[image: image19.png]



	      University of Sheffield [image: image20.png]ScHARR





	School of Health & Related Research  (ScHARR)



FOLIO Programme of courses for health care librarians

Getting to Grips with Knowledge Management (G2G) Course 2005

Final Report

Alan O’Rourke

Andrew Booth

Lynda Ayiku

Anthea Sutton




October 2005
Report contents:




Page

1. Executive summary







 3

2. Course details








 3

3. Analysis of participants and other stakeholder data



 4

4. Analysis of course evaluation feedback





 4

5/6. Educational innovations and issues /Technical innovations and issues

 6 

7.    Administrative issues







 6

8. Proposed future developments






 7
 

Appendices: 
A: student course evaluation and comments
(available on request)
B: details of course content





 9
1. Executive Summary 
Getting to Grips with Knowledge Management (G2G) was the ninth on-line interactive course in a series of twelve commissioned by the NeLH as part of the FOLIO Programme. Andrew Booth (Programme Director), Alan O’Rourke (Programme Manager), Anthea Sutton and Lynda Ayiku (Learning Resource Coordinators) as the course team have developed both content and delivery. The course was open to all librarians providing services to NHS staff in the UK. The course team facilitated a JISC e-mail list, which provided the main medium for teaching, with links to briefings and other material on the FOLIO Web-pages, with a subsidiary e-mail list for student support and administrative issues.

For previous courses, we have presented the workload as roughly equivalent to attendance at a two-day workshop. For this course, after reflecting on student feedback on the time they have put in to compete previous FOLIO courses, we suggested that devoting two to four  hours per week to  the tasks and exercises should allow the compilation of a good portfolio. For this specific course, participation involved:

1. Receiving about thirty e-mail communications (approximately one per day)

2. Reading one or two weekly  briefings or PowerPoint presentations.

3. Pursuing guided readings and reflective exercises.

4. Contributing to group work with five or six buddies (typically one per week).

5. Completing individual tasks for their portfolios.

6. Reflecting on aspects of knowledge management (such as identifying knowledge champions) in the students’ own workplaces.

7. Completing an on-line quiz and a competition.

8. Compiling a portfolio of personal and group activities for submission to the course facilitators.

9. Completing a course evaluation form.

The NeLH has validated the course and participants fulfilling these minimum requirements received a certificate of attendance, classified as pass, honours or distinction depending on the depth of learning demonstrated by their portfolio.

There was a good level of interest in this course, although we were able to accommodate all students for whom this course was a priority training need. Fifty-eight students commenced the course, but nine withdrew. Thirty-three students submitted their portfolios within the course timetable, and we granted five extensions because of extenuating circumstances. In all we received 38 completed portfolios (including extensions) and all these passed with five gaining distinction marks. 

2. Course Details 
Course title: 

Getting to Grips with Knowledge Management 

Course Code: 

G2G
Web pages: 

http://www.nelh.nhs.uk/folio/g2g/home.htm
Discussion list archive: http://www.nelh.nhs.uk/folio/g2g/archive.htm
Module co-ordinator: 
Dr Alan O’Rourke

Other staff involved: 
Mr Andrew Booth, Ms Lynda Ayiku, Miss Anthea Sutton

Course aims: This course aimed to provide practical skills in delivering knowledge management (KM) techniques at a local or organisational level.

Course objectives: by the end of this course participants should be able to: 

· Understand the importance of KM in health care. 

· Identify the main considerations to be taken into account when planning a KM strategy. 

· Use KM tools to meet the needs of their organisation or community 

· Prepare a planned approach to developing a "community of practice". 

· Identify strategies to enable them to sell the benefits of KM at an organisational or local level. 

· Evaluate the effectiveness of KM techniques.
·  Engage with fellow participants in discussing practical KM problems and situations.
Content (see appendix B):

We designed the course around a “Story-Board” format, with a wide selection of student activities, including reading, reflection, a quiz, a case study and a debate. For some activities, students worked alone, developing written ideas for their portfolios based on instructions in e-mails and briefing on web-pages. For other tasks they worked in small inter-active groups of five or six “buddies.”

3. Analysis of participant and other  stakeholder data 










Portfolio grading: ten student portfolios met the standards for a pass, twenty-three for an honours pass and five were of high enough standards to gain distinctions. 

4. Analysis of Course Evaluation Feedback 

(a copy of the full text of this is available from the course team on application)

Enjoyment of the course: 28/32 respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the course was enjoyable;  two disagreed and two had no opinions either  way. 

Knowledge of information needs analysis: 31/32 respondents agreed or strongly agreed that they knew more about information needs analysis after completing the course; one  disagreed.

Future plans for use of what participants had learnt on the course:  32 participants responded. One did not intend to use the course materials at all; and six had no definite projects in mind. Suggestions for more specific application of course materials included:

· Contributing to information governance and Freedom of Information Act work

· Introducing a skills directory and setting up an internal database of expertise

· Supporting communities of practice in primary care

· Developing organizational Knowledge Management strategies

as illustrated by the following quotes:

I plan to improve on KM strategies in place in my organisation and initiate new ones. I plan to highlight how KM can benefit the organisation and raise the profile of KM by explaining what KM is to my manager.

Through establishing communities and getting knowledge champions! Also using ideas of good practice e.g. contacts directory.
Course objectives: 29 / 32 respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the course fulfilled its objectives;  one disagreed; one disagreed strongly; and one had no opinions either way.

Quality of course material: 30 / 32 respondents rated the course material as good or very good;  and two as average.
Usefulness of course material:
	Type of material:
	Number of respondents ranking this material the most useful:
	Number of respondents ranking this material the least useful:

	Group exercises

Individual exercises

Group discussion

Briefings

Case studies

Guided readings

Quiz
	1

7

4

8

1

11

0
	5

0

9

0

2

2

14


Enjoyment of course material: (*one respondent left these blank)
	Type of material:
	Number of respondents ranking this material the most enjoyable*:
	Number of respondents ranking this material the least enjoyable:*

	Group exercises

Individual exercises

Group discussion

Briefings

Case studies

Guided readings

Quiz
	2

4

5

4

5

4

7
	4

4

9

0

3

5

6


Use of the G2G website: thirteen respondents accessed the site more than ten times during the course; ten between five and ten times; nine fewer than five times. No respondents said they had not used it.

Usefulness of the G2G website: 29 /32 respondents said it was useful or very useful; one described it as average; and two had no opinions either way.

Interaction with your designated buddies during the G2G course: 31 respondents had interacted; one had not. Main reasons for poor participation in the buddy groups included:

· Lack of responses from other buddies or the group mentor.

· Disjointed discussions, because of individual buddies tackling tasks at differing rates.

· Technical problems with the e-mail

· One student suggested that  time limits on group tasks might produce prompter responses.

Success of the buddy scheme:  19/32 respondents felt that the scheme was very or moderately successful; eight  were neutral towards it; four felt it was moderately unsuccessful; one felt it was very unsuccessful.

Course facilitation: 27/32 respondents said it was good or very good; three described it as average; two had no opinions either way.

Changes to the course: 17 respondents replied, but five of these  felt the course structure and delivery did not require modification. Twelve others had specific suggestions, sometimes more than one per respondent including:

· More advice about who to refer questions about the course to (the respondent felt that the instructions as the beginning of the course provided contacts for administrative queries, but not questions about the course content)

· Not using an on-line format, as although the material was of good quality, this format did not allow enough time to do it justice.

· Dropping the buddy system totally

· More space between e-mails for task completion, or fewer e-mails, or a longer but less intense course.

· Sending course e-mails early in the morning

· Checking that all links and URLs work

· Setting time limits for tasks (especially where they are part of a sequence, and the student may be dependent on another buddy posting their contribution)

Further comments on theG2G course: Twenty-one respondents offered other comments. Most of these were positive. One felt that time on such course was actually better spent than at face-to-face sessions, but that they missed direct interaction, and the that the buddy system did not provide a suitable substitute. Another criticism was that buddy discussions were too public and should be partly at least confidential within the group. One felt that the need for group work to produce portfolio outputs cramped the discursive element of the groups, and reduced debate to a “question and answer” format. There was also a seasonal issue: this course ran into the summer period, and one respondent felt that buddies going on holiday reduced input to group work.

Future courses: 28 / 32  participants would do another FOLIO course; four were uncertain. Twenty-nine would recommend FOLIO course to colleagues; and three were uncertain.

Summary: overall, the feedback was positive, and many students had practical ideas for using  what they had learned. Clearly, some students did not like either the absence of direct contact or the buddy exercises. Some activities (such as guided readings) were more popular; students disliked the group discussion; oddly they viewed the quiz as enjoyable, but of limited use, although it may thus have fulfilled its rôle as providing light relief from more studious tasks.

5. Educational Innovations and Issues  and 6. Technical Innovations and Issues 

There  were no specific educational or technical innovations in this course compared to earlier FOLIO courses. 

7. Administrative Issues 

We advertised the course widely through the healthcare LIS network and via suitable e-mail lists (e.g. Evidence-based libraries), inviting students to register their interest.

In addition to the JISC-mail list used for teaching the course, we have established a separate  e-mail list (folio@sheffield.ac.uk) to handle administrative rather than educational issues. All the course team are members of this list and can reply to student queries while copying their reply to the course team to ensure a co-ordinated response. We notify students about this list and encourage them to use it for matters such as absences, difficulty contacting buddies, and problems accessing course web-pages.  There is a page of Frequently Asked Questions  (FAQs) for the course at: http://www.nelh.nhs.uk/folio/g2g/faqs.htm

At the close of the course, we specifically informed students that they should return completed portfolios to the course administrator, and include their preferred postal address, to which we later sent their certificates of completion according to the assessed quality of the portfolio.

8. Proposed future developments 
None at this stage.

Appendix A: student course evaluation and comments

Available from the FOLIO team on request
Appendix B: details of course content

	Day / Message 
	Material provided:
	Student activity
	Portfolio output:

	1. Introduction 
	Contact details for course; housekeeping; key web-pages
	
	

	2. Group icebreaker
	Introductory message 
	Develop icebreaker
	Icebreaker

	3. Questionnaire
	On-line questionnaire about KM
	Completion of questionnaire
	

	4.  Briefing 1
	What is knowledge management?
	Reading briefing
	

	5. PowerPoint
	Knowledge management in a PCT
	Reading PowerPoint
	

	6. Buddy exercise
	Mallard Valley PCT  case study (from PowerPoint)
	Group discussion
	Organisational examples of  audit etc

	7. Guided reading
	Paper by Ferguson on KM
	Reading to answer specific questions
	Answers to set questions

	8. Briefing
	Components of a KM Strategy
	Reading briefing
	

	9. Knowledge audit
	Various resources about knowledge audits
	Reading
	

	10. Knowledge champions
	Knowledge champions
	Identify local knowledge champions
	List of knowledge champions

	11. Knowledge mapping
	Knowledge mapping
	Buddy group discussion
	Organisational “knowledge map”

	12. Readiness
	Knowledge management questionnaire
	Questionnaire completions
	Responses and reflection

	13. Environment scanning
	Environment scanning
	Application to own work place
	Organizational scanning activities

	14. Briefing
	Classifying and Codifying Knowledge
	Reading briefing
	

	15. Quiz
	Quiz questions*
	Completion of quiz
	Quiz answers

	16. Group discussion
	Information about intranets
	Group discussion on intranets
	Organisational use of intranets

	17. Skills directories
	NeLH Knowledge Management Specialist toolkit
	Reading
	

	18. Resource sharing
	Digital  Libraries Network weblog 
	Reading weblog to answer questions
	Answers

	19. Knowledge harvesting
	Sue Andrews' article: Late-harvested  knowledge
	Reading and reflection
	

	20. Competition
	Competition questions
	Competition answers
	

	21.  Briefing
	Briefing Communities of Practice
	Reading briefing
	

	22. PowerPoint
	The NeLH Specialist Libraries as a community of practice
	Reading PowerPoint
	

	23. Individual exercise
	Further information on communities of practice
	Reading / reflection on Communities of  practice
	Reflections

	24 Individual exercise
	Selling the benefits of KM
	Debate about evaluating KM
	Contribution to debate

	25. Group debate
	Methods of evaluating KM
	Identification of themes
	

	26. Briefing
	Knowledge Transfer and Knowledge Exchange
	Reading
	

	27. Competition results
	Competition results
	
	

	28. Action plan
	
	Devising action plan to promote KM
	Action plan

	29.  Summary
	Course summary
	Reflection 
	Personal reflection

	30. Course conclusion

Quiz answers
	Message about administrative tasks, portfolios, buddies and extension of submission dates.
	Sending farewell message to buddy; completion of portfolio and post-course questionnaires.
	

	Post-course
	Two reminders about completion of portfolios and feedback 
	
	


*On-line forms no longer active.[image: image1][image: image2][image: image3][image: image4][image: image5][image: image6][image: image7][image: image8][image: image9][image: image10][image: image11][image: image12][image: image13][image: image14][image: image15][image: image16][image: image17][image: image18]






Applications: we received 54 applications for this course, and we enrolled four other students on this course.


Enrollments: 58 participants enrolled. Nine participants withdrew from the course, mainly because of work commitments.


Feedback: we received completed feedback forms from 32 participants. We invited students who dropped out to complete the questionnaires based on the sections of the course they had attempted.


Portfolio submission: we received 33 portfolios within the course timetable and granted five students extensions for their portfolio submission, on grounds such as ill-health: all those granted extensions  submitted portfolios within the extension period. Eleven students neither submitted portfolios nor sought extensions.


.








Applications / expressions of interest: 54





58 enrolled students (in 10 “buddy groups”, each of 5 or 6)





9 students withdrew during the course





 49 students still on the course at the end





38 completed portfolios (78 % of those completing the course)





11 students failed to submit portfolios ( none of these had requested extensions)





32 completed feed back forms (55%)
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