedback
does suggest that they largely regarded themselves as padaoh working wittihe
academic staff almost a co-researcher dynamic rather than a teacher-student
dynamic. They talked about “being part of the developméntgetting involved with
research, “feeling completely involved in the proc&sdso “working alongside staff
gave greater acknowledgement to our inp8omething that could have helped to
produce this feeling was the length of time that the project rawg2ks) and the
semi-formal nature of the Saturday workshops, which were &ivetl by a
communal lunch and chat, allowing good relationships to be built betwdtarsia
students. The students commented on the “lecturers” (they assumed the staff all were
lecturers) being “helpful”, “polite”, “patient’, “friendly” and “passionatéwith a
“wide range of crazy and relaxed personalities

The approach used certainly seems to have led to students feeling ihaotrk was
valued and has possibly contributed to increased confidefidelt-as though | had
been completely involved in the process and Igettud of the work | had doré.

4.5 What would students have liked us to do differently?

The students identified two things that they would have liked us to fdoetfly:

e Provide greater structure and direction at the beginning (as disceadier)

e Provide all students with a good ePortfolio which they could use them t
beginning of the project

The staff also recognise that the provision of a common ePorfdoladl students
from the beginning would have been very useful. At the time we had Hagoietthe y
would all have access to a reasonable ePortfolio system withirctheges, but this
was not the case. Subsequently we thought that they could esthéhe ALPS
system (although it was not really set up for this purpose), pttenuse Blackboard
(which some universities are doing) or search for a freewasiowe O ne of the main
reasons we did not provide them all with the same ePortfolieedigginning was that
we did not want the project to end up being a review of one particulansyst
However, in hindsight, it was difficult for those students who dichaat prior
experience of using an ePortfolio, to get started on the pwjem they did not have
access to a reflective ePortfolio system and support romusngit.

4.6 Did the students make other gains from the project?

The students' feedback demonstrates that they felt thagdya lot from their
involvement in this project. Examples given include gaining nelg sind
experience in the areas of team working, interprofessionalnggrieflection,
communication, poster design, presentation and digital media.
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One student felt they had gained valuable experience thatlwe useful to them not
only in their course but in their professional life as wé&Working in such a big
group with different types of students and stafamiethat the group was very diverse
and at first | thought it would be impossible torka@ogether in order to collaborate
on all the different ideas while still having a eeiof my own. However the eP ortfolio
group worked smoothly and everybody was alloweddwatribute. | can now use the
ePortfolio group as a model for future group wotkidg my course and careé&r.

It may be that the size of the group, the fact that studeerts chosen from a range of
professions and that the staff also had different backgrounds aerdsaofs (and
indeed “a wide range of ... personalities” as noted by one student) may have meant

that students were exposed to a wider range of opinions and viewsekamigjint
normally have come across in university group work. One student ti@ethey now
realised how difficult it was “setting up new initiatives as everyone has sudereint
ideas’. Exposure to this difference of opinion and the management of it may have
brought benefits in that it gave at least one student a model ofivedfe
interdisciplinary teamwork.

Several students commented on how their understanding of é8oiad changed as
a result of their involvement in the project. As well as understgricbw it could be
used to support reflective practice effectively, they also comtedeon how they now
realised that it went beyond reflectiofiNow | see ePorfolios as a tool that is
supposed to help me and make my life easier an@ mianised (as well as
somewhere to reflect)” “more important for personal development than | giwu

4.7 Student engagement and working hours

16 students were offered places onthe project. Although all shedents accepted
the places, the number of active students (based on attendance abp® eauth
timesheets sent in) was actually 14.

The average number of hours that students claimed during teetpras 38, which
averages as 1.4 hours per week. However, there was quite a rangethwiithierage
- with two very active students putting in 91 and 75 hours each, asd 8déve
students only putting in approx 10 hours each during the project.

It is interesting to note that even the two highly active studesits ¢ontributed to
poster and presentations) still only averaged around 3 hours work pe nwedie
under the maximum we were prepared to pay of 5 hours per week. It isirelyent
clear whether this was due to there not being seen to be 5 hodisofvwork to do
each week, or whether it is a comment on the number of otherdisrthat the
students had on their time.

It should also be noted that the project work included 5 Saturday mornikgheps,
each lasting 3.5 hours and so 17.5 hours of work could be achieved simpiyibg t
up to these workshops. This accounts for 46% of the average halisutminitted by
student. This fact perhaps supports the suggestion that stuelglytsvanted to have
their work structured for them and found the more independexihi working in
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their own time harder to fit in (and did not do that much oih#jead gaining many of
their hours simply from the workshop attendance.

The relatively low (though not negligible) importance of m@ney was demonstrated
by the fact that 3 of the active students did not submit any timesheétde very

end of the project, despite the fact that we had offered tahpay monthly on receipt
of the timesheets. This also supports the students' own comme nthawaubney
alonewould not have kept them interested in their project. They niadisar that

they had joined the project because they felt it would also caterib their
“continuing professional development”, understanding of the technology and

reflective practice “‘if I hadn't seen any benefit to myself I wouldn't have joined

4.8 Conclusions

The approach of paying students was successful in several waysojdw p
objectives were mostly achieved with a specification of an id&at#lio being
drawn up, the use of ePortfolios and reflective diaries inergagthin the project
team and various approaches to championing ePortfolios besdgptut.

The students enjoyed working as part of a project team alongside tierecataff;
feeling their work was valued and that they gained importalig siid experiences
from their involvement. Interestingly the skills they repdrggining were in the
common competency areas (teamworking, communication angdrofiessional
working) that the wider ALPS programme has been supporting.

However, the students did not take control of the project work (takéngnitiative

and setting their own tasks) as much as had been hoped and thexso&ached did
not appear to be more creative or innovative than those we Wwavwddgained through
a more conventional focus group approach. In fact one of thestsdgtem students
was for staff to provide more structure and direction and theylglfound the work
easier to manage when this was provided. If a future project wantese this
approach to try to get more creative or radical solutions tokelgomn, then careful
thought would have to be given about how to provide the initial support eaadiclin
that students want, whilst still enabling and supporting them in takmgoavnership
of the project.

Additional benefits that were seen from the project g skills and confidence
gained by students, students' increased understanding and usetfolie®and
reflection, students gaining experience of inter-professiwoeding — provide
worthwhile reasons for using this approach again, even if theqii@jvnership stays
with the staff.

The students were asked for comments on this report and thoseeotsrare
included in Appendix 4.
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5 Students’ recommendations for further work on
ePortfolios

When asked what further work they thought was needed in thisheréao main
areas mentioned by students were:

e To build the improved ePortfolio based on their specification

e To integrate ePortfolios more effectively into the course aamgtbfessions

Discussing the improvements they would want to see inRbef@lio some of the key
areas from the specifications were mentioned: ease of dssbdity to customise.
Two students also talked about the benefits of providing mobile actegsnk
technology is moving that way and everybody wilVba compatible mobile device at
some point in the future and this will be the miirm of communicatiory’. “I can see
me using [it to] reflect when I'm on the bus &tc.

Suggestions for integrating ePortfolios intoitleurses included linking it to other
key university systems (email and submissions) to encourageudaijlensuring that
it provided a place where students could save and manage thanatemal as well
as reflections, better support and use by staff so that the elecattdd as an
interface between students and staff and better links betwee ndHBegprofessions'
use of ePortfolios “Colleges and professions to meet to discuss ePortolio use”
“Professions to link into compatible eP ortfolio &8s to encourage eP ortfolio use
for CPD”.

6 Conclusion

There was a general agreement between the staff and deatstthat the main
outputs of the project had been achieved. These outputs includeddigetstu
identifying benefits to ePortfolio use, writing guidelines for thetiroduction and
drawing up a specification for their ideal ePortfolio systeseteof functions they
would want to see in this system).

It was recognised that ePortfolios are a long game and thatstimguired to build up
a sense of community and good working relations. For this reason the changpi
approaches recommended using students who were further into the tadking to
the newer students about the benefits they had seen after sonmedusta of the
ePortfolio.

Students felt very strongly that in order for ePortfolios to hedniced effectively
then the staff involved must be committed to their introd uctigppsrtive and
enthusiastic about their use. The purpose of the ePortfolio tebdsclearly
explained andinked to the students’ learning and assessment.
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The project’s aim (to be student-led with students making the decisions about kow th
work would proceed and taking responsibility for the work) was not fullyeaed.

The students felt very engaged in the project and enjoyed workingsade the
university staff. However, they did not take full ownership of tlo[@m / work in

the way that had been hoped. This may have been a result of thip@ssibility not
having been made clear enough to students at the beginning and staff keeping too
much control of the workshop organisation/planning. Alternativehaiy have been
related to the difficulty of the task and of the group working pasitykince the

group was both multi-professional and cross-institutional.eMperience of this

project has already informed other student-led projects withibedds School of
Medicine — based on our experience and feedback the SLEMP (Student Led
Evaluation of Mobile Learning) project adopted a different appre@atheir Saturday
workshops, keeping the structure much more open and handing controd todésts

as soon as possible.

The multi-professional and cross institutional approach was betigsh and a
weakness in the project. It was strength in that students anavetafexposed to
different viewpoints and experiences, but it also caused son@utiffmaking it
harder at times to reach a shared understanding and consenseseHaecognising
the difficulty in reaching agreement and finding ways of negotidhirgugh this
difficulty is a very useful skill set for students to develop andweoadl it was felt that
this was a good approach to have taken.

The students identified several areas for further work dhietuthe building of an
improved ePortfolio based on their specification. Their spetifio has been shared
with ePortfolio developers and feedback from Pebblepad alreadgstagigat many
of these functions are being incorporated into new versiongbfsthitware. Another
area for further work was better integration of ePortfolios inte toirses and the
professions. This is work that the ALPS ePortfolio Network (set@ctober 2010)
is well positioned to take forward, as it builds on the ALPS pattigcs the 5
universities and 16 health and social care professions. Finaljyiaieo be worth
considering the differences between the professions in terrsioféquirements of
ePortfolios as well as the shared requirements/features¢nathe focus of this
work. A future ePortfolio package may be modular in design with indalid
professions or students being able to choose to adopt or use seledt ther fsilb
system based on their professional or personal preferences.
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Appendix 1 - Leeds Learning & Teaching Conference 2010 Poster

T )ALPS

‘/ A——

Assassamentl Lanning What’s in it for me?

ePortfolio use

Potential benefits to staff Potential benefits to students
Student assessment A ic F —L i pport Network?
= Allows your students to provide rich multi-media material (audio, video « An interface between students, module tutors, personal tutors and course
etc) to evidence their learning managers
+ Reduces the amount of paperwork that needs to be kept and allows + Provides a place to voice queries and concerns
easier analysis, archiving and searching of student assessments + Facilitates feedback and pastoral care
« Allows the sharing of learning experiences with tutors, fellow students and
N mentors
Student skills development
« Helps your students to develop reflective learning and practice skills Curriculum Vitae
« Provides a way of demonstrating to potential employers who you are, what
Communication with students you have done and what you can offer them.

« Provides a clear record of skills and competences developed
« Allows rich multimedia data (audio, video etc) to be used to evidence skills
development

« Provides you with a way of structuring communication and feedback
with your students whilst they are out in practice settings

Student support Reflection
« Enables you to monitor your students’ learning activity whilst they are « Enables instant recording of reflective thoughts (reflection in task)
working/studying outside the university « Provides a way of organising thought processes and reflecting on learning

« Enables you to spot problems early and direct your support accordingly experiences (reflection on task) _ o _
i « Supports the development of reflection and self-monitoring skills

Barriers to use

« Introduced too soon — students feel overwhelmed at the start of their courses
« Purpose and benefits not explained clearly to students

« Tutors not seen to be active in the ePortfolio

« Feedback provided in the ePortfolio is not specific nor encouraging

» Some of the functionality required to see the potential benefits is not provided in the
chosen ePortfolio system (e.g. discussion forums or ability to share portfolios with peers)

Student-led design of an Ideal ePortfolio System

The ALPS ePortfolio team (comprising 14 students from health and social care courses and
4 members of staff) was set up, as part of the ALPS CETL programme, with three aims:

1. Developing a better understanding of how students and staff currently use ePortfolios in
health and social care across the 5 Partner HEIs

2. Suggesting approaches for improving this use.

3.Championing the use of ePortfolios to reluctant users.

The project is currently building up an understanding of existing ePortfolio use
and identifying functionality and practice that would benefit students and staff.

We invite visitors to our stand to help us with this by discussing their ePortfolio
use or ideas with us.

ALPS ePortfolio Project Team

Robert Collins, Alice Cotton, Alan Coulthurst, Niall Dew, Jan Frost, Francesca Greer, Pat Harkin, Anne-
Marie Howes, Gisselle Hull, Shafiq Hussain, Dare Oladokun, Sarah Platts, Rachel Stevenson, Clare
Thorpe, Naomi Townend, Tamsin Treasure-Jones, Kate Trigwell & Rachel Wild. The project involves the
Universities of Bradford, Huddersfield, Leeds, LeedsMET and York St John.

Please contact T.Treasure-Jones@leeds.ac.uk for further information about the project.



Appendix 2 - ePorfolio Developers’ Response to the Specification

Rank| Function PebblePad Response from PebblePad
1 Portal Access (LDAP) Y
Initial upload private then
2 | distributable as student wants Y
2 Reflective elements Y
Easy to use, but with power
4 | options (Subjective)
5 | mport and export functions y?!
6 CPD Y
PebblePad’s profiles are widely used for performance/progress management.
Performance/Progress When published to a gateway a range of reportirtgvaiidation features are
7 | management N available.
Easy to navigate
8 | (Subjective)
Upload formal as well as
9 | informal meeting notes Y
Linkability (e.g. hyperlink
10 | toother sections of ePortfolio) Y
11 Ability to format text Y?
12 Printable Y
Allassets contain minimum discussions or convéaat
13 Discussion board N Gateway groups have a group blog which is useddiscassion forum
14 Social academic networking N
15 M anagable entry boxes Y?

2 Our original mapping of Pebblepad against the irequents in the specification




15 M ultimedia embedding Y
15 Peer Support Y3
Ability to customise front
page and create other tabbed

18 | pages Y
Users can mark items to return to. They can alsdeadlines for actions.
On a gateway a tutor/assessor is able to use fidati@n function to indicate
whether items meet/do not yet meet the ‘standards’

19 Flagable items N
Some progress is being made toward this througICehd Ic project aiming to
integrate LTI (tools interoperability).
See also comment on requirement 21.

20 Customisable with apps N

21 mPortfolio Y
Some level of offline access is available throulgé PDA version.
Mobile access is facilitated through an HTML versand an iPhone version.
PebblePad also supported offline blog authoringstatlising the Blogger
API. This APl has now been updated and the newdso@PI will be
supported from Dec 2010

21 Offline access N

23 Cheap to buy (subjective)
Not automated time logging but all assets haveld &llowing the user to entg
hours and/or points for an activity. When postedridActivity Log the log
maintains a record of overall time sperdlso broken down by tag.

24 Time logging N
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Appendix 3 — Feedback Form

AL PS Student ePortfolio Project

Your feedback on the project.

Pkase let us know what you thought. Even if you don’t have time to answer all the
questions then your thoughts on what you can answer wit behelpful. We will
use your feedback to help us to a) plan future projects b) reparvigows back to the
universities and the Strategic Health Authority c) try to infkeedecision-making on
the use of ePortfolios in our universities and departments.

B What did you personally expect to achieve from working on tloie pt?

Did you gain that?

Did you gain anything else? If so then please describe what that was.

Do you think this project approach (paying students to work alongsidecstaff t
explore an issue) been a useful way of gathering student ing wiews? Why?

The project had three aims:
1. To increase student use of ePortfolios (where available)
2. To build a specification (description) of an ideal ePortfolio

3. To try out different ways of championing ePortfolios to students affl st

To what extent do you think we have managed to do each of these?
|

B What would you have liked us to do differently and why?

B \What motivated you to join the project in the first place?

B \What motivated you to keep working on the project?




B What else could we have done to encourage your (or your fellow students’)
involvement in this work?

B Has your involvement in this project influenced yoiews on ePortfolios? If so
then please give some details.

B Has your involvement in this project influenced yaoise of ePortfolios? If so then
please give some details.

B What further work do you think needs to be done on use of ePortifolios
universities a) in your university and b) more generally

B |[s there any further work (in any area) you would recommend basguson
project?

THANK YOU!
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Appendix 4 — Student feedback on this final project report

“I read the report and think that it is excellent, and do not have any
constructive feedback really im afraid! I took particular interest in
reading the section about championing e-portfolios as I had the meeting
with the Leeds lecturer, and i think that was written up very well. I
thought section 4.3 was really good analysis of the situation regarding
the students not taking as much initiative as I know I felt that as a
student I was in a 'helping' role rather than a leading one.”

“I have read about two thirds of the report and found it fascinating! I have one
comment to make on one of the points highlighted in the report:

It states that as a group of students we did not take contiwd pfocess. | agree with
this completely but would like to add one comment as to why | think tlgktrioe so,
which | don't think has been included. At the beginning of the project icaggpe
disorganised, as opposed to them trying to encourage us to take chaaeniet
several worksessions before | think | fully understood what they preathby then
my degree work pressures had increased more than | expected g0 tdeate my
hours. If intially they had been more direct in saying whatiheof the project was
and that we could reach that aim however we wanted then weaveylaimed
ownership of the project more readily. Instead they did seem to bedesive - as
well practised students'happily followed their directive.”

“I have read the report and I think it is well written. I especially
agree with the part of the conclusion about students differing opinions
being more to do with the benefit of reflection rather than that of the
eportfolio.

Overall, I think the report is accurate and comprehensive.”

“Thanks for the report and opportunity to peruse it. Having only had time to browse approximately

1/3 of it, itseems thatitis generally a correct interpretation of the project. One thing | would like to
emphasise is regarding the point of students 'not taking charge/leadership of the project'. | feel (and
agree with the observations of the report) that this expectation was not fully recognised by the
students due to the three main reasons of:

e Competing demands on our time

e Notbeing provided a realistic eportfolio system to work with (about this not | am particularly
passionate: | feel that although we were provided with the basic ALPS suite to use as an
eportfolioit was not utilised in the way that it should have been because students were had
different levels of accessibility to alternative eport. systems. For example, | personally tried
to engage with the ALPS suite holistically but a poor response by other students in exploring
itand engaging with others via this system lead me to lose entheusiasm. | think | can cite two
or three reasons for this. 1.Some students may have found it a chore (& may have lacked
passion for the project) using the ALPS to 'play about with'... afterall who wants the ALPS
suite when they have Facebook. 2. Those students who were passionate about eportfolios
already had access to a more colourful system (I forget the name of the system that they
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already had access to) which | feel they may have been using to explore further. 3. | think
maybe there were some accessability issues with the ALPS suite as well as some students
maybe feeling it was meant to be used to complete the tasks. 4. Lastly, another factor may
have been (but | do not remember properly if this was the case) that students did not have
full access to the ALPS pages of their colleagues).

Alack of clarity about the issue of the students taking charge of the workshops. | think
maybe students were unaware that they were welcome to host the workshops.”
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