
 

 

 TrustDR Workpackage SP-2: Scoping Exercise for the 
Outputs of TrustDR in Terms of the Target Groups 

WP_SP-2 Activity 6 Objective: Scope the outputs in terms of the 
characteristics of the target groups (in terms of awareness, attitude, 
interest, existing level of knowledge, position in the IP audit and 
responsibility trail etc.) and develop outline requirements for the 
different groups.  
 
Deliverable: Report – Scope the outputs in terms of the characteristics 
of the target groups to act as a reference in drafting the outputs 
 
Version Control: V2 10/1/07 
 
Authors: John Casey, Jackie Proven & David Dripps 
The moral rights of the authors have been asserted 

 
Please send comments to: trustdr@uhi.ac.uk 
 
 

Distributed under a Creative Commons License - Attribution 2.5 UK: Scotland 

 

 

 
 
 
  

WP_SP-2 Activity 6 Objective: Scoping the Outputs of TrustDR in Terms of the Target Groups 1
Authors: John Casey, Jackie Proven & David Dripps 



 

 
Copyright statement and conditions of use: 
 
This copyright in this work is owned by: 
The University of Ulster, Shore Road, Newtownabbey, Co. Antrim, BT37 0QB, 
Northern Ireland. 
The UHI Millennium Institute, Executive Office, Ness Walk, Inverness, Scotland, 
IV3 5SQ. 
 

Distributed under a Creative Commons License - Attribution 2.5 UK: Scotland 

 
You are free: to copy, distribute, display, and perform the work, to make derivative 
works, to make commercial use of the work 
 
Under the following conditions:  
Attribution. You must attribute the work in the manner specified by the author or 
licensor:  

• You must acknowledge the names of the authors and the Copyright owners.  
 
For any reuse or distribution, you must make clear to others the license terms of this 
work. 
 
Full text of the legal code of this licence can be found here: 
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/2.5/scotland/legalcode 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 

WP_SP-2 Activity 6 Objective: Scoping the Outputs of TrustDR in Terms of the Target Groups 2
Authors: John Casey, Jackie Proven & David Dripps 



 

 
 
Note this article assumes some familiarity with these terms; Learning Objects, 
Metadata, Educational Standards for Technical Interoperability, Copyright, Digital 
Repositories and Learning Design. For a useful quick introduction to each of these 
concepts please follow these web inks: 
 
Learning Objects (Content Packages) & Learning Design 
http://www.cetis.ac.uk/static/briefings.html 
 
Metadata 
http://www.cetis.ac.uk/content2/20050210042132 
 
Educational Standards for Technical Interoperability: 
http://www.cetis.ac.uk/static/standards.html 
 
Digital Repositories 
http://www.jisc.ac.uk/index.cfm?name=pub_repositories 
 
Copyright in e-learning 
http://www.jisclegal.ac.uk/publications/johncasey_1.htm 
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1 Summary 
The purpose of this workpackage is to provide a scoping exercise to inform the 
project outputs. This work actually lasted well into the project and took advantage of 
emerging conclusions. The contents of this document fall into two main sections: 
 

• Results of the situational analysis and scoping exercise 
• Development of the TrustDR organisational model 

 

1.1 The Situational Analysis 
Knowledge about IPR in learning materials and procedures to manage them are mixed 
and patchy in the sector especially in regard to digital materials with some significant 
gaps and misconceptions at all levels in the institutions. This was the view expressed 
in a HEFCE report in (2003); our small survey in WP-SP-3 has tended to confirm this 
impression. As we observe in WP 1-2 e-learning is still in a relatively immature state 
in the UK with little evidence of there being much of a demand for sharing learning 
materials or indeed a tradition of doing so, and there is question mark about the design 
skills of the present educational workforce to produce materials that are shareable. 
The underlying assumption for the current activity surrounding learning objects, 
content creation and repositories is that this is a ‘good thing’. The cultural and 
organisational barriers to sharing learning materials have been significantly 
underestimated – possibly because it leads to uncomfortable issues surrounding the 
potential reorganisation of the educational workplace that are required to embed the 
effective use of the technology in the institutions. So the legal situation is confused 
and the organisational implementation of the technology remains at an early and 
relatively immature stage that depends on bottom-up activity to function while 
needing substantial top-down intervention and policy development to produce real 
improvement (Stiles & Yorke, 2004), 
 
Attitudes towards learning materials, teaching and IPR also reveal a confusing and 
paradoxical situation (see the discussion documents in SP-1 especially The TrustDR 
Project: a ‘plain-english’ description for project partners). Teaching (in HE) has a 
very low status but is the source of the vast majority of institutional income. IPR in 
research, arguably the most important institutional IPR, is regularly given away for 
free to journal publishers by academics, who as employees, don’t actually own the 
rights to do so. But, as the employers have allowed and condoned this activity for a 
very long time (intensified by the pursuit) of RAE income the academic have a good 
case for claiming this has now become ‘accepted custom and practice’.  The journal 
publishers then sell the IPR back to the universities through journal subscriptions at 
prices that have risen far quicker than inflation1. Yet in discussions about managing 
IPR in learning materials some institutional managers often want to assert a level of 
control that assumes the materials may have a level of financial worth and be capable 
of commercialisation. This attitude to learning materials is ill founded and reveals a 
lack of understanding about the role of learning materials in education (see WP 1-2 
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for a discussion of this) and an overestimation of the value of most ‘home-grown’ 
materials. The misconception regarding value and commercialisation potential is 
partly driven by the central UK government funding the creation of commercialisation 
offices in all HE institutions in order to encourage revenue raising activities – 
especially the uses of patents to exploit research discoveries. This is an inappropriate 
IPR regime to use for managing learning materials created within institutions – which 
in the main have little financial value or potential.  
 
Another significant factor affecting institutional management of IPR in learning 
materials is the current fashion of trying to introduce market mechanisms into the UK 
pubic sector. This has had many unintended and contradictory consequences such as 
the introduction of the RAE (Research Assessment Exercise) into UK universities. 
This was intended to provide a competitive means of distributing government 
research funding but, as we have observed above, has helped to drive the sharp rise in 
research journal prices as academics desperately try to publish as many articles as 
possible in the dash for research cash. Yet, the enthusiasm for the enterprise model in 
educational institutions only seems to go so far, it is fair to say that most senior 
management are extremely risk averse. To effectively exploit collections of digital 
learning materials means institutional management will have to come to terms with 
the fact that they have become digital publishers and accept the reality of risk 
management. Along the way they will also have to recognise their legal 
responsibilities for managing those digital learning materials (an opportunity for the 
use of librarians - see below). In turn this will involve working at the first two levels 
of the TrustDR framework – the recognition and assertion of rights. This will involve 
consultations and negotiations with the relevant rights holders such as academics, 
students and support staff and policy formulation. Bearing in mind the present 
confused and contradictory situation this will pose a significant challenge and 
undoubtedly reveal more inconsistent and questionable IPR practice – for example 
claiming the IPR over all student work as some institutions do. In situations where 
workplace relations between staff and employers are poor this may be a particularly 
difficult process. The ‘P’ in IPR stands for property and in our society and institutions 
discussions about property often acts as a lightning conductor for the closely related 
issues of power, remuneration, status, prestige and control. 
 
In addition our ability to curate (i.e. to look after and exploit) digital learning 
materials has to date been poor with materials from publicly funded schemes falling 
into technical obsolescence or just being lost the £40 million UK Teaching and 
Learning technology Programme2 (TLTP) programme is a good example of this. 
Partly because of this experience national initiatives like Digital Curation Centre3 
(DCC) the national UK JORUM4 learning object repository have been set up. Useful 
work is being done on ways to ‘resurrect’ obsolete materials from the TLTP by the 
RECAL5 project. It is also only relatively recently that serious consideration has been 

                                                 
2 http://www.le.ac.uk/tltp/ 

3 http://www.dcc.ac.uk/ 

4http://www.jorum.ac.uk/ 
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given to managing the IPR in digital learning materials. This was largely due to the 
JISC funded Exchange for Learning6 (X4L) programme which ended phase one in 
2005, it set out to investigate the issues surrounding regarding reuse and learning 
objects.  
 
Another ongoing problem with our ability to look after and preserve digital materials 
is an apparent reluctance to fund the creation of adequate metadata; the experience of 
the Yorkshire High Level Skills for Industry repository (Ryan, & Walmsley, 2003) 
and the research work of Currier et al (2004) are particularly instructive in this regard. 
Yet recent discussions on CETIS mail lists and elsewhere7 reveal a continuing 
aversion to spending some time and money on creating metadata and the belief that 
there may be some technical panacea to remove this tiresome burden. The reluctance 
to create metadata even endures even when we have projects that are paid to create 
materials from scratch to deposit in repositories. There may be a number of reasons 
for this but one that stands out for us is that in institutional terms the role of librarians 
and information professionals has been sidelined and downgraded in favour of IT 
services since the inception of the world-wide-web. Typically, IT departments have 
little expertise in the area of information management – but believe they do. Metadata 
creation, cataloguing and classification may not be currently fashionable but it does 
provide a basic means to find materials and avoid ‘digital oblivion’, and these 
activities are the natural preserve of librarians. Yes, some of the proponents of the 
application of detailed metadata schemas seem to be at a distance from the economic 
reality facing most of us but that seems equally matched by those who seem to believe 
in rather utopian solutions involving Artificial Intelligence etc.  We would argue the 
future lies between the two extremes8:  
 
“Those who have recovered from their AI hangover now advocate using technology 
to support human intelligence in dealing with these kind of problems which is well 
fitted for dealing with complexity and multiple meanings – and resolving them. The 
future of e-learning will consist of humans, assisted by technical agents; operating and 
maintaining networked e-learning systems.” 

(Casey, Brosnan and Greller, 2005) 
 
As we have argued in our discussion documents in SP-1 if we are looking for some 
guidance on operating a learning object repository then: 
 
The information retrieval community is a good candidate, representing a fruitful if 
sometimes tense collaboration between information science, computer science and 
librarians (van Rijsbergen, 2000). If we can agree that an institutional digital 
repository of learning objects is a form of digital library then Sølvberg (2000) 
proposes three criteria that a such a library should share with a traditional ‘bricks, 
mortar, and books’ library, they are: permanent, managed, quality controlled. This 

                                                 
6 http://www.jisc.ac.uk/programme_x4l.html 

7 http://opencontent.org/blog/archives/256 
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coincides nicely with research about metadata quality and management issues (Currier 
et al, 2004) and gives us a ‘big picture’ view of how a repository should fit into 
existing institutional structures.” 

(The TrustDR Project: a ‘plain-english’ description for project partners Casey, 
Proven, & Dripps, 2005) 

 
The general situation then is one of confusion, contradiction and paradox; this is 
hardly surprising in a sector that is undergoing such rapid change. The use of 
technology in education is extremely powerful in bringing many of these underlying 
cultural and organisational issues to the surface, as the work of Pollock and Cornford 
(2000) have shown. But by bringing these issues to the surface it also makes it 
possible to identify and deal with them. 
 

1.2 The Approach of the Scoping Exercise 
Given that the situation as we have described it so confused we concluded that to 
scope the outputs of the project we really needed to undertake two tasks: 
  

• Understand the ‘business of e-learning’ (real and imaginary) 
• Understand how institutions work and may manage e-learning 

 
 
To address the first task we have the work and outputs of workpackage WP 1-2, to 
address the second (in this package) we have had to find a way to describe and model 
how institutions work and may manage e-learning. These two activities have provided 
the materials from which we have produced our scoping exercise. 
 

1.3 The Results of the Scoping Exercise 
An outstanding result that we need to emphasise at the start and indeed keep in mind 
throughout the project, is a] the general lack of institutional management of IPR in 
learning materials which is evidence of the dominance of the bottom-up activity 
model for e-learning and b] the lack of involvement of the one group of staff that have 
the skills, interest and indeed official responsibility to be able to deal with this - 
institutional librarians. This was brought forcibly home to us when we attended the 
Irish Universities Information Services Colloquium (IUISC) in March 2006, in 
Ireland librarians are getting more involved in managing online learning resources.  In 
contrast the situation in most of the UK might be described as a librarian-free 
environment9. At Ulster University this involvement is enshrined in policy that 
dictates librarians have to be involved in compiling and checking the resource lists for 
course in the institutional VLE. This simple arrangement is an important signifier of a 
move away from bottom-up ad hoc activity to a more organised and team-based 
approach that is advocated in workpackage WP 1-2. This arrangement makes possible 
the beginning effective IPR management and the creation of a workable institutional 

                                                 
9 From discussions in the SCONUL (Society of College National and University Libraries) e-learning 
task force, which the project manager is serving on; http://www.sconul.ac.uk/activities/elearning 
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DRM system, we would also argue that it would enable a more sustainable model of 
e-learning than is now the case. 
 
The results of our scoping exercise and discussions have been condensed into these 
documents, which are available separately from the Work in Progress part of the 
project web site: 
 
SP2_ Targets_grid.doc 
Initial targets for actor responsibilities and areas of influence in relation to the IPR 
audit trail are presented. 
 
SP2_ competencies_grid.doc 
The current competencies of actors in relation to IPR in learning materials are 
presented 
 
SP2_ requirements_grid.doc 
The learning and development needs for the actors from a competency point of view 
 
SP2_External.doc 
A very brief listing of the target groups on the ‘outside’ of publicly funded 
educational institutions 
 
Based on these and our internal project workshop sessions we have decided a theme 
to carry through the outputs of the project would be best described as ‘explain and 
persuade’. This means explain what the technical and legal aspects of DRM are in 
relation to the project aims and objectives and to the situations of the target actors 
including the still evolving technical infrastructure which is poorly understood (and 
explained) by many. The outputs also need to persuade people to take notice of 
certain aspects of DRM and attend to them in their working lives. Perhaps most 
importantly, having brought them this far, we also need to be able to provide them 
with tools and support materials to make their DRM-related tasks easier 
 
The results of this scoping exercise are also being incorporated into a project 
deliverables ‘shopping-list’. 
 

2 The TrustDR organisational model 
The rest of this document describes the work involved in deriving an organisational 
model that we have used to support our scoping exercise. 
 
This workpackage is intended to scope the outputs of the project in terms of the 
characteristics of the target groups. It quickly became apparent to us that DRM in e-
learning shared many of the general problems associated with the implementation of 
e-learning in general – particularly the largely unexplored area of organisational 
change and development in this context. We needed a way to understand and share 
representations of the impact of e-learning related technology on an organisation and 
the effects of existing organisational structures and cultures on attempts to implement 
that technology (a classical dialectic process). In other word we needed an 
organisational model to ‘hold’ these different conceptions that could also be shareable 
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and made meaningful across different groups and communities in an organisation. 
This is closely aligned with the idea of ‘boundary objects’ as expounded by Wenger 
(1998), which can have different meanings attached to them to support shared 
understanding as they travel across community boundaries. 
 
We have developed the ideas in this workpackage into a research paper entitled 
Modelling Organisational Frameworks for Integrated E-learning: the experience of 
the TrustDR project that has been accepted for the 6th IEEE International Conference 
on Advanced Learning Technologies, July 5-7, 2006, at Kerkrade, The Netherlands. 
Please see the section 2.6 for more information. This same work has also been 
usefully incorporated into a Scottish QAA enhancement theme project that developed 
a shareable model of flexible learning provision in FE and HE; this work is entitled A 
Practical Guide to Providing Flexible Learning in Further and Higher Education, 
produced under contract S0 47 (2005) and is due to be published in Autumn  2006. 
 

2.1 The current situation and need for a model 
Many leading researchers are coming to the conclusion that the real challenge in 
successfully implementing e-learning is changing the structures of our institutions so 
that they can effectively implement e-learning and flexible learning, as well as 
providing our academics with the appropriate pedagogic skills that are needed to 
service these kind of learning opportunities (Collis & Moonen, 2004), (Jochems, 
Merriënboer & Koper (2004), (Goodyear 2000), (Twigg, 2002), (Postle, 2003).  
 
To engage in these kinds of task in the corporate world would be considered a classic 
example of ‘process change’ (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Change_Management) and 
therefore a difficult and often risky proposition. To do the same in educational 
institutions such as universities which are loosely structured and where the actors 
enjoy a large degree of autonomy over their teaching organisation and practice 
represents a quite profound challenge. Not surprisingly the results to date are 
generally acknowledged as having been disappointing: 
 

“The current situation can best be described as high-level ambitions with 
poor implementation” 

van der Klink & Jochems (2004) 
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that learning objects and e-learning etc. pose to institutional structures and 
professional cultures. As Carol Twigg in the USA (Twigg, 2005) has observed e-
learning has tended to remain as a ‘bolt-on’ to existing institutional structures and 
processes and is therefore unable to realise its potential. The impact of e-learning and 
management information systems, as well as the move to more flexible and learner-
centred education (Casey & Wilson, 2006), carry very different imperatives, and 
organisational models that place a greater premium on the more rapid and accurate 
communication of information from the different parts of the institution in a more 
coordinated way than before. The new technologies in particular can forcefully bring 
to the surface aspects of existing institutional structures and cultures that have hitherto 
remained informal and invisible (a reification), Pollock and Cornford (2000) have 
produced a useful analysis of this phenomenon. Even cutting-edge e-learning 
providers such as the University of Southern Queensland in Australia are having 
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difficulty in keeping up with the degree of change required and report having to resort 
to ‘work-arounds’ to keep their provision going while the institution tries to catch up 
with the demands of a more flexible and student-centred curriculum (Postle, 2003). 
Closer to home in the UK many people working in e-learning cite a common 
experience of their institution not being able to process new e-learning students 
quickly enough and coordinate their registry and computer services departments to 
produce log-on credentials or places in VLE courses. 
 
Until now little coherent planning or analysis has gone into adopting e-learning, 
generally the pattern has been to try and do the same thing better or faster rather like 
the response of the Pony Express mail service to the development of the railroads – 
they bought faster horses in larger numbers (Twigg, 2005). So instead of mimicking 
traditional patterns of education the real challenge is what to change and how to do it. 
This requires a holistic approach from the outset and needs to recognise that the use of 
technology is not just an adjunct to traditional work patterns but can bring about 
fundamental change. This in turn demands some form of analysis and planning 
exercise before making major commitments. 
 
In this confused situation to help understand the ‘problem space’ that introducing e-
learning represents it can be very useful if the different actors involved can find some 
way of sharing and negotiating meaning across the boundaries of their ‘communities 
of practice’ (Wenger, 1998), especially if those actors have traditionally had little or 
no meaningful communication or negotiation in the past as is often the case in 
educational institutions.  For our purposes the model should be: 
 

• Simple and easy to grasp – easy definitions  
• Adaptable and extendable – i.e. facilitate customisation to local contexts 
• Have some level of shared abstraction that is meaningful across the different 

groups – thus hopefully providing a ‘bridge’ for the negotiation and sharing of 
meaning. 

• Support textual and graphical representations 
 

2.2 Developing the Model 

2.2.1 Three Levels in the Organisation 
Recent research (Collis & Moonen 2004),  (van der Klink & Jochems, 2004)), 
(Normand & Littlejohn, 2005) has proposed analysing and viewing the functional 
institutional structures at three levels to situate the perspectives of the relevant ‘actors’ 
who are involved in providing and supporting e-learning in an institution. Based on 
their work we have come up with a simple organisational model that can be easily 
adapted and extended to describe most educational institutions. 
 
There are three important hierarchical levels of ‘actors’ from within the institutional 
that need to understand their own roles, relations and influences in a more systematic 
manner in order to both implement e-learning and manage IPR in the digital learning 
materials. These are: 
 
Institutional Management (IM)  
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– Management Bodies (Boards, Senates, Courts), Principals, Pro Vice Chancellors, 
Institutional Secretaries, Service Unit Managers (Estates, Information Services, 
Registry etc). The senior figures directing the strategy and direction the institution is 
following, deciding on the specific technical infrastructure for ICT, stating the 
mission with respect to educational values, aims, and policy; making technical 
support available; possibly deciding on the general level of support and training to 
make available to academics and so on 
 
Operational and Curricular Management (OM) – those in charge of gathering and 
organising the necessary resources and implementing strategy, within the constraints 
of the institutional context. Managing the programmes by deciding the types of course 
to be delivered by the academics, structuring the programmes and deciding on the 
sequence of courses. 
 
Teaching and Learner Management (T-LM) – those who are responsible for 
carrying out at a practical level the actions required by the strategy. Developing and 
delivering courses, identifying learning resources and organising them and managing 
the learning activities of the students. It is important to understand that this also 
includes all support staff roles. 
 
(For simplicity we have not included a student view in this document, but shall be 
dealing with their needs and perspectives in the outputs of the project) 
 
As you can see from our descriptions this hierarchy of actors has to deal with 
increasingly detailed contexts to operate within as we move towards the Teaching 
Level. The successful implementation and ‘mainstreaming’ of new approaches such 
as learning objects requires that these different institutional levels are in alignment 
and work as a coherent whole (Normand & Littlejohn, 2005), (van der Klink & 
Jochems, 2004), (Collis & Moonen 2004). Equally, the degree to which these levels 
are in alignment and working as a coherent whole should help enable the successful 
implementation of e-learning. Thus, our organisational model can also usefully fulfil 
an analytical and diagnostic role for those tasked with implementing e-learning in an 
institution – opening up the intriguing possibility of representing the dysfunctional 
aspects of an institution in relation to the chosen aspects of e-learning. 
 
These different levels in an institution tend to have, naturally, different contexts or 
‘filters’ on the process of adopting new processes: 
 

• The Institutional Management (IM) will be looking for the ‘big picture’ 
items like, retention and progression figures, exam grades, costs, market share, 
educational profile, long term planning, etc. 

 
• Operational Management (OM) will tend to see this as the delivery of 

‘product’ and relate it to departmental budgets and targets, quality control, and 
the type and costs of learning materials etc and crucially, the task of 
introducing new working practices. 

 
• Teaching and Learner Management (T-LM) is concerned with mechanisms 

for delivery (face-to-face or online), the balance between guidance/facilitation 
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roles and instructions, assessment procedures and the type of learning 
resources. 

 
 

2.2.2 Four Different Perspectives 
In addition to these three institutional levels van der Klink & Jochems (2004) propose 
that at each level it is possible to see the problem space from four different 
perspectives (giving us, potentially, an extensible family of 3 by 4 evaluation and 
audit grid tools, please see section 2.4) 
 
A Technological View 
The provision and use of technology in such a way that it can support the 
actors at different levels to carry out their functions and achieve their targets. 
Until now the premise was that supplying staff and students with an adequate 
infrastructure was enough to improve educational programmes – this has not 
been upheld. Technical aspects were focussed upon without understanding 
how this would support pedagogy, strategic goal, or organisational context. 
 
 
A Strategic View  
The organisational strategy and business processes that have to occur to support the 
change. E-learning cannot be regarded as an isolated issue, it is expensive and impacts 
on a large number of institutional processes and good reasons are needed for its 
implementation. Awareness of what might realistically be delivered is needed and 
clear goals are required in relation to internal strengths and weaknesses and external 
threats and opportunities. 
 
 
A Pedagogical View 
This is required to determine the sensible use of the technology – a considerable 
number of questions need to be answered ranging from the extremely practical to the 
more philosophical. Jochems, Merriënboer & Koper (2004) recommend that it is very 
useful to start with rethinking views on learning, instruction and teaching to 
encourage staff to think beyond their current frameworks. Interestingly, Goodyear et 
al (2001) also recommends this approach as well and produced a very useful 
discussion of it. For a further examination of these pedagogic factors please consult 
the outputs from WP 1-2. 
 
An Organisational View 
Covers the interplay between personal, social, cultural and professional 
viewpoints played out within an institutional context. Put another way this 
view aims to show how embedded e-learning really is in the organisation. The 
introduction of e-learning will be one of two types: 
 

• An innovation 
• A transformation 
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favour this approach over others. In this scenario little will change – although 
tensions will increase but be unresolved.  A transformational change will 
affect all aspects of the organisation, in this scenario the roles, responsibilities 
and relations of the departments and individuals in the organisation will be 
strongly impacted upon and change. Coherent strategic management remains 
the largest challenge and obstacle to sustainable implementation in our 
opinion. 
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2.3 A Graphical Representation of the Model 
The diagram below illustrates our model with the three hierarchical levels combined 
with the four different perspectives to provide an integrated whole. The fact that the 3 
levels of institutional organisation are in alignment indicates that they are working 
well and coherently to deliver e-learning opportunities – the vertical lines indicating 
channels of communication around certain perspectives or views. Where the vertical 
lines intersect at the corner of the horizontal levels represent those activities and 
perspectives at each institutional level. 
 
The significance of each of the perspectives will naturally vary across the different 
levels of any institution but this organisational model is useful as an analysis and 
communication tool for our work. 
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2.4  Deriving analysis and audit tools from our model 
Our model can be used to produce a series of grids or matrices that enable us to record 
succinctly and in easily shareable ways different aspects of the institutions we want to 
describe and analyse.  We can start with the 3-column by 4-row grid shown below and 
use that to derive a set of tools. We have done this and with them we have produced a 
set of documents to support our scoping exercise – please see section 2.8 
 
 
 
A simple table illustrates the concept: 
 

 
 

Table 1. The TrustDR organisational framework 
 
 
 

2.5 Conclusions and Results: using the Analysis, Evaluation 
and Audit Tools 

These are the tools (with conclusions and results) that we have derived for use in our 
project, there are no doubt others that could be derived for use elsewhere, these give a 
starting idea to others to develop their own tools. Please see the separate documents 
entitled: 
 
SP2_ Targets_grid.doc 
Initial targets for actor responsibilities and areas of influence in relation to the IPR 
audit trail are presented. 
 
SP2_ competencies_grid.doc 
The current competencies of actors in relation to IPR in learning materials are 
presented 
 
SP2_ requirements_grid.doc 
The learning and development needs for the actors from a competency point of view 
 
SP2_External.doc 
A very brief listing of the target groups on the ‘outside’ of publicly funded 
educational institutions 
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Based on these and our project workshop sessions we have decided a theme to carry 
through the outputs of the project would be best described as ‘explain and persuade’. 
This means explain what the technical and legal aspects of DRM are in relation to the 
project aims and objectives and to the situations of the target actors including the still 
evolving technical infrastructure which is poorly understood (and explained) by 
many. The outputs also need to persuade people to take notice of certain aspects of 
DRM and attend to them in their working lives. 
 
The results of this scoping exercise are being incorporated into a project deliverables 
‘shopping-list’. 
 
 

2.6 Modelling Organisational Frameworks for Integrated E-
learning: the experience of the TrustDR project 

The experience of developing this model has been written up into a paper to be 
presented to the IEEE ICALT 2006 conference in Holland. Please see the separate 
document entitled “TrustDR_ICALT-article.doc” 
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