


LTSS NEWS

What the LTSS offers

The LTSS provides advice, information and assistance free of charge
to University staff who use, or wish to adopt, e-learning technology
in their teaching. It is also part of the LTSSÕs role to disseminate
information received from ALT (the Association for Learning Technology),
of which the University is a founder member. The LTSS is based within 
the Institute for Learning and Research Technology and forms part of the
University of Bristol Information Services. Further details about LTSS
services are highlighted in this newsletter.

of concern to the University in
terms of ensuring teaching,
learning and assessment is of a
high standard and cost effective Ð
see David NicolÕs article (p8).

You may also be interested to 
read news from other relevant
areas of the University in the
ÔWhatÕs Happening in BristolÕ
section at the end of the
newsletter.

Farewell and
thanks to É

A sad farewell to
Ellen Sims took
place at the end of
March when she left us to take up
a new position as Learning
Development Manager, University
of the Arts, Chelsea College of Art
and Design. Ellen certainly made
her mark on the LTSS, contributing
in so many ways to the progress
we have made with the
implementation of online learning
within the University. We will
sorely miss her bubbly enthusiasm,
her dedication to every aspect of
her role within the LTSS and her
totally infectious joie de vivre. We
wish her well in her new position.

On 1 April we will welcome 
Nic Earle into the LTSS where he
will take on the role of Academic
eLearning Support Officer working
with the eLearning AdvisersÕ
Network.
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Welcome

Welcome to the Spring 2005 issue 
of interact, with its main theme of
evaluating e-learning. 

Evaluation is essential in ensuring
the quality of teaching, and the 
use of technology in teaching 
(e-learning) in the same way needs
similar scrutiny. Indeed, the
UniversityÕs draft eLearning Strategy,
currently out for consultation
(please see the UniversityÕs Senior
eLearning Adviser Ð Bevis MillerÕs
article on pp20-21) conÞrms 
e-learning should be subject to the
same quality assurance procedures
as conventional teaching (Objective
10, Action 28). Ehrmann (1996 Ð
www.learner.org/edtech/rscheval/
rightquestion.html) argues that for 
e-learning evaluation to be truly
effective it must include a close
scrutiny of educational rationale,
and the curriculum and assessment
design which the 
e-learning is intended to support.  

E-learning, by its very nature is
innovative, introducing new ways 
of teaching, learning and assessing,
so it would seem particularly
important, as the University moves
forward in this Þeld, to understand
what works and what doesnÕt and 
to share this knowledge across the
Institution. Rob PhillipsÕ article
(opposite) discusses evaluation
research design in some detail, as
does Richard Kiely (p10) and Top
Tips from the Experts (p7) offers
valuable practical advice. The costs
and beneÞts of e-learning are also
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EVALUATING eLEARNING

We  canÕt evaluate e-learning
if we donÕt know what we mean by
evaluating e-learning
Rob Phillips, Murdoch University, Australia

This issue of interact is 
about evaluating the

effectiveness of e-learning.
Critics of e-learning have
regularly noted that there is
little evidence of its ability to
improve learning outcomes,
despite substantial worldwide
investment in its development,
and its wide uptake. Other
articles in this issue will discuss
this issue and provide evidence
of e-learning ‘working’.

Even when research about 
e-learning has been published
showing that it is effective, or at
least no less effective than other
approaches, misgivings are held
about the validity of that research.
E-learning represents a
convergence of several
Þelds, including
education,
computer science,
design and media
studies. Its
multidisciplinary nature
and rapid evolution has led
to individual researchers taking
different approaches, deriving from
their individual contexts, to
evaluation and research, with little
reßection on the appropriateness
of their approach. 

Research into e-learning is
complex, and this has not been
sufficiently recognised. Part of the
complexity arises from a lack of
clarity about the meaning of the
terms Ôe-learningÕ and ÔevaluationÕ,
and the nature of research into 
e-learning. 

I have recently written about how
the term e-learning is used in a
one-size-Þts-all fashion which

confuses discussion about it, and
proposed that we should classify
e-learning applications in terms of
the interactions between: student
and student; student and teacher;
student and resources; and student
and computer (Phillips, 2004). This
may help ensure that people are
clear about what theyÕre discussing.

Evaluation

Evaluation is another term that 
is often used imprecisely, with
different meanings in different
contexts. For example, evaluation
might mean Þnding out about
student perceptions of a university
course; it might focus on the
suitability of an e-learning product

for a teaching purpose, or it
might focus on the

usability of an 
e-learning product.
In addition, in
program evaluation

one seeks to provide
information to make

decisions about an
ongoing initiative in public health

or education.

In most of these examples,
evaluation involves making a
judgment about the product or
process under consideration, but
the product or process needs to be
understood well enough to specify
the criteria and standards for
judgments. While many
applications of e-learning are
relatively well understood, and
criteria can be speciÞed to judge
their merit, new developments
need research before they can be
evaluated. At the same time, the
processes used by learners as they
use e-learning are context-speciÞc

and they therefore need to be
investigated by research
techniques.

Studies of the effectiveness of 
e-learning ÔproductsÕ therefore
involve a mixture of evaluation
(making judgements and decisions
about the product) and research
(trying to understand how people
use the product in order to learn).
Because of this, I would argue that
it is more appropriate to use the
term evaluation researchwhen
discussing studies of the
effectiveness of e-learning.

The factors discussed above make
studies of the effectiveness of 
e-learning complex and multi-
faceted, linking knowledge about
e-learning production and
knowledge about learning with
knowledge about evaluation 
and research.

Paradigms of Inquiry

However, the term researchis also
used imprecisely in academic
discourse, because there are many
kinds of research. Individual
academics work within particular
research traditions, with discipline-
speciÞc characteristics. For
example, a physicist seeks to
reproducibly measure a
phenomenon in order to support
or disprove a theory. A medical
scientist might conduct a statistical
experiment, with treatment and
control groups, because the
phenomenon under investigation
is complex and is affected by other
factors. Results can only be
statistically inferred rather than
predicted. Further, an

continued overleafÉ

“Research

into e-learning is

complex, and this has

not been sufficiently

recognised.”
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anthropologist might seek to
explore the behaviour of a
community, recognising, and
attempting to discount, any
preconceptions about that
behaviour. Yet again, a computer
scientist might develop and
implement a new algorithm and
test its reliability and efficiency. 

These are all different types of
research activity, but all share the
following characteristics. They seek:

to satisfy human curiosity and

attempt to understand the

world we live in;

to solve problems and

manipulate the world we live in.

Research also needs to be
disciplined, systematic, explicit and
ethical, and Òits data, arguments
and reasoning be capable of
withstanding careful scrutiny by
another member of the scientiÞc
communityÓ Shulman (1988: 5).

The discipline-speciÞc nature of
research leads to, and arises from,
different worldviews, or paradigms
of inquiry. These are brießy
discussed below.

The analytic-empirical-positivist
paradigm contains an underlying

assumption that people and social
interactions can be reduced to
quantitatively-deÞned variables,
and that these can be controlled
for, or randomised. However,
social interactions are too complex
to easily control in this way in the
real world.

The relativist-constructivist-
interpretivist paradigm has a focus
on qualitatively describing what is
happening in a particular context
with little concern for generalisability.
Neither paradigm is concerned
with change or improvement.
Purely descriptive studies may be
appropriate when we donÕt
understand anything about the
phenomenon being studied, but
this isnÕt the case with e-learning.

The critical theory-neomarxist-
postmodern paradigm has a focus
on changing the ÔworldÕ not just
describing it, and critical reßection
is central. The various forms of
action inquiry arise from this
paradigm.

In studies of e-learning, the focus
may be on one or more of:
describing and understanding how
people use an e-learning product;
finding ways to improve an e-learning

product; and obtaining evidence
about the effectiveness of e-learning.
These foci involve elements of the
strengths of each of the three
paradigms discussed above.

At a recent teaching and learning
conference, three participants at a
panel session described their
studies of studentsÕ use of 
e-learning. One study was based
on the analytic-empirical-positivist
paradigm, one was based on the
relativist-constructivist-interpretivist
paradigm and one was based on
the critical theory-neomarxist-
postmodern paradigm. Each study
provided useful insights into the 
e-learning use, but each study also
had weaknesses. If multiple
approaches had been used, each
study would have been more
valuable.

A fourth paradigm, the critical
realist-pragmatic paradigm
combines the most appropriate
features of each of the other
paradigms in seeking to
understand e-learning. In addition,
this paradigm enables the
researcher to use the full range of
available data collection methods,
without being tied to methods and

Requirements
DeÞnition/
Analysis

Design
SpeciÞcation

Production

Implementation

Maintenance

Analysis
and Design
Evaluation

evaluation

Development
Evaluation

evaluation

Implementation
Evaluation

evaluation

Institutionalisation
Evaluation

evaluation

Figure 1. Mapping of the phases of an e-learning production process to corresponding evaluation phases.
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methodologies associated with
particular inquiry paradigms.
Increasingly, this paradigm is seen
as the most appropriate to use for
e-learning evaluation research.

Evaluation Research Design

In conducting evaluation research
into e-learning, the most important
factor is to reßect on the aims and
questions of the research. As
Shulman states: ÒWe must Þrst
understand our problem, and
decide what questions we are
asking, then select the mode of
disciplined inquiry most
appropriate to these questions.Ó
(1988: 15). The focus is therefore
on the product or process to be
evaluated/ researched, and the
questions to ask about it. There is
a need for both broad, overarching
questions, and associated, speciÞc,
answerable questions. In addition,
the participants (the people to be
investigated/ questioned) and the
sources of data should be
identiÞed.

The development of both broad
and speciÞc evaluation questions is
difficult. However, existing
knowledge about e-learning can
be used to narrow the range of

suitable questions. There are two
aspects of this: what we know
about the design and development
of e-learning applications; and
what we know about learning in
the context of the proposed 
e-learning use.

The e-learning design and project
management literature decomposes
the development process into a
series of steps, while acknowledging
that the process is cyclical and
steps may need to be revisited.
One characterisation of the
development cycle consists of
deÞnition of the requirements,
speciÞcation of the design,
production, implementation of the
Þnished product and maintenance.
After each phase there is an
opportunity to review and revise
progress. This is clearly an
evaluative process, and it is
possible to associate distinct
phases of evaluation to each
development phase. Figure 1 is a
representation of this process
proposed by Bain (1999), derived
from earlier work by Alexander &
Hedberg (1994) and Reeves and
Hedberg (2002). Each evaluation
phase has a different focus and
different questions are asked.

The four phases identiÞed by Bain
(1999) are:

Analysis and Design: analysing
the curriculum, analysing teaching
and learning activities; and
specifying the behaviour of the
innovation.

Development: Þnding out if the
innovation works in the way it was
designed, and what is needed to
improve it (closely related to
formative evaluation).

Implementation: evaluating the
effectiveness and viability of the
Þnished product (closely related to
summative evaluation).

Institutionalisation: evaluating
the effects of ongoing use of the
innovation within the institution.

Bain (1999) also considered
models of learning in developing
his framework, distinguishing
between the learning environment,
the learning process and the
learning outcome. The ideas 
were superimposed on the
production phases, resulting in a
framework (the learning-centred
evaluation framework) which
emphasises both aspects of
learning and aspects of production.

Framework stage SpeciÞc Question

Analysis and design What are the desired learning outcomes? X

Development How attractive and accessible do students Þnd X X X
the e-learning?

Development Does the manner in which students use the X X X X X
e-learning encourage the desired learning process?

Implementation What is the evidence that learning is occurring as X X X
the e-learning is used?  
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between the speciÞc questions, the participants and the sources of data.
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This approach was used in an
Australian project aimed at
improving e-learning evaluation
skills (Phillips, Bain, McNaught,
Rice, & Tripp, 2000; Phillips, 2002).

Elements of the framework can be
used to develop appropriate
speciÞc evaluation questions for
the e-learning product under
investigation. These can be
mapped to the data sources and
participants and displayed as an
evaluation matrix which summarises
the entire plan of the investigation.
An example is shown in Table 1.
This matrix can be used as a
project management tool during
the conduct of the study.

Conclusion

It is very difficult to describe the
complexity of evaluation research
into e-learning in a brief newsletter
article. I hope I have given you at
least an overview of the processes,
and an indication of the things to
think about. If nothing else, I hope
I have given you an appreciation
of the special characteristics of
research and evaluation into 
e-learning. I encourage you to
carefully reßect on your existing
paradigms of inquiry, and their
appropriateness, before
commencing any e-learning
research.

Confused by the Anoraks?

In response to our readersÕ
requests to make interact more
reader-friendly, an ÒAnorak Rating
SystemÓ has been adopted. This
system allows users to quickly rate
their level of knowledge and
expertise in all areas of e-learning.

Once you have found your rating,
you can quickly Þnd articles and
reports focused at your level of
understanding. 

The system is rated 1 to 5, with
Level 1 equating to those with
basic email and web skills up to
Level 5, for those who regularly

use all areas of e-learning.

To Þnd your Anorak rating, set
aside 10 minutes and log onto:
www.ltss.bris.ac.uk/anorak.htm

Gill Butland
Information Officer, LTSS
Email: gill.butland@bris.ac.uk

www.ltss.bris.ac.uk/anorak.htm

Anorak Update
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Professor Gr‡inne Conole

Head of Post-Compulsory Education
and Training Research Centre,
University of Southampton

Develop an evaluation plan
using the online guide at: 
http://www.ltss.bris.ac.uk/interact/
30/evalplan.doc

This guide will take you through a
series of Þve principal questions
that you should consider when
developing an evaluation plan. 

What are you evaluating? 

What are your reasons for
carrying out the evaluation? 

What is the context within which
your evaluation takes place? 

Who is the evaluation for? 

What evaluation questions are
you going to ask?

Julian Cook

Learning Technology Adviser, LTSS,
University of Bristol

Be clear about the overall
purpose(s) of your evaluation
and ensure that your questions and
methods are in line with that. This
sounds obvious but it is amazing
how easy it is to jump straight in to
planning methods and speciÞc
questions and end up gathering the
wrong data. It might help to start
by thinking about the reason or
purpose for the resource or activity
you are evaluating. The evaluation
aim will often follow from that -
frequently simply to Þnd out
whether the purpose is being/has
been achieved.

Use a mix of quantitative and
qualitative methods. This will
enable you to cross-check the
results. One way of using these
together is to use interviews or a
focus group to trawl for a range of
views, and then use these to

TOP TIPS from the EXPERTS
Evaluating e-learning

The LTSS asked four recognised experts in the area of evaluating e-learning to send us their top evaluating 
e-learning tips Ð they make interesting reading!

construct a questionnaire in which
you can Þnd out how representative
those views are of a much larger
sample.

If you are observing people
using a resource or activity, sit
them at the computer in pairs.
Then you can discreetly eavesdrop
on their conversation. What you
hear will be a lot richer and more
spontaneous than if you have an
individual user describing what
they are doing to the observer.

Ann Jones

Senior Lecturer, Computers and
Learning Research Group, Centre
for Research in Education and
Educational Technology,
Open University

Remember that e-learning takes
place in a particular context and
it is important to take account of
that context Ð which may include,
for example, how it Þts within a
course, tutor support, where the
learner is (home, library, on the
move?) and whether they are
working alone or with others. Any
of these factors may be as important
as the e-learning experience: for
example, the learner who prefers
to work alone and feels threatened
by group work will not thrive in a
collaborative learning setting:
regardless whether it is on or 
off-line!

Treat the evaluation as a
research study and design
accordingly – being clear about
the evaluation questions. This
means using methods that are
appropriate for the questions the
evaluation is designed to answer.
For example, where usability is
concerned, detailed observation of
just a small number of learners can
pay enormous dividends. Different

methods may be appropriate at
different stages, for example
interviews to explore the issues
followed by a questionnaire to
survey the issues raised.

There is a large amount of
literature on evaluating
learning technologies. Take time
to read some of this literature and
be informed by it Ð technology
changes but many of the principles
and important lessons do not; but
remember that terminology
changes over time: earlier literature
may refer to ICT or evaluating CAL
rather than the much more recent
Ôe-learningÕ.

Professor Angela McFarlane

Graduate School of Education,
University of Bristol

Participation - make sure you use
realistic criteria to evaluate
participation in online discussion.
Not every one speaks in face-to-
face sessions - but you do expect
everyone to listen. So monitor the
number of times messages are read
not just who writes and how often.

When looking at the quality of
contributions online, consider
whether there is any
development of an argument,
or referencing of other
contributions. Too often a
Ôdiscussion threadÕ is actually just a
series of isolated contributions.

Recognise the time and effort
involved in online learning - 
the students as well as yours.
When online work is an adjunct 
to face-to-face, allow for the time
this takes. An equivalent discussion
online can take longer than a 
one-hour face-to-face session,
especially as you have to keep
logging on to see what anyone
else had added.
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Going beyond beneÞts

Most evaluations of e-learning in
higher education are conducted 
at a local level. Teachers or
researchers are interested in the
educational beneÞts deriving from
an implementation. Were there
learning gains when compared
with traditional methods? 
Did students perceive the
implementation as effective? 
Did the technology support active
rather than passive learning
processes? 

However, e-learning implementations
can be expensive (e.g. digital
repositories, virtual learning
environments) and in the current
climate of resource constraints
senior managers must make
difficult decisions about which
projects to invest in. Educational
evaluations alone are not enough
to help them make such decisions.
Consider the senior managers
perspective:

investment decisions about 
ICT projects should be aligned
to institutional strategy (i.e.
investments that progress
institutional objectives are 
more attractive than those that
do not);

educational beneÞts are not 
the only metric against which
to evaluate e-learning projects;
other beneÞts are important Ð
interaction with the
community, organisational
efficiency, public standing;

costs, not just beneÞts, critically
inßuence investment decisions;

sustainability of the initiative,
beyond the initial funding,
must be considered.

Need for Cost-BeneÞt
Analysis

All this points to the need for some
kind of cost-beneÞt analysis (CBA)
linked to institutional strategy. This
would help those in
the institution
decide whether,
for example,
investing in 
a new VLE or 
in laptops for
students or even in a
new building gave the best return
on the investment. But why is the
use of cost-beneÞt analysis not as
common in HE as it is in industry?
There are at least three reasons:

problems in reconciling
different types of evidence and
methodologies (quantitative
costing versus qualitative
beneÞts evaluation) - including
the fact that those with
expertise in costing rarely work
alongside those with expertise
in beneÞts evaluation;

difficulty in getting agreement
about beneÞts criteria in
relation to strategic plans and
in agreeing what would count
as appropriate decision-making
evidence;

inadequate costing information
and cultural barriers to costing
(e.g. especially in relation to
costing staff time) although this
is changing in HE with the
introduction of full economic
costing for research activities.

Methodology of CBA

Nicol and Coen (2003a, b) have
proposed a cost-beneÞt
methodology for analysing
investment decisions in ICT at
institutional level. This does not
resolve all the above problems.
However, it does provide a
framework that goes some way

towards helping managers
make their investment
decisions in a more
informed and systematic
way. It is highly reliant

on dialogue amongst
senior managers. The

published papers identify the
following steps:

identify the key stakeholders
involved in making decisions
about e-learning investment
options and form a decision-
making group;

explicitly deÞne the parameters
of the decision Ð is it a
comparison of existing pilots or
projects based on historic data,
an appraisal of future options
based on forecast data or an
invest/donÕt invest comparison;

work with this group to (i)
agree between 3-7 beneÞts
criteria Ð those that matter most
to the institution and that
would be used to evaluate the
options. In other words, these
criteria should be aligned with
the institutionÕs strategic
objectives and, where
appropriate, should go beyond
learning beneÞts (ii) agree the
weightings for each criteria and
the methodology for the
evaluation of beneÞts;

Evaluating the costs and
beneÞts of e-learning
David Nicol

Which e-learning project should we invest in?  How do we evaluate the return on these investments?  This article
discusses how a structured cost-beneÞt analysis could help institutions make more informed decisions about their
e-learning investments.

“Why is the

use of cost-benefit

analysis not as common

in HE as it is in

industry?”
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gather the cost and beneÞt
information. Cost information is
collected using a modiÞcation
of activity based costing. This
uses high-level cost data
focusing on relative cost
changes brought about by the
innovation. BeneÞts
information is collated in
relation to the agreed
categories with each option
rated against that category;

produce the outputs - a cost-
beneÞt analysis for each
investment option. At this point
it is vital that there is further
discussion with the decision
making group to explore
possible effects of changes in
the beneÞts weightings and
ratings. Here again dialogue is
important.

Problems and issues

A common problem is that the
evaluator comes back with the
results of the evaluation and is told
the methods were inappropriate.
This can be overcome by making
sure that the decision-making
group agree the methods
beforehand. Another issue is that
the value assigned to beneÞts

might differ depending on the
stakeholder. Teachers might have a
different idea about beneÞts than
the Þnance director. This points
out the need to involve all
stakeholders in decision-making at
the outset. A third issue concerns
timescale. The Þrst implementation
might result in different cost-
beneÞt outputs than later
implementations. The way round
this is to carefully choose the time
period over which the cost-beneÞt
analysis is conducted. Draper
(2003) discusses other issues.

Conclusion

Cost-beneÞt analysis in HE is not a
mechanical process rather it is
educative. Senior managers have
been making intuitive decisions for
years about what to invest in. But
times have changed. The period of
experimentation with small
projects has come to an end.
Institutions must develop
sustainable and coherent strategies
for the advancement of e-learning
and this requires systematic
methodologies that take account of
both the costs and beneÞts of
implementations. 

References

Nicol, D.J. & Coen, M. (2003)
A Model for Evaluating the Institutional Costs
and Benefits of ICT Initiatives in Teaching and
Learning in Higher Education, Association for
Learning Technology Journal, 11(2), 46-60

Nicol, D.J. & Coen, M. (2003)
The importance of cost-benefit analysis: a
response, Association for Learning Technology
Journal, 11(3), 122-124

Draper, S. (2003), The importance of cost-
benefit analysis: a response, Association for
Learning Technology Journal, 11(3), 118-121

Further information on the management of 
e-learning investments can be found at;
http://www.predict.strath.ac.uk/
projects/it_gov.htm

Dr David Nicol
Centre for Academic Practice,
University of Strathclyde
Programme Leader: Continuing
Professional Development in 
e-Learning.
Email: d.j.nicol@stath.ac.uk

Evaluating eLearning resources and their use 
This half-day workshop is intended for staff who would like to adopt a simple, ßexible approach to evaluating
electronic learning and teaching resources for learning and teaching. The session will cover both existing resources
and those being developed by participants. It will focus on appropriate criteria and methods for the evaluation
process, with an emphasis on enabling participants to develop their own evaluation plans.

Aims: To provide participants with strategies and tools for evaluating and selecting e-learning resources.

Objectives: This session will give participants access to a range of evaluation tools for appraising e-learning
materials, including sample criteria and evaluation instruments. These will cover: 

instructional models of materials some of the technical implications 

design quality of the materials some of the pedagogical implications 

ease of use for both tutor and students adaptability of materials to speciÞc purposes

Pre-requisites: Participants should have some experience of online teaching resources. Prior to the session you
should have logged in to Blackboard at www.ole.bris.ac.uk and followed instructions for creating a password.

This workshop is free of charge to University of Bristol staff Ð to book online, please visit:
http://www.iser.bris.ac.uk/cgi-bin/sdev/courselist.pl?sect=lt

LTSS WORKSHOP Wed 4 May, 9.30am Ð 1pm     Computer Centre
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It is a truism to say that an
innovation in an educational
programme should be evaluated.
The requirement to evaluate
derives from theoretical,
management, pedagogical and
ethical dimensions of educational
programmes: 

i. Theoretical: we need to know
how new understandings in
learning can be integrated into
educational programmes;

ii. Pedagogical: we need to
understand how new learning
tools and strategies can be
used by teachers and students;

iii. Management: we need to
understand the resource
implications (such as hardware,
software, time, training for
teachers) of e-learning
innovations;

iv. Ethical: we need to establish
the propriety of asking teachers
and students to invest time and
effort in new learning
technologies, strategies and
tools. That means at each stage
we establish the likelihood of
improved outcomes as a result
of the innovation.

Evaluations addressing some or all
of these dimensions can lead to
situated, usable knowledge.
Evaluations can also be used for
other purposes, for example
meeting a bureaucratic funding or
management requirement. Such
motivations need not lessen the
beneÞts to programme
understanding and development. 

The big challenge in effective
evaluation is the complexity of
learning in general and e-learning
in particular. Many factors are
involved, and attempts to link

success in learning with particular
teaching strategies or resources
may appear insigniÞcant or
simplistic. For example, the
introduction of a VLE in a
programme can co-occur with
improved grade proÞles and
higher student satisfaction ratings,
but this does not necessarily mean
that there is a causal link, or that
the provision of the new facility
alone is the key contribution to the
changes. 

Evaluation questions

Evaluation questions tend to fall
into broad categories: i) those
which relate to judgements
(accountability) and ii) those
which relate to improvements to
the programme (development).
Judgement questions are often
framed as To what extent
questions, relating to programme
objectives of key elements of the
workplan (see below).
Improvement questions refer the
task of evaluation to identify, and
indeed, implement, ways in which
the programme can be made to
function better. 

Evaluation focus 

A framework initially set out for
the evaluation of language
teaching materials is useful for
designing evaluations of innovative
programmes: 

Workplan

In use

Outcomes

The Workplan is the rationale for
the programme. Through analysis
of this we can clarify what the
programme should achieve and
thus predict the beneÞcial learning
behaviours and attitudes which the

programme will promote. Such
predications may be harnessed to
generate instruments and
procedures for gathering data.

The In use phase focusses on what
happens as the programme is
implemented. The process data
gathered here provides an account
of the experience of learning and
teaching in innovative
programmes, and additionally can
improve uptake of learning
opportunities.

Outcomes data refers to
perceptions of learning at the end
of the programme. Generally there
are two types: assessment data
(typically the perceptions of
tutors/assessors) and programme
satisfaction ratings (typically the
perceptions of students). 

Gathering data

In many respects data collection
procedures mirror those of
conventional research:
questionnaires, interviews, Þeld
notes, document review, etc. are
all-important. Two data sources are
likely to be of particular value in
the evaluation in innovative
technology programmes. First,
group discussion methods, such as
focus groups, Nominal Group
Technique, and Delphi Technique,
are particularly useful for three
reasons: 

i. The interactive nature of data
collection ensures that the
focus is on the concerns of
programme users such as
students; 

ii. Meanings and viewpoints are
clariÞed, probed and
developed in discussion in a
way which constitutes valid
analysis; and 

Evaluating e-learning
Challenges and processes 
Richard Kiely

This article gives a general introduction to the challenges and processes around evaluating e-learning. It concludes
with an example of a small-scale evaluation undertaken at the University of Bristol.
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iii. The process raises awareness
of ways which may enhance
participants beneÞt from
learning opportunities within
the programme. 

A second particularly valuable
source of data in the context of 
e-learning is the information
recorded by the technology. For
example, tracking functions enable
evaluators to know which users
are participating, in which ways
and at which times.

Reporting Þndings

The context and format of
evaluation reports will derive from
the purpose, nature and resourcing
of the evaluation. Typically large-
scale evaluations have under the

terms of reference of the study a
speciÞed product Ð usually a
formal report which is placed in
the public domain and becomes
part of an evolving programme of
enquiry into the educational Þeld
such as e-learning. In addition to
this, more situated reporting can
take place to meet a different but
equally important set of beneÞts.
Such reporting can take place in
the context of meetings or events
for different groups of
stakeholders, or induction/training
sessions for teaching staff and
students. In this latter format, the
notion of Þndings can overlap with
tips for teachers, suggestions for
policy development, or hypotheses
for further enquiry.

Conclusion

E-learning in programme provision
in HE (and more widely) is no
longer the preserve of the isolated
hobbyist: it is the way we do
things Ð the basic tools of a team
of tutors, a resource to be used by
all students, and an institutional
facility for effective information
management. Tailoring e-learning
resources to meet these aspirations
requires knowledge building in
different subject area contexts, and
in relation to teacher and student
needs and perceptions. Evaluation
processes, addressing in context
the theoretical, pedagogical,
management, and ethical
dimensions of e-learning, have a
key role in this development of
our programmes.

RichardÕs full article, including an example of a small-scale evaluation, can

be located at:  www.ltss.bris.ac.uk/interact/30/kiely.doc

Dr Richard Kiely
Graduate School of Education
University of Bristol
Email: r.kiely@bris.ac.uk

The Evaluation Cookbook 
A practical guide to evaluation methods for lecturers

This practical guide, aimed at helping lecturers evaluate material for their effectiveness in achieving
speciÞc learning objectives, was Þrst published in 1998 by the Learning Technology Dissemination
Initiative, Heriot Watt University, Edinburgh. Seven years on its contents remain relevant today. Its novel
ÔcookbookÕ format make it easy to read and simple to use.  

Contents include:

ÒrecipesÓ for different evaluation methods; 

useful information drawing on the expertise of a range of practising evaluators; 

a framework for planning and preparing your evaluation; 

guidelines for reporting and acting on the results;

short exemplars of evaluation studies using some of the methods described.

Online version at: www.icbl.hw.ac.uk/ltdi/cookbook/contents.html

Acrobat version at: www.icbl.hw.ac.uk/ltdi/cookbook/cookbook.pdf

Q. A.Need to Know…
Each issue ofinteract contains this ÔNeed to KnowÕ section featuring an LTSS recommended service,
resource or system relevant to the theme of the newsletter. In this issue, we would recommend to our readers:
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There must be a good
research paper here in

looking at how you read the
question… Did I ask if e-
learning works, or did I ask if
evaluating e-learning works?
(Do you see the young woman
or the old woman?) Does your
response say anything about
whether you are a teacher or a
researcher, an academic or a
learning technologist, an
optimist or a cynic...? Read it
again. Think briefly about your
own answer to the question you
read. Now leave that aside and
consider the other question.
The two are interlinked – and
neither is easy to answer.

Evaluating e-learning is a given. 
As reßective practitioners, we all
evaluate and redesign accordingly,
donÕt we? We are talking about
adding value, or adding e-value, 
so to e-valuate should be a natural
part of the process. There should
be a close relationship between
the educational design [É] and 
the evaluation. Evaluation is an
integral part of the design,
develop, evaluate cycle of
production (Phillips and Gilding,
2003).

However, this is still a relatively
new area, fraught with pitfalls, and
does not yet offer a simple method 

applicable by everyone to
everything. Here are just a few of
the issues facing those evaluating
e-learning:

Who. Who undertakes evaluation
into e-learning? In the past,
traditional end-of-module
questionnaires were undertaken by
students, and often created by
administrators, or as a generic
compromise by Boards of Studies.
To evaluate e-learning, should the
lecturer be alone, asking the
students? Should learning
technologists or educationalists be
involved in carrying out an
evaluation? Should just the
students be ÔevaluatedÕ, or should
the lecturers be asking more
questions of themselves as well?

What. What should be evaluated
in e-learning? Individual items Ð
learning objects? Combinations of
items Ð ÔetivitiesÕ (See Pavey and
Garland, 2004 for examples)? 
A module in its entirety? A whole
programme of study?
Departmental-wide provision? The
VLE? Only the module is generally
examined in a traditional situation.
More (or most) importantly, you
need to carefully separate the
learning from the material from the
environment, and this will create
problems if trying to provide a
single generic evaluation across a
number of modules/programmes. 

Why. For some time now,
traditional teaching has undergone
aggressive evaluation encouraged
by QAA inspections. Reasons to
evaluate teaching can be
summarised as: to assess quality, to
assess learning outcomes, to gauge
student attitudes and for external
quality enhancement (Chin, 2004).
Why evaluate e-learning? You

might have very different reasons
from your Head of Department,
the Head of IT systems or Registry
Ð but they may all be valid. 
There are lots of drivers toward
implementing e-learning: to assess
cost-effectiveness, to improve
performance, to widen
participation, to aid retention, to
cater for different learning styles,
to deepen student learning. Will
you be able to create a single
evaluation that will produce data
for all the stakeholders?

When. The traditional teaching
evaluation takes place at the end
of the academic year Ð but is this
the most appropriate place for
evaluating e-learning? Because 
e-learning platforms usually offer
quick and easy data collection
facilities, it is a good idea to be
able to build up an atmosphere of
mutual feedback. This allows you
to adapt more quickly and
effectively to studentsÕ difficulties,
real or perceived, and potentially
therefore to improve the ÔÞnalÕ
evaluation results.

Where. This does depend on
what type of evaluation you
choose (see next) but needs
considering Ð transferring end-of-
module questionnaires online
needs careful monitoring to ensure
a high enough response rate. 
Do you need to incorporate
interviews with the students by
lecturing or learning technology
staff? What about the possibility of
a focus group? This brings us back
to when, because the traditional
evaluation taking up the last 15
minutes of the last lecture slot is 
all very well, but where do you
schedule any extra contact time to
do interviews? You canÕt take up
seminar times as well. Would the
students be prepared to come to
your office in their own time Ð just

Evaluating e-learning
Does it work?
Kate Boardman

Does e-learning work?  or  Does evaluating e-learning work? 

C
artoon - W

.E. H
ill, 1915
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before exams? For every module?
How would the ethics of that work
Ð suspicion of bias or favouritism?
Could this invalidate your data?
What about after exams Ð would
they be prepared to give up time
then? Would you?

How. LetÕs revise all the issues
already mentioned. Perhaps an
academic may just be relieved to
put his/her module evaluation
questionnaire online Ð but is this
really evaluating e-learning
successfully? A learning and
teaching professional might look to
establishing methods of examining
the student learning against
LaurillardÕs conversational
framework. But then are we
looking at e-learning, or still at
learning? Do we know
exactly what we
want to evaluate
in terms of 
e-learning?
Joliffe et al
(1999) offers
several pages
of criteria and
indicators of success
for you to work through, but it
would take a strong constitution
and several more hours in the day
to apply them on a wide scale.
And of course, how do you ensure
that the results that you collate are
not coloured negatively by anxiety
over the technology or positively
by the novelty value of the 
e-learning exercise(s)?

Evaluating e-learning: 
Does it work?

When you Þnally have your data,
what do you do with it? Come on,
be honest! An individual academic
might change their lectures on a
particular topic based on the
realisation that students didnÕt
understand it from regular formative
quizzes Ð but is that successfully
Ôevaluating e-learningÕ? A learning
technologist may put on training
sessions on the effective use of
discussion boards based on surveys
saying people would like to see
more use of them Ð but is that
successfully Ôevaluating e-learningÕ?

To evaluate e-learning from a
studentÕs perspective is not easy Ð
to take all the different factors into
account must involve more than
just the usual effort from a lecturer
than generally happens, and
expects a signiÞcant extra effort on
behalf of the student. Where they
are a group piloting a project or
new delivery method, students
may be more than happy to spend
time discussing their experiences
in depth, but if they are asked to
spend a substantial amount of time
doing this across their modules,
they are less enthusiastic.

To evaluate e-learning from an
academicÕs point of view is not
easy either. Many turn to 
e-learning as a hope to reduce
some administration and claim

back some precious time.
Although they may have

some ideas and some
enthusiasm about the
potential, they have
little time to spend on

examining in close detail
what they are doing, how

and why. To evaluate 
e-learning at this level may require
observation by peers or by
learning technologists/ learning
advisors, and this may not be
received well. The closed
structures of the quality control
and assurance procedures may
limit what practical changes can be
made to respond to evaluation
results.

To evaluate e-learning from a
central learning and teaching or
administrative view is just as hard.
Should we ever be led into a
position where we can put ££
signs on the value of learning?
What about on e-learning? So what
do we do with the data we
produce? Is it just quantitative, or
can we obtain valuable qualitative
data too? If we evaluate at micro
and macro levels successfully, this
accumulates a phenomenal
amount of data. Taking the time to
step back, evaluate, analyse,
redesign and (re-implement may
be feasible when working on a
time-bound project, but on the

institutional scales that we are now
working to, there is little time to
do this. 

Taking an organization into 
e-learning is a major undertaking.
At the University of Durham we
have done a major evaluation of
our use of Blackboard. The data
we received has given us much
food for thought, and for action.
We have been able to develop
models of good practice, pinpoint
priorities for development, create
guides and resources for the
features for which staff and
students say they need most
support. But truthfully we have
barely scratched the surface. Much
of what we would like to
investigate we do not have the
time or staff resource to begin.
Much of the data lies untouched.
We all know that e-learning is
important, that evaluating is
important, and that evaluating 
e-learning is very important. Does
it work? WeÕre sure the answer is
yes. However, we must always
remember the apocryphal story of
the group of physics students,
given a piece of computer-based
material, gaining better marks than
their peers, but only because (on
closer investigation) the software
was so awful they had to go and
study together in the libraryÉ.
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Kate Boardman 
Learning Technologies Team
University of Durham
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“We all know 

that e-learning is

important, that evaluating

is important, and that

evaluating e-learning is

very important.”
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In the UK, emerging from the 
schools sector in particular,

there is increasing interest in
the potential of learning
activities, i.e. sequencing a
series of activities together to
produce a better learning
experience for the students.
Similarly, in HE there is a
growing awareness of the need
to explore new ways of
teaching, and to avoid simply
piling the students with more
and more content.

Unfortunately, in the past, e-
learning systems have tended to
encourage Ôpage-turningÕ and pay
only lip service to interactivity, or
are simply repositories of content
(such as the ubiquitous VLE).
LAMS, however, is based around
the concept of Ôdesigning for
learningÕ in which teachers using
the learning objectives for their
particular course, introduce more
activities for the students to
undertake and promote
collaborative work. LAMS provides
an easy web-based interface
whereby sequences can be put
together by simply dragging and
dropping activities into place (an
activity includes such things as a
poll, a chat area, an MCQ test, a
discussion forum, an analysis of a
remote resource, etc.). It can also
allow automatic grouping of
students into random cohorts.

The UKÕs Joint Information Systems
Committee (JISC), as part of its e-
pedagogy strand, has been looking
at several aspects of learning
design, and commissioned a
practitioner trial of LAMS (deciding
it was the best system available at
the moment). The Learning
Technologies Group at Oxford

University won the contract and 
Dr Liz Masterman and myself are
undertaking the study.

The challenge has been therefore
to try to evaluate the potential use
of learning design (using LAMS as
a medium to do this) across Adult
Community Learners, FE and HEIs
using a selection of volunteers 
(c. 35). To begin with it was felt
that a blanket survey across all the
sectors would not work for several
reasons. Logistically this
would have been
impossible in
the timescale,
and more
importantly
LAMS was
being hosted
on a central
server in London and
access to this had to be
limited. Instead a call for
volunteers was issued with free
training as the incentive. About 40
institutions replied, and most of
these now form the practitioners
who are being evaluated (a few
dropped out during the evaluation,
and some new ones joined). Prior
to the training each was asked to
Þll in an expression of interest
form, and more importantly a pre-
training questionnaire which aimed
at probing their current practices
and their expectations of LAMS.
During the training further
feedback was also sought.

The need then was to capture the
various stages they would go
through when using LAMS at their
institution (supported remotely by
a JISCMAIL discussion list). We
wanted to focus on four aspects:
their normal way of Ôdesigning for
learningÕ, the effect LAMS had on

this, the use of LAMS in class, and
a reßection on the overall process.
To accomplish this a lengthy
questionnaire was distributed early
on, which took the form more of a
reßective diary. It was made clear
to the practitioners that they
should attempt to complete this
over the months, not in one Þnal
go. To supplement this, a series
of visits have been undertaken (or
planned) and a few observations

of students using the system.
However, two things

needed to be kept
clear, which
occasionally
became blurred in
the discussion.

First, the trial was
solely interested in

the teacherÕs
perspective not the learning

experience, however tempting this
might prove to be. Second, we
were not explicitly interested in
the bugs and functionality of LAMS
(outside a general interest in what
an ideal learning design system
might include), but inevitably
discussions came back again and
again to features within the system
the practitioners were using.

The trial is due to complete end of
March 2005 with the Þnal report in
April 2005. For more information
and access to all the evaluation
tools, see:
www.jisc.ac.uk/index.cfm?name=
elp_lams

Evaluating a National Trial
Stuart Lee

This article describes an ongoing practitioner trial of the Learning Activity Management System (LAMS).

Dr Stuart D Lee
Learning Technologies Group
Oxford University
Email: stuart.lee@computing-
services.oxford.ac.uk

“There is a

growing awareness of

the need to explore new ways

of teaching, and to avoid

simply piling the students

with more and more

content.”
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Using Blackboard to deliver continuous
assessment at the Language Centre
Roberta Perli and Helen Phillips

submission of work and in-class
tests were often scheduled at the
same time as assessment from
other departments. As a result
students experienced difficulties in
managing their busy schedules.
The CA for all Applied Foreign
Language units is carried out twice
a year, in November and in March
and consists of four parts (reading,
listening, writing and speaking).
During the academic year 2004-
2005, the reading and listening
components are being
administered through Blackboard
at post GCSE and post AÕ level.

In order to get the project
underway, the Þrst point of contact
was the LTSS team. Training in
how to use the basics of the
Blackboard test manager and test
canvas options was provided in
order to enable Language Centre
Italian instructors to create online
reading and listening tests. To
prepare and familiarise students
with the Blackboard platform the
Italian team organised mock tests
in the Self-Access Centre. The
outcome was positive so the Þrst
set of online CA went ahead in
November 2004 where students
were required to take the CA test
from home or elsewhere on the
University campus over a 24 hour
period. In order to compare
results, students will be asked to
take the March 2005 CA out of
class time but using the computer
facilities at the Language Centre.

We found that there are both
advantages and disadvantages to
delivering assessment through a
VLE. When writing assessment on
Blackboard the range of activities
available (multiple choice, true and
false, gap Þlling) appears to be
limited compared to exercises that
can be created on paper, however,
we found that the VLE helps to
focus more on the testing process
as it requires the developer to
think more about what types of
questions can be used. The
process of uploading word Þles
when creating a reading
comprehension is quite
straightforward, however, we
initially experienced some
difficulties in uploading audio Þles
for the listening comprehension.
This was largely due to computer
conÞgurations and software
compatibility. From a quality
assurance point of view we were
also faced with the additional
challenge of Þnding a way of
controlling the number of times
students listen to an audio clip
when doing a listening
comprehension. In the normal
class setting students are only
given two opportunities to listen to
a dialogue, however, by giving
control of the audio player to the
student, they are free to stop,
pause, rewind and forward the
dialogue as many times as they
need. Blackboard offers excellent
management features such as
Òforce completionÓ and Òset time
limitÓ which allows the instructor
to both restrict and monitor the
amount of time students take to
complete a task respectively. It
was, therefore, decided that all
online listening comprehension
tasks would be designed to last for
15 minutes. In the event that a
student exceeds the 15-minute

Assessment on all Language Centre Applied Foreign
Language units is a mixture of continuous assessment and
Þnal examination. The Applied Foreign Language team were
interested in exploring ways of conducting parts of the
continuous assessment on Blackboard to take the onus off
class based testing. This article highlights a pilot project
currently running in Italian.

The Language Centre offers 
a wide range of under-

graduate Applied Foreign
Language units in French,
German, Italian, Japanese,
Mandarin Chinese and Spanish.

The initiative to pilot Italian
continuous assessment (CA) on
Blackboard was driven by the
need to improve the efficiency and
delivery of course assessment and
the desire to apply new learning
technology to the existing
assessment process. In October
2003 the German and Italian team
made the established paper-based
diagnostic test available online and
used it at registration to assess
student language levels. Initial
student reaction was very positive
as they appeared to be much more
relaxed and enthusiastic about
taking an on-line test. The success
of this initiative led to the idea that
other parts of the assessment
process might also be managed
through Blackboard. It was
decided that as a smaller sized
language, Italian, would be ideal
for developing an on-line
prototype for CA testing, with a
view to extending it in the future
to the other languages in the
Applied Foreign Language portfolio. 

Students taking Italian at the
Language Centre do so as part of
the Study in Continental Europe
programme or as an Open Unit.
End of year course feedback
suggested that deadlines set for
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time limit, the Ògrade bookÓ
function informs the instructor that
the student has failed to complete
the test in the allotted amount of
time. Options such as Òdisplay
score onlyÓ, Ògive answersÓ and
Òallow multiple attemptsÓ are also
very useful for the instructor and
enhance the format of the test.

Initial feedback from this pilot
scheme has been overwhelmingly
positive. From a student
perspective, once familiar with the
platform they appear to enjoy
using the technology. The use of
MP3 audio Þles and ßexible timed
assessment has been met with
great enthusiasm. Students
appreciate the superior quality of
the sound that an MP3 format
gives compared to a recording
played in class on a tape recorder.
This more ßexible approach to
completing CA is perceived to
reduce exam pressure and work
well with other exam deadlines.
From a staff perspective the initial
input in setting up the tests is
deemed to be no more time
consuming than writing a paper-
based test and as a testing
platform, has many beneÞts. By
allowing students the autonomy to
take their assessment off-site and
within a Þxed period of time we
have generated more class contact
time previously allocated to in-
class testing. Importantly grading
of assessments is automatic so
there is less marking for teachers

Roberta Perli
Coordinator
Italian for SpeciÞc Purpose
Email: r.perli@bristol.ac.uk

Helen Phillips
Deputy Director
Applied Foreign Languages
Language Centre, University of Bristol
Email: h.m.phillips@bristol.ac.uk

Initial feedback from this pilot scheme has been overwhelmingly positive:

Òan easy and convenient way to do exams from home. I love it!Ó

ÒI liked the feeling of being more in control than in old-style exams, I
knew exactly how much time I had left for each partÓ

Òif you Þnish one part before the elapsed time you can move on to the
next part, you donÕt get so nervousÓ

Òtaking the exam in a more informal atmosphere and at ßexible times
makes it less stressful and easier to perform at my bestÓ

Òthe informality of the assessment made me much less nervous than
normal exams, they were clearly set out and easy to understand also,
because it was available all day it made it less of a panic for me to get
it doneÓ

to do. Blackboard is a user-friendly
tool that can be easily adapted
according to different levels and
has functions that allow the
teacher to monitor student access
to the site, save and keep results
and view and compare the results
of different groups.

Blackboard has enabled the Italian
team to experiment with more
ßexible ways of delivering
assessment. It is still very much at
a developmental stage and there
are still some technical issues that
need to be resolved, however, the
Italian pilot scheme has by and
large been a very positive and
enriching experience for both
students and staff. It is hoped that
in the future online testing will be
extending to the other foreign
languages at the Language Centre.

Have you 
joined Bris-LT?
The University of BristolÕs Learning
Technology email list

For up-to-date information on local events and
national initiatives please contact the LTSS:
Phone: 928 7151             Email: ltss@bris.ac.uk

You may also join by completing the online form at:
www.ltss.bris.ac.uk/contact_us/
subscription_form.html

Copyright for interact Issue 30

April 2005

This newsletter in all its parts is copyright © the Learning

Technology Support Service (LTSS) and the University of

Bristol, unless otherwise attributed. Material in this

newsletter may be copied and/or adapted for bona Þde

academic purposes within UK Higher Education institutions

as long as this copyright notice is included in any such copy

or adaptation. Any charge for the supply or use of any

copy should not exceed the direct production costs. Any

other use is prohibited without the prior permission of the

copyright owner, LTSS and the University of Bristol.
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Answer: As you’d expect, the
answer is Yes. It can be assumed
there is a positive relationship
between the student experience
in terms of locating material
and achieving their required
tasks and the student achieving
the required learning objectives
that you’ve planned to deliver
through the course. In other
words, a positive experience of
using your course should create
an environment/atmosphere
which will promote a good
learning experience.

The student experience of your
course is associated with usability,
while improving the usability of
your course is achieved through
usability testing (evaluation).

This discussion aims to introduce
the topic of usability, introduce a
few simple techniques that you
can now adopt to improve the
usability of your online course,
and to suggest one usability
evaluation technique.

ÒBy deÞnition, usability is a
multidimensional attribute that
relates to the impact a product has
on its end-users. In general it
refers to the efficiency with which
a customer can do their tasks with
the product, and their overall
satisfaction with that process.
Usability can be measured
objectively via performance errors
(low error = high usability) and
productivity (high speed and
quantity output = high usability).
Usability can also be measured
subjectively via user preferences
(likes and dislikes) and interface
characteristics (adherence to layout
standards).Ó www.thf-
inc.com/glossary.htm(accessed
February, 2005).

Usability is concerned with ease of
use, satisfaction and achieving
tasks. The question is, how do you
enhance the usability of your
online course? The answer should
be based around communication.
You need to engage with your
students about their experiences of
your course. This engagement
should take different forms, and it
needs to be planned, the outcomes
documented, and as with all good
things, undertaken regularly. If
properly implemented this will
result in:

a clear understanding of your
students and their requirements;

incorporating student feedback
to reÞne the course design;

active involvement of users to
evaluate course design.

A good starting point for improving
the student experience on your
course is to focus on answering
the following two questions:

Are students aware of what
you want them to do on your
online course?

From your dialogue with
students, are you aware of
what your students want to do
on your online course?

With respect to the Þrst question, a
few subtle changes to your course
design may improve the student
awareness of your expectations. For
instance, a better designed welcome
page, and the use of tasks.

The welcome page (Announcement
page) is normally set as the default
course entry point; it has an
important role to play in raising
student awareness. The potential
use is highlighted in Screen Shot 1.

It describes the structure of the
course and where material is
located. This offers Þrst time
visitors or infrequent users the
chance to get an overview of how
the material is organised. This
approach will improve the
efficiency by which the student is
likely to achieve their task. 

It should be noted that this
announcement is large and
permanent, so if any additional
announcements are added then the
student would need to scroll down
the page. On courses where there
is a high frequency of
announcements it might be better
to create a separate document for
the description and link from the
course banner. If this is done,
donÕt forget to ßag it up to your
students.

The Welcome Page could be
further improved by making some
suggestions of what a person
should do. In this case it would be
as simple as, Ôif you are new to
CourseGenie then you are
recommended to review the
examples areaÕ.

The principle of sign posting to
visitors what they are expected to
do is important. For instance, most
people add new material to their
courses on a regular basis. The
question is, do students realise
this? A common method of
informing students of new
information is through an
announcement on the course or
during the face-to-face session.
However, is this adequate? What
other model could we adopt?

One approach is to use the tasks
tool within Blackboard, Screen

Ask Andy (Mr Blackboard)
Blackboard and Evaluation

Question: ÒIs it important to evaluate your Blackboard Course?Ó

Andy Ramsden discusses how and why it is important to evaluate the student experience of
your Blackboard course and includes some pointers to good course design.
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Andy Ramsden
Learning Technology Adviser, LTSS 
Email: andy.ramsden@bris.ac.uk

Shot 2 is my Task list.

Tasks allow the instructor the
potential to organise and
disseminate what is new and what
is expected of the student. For
instance, an instructor might add a
task that states a new article has
been added and they are required
to read the article in time for the
next seminar.

It is important to remember if you
start using the Task feature to
inform your students.

The Þnal piece of the puzzle is the
need for usability evaluation
(testing).

Usability evaluation sounds rather
grand, but it is not. It is simply the
opportunity for you to gather
feedback on how people have
interacted with your material. The
importance of usability evaluation
is evident from the deÞnition of
usability used at the start of this
article.

In terms of evaluating your online
course you might wish to adopt a
very informal approach, where you
keep the number of respondents
and questions low, but the
frequency of tests high. Even
though you adopt an informal
approach you should be very clear
on what you are trying to achieve
and document the responses.

One method is to review the
course statistics and then organise
a focus group, of say six students.
The primary aim of the focus
group is to try to address the two
questions previously raised.

If youÕd like to discuss how you
might enhance the student
experience of your Blackboard
course then contact Andy Ramsden
(7152) or book to attend a one-to-
one drop-in session, see below: 

www.ltss.bris.ac.uk/ole/drop_in.htm

Screen Shot 1: Announcement page

Screen Shot 2: My Task list

LTSS BLACKBOARD DROP-IN SESSIONS

If you are using Blackboard and would like a bit more support to develop your expertise, but donÕt have the time to
attend workshops, then come along to one of our Blackboard DROP-IN sessions. These sessions, organised by
Andy Ramsden, are now run throughout the year.

Full details may be located at: http://www.ltss.bris.ac.uk/ole/drop_in.htm
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eLEARNING AT BRSITOL

www.bris.ac.uk/elan

Questions

1. Do you agree with the objectives given and if not please indicate which ones you donÕt support?

2. Are the objectives relevant to your constituency?

3. Is the focus on assessment correct?

4. Do you agree that e-learning can both enhance student learning and be cost effective?

5. Do you think e-learning should also be developed to support research?

6. Are the timescales realistic and appropriate?

7. Are the priority rankings correct?

8. Do you consider those identiÞed to lead on the speciÞc action appropriate. If not please indicate who you think
they should be?

9. Any other comments you may have?

Principles

The following principles support those that underpin the UniversityÕs Education and Teaching & Learning Strategies.
Where appropriate, speciÞc Education and Teaching & Learning Strategy objectives and actions have been indicated
in the text.

Optimise the educational experience of students by:

1. Delivering student-centred teaching and supporting student learning. 

2. Appropriate and sustainable use of e-learning in an integrated, blended educational framework. 

3. Ensuring effective and efficient formative and summative assessment.

4. Ensuring that our students are regularly updated on their own learning progress and that teaching is informed
by student feedback.

5. Encouraging self-directed learning and peer support.

6. Being sufficiently ßexible to suit the needs of a diverse student population. 

(Education Strategy Objective 5; Actions 15, 22, 30), (Teaching & Learning Strategy Actions 2.4; 2.11; 2,12)

The University of Bristol
eLearning Strategy
We invite your feedback
Bevis Miller

Given here are the principles and
objectives upon which the Strategy
is based.

The Strategy also contains an
implementation plan comprising
28 actions (maximum of 4 per
objective) that are prioritised, time
speciÞc and allocated to speciÞc
individuals or groups. 

The full Strategy can be found at
www.bris.ac.uk/elan/ - the website
also provides a Bulletin Board for
feedback and discussion.

A series of Faculty-based meetings
to present the Strategy are ongoing.
Please contact me if you would like
a presentation to your constituency.
As already stated this is only a draft
and we welcome your input either
directly to me or via the online
Bulletin Board.

To help achieve a structured
feedback you may Þnd the
following questions about the
Strategy useful (see below).

Dr Bevis Miller
Senior eLearning Adviser
Email: bev.miller@bristol.ac.uk

The University e-Learning Advisers’ Network (e-LAN) recently drafted an e-Learning Strategy for the
University, which was passed to the Education Committee for consideration at their meeting in

February.  They agreed that the Strategy should now be widely circulated for discussion and feedback. 
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Maximise the efficiency and effectiveness of all four aspects of our teaching:

Delivery ¥ Communication ¥ Administration and management ¥ Assessment
(Education Strategy Objectives 2 & 3; Action 6; 7; 23, & 33),  (Teaching & Learning Strategy Actions 2.4 & 2.14)

Enhance our research activity by:

1. Developing Bristol as a centre for research into the use of e-learning and innovative practice. 

2. Supporting research active staff in managing their time effectively, especially through the use of efficient
administrative tools, so that both their teaching and research are of the highest quality.

(Education Strategy Objectives 1 & 4; Action 24), (Teaching & Learning Strategy Action 2.1)

Objectives

1. A Managed Learning Environment (MLE), which provides a single point of access for both staff and students to a
range of e-tools and applications including a Virtual Learning Environment (VLE).

2. Enhanced integration and co-ordination of the diverse university agencies that currently support Teaching and
Learning, with the speciÞc aim of improving the co-ordination of e-learning development.

3. Academic staff to take the lead in embedding e-learning in our teaching and learning.

4. Appropriate and sustainable infrastructure and support both centrally and within faculties and departments.

5. Provision of high quality, appropriate e-learning tools and resources.

6. Ensuring e-learning is accessible to all students whatever their individual circumstances.

7. Facilitating ßexible and distributed learning.

8. Supporting research through e-learning.

9. Encouraging national and international co-operation in e-learning.

10. Quality assurance of both e-learning provision and studentsÕ teaching and learning experience.

Martin Poulter is co-author of
ÔUsing the Web to Teach
Economics,Õ a new online 24-page
guide published by the Economics
Network of the HE Academy as
part of its handbook for lecturers
(see: http://www.economics
network.ac.uk/handbook/ and
Þgure right).  Many examples
given in the guide may be used in
other subject areas.

Using the Web does not in itself
make you a clearer or more
inspiring teacher, but there are two
important drivers for use of the
Web that lecturers ought to
consider:  One is the culture of the
new generation of students who
are familiar with many aspects of
Web use. They are so used to the
idea of a virtual library that part of
the teaching challenge is to show
them the value of the non-virtual
library. Students for whom English
is not a Þrst language, in particular,
seem to beneÞt from asynchronous

online discussion; such as can be
achieved with Blackboard.  The
other driver is the pressure on staff
time with increasing numbers of
students. Used imaginatively, the
Web potentially lets the tutor
concentrate on intellectual
mentorship. For example:

Create an online Frequently
Asked Questions list, visible to
all students, and use office
hours for speciÞc help rather
than answering general
questions.

Rather than provide a Þnished
reading list, provide students
with a research question and
challenge them to add key
sources on a discussion board,
which you comment on.

Refer to interactive resources as
well as text. 

Why use the Web for teaching?
Martin Poulter

Dr Martin Poulter
Web Development Officer 
The Economics Network, ILRT
Email: m.l.poulter@bris.ac.uk
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Promoting distance learning
at Bristol Dental School
Dominic Alder and Amelia Smith

At the Dental School, we 
offer a taught doctorate in

Orthodontics with both clinical
and academic components. Five
of the ten Specialist Registrars
(SpRs) on the course are based
throughout the South in
Portsmouth, Dorchester,
Taunton, Exeter and Plymouth.
They need to travel to Bristol
for their academic training.
Relief from this burden would
be of real benefit to both
trainers and trainees alike.

The Virtual Learning Environment
for our DDS Orthodontics course
was conceived in 2002 using
Blackboard. The next step for us is
to introduce a series of e-learning
modules that will be housed in
Blackboard. This will replace much
of the traditional delivery of
lecturers. Around half of the 36
modules have so far been
completed, and the SpRs in
Dorchester and Portsmouth are
currently working through this
material.

With the help of a grant from the
LTSN (now Subject Network
Centres) and an award from the
British Orthodontic Society
Foundation we are hoping to
launch this modular programme
on a national basis, with SpRs from
other institutions nationwide using
the resource. The idea was met
with a positive response at a
meeting with other UK dental
schools at the end of December
2004. Each institute agreed to take
responsibility for the writing and
development of a couple of
modules, and will have access to

the whole curriculum as a teaching
resource for their SpRs. 

Meanwhile, we have been looking
at new technologies. A web
conferencing facility was
introduced in May 2003 for online
lectures between Bristol,
Dorchester and Portsmouth. The
system uses web cameras and
microphones to give seminars,
lectures and hold journal club
meetings, and has reduced the
amount of travelling for the SpRs.
We have had problems accessing
NHS Þrewalls and also with the
sound quality, caused by the
acoustics in our teaching room but
overall it has been very useful.

In conjunction with the Digital
Media and Imaging Service (DMIS)
at the University, we have looked
into recording lectures for online
access. The lecture would be
divided into several smaller clips
with an accompanying PowerPoint
presentation, footage of clinical
techniques and discussion board.
The user could access short
sections of the lecture at the click
of a button. 

The knowledge and experience 
of LTSS has been invaluable. 
We are currently developing some
multi-choice question assessments
(MCQs), and have been using the
Respondus program to develop
them. We were impressed with the
versatility of Respondus, in
addition to the professional look 
of the Þnished product.

CourseGenie converts a Word
document into a series of web
pages, we can then enhance them

This article outlines how staff at Bristol Dental School are creatively using
new web technologies to develop a distance learning orthodontics course

Amelia Smith
Clinical Lecturer in Orthodontics
Bristol Dental School
Email: amelia.smith@bris.ac.uk

Dominic Alder
Project Coordinator
Bristol Dental School
Email: dominic.alder@bris.ac.uk

with interactive self-tests and
questions. Pictures and video clips
can also be added to a
CourseGenie document. Because
CourseGenie generates clean
HTML from Word, the Þle size is
smaller and we found runs a lot
faster online than the equivalent
7MB Word module. We intend to
run the modules in both Word and
CourseGenie format.

We are very pleased and excited
with what we have achieved so far
with this project and hope to have
the modular programme
completed and online by the end
of the year.
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WhatÕs happening in Bristol
University Round-up
This section aims to give quick updates and information on University-based
services and projects that focus on technology in learning and teaching.

As you will know Alison 
Allden took up her new

post of Deputy Registrar and
Director of Information
Services in September 2004. 
In the light of this dual role
some changes have been made
at senior management level
within IS to create a small
executive team to work with
Alison and provide a clear 
focus for IS leadership. This
comprises Alison (Director of
IS), with Peter King (as Director
of Library Services), Tim
Phillips (as Director of
Information Systems and
Computing), Lesly Huxley (as
Director of ILRT) and Graham
Moore (as Assistant Director IS
responsible for budgets/
resources).

As a converged service our Senior
Management Team will continue to
provide the breadth of
management input that we need
across the whole Division and
includes the current Assistant
Directors of IS. In addition Sandy
Kemlo (IPS Programme Director)
will join this group as he is
transferring into IS with his team
(Paul Norris and Claire Nuttall),
following the restructuring of
Policy, Planning and Programmes.

The structure of IS, as you know it,
has not otherwise been changed in
any way and we continue to
develop and deliver our strategies

and divisional plan across the IS
landscape of library, information
and computing.

Last year we reported on plans to
develop a new resource gateway.
MetaLib and SFX together
constitute this new resource portal.
They will offer simpler and more
effective access to a wide range of
information resources, including
cross-database searching and
context sensitive linking to the full
text, with personalisation options.

The MetaLib and SFX software
were installed during Autumn
2004. Since then our subject
librarians have identiÞed and
categorised the resources which
will be included at the launch date,
and the cataloguing team have
been cataloguing and conÞguring
them within the MetaLib
Knowledge Base. At the same
time, a customisation sub-group
has been making
recommendations to adapt the
look and feel to Bristol standards.
We expect to go live during May,
and to run MetaLib in parallel with
the existing Information gateway
until September, when the latter
will be discontinued.

We are also building an open-
access eprints archive for the
University Ð the Bristol Repository
of Scholarly Eprints, or ROSE. Most
other major universities in the UK
and elsewhere are doing the same.
The principal aim of such

repositories, and the open access
movement, is to use the power of
the Internet to make academic
papers more widely read and more
frequently cited than is the case for
research published only in
conventional subscription-based
journals. In the short term ROSE
will hold the electronic version of
academic papers written by
members of the University, but
eventually other types of locally-
created web-accessible documents
will be added.

Further information about Bristol
ROSE Project is available from:
http://www.bris.ac.uk/is/projects/
rose/

News from Information Services
www.bris.ac.uk/is/

Lin Amber

Lin Amber
Information Services
Email: lin.amber@bris.ac.uk

For more information
about Information
Services, visit their
Frequently Asked
Questions page at:
www.bristol.ac.uk/is/
selfhelp/faqs/
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New activity seems to come 
along rather like buses:

nothing new for a month or 
so, then lots all at once. 
Some of our recent e-learning
projects are highlighted
elsewhere in interact .  These
provide useful regional and
European collaborations for 
the development and
understanding of ePortfolios
and capacity-building in 
e-learning for young scientists.

The ILRT team who developed 
and maintain the national Virtual
Training Suite have launched Þve
new tutorials to support Internet
search skills in Adult and
Community Learning. The tutorials
are now available at:
www.vts.rdn.ac.uk/

Whilst funding for the BioMed
Image Archive project Þnished last
September, the service, though
unsupported, is now accessible
via an Athens authentication. 
We are working with the Medical
Subject Centre of the Higher
Education Academy on transferring
ownership and hosting to ensure
that the Archive is sustained and
the images continue to be
available for use in learning,
teaching and research.

In technology terms, its often
difficult to distinguish between
tools and applications that support
research, and those that support
learning and teaching. The
UniversityÕs emerging eLearning
Strategy (see pp 20-21) highlights
similar connections. A number of
our new projects intended to
support research activity and
researchers Ð these could well be
relevant to different aspects of
learning and teaching (and vice
versa).

An eSocial Science project with
Computer Science and KingÕs
College London starts in April
2005. MixedMediaGrid involves
exploring the use of video
annotation in collaborative,
distributed research in the social
sciences, developing tools to
support it and raising awareness 
of its potential. The Graduate
School of Education is also
involved. The emerging tools and
understanding of this kind of
collaborative activity could also be
of interest to those working on
video with groups of students.

The same applies to a project
(IUGO) exploring the use of
Semantic Web technologies to
make connections between

researchers and particularly to
make it easier to draw together all
the outputs, both formal and
informal, from conferences and
other events.

As well as working with academic
departments and other parts of
Information Services on issues
around the growing need for
description and organisation of
learning materials and objects, we
are also involved in exciting
discussions with external partners
around new developments in the
use of games and simulations to
support learning, and some of the
invisible but highly important
technologies that will underpin the
next generation Web for learning,
research and leisure.

News from the Institute for Learning 
and Research Technology (ILRT)

Dr Lesly Huxley www.ilrt.bris.ac.uk

Lesly Huxley
Director, ILRT
Email: lesly.huxley@bris.ac.uk

The University of Bristol Computer UsersÕ Forum (CUF) meets termly, and is open to all University computer users.
The papers for these meetings are not distributed, but are held on the committeeÕs web pages. Current
miscellaneous notes and links include: Computer Ethics - Freedom and Responsibility; Electrical Testing of
Computers; Local e-mailing lists and Usenet newsgroups; Computing Service Policies.

If you would like to become involved in discussion relating to the CUF and receive notiÞcation of the next meeting,
please join the CUF mailing list: bris-cuc@bris.ac.uk

The next meeting of the CUF will be held in May 2005 Ð a date has yet to be set.

University of Bristol Computer UsersÕ Forum 

www.bristol.ac.uk/WorkingGroups/Users/CUC/cuc.html
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WhatÕs been happening?

The University Portal is now
available for all University of
Bristol staff and those Honorary
staff who already have access to
Blackboard or the Dolphin student
records system. A short survey of
why people use the portal
suggests that currently they Þnd
the most useful feature is the
ability to go straight to a list of
students on a unit theyÕre teaching,
without having to search through
Porpoise for it every time.

WhatÕs next?

The Portal Board has now agreed
the development plan for the
current year. By the summer we
aim to add some signiÞcant new
channels to those already
available. These include:

A bookmarkable version of the
University Contacts Directory

The University Diary/Calendar
system

The new Library Gateway,
allowing search across all
current catalogues (books, e-
journals and online resources),
which can be bookmarked

A new Research Costing
System, which is being
developed as part of the Full
Economic Costing project

A PDF generation tool.

The University of Bristol Portal Project 
Paul Norris                                                                                                         www.bris.ac .uk/portal/

Paul Norris
Assistant Registrar, Planning Policy and Projects 
Portal Project Manager 
Email: paul.norris@bristol.ac.uk

The theme for the next issue of interact , Issue 31 , October 2005, will be 

Gaming Technologies
Would you like to contribute to the next issue of interact ? 
Do you have a gaming technologies item, report, project update, notice or experience you would like us to publish? 
The LTSS is always keen to hear from you. The copy date for this issue will be Friday 19 August 2005 .

All items for inclusion should be forwarded, preferably by email, to: Gill Butland (gill.butland@bris.ac.uk) 
or call 928 7199 if you would Þrst like to discuss your contribution.

WhoÕs involved?

Feedback on the Portal and suggestions for its future development should be
made through your representative on the Project Board.

The members are:
Executive Sponsor Angela McFarlane (Graduate School of Education) 

Senior Supplier Tim Phillips (Information Services) 

Faculty Representatives

Arts Dan Hicks (Archaeology and Anthropology)

Engineering Jon Sims Williams (Engineering Maths), 
Diana Coles (Computer Officer)

Med & Vet Sciences Phil Langton (Physiology), Bevis Miller (Vet Science)

Med & Dentistry David Cahill, Jane Williams (Med Education)

Science John Alcock (Physics), Colin Western (Chemistry)

Soc Sciences & Law Helen Norman (Law)

Support Services Gill Clarke (Teaching Support Unit)

Attending

Programme Director Sandy Kemlo (Planning, Policy and Projects)

Project Manager Paul Norris (Planning, Policy and Projects)

LTSS Manager Ros OÕLeary

ApplicÕs Dev Manager Luke Taylor (Information Services)

The Board has agreed that the
project will move towards the
development of a portal for
students, starting with a Þrst
release in 2005/06. The Board will
be consulting with other project
boards and interest groups to
articulate a deÞnition of what a

Bristol student portal should
contain. The aim is that this will be
agreed by the end of July, so that
work can begin on completion of
the current development plan.
The Board will also continue to
consider what can be added to the
existing staff portal in 2005/06.
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Disclaimer for interact Issue 30, March 2005

No warranty of representation, either expressed or implied, is made with respect to the
accuracy or content of any of the information contained in this newsletter. Reference to third
party commercial software or hardware does not constitute an endorsement by the LTSS or
the University of Bristol. All trademarks mentioned in this newsletter are recognised.

eLearning Prioritisation bid

A Stage I bid has been submitted
to the Prioritisation Committee for
funding to support actions in the
eLearning Strategy that are the
responsibility of the eLearning
Systems Project Board, in particular
e-assessment.

ELAN Evaluation

ELAN has recently evaluated their
work and have identiÞed a number
of priorities and actions. The
eLearning Strategy is currently their
Þrst priority; actions include
building on existing networks and
Þnding efficient ways of engaging
people (see pp20-21).

Learning and Teaching
Awards for 2005/2006

Bids are invited from academic
departments and from relevant
units within the Support Services
for funding to support projects that
develop excellence and innovation
in teaching and learning.  Closing
dates for bids are early April -
please see: http://www.bris.ac.uk/
tsu/lta/funding/ltawards.html for
further information.

Centres for Excellence in
Teaching and Learning
(CETLs)

HEFCE has awarded Bristol two
CETLs. These will reward and
invest in excellent teaching
practice to beneÞt students and
staff.  The two Centres are Bristol
ChemLabS (Bristol Chemical
Laboratory Sciences) and The AIMS
Centre (Applied and Integrated
Medical Sciences)
Further information at:
http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/CETL

Jo Wheeler
Deputy Director, TSU
Email: j.wheeler@bris.ac.uk

News from the Teaching Support Unit
Jo Wheeler                                                                                                            www.bris. ac.uk/tsu/

Assessment Review

Action 23 of the Education Strategy
is to undertake an Assessment
review, led by TSU Director, Gill
Clarke. The reviewÕs aims are to:
bring about demonstrable
improvements in assessment
practice across the University;
encourage sharing of good
assessment practice across
departments and faculties; update
the Assessment Guidelines;
provide more explicit general
advice on good assessment
practice, including assessment of
research students and using
different types of assessment to
test different learning outcomes.
The six topic areas are:

Reliability, consistency and
efficiency of assessment; Value of
formative feedback in the learning
process; Motivating student
learning through assessment; 
The role of e-assessment; Testing
learning outcomes through
assessment; Use of assessment
criteria at programme, unit levels.

Departments are encouraged to
contact their Faculty Education
Director if they wish to be
involved.  

QAA Institutional Audit

The TSU have been working on an
action plan resulting from the
Audit report; this has now been
approved by Senate. Both the
report and the action plan are

available on the TSU website at:
http://www.bris.ac.uk/tsu/
ext_quality/qaa/bristolaudit.html

Annual Learning and
Teaching Event

This successful annual event,
jointly run with the LTSS, was held
in December 2004. The event
supports excellence and
innovation in learning, teaching
and assessment and is designed to
share good practice across the
University and more widely. The
event included an exhibition and a
keynote speech by Dr Liz Beaty,
HEFCE Director of Learning and
Teaching; it culminated in the
presentation of Faculty Teaching
Prizes and Faculty Rising Star
awards.Full details may be found
at: http://www.bris.ac.uk/tsu/lta/
exhib04/

New member of staff

Dr Tracy Johnson, Skills
Development Officer, is now
based in the TSU offices. A new
Skills Development Officer post
has been advertised and will be
based in Careers.

The TSU provides academic and administrative support for the UniverityÕs
learning and teaching activities. It works closely with the LTSS.
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WHAT’S HAPPENING IN BRISTOL

SPOTLIGHT on Roberta Perli
Italian Coordinator at the University of Bristol Language Centre

Since October 2003 I have 
been working at the

University of Bristol Language
Centre as Italian Coordinator
for Specific Purposes. As a
member of the Applied Foreign
Language team, I manage a
small team of Italian tutors and
have responsibility for the
development and coordination
of Italian units on Language 
for General, Specific and
Business Purposes.

Italian at the Language Centre
forms part of the Study in
Continental Europe programme
and can also be taken as an Open
Unit by undergraduate students
from all faculties. Over the years 
I have developed an interest in 
e-learning largely by participating
in staff development courses that
focus on the application of
learning technologies in applied
foreign language teaching. I have
consequently taken part in projects
to develop multimedia materials
for Italian and am active in
applying e-learning to the Italian
units on offer at the Language
Centre.

I was born in Rimini, one of the
provinces of the Emilia-Romagna
region in the North-east of Italy. 
In 1995 I graduated in Modern
Foreign Languages and Literature
at the University of Urbino,
specialising in English and Spanish.
I enjoyed the ßexibility my degree
course offered as it gave me the
opportunity to choose from a
variety of open units from the
Social Science faculty from which 
I took courses in sociology, EU
organisations, Modern History and
Geography. Before moving to
Bristol I spent eight years in
London where I completed an MA
in Bilingual Translations at

Westminster University with a
specialism in teaching Italian as a
second language. My interest in
the application of learning
technologies started whilst
teaching at the London School of
Economics (LSE) where I was
employed as Italian Coordinator
from 1999 to 2003. I took part in
the Communitec Project in 2002, a
project run by the LSE Language
Centre and funded by a National
Teaching Fellowship. The project
aimed to train teachers to use new
technologies for language learning
and to create subject speciÞc
multimedia materials to be used for
independent learning. I developed
an interactive CD for elementary/
intermediate students, comprising
of four units; Italian language,
Food, History and Places. By taking
part to the project I started to
explore how to create interactive
materials and also how to make
the best use of e-learning materials
as an independent tool. I
particularly enjoyed taking part in
this project as I was given the
freedom to combine my creativity
with new technology whilst being
trained and supported by a series
of tailor made staff development
courses.

Since working at the University 
of Bristol Language Centre I have
been able to pursue my interest 
in the application of new
technologies by looking at ways 
in which e-learning can enhance
the Italian units on offer at the
Language Centre. In September
2004 the Language Centre
launched its new website including
a new website to support Italian
www.bris.ac.uk/languagecentre/aß
/italian . The multimedia facilities
available at the Language Centre
provide staff with greater

opportunities to use authentic
materials available on the Internet
and to give the students a real
experience of the target language
with a range of stimulating
activities. E-learning now features
in the Italian schemes of work that
underpin the units on offer and we
have integrated web sessions into
the teaching programme which are
designed to improve and develop
skills such as using PowerPoint,
giving oral presentations and
researching topics. During the
academic year 2004-2005 I have
been involved in the design of two
dedicated Blackboard sites to
support Italian for SpeciÞc
Purposes at both post GCSE and
post AÕ level. I am also piloting all
Italian continuous assessment and
all course based assignments
through the Blackboard with the
aim of making the assessment
process more efficient in terms of
delivery and to increase student
learner autonomy.

Roberta Perli
Italian Coordinator
Language Centre
Email: r.perli@bris.ac.uk

To find out more about Roberta’s
work at the Language Centre, read
her article on page 16.



The LTSS 5th Annual National Conference

Vi r tual Learning and eAssessment

Latest tools, techniques and practices
Monday 20 June 2005, 10am-5.30pm

School of Veterinary Science, University of Bristol, Southwell Street                       www.ltss.bris.ac.uk/vleconf05/

The LTSS 5th Annual National Conference will this year focus on eAssessment.  Our
programme of keynote, invited and session speakers will discuss eAssessment issues and
spotlight and demonstrate a range of successful eAssessment tools and systems in current
use, both within and outside an online learning environment.    

The afternoon will feature a block of four ÔShow and TellÕ sessions at which speakers will talk for 20-minutes and
then have 5-minutes for questions. The aim of these sessions is to give delegates ÔtastersÕ of some of the creative and
easy-to-use work that is being done around eAssessment.

The conference will conclude with an hour-long debate based on the Confernce theme.

Key Speakers

Professor Patricia Broadfoot , Pro-Vice Chancellor, University of Bristol
Chair of Debate Session: What do we want from online assessment tools?

Professor David McConnell , Institute of Educational Technology, Open University
Collaborative Assessment online: making assessment a learning process

Professor Phil Race , University of Leeds and independent HE consultant. 
Enhancing learning with e-assessment

Invited Speakers 

Dr John Andrews , Director, Centre for Deaf Studies, University of Bristol
SignLab: Innovation and Technology in Sign Language Teaching 

Dr Adrian Barnes , Admissions Tutor and Reader in Physics, University of Bristol
Transferring paper-based questions to an eAssessment system

Dave Beaumont , Creator of CourseGenie, Director, ConnectedLearning 
Demonstration of CourseGenie, one of the most popular content authoring tools

Dr Spencer Jordan , Acting Manager, Learning Development, University of Wales Institute, Cardiff 
Large-scale summative assessment using Blackboard: issues and perspectives 

Sarah Knight , JISC, Programme Manager, e-learning and Pedagogy Programme
Developing our understanding of effective eAssessment

Ranald Macdonald , Head of Academic Development, Learning & Teaching Institute, Sheffield Hallam
Why we should think about the ‘assessment’ in eAssessment

Dr Barbara Newland , Senior Lecturer, Educational Development and Janet Hanson , Associate Head 
of Academic Services, University of Bournemouth.
The PDP4life project (Personal Development Profiles)

Dr David Nicol , University of Strathclyde
The wider view of eAssessment

Federica Olivero , Graduate School of Education, University of Bristol
Using video papers

Full Conference Programme - Speaker Details - Online Registration

www.ltss.bris.ac.uk/vleconf05/

The University of Bristol Learning Technology Support Service (LTSS)


