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The SHERPA Project
CERLIM Evaluation Plan
1. Introduction

This paper is intended to outline the external evaluation of the SHERPA project’s activity in enabling and encouraging the establishment of institutional eprint repositories in UK universities.  The focus is on the end-user and on increasing understanding of the criteria for successful deployment of these services.  It is not a technical evaluation.

CERLIM has considerable experience of the evaluation of JISC activity at both Programme and Project level, in addition to involvement with development projects under a variety of recent Programmes stretching back to eLib. More recent evaluative work has included the EDNER formative evaluation of the DNER/IE and, on a much more modest scale, evaluation advice to the 7/99 Martini project led by the University of East Anglia.  Martini is relevant to this work because of its focus on embedding new information systems within existing university systems and cultures.
Evaluation can of course take many forms: it can be formative (helping to shape an activity as it progresses) or summative (examining achievements after the work has been completed). It can focus on process (whether a project is running to time, meeting its milestones and so on), product (are the outputs of the requisite quality? are they appropriate? etc.) or outcomes/impact (what has happened as a result of the work? how have people and systems been affected?). It may be concerned with social value, technical achievement or value for money.  In this case the emphasis is on formative analysis of ongoing product deployment within the higher education social system.
2. Aim and Objectives

Thus the primary aim of this evaluation is to explore the engagement of end users (i.e. the authors of papers) with institutional repositories, within the broad SHERPA consortium. This is intended to shed light on the decision-making processes of users, and on where the decision points lie.  In addition the success or otherwise of various advocacy strategies will be analysed.
In order to achieve this aim we need to identify a range of users with different characteristics in different institutions. The exact population to be sampled and the sampling frame need to be agreed. At this stage we have identified three broad groups
· “the converts” – committed depositors with several papers already placed in their institutional repository or who have taken an ‘enthusiast’ stance to the concept and have deposited all their available papers to date
· “the cautious”  –  who appear interested but have only deposited a single paper, or have made a, possibly verbal, commitment to deposit their next available paper
· “the cynics” – those who are unwilling to deposit
so we are almost certainly looking for a purposive sample.  It would probably not be helpful for our purposes to sample end users who are unaware of the concept of eprint repositories, since we would then spend most of our time explaining it to them and would not receive a considered view. 
The size of the sample is likely to preclude a high degree of stratification, so we need to agree exactly which characteristics are significant for the exercise. For example, is it important to differentiate between ‘core’ and ‘associated’ partners in SHERPA; or between ‘old’ and ‘new’ universities, or between disciplines?

The specific objectives of the evaluation are:

· To collect data on the experience of end users when using institutional eprint repositories.

· To clarify what motivates the decision whether or not to deposit
· To review advocacy initiatives and strategies with a view to providing guidance to future institutional repository initiatives
3. Methods

In order to achieve these objectives we propose a six-stage process.

Stage 1. – (by Christmas 2004) Visits to a sample of Project Officers 

· This will provide background information and understanding
· A maximum of four visits would be feasible 

Stage 2. – (by Christmas 2004)   Email questionnaire to Project Officers (Development Partners and Associate Partners)
Project Officers will be asked 

· The principal difficulties which they have encountered when developing their repositories

· How academics are responding to their repository

· Whether they have observed any differences in response across the subject disciplines

· To respond to the questionnaire by the end of November

The SHERPA Development Partners will also be informed that an appraisal of their advocacy activities will be carried out by CERLIM in April 2005

Stage 3 – (January / February)  Email questionnaire to Academics

· An online questionnaire will be devised by CERLIM and the SHERPA Project Manager.  It will not be lengthy.  Project Officers will be asked to disseminate it (i.e. its URL)  to academics in their institution who have either deposited in their repository, expressed a definite intention to do so, or have voiced concerns and not deposited.   The questionnaire will broadly explore the user’s motivation to deposit (or not), why they only deposited once if applicable, and their experience of and satisfaction with the process.  It may also include other issues raised by the Project Officers in Stage 1.
· The SHERPA Project Manager will distribute the questionnaire to the EFAIR list.  

· Academics will be asked to identify their subject area

· Anonymised responses will be returned to CERLIM for analysis

· Academics will be asked if they are willing to take part in a follow up interview and if so to provide contact details
Stage 4 - (March to May) Interviews with selected academics.

· Academics for interview will be identified from the Stage 3 questionnaire, or by Project Officers
· It will be most appropriate to engage with the sample in greater depth by individual interview (focus groups have been considered but rejected as infeasible given the distributed nature of the population and their likely time constraints).  

· Our estimate is that we will be able to carry out a maximum of 24 interviews.  Face-to-face interviews would be preferable, though some may need to be done by telephone, depending on the logistics.   A maximum of 8 visits to institutions could be achieved.   

Interview Approach

· Briefly explore subject’s awareness of repositories in general i.e. the concept itself 

· Explore subject’s awareness of own institutional repository. At general level; at detailed level of how to use it.

· Detailed set of queries for anyone who has attempted (successfully or not) to use their own institutional repository. Centred on 

· Why they chose to deposit

· Ease of use

· Meeting their requirement

· Why they only deposited once (if applicable)

· Any concerns they had and whether these were met

· Etc

· Brief set of queries for anyone who chose not to use their own institutional repository 

· What influenced their decision not to deposit

· What might motivate them to deposit in the future

· If use of the repository was successful (i.e. a paper has been contributed), explore the stages of the task and satisfaction with each. Explore any effects (e.g. use of data in personal web site; teaching; communication generated)

· If use of the repository was unsuccessful, explore the user’s perceptions of why this occurred (technical problems; usability issue; misunderstandings; lack of support; …..).

· Explore what, in the user’s view, is needed (and where the locus of responsibility for action is) to make institutional repositories a success.

Stage 5. – (April to June) Review of advocacy activities 

Project Officers will be asked to provide CERLIM with a description of their advocacy activities, and their assessment of how successful or otherwise these have been.  The purpose of this is to provide other institutions who may be thinking of setting up an institutional repository in the future with the collective advocacy experiences of the SHERPA projects, and valuable guidance on successful activities and strategies.  Although only SHERPA Development Partners can be ‘required’ to contribute to the Review, Associate Partners may be asked to contribute if they wish to do so.
Stage 6. (End July 2005)
Final Report to the SHERPA Project Director and Project Manager

4. Staffing
The majority of the work will be undertaken by Margaret Markland, an experienced Research Associate, with planning and management support and advice from Professor Peter Brophy, Director, CERLIM.   
Close contact will be maintained with the SHERPA Project Manager and Project Director throughout the evaluation.
Professor Peter Brophy, Director, CERLIM
Margaret Markland, Research Associate, CERLIM
October 2004
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