Module 6:  Online assessment
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Criteria for evaluation-programme

Design and delivery

· links to other forms of professional development

· opportunities for practice and feedback

· evaluation and reflection

· sustained over time
	I think the contexts of use and the ability to use materials flexibly will be key to success with these modules. We have to watch for jargon and avoid presenting a poor model of elearning through use of what is essentially a very structured and didactic programme.



Criteria for evaluation-module

Presentation and layout

	· Its easy to see what’s there, but the double scroll bar on the right screen is awfully confusing.

· Can the content be rearranged to fit one screen at a time?

· Represent learning objectoves as an overview of content – this would make it appear less didactic.

· Make the course map a propoer map rather that the current presentation.

· Use a breadcrumb trail for orientation.




Branding

· Is there obvious branding? 

· How can this be achieved for elearning group in CAD?

	The UoA Branding is visible – Epigeum is less obvious. Embedding components (see my overall suggestion) in other activities would achieve the CAD eLG branding objective.




Welcome message

· Does this make sense?

· Would you change it in any way?
	I’d change this to say what is contained in the modules. The legal disclaimer is an odd thing to include.




Learning outcomes/objectives/goals

· Are these clearly stated, challenging yet achievable (realistic)?

· Are the objectives followed through in the content?

· Are these linked to the assessment strategies?
· How realistic and useful are the time estimates on every page?
	· They are reasonably clear but the style of presentation is didactic / transmission oriented.

· The times given are reasonble for working through in a linear fashion but not that useful if the user wants to repeat or focus on something particular.




Multimedia 

· Are the multimedia elements (graphics, audio, video, Flash objects) of acceptable quality?

· Are these accessible?

	They are generally ok though the delayed start to the videos is odd. They are also very talking head style which isn’t that great use of the medium.




Navigation

· Is the navigational structure well defined?

· Is there a site map?

· Are users clear of their current location within the module with regards to the rest of the content?

· Is there information on how the system works?
	· The site map could be improved and made interactive.

· Its not always clear where the current location is.

· There is information about how it works but this is not particularly useful.




Content structure 

Introduction to the topic

· Is there sufficient coverage?

· Does the introduction make the content explicit to the reader?

	The structure is ok and the content / coverage reasonable. However, I have a sense that it is talking around the topics rather than getting right to the heart of them in some instances. This can be addressed by embedding the materials in other activities.



Sequencing

· Is the content correctly sequenced i.e. subtopics flow seamlessly?

· Is there a logical sequence of activities?

· Is the user well oriented to the content (e.g. clear guidelines of what can be found where)? 

· Is there repetition of content? How much is acceptable?

	There isn’t really a logical structure for this content as it covers quite a range of different topics. It would be good to present it in a way that allows the user more choice of paths through the material. The current structure is linear.



Multimedia

· Are the multimedia elements included for a clear purpose/or meet a need? If not, then please identify the ones you would delete/edit or replace to lift the quality of the content?

· Are these accessible?

	The volume level of video clips is variable. Otherwise, the use of media is ok.



Assessment 

· Are these clearly linked to the objectives?

· Are assessment strategies appropriate for the target audience (academics and course developers)

· Do the types of assessment meet the criteria and are reflective of the achievement of objectives

	· Some of the assessment strategies are too simplistic for the intended audience.

· The approach is didactic which is not the best model to present.



Interactivity

· What are the different types of interactivity?

· Are the interaction strategies relevant and useful?

· What is the system response to user input like?

	Its quite simplistic and inflexible. System response sometimes leaves me wondering where to go / what to do next.



Relevance

· Is the content reflective of the context in which it will be used?

· Are there local examples and case studies?

	Its hard to answer this question without knowing which contexts it will be used in. I think this is a question we have to address to make it meaningful. Local examples and case studies are good – we could add more.



Currency

· changes to the information

· dynamic content

Other issues (If possible)

· Identify/contribute case studies for relevant modules

· Identify possible participants and collaborators

	


Overall comments and suggestions

Would you (tick appropriate)

· Use – yes – with reservations

· Recommend

· Endorse

 these materials for elearning professional development?

If not, then:

What is necessary to make it suitable for use in your context?

What changes would you make to ensure quality content and presentation for UoA use?
	I might use all or part of this module in different situations. Most of these would not be for professional development unless I knew I was dealing with real beginners. The level is quite simplistic and the approach seems inappropriate for university lecturers or learning designers. That might be because I am not a typical target user, but I’ll be interested to hear what others have to say about this.




