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1. Project Narrative
Describe the course of your revision or ancillary creation project, including
· A summary of your project’s purpose, plan, and timeline.
· The original works which were revised or added to, with links. For example, if you revised an open textbook, give the title, author, and link. 
· A narrative description of how the project’s plan was carried out.
· Lessons learned, including anything you would do differently next time.
In Round 3 of the Affordable Learning Georgia Textbook Transformation Grants, we were part of a team of four faculty plus an instructional designer who worked together to compile, revise, and write a technical communication textbook for Technical Writing and Workplace Writing courses at Kennesaw State University. In the calendar year 2020 alone, this textbook entitled Open Technical Communication (previously Sexy Technical Communication) has saved approximately 1300 students an estimated $140,000, and it is saving students more and more every semester at institutions across the country. With this mini-grant, two of the original team members, Ms. Tiffani Reardon and Dr. Jonathan Arnett, piloted a renewable assignment for student-generated content to be incorporated into the open textbook.
Inspired by a session on the “untextbook” at OER19 (Harrison et al, 2019) and the argument against pseudotransactional “disposable assignments” (Wiley, 2013), the plan for this assignment was to ask TCOM 2050 students (in this class, almost exclusively TCOM majors) to develop OER content about basic principles of accessibility that students taking TCOM 2010 should learn. Due to unforeseen complications, however, this project was ultimately a failed project from which we learned several lessons for future renewable assignments.
1. Working with an instructor who lacks a stake in the project’s success can lead to problems. This project relied on collaboration with an instructor who wasn’t named on the grant. Although we discussed the project with this instructor before applying for the grant and agreed on a project plan (in brief, the  grant applicants would develop assignments that the instructor would implement), the instructor was not sufficiently motivated to stick to that plan because the instructor did not share a stake in the project’s success. After we (the grant’s applicants) developed the assignments and submitted them, the instructor reviewed the assignments and chose not to use them, for the reason listed in Lesson #2 below. Instead, the instructor had us talk with the students and ask the students’ permission to use the texts they completed as part of their normal workload. This approach seemed to be a good substitute for our original plan, but the instructor’s assignments were developmental assignments that turned out to be highly contextual and insufficiently general. When we sat down to review the students’ texts, we found that none of their work was usable for the project.

2. Asking 2000-level students to generate new material may not be a good idea. A major reason the instructor chose not to use the assignments we designed for the project was that the instructor felt the assignments were too demanding of 2000-level students. In retrospect, this criticism was correct; our assignments were summative assignments that asked abstract questions and requested deliverables that were more appropriate for advanced students in 3000- or 4000-level classes. The concrete, developmentally focused assignments that the instructor developed were more appropriate for the students in this particular class. However, because we were not the class’s instructors, it was hard to redesign the assignments without scrapping the whole concept of usable student-generated work completely. 

3. Maintaining strong, project-long contact with an outside instructor is vital. Toward the project’s beginning, we were in close contact with the instructor and thought we had reached a mutual understanding of what each side needed, but as the semester progressed, the grant applicants and the instructor alike all became busy with our own work responsibilities, and formal communication about the project dwindled. As a result, when the instructor rejected our assignments, we grant applicants were under the impression that the instructor was going to assign discussion board posts that we could harvest for general content. Because we didn’t maintain the original level of close contact with the instructor, though, we didn’t find out that the idea of discussion board assignments essentially died on the vine and the actual new assignments were too context-based to be usable.
These failures prompted us to consider ways to make this kind of project more likely to succeed. One option is to ensure that the class instructor is part of the grant so that they possess a stake in its success. A second option is to restrict projects involving student-generated content to upper-division classes, as students in 2000-level courses lack the background knowledge and synthetic ability required to create new materials. A third option is to conduct these kinds of projects only in our own classes. Doing so would establish control over the level of assignments and content, and render it impossible for the involved parties to lose contact. 
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2. Materials Description
Describe all the materials you have created or revised as part of this project. These descriptions may be used in the GALILEO Open Learning Materials repository in the official description field. 
We created two assignments for this project. In one, students were asked to craft a definition of disability in which they explore the common types of disabilities, what makes a “problem” qualify as a disability, and why technical communicators should care. In the other, students were asked to create written and interactive documentation on designing accessible documents.
3. Materials Links
If you are hosting your materials in places other than GALILEO Open Learning Materials, please provide these links in this section. Otherwise, leave blank. 
The two assignments are linked below:
· Definition of Disability
· Designing with Accessibility in Mind
4. Future Plans
· Describe any planned or actual papers, presentations, publications, or other professional activities that you expect to produce that reflect your work on this project.
· Describe any plans to revise or add to these materials in the future. 
During the semester of implementation, we presented this project and its challenges at the OpenEd 2019 conference. We are considering submitting a proposal to present an update on how the project ended. We’re also considering writing a paper on the lessons learned from this project and how important it is to establish a stake in these kinds of projects for all involved, including students and instructors.
Because neither of us teaches the accessibility course, we may not return to this project for some time. However, we may develop the chapter with original text from the instructor and a remix of other materials instead of the student-generated content. We intend to try working with our own students on other, similar projects in the future.
