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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

Criteria for evaluation-module
Presentation and layout

Branding
· Is there obvious branding? 
Apparent branding of “Epigeum” more evident than UoA. Attention will need to be paid to this…
· How can this be achieved for elearning group in CAD?

Different banner,  + remove so many “Epigeum” labels if possible  - onl y leave those at the bottom of each page ?

Welcome message

· Does this make sense? 
Not really a welcome screen, just a title and specs for running the module. Much more could be made of this  -  as intro is daunting and could be off-putting? (see comments about this below)

“Orientation”:

“Learning for design” surely should be “designing for learning”?

Quote in bubble at bottom is eye-catching and effective (“Fail to plan, plan to fail”)

· Would you change it in any way?

Yes – videos could be more dynamic and enthusing – they make course planning seem daunting.

Mark Brown’s reading off to the side of the camera is off-putting.

Up-front estimate of how long ENTIRE module is would be helpful.

Usability

TRIPLE (!!) vertical scroll bars annoying (can’t see pop-up with mouse rollover away to scroll down)

Entire menu text on LHS obscured (15”/17” monitor)

Learning outcomes/objectives/goals

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

No,  they are too long-winded imho – and not realistic. Relevance to topic not immediately clear (e.g “business model” and “demonstrate a commitment to developing constructively aligned courses that strive to find the appropriate blend of pedagogy and technology for your students.” …? 

· Are the objectives followed through in the content?

· Are these linked to the assessment strategies?

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

Mostly. Videos contrived and cheesy as mentioned in relevant sections below.

· Are these accessible?

Mostly. Exercise in “Know your audience – who are your learners?” where you slide the marker along the bar is faulty.
Navigation

· Is the navigational structure well defined?

Yes

· Is there a site map?

Yes, well “course map” in orientation section. Basically repeats left hand menu – not much more than that. 

No dynamic site map in more conventional sense.

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

Sort of – have to read titles and match to menu. Highlight or change of colour of menu item you are in would be very helpful.

· Is there information on how the system works?

Not that I’ve found yet.


Content structure 

Introduction to the topic

· Is there sufficient coverage?

Too much in some sections. See comments on content below.

“Course files” title is unfortunate. Suggests a “delivery” / “didactic” approach from the outset, and does not reflect content fairly.

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

The “course map” does.
Sequencing

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

More or less. Topics themselves pretty “dense” and vague/esoteric so “flow” not evident.

· Is there a logical sequence of activities?

Sequence is logical – follow-up to activities is lacking.

· Is the user well oriented to the content (e.g. clear guidelines of what can be found where)? 
Mostly. Sometimes content within topic relates to other topics and then the user would have to remember where that information is. 

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

Yes a bit, due to “density” of explanation principles are reinforced – not sure if problematic at this stage.

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?

Yes

· Are these accessible?

Yes

Assessment 
· Are these clearly linked to the objectives?

Yes

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

Some are – but fill in the blank and multiple choice quizzes not appropriate for university lecturers.

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

Sort of. Some objectives themselves not demonstrable (see comments above). Due to the nature of the topic one would need evidence of practice to measure/assess objectives.

Interactivity

· What are the different types of interactivity?
· Are the interaction strategies relevant and useful?

· What is the system response to user input like?

· How realistic and useful are the time estimates on every page?

Silly, should be removed. “1 min” ones are self-explanatory and anything longer is a complete under-estimate in every section.

Relevance

· Is the content reflective of the context in which it will be used?
· Are there local examples and case studies?
Most examples are clearly from distance learning institution perspective. We would need to adapt these to residential university context.
Currency

Content is currently up-to-date

· changes to the information

maintaining currency in this module could be a pretty major undertaking.

· 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

· 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?

Further comments on content:

What is learning design?

Definitely NOT 2 mins duration!!

First question. “To what extent do you weigh up alternative options…?” not particularly helpful in my view. The format is a good idea, but the possible options (done on the fly, good intentions, take my time) are restrictive (could be multiple check boxes instead of one possible only radio button. Feedback worded very negatively and does not relate to the options directly enough.

Basic assumptions:

The text in this section mixes definitions, goals and assumptions – confusing to any newcomer/”outsider” to learning design.

What are the benefits?

Answers in table very presumptuous – this is not at all convincing.

“Who should be involved?”

Definitely NOT 4 mins!

Video somewhat stilted, schmultsy and contrived but good points are made.

Leaves it to the viewer to figure out who the lecturer is and who the learning designers are… still not entirely sure about the girl in white blouse? Designer?

Would be helpful to have a few facts about the type of course and numbers of students involved (when talking about podcasts, etc.)

Opportunity to reflect at end a nice touch – not sure how useful. Would prefer opportunity to respond to specific points higher up or in transcript?

Would be hesitant to recommend this, so far, to an academic “outside” the learning design field – it is full of learning design and eduspeak.

“What are the key principles?”

Many assumptions!! E.g. principle 1 – that course design is iterative – assumption that user sees it as linear! This is not justified. Plenty of research literature reports teachers reflecting on learning design as “messy”, dynamic and complex.

Still at this stage not clear (from a lecturer’s point of view) exactly what this “learning design” process is, how it differs from “course design” – terms are intermingled.

A diagram at this point showing a typical /generic learning design process would be helpful.

Remaining principles are excellent but again, not sure how accessible or usable these would be to an audience of university lecturers (and not learning designers)?

What is your teaching philosophy?

Don’t see the point of filling in the table at the end unless it goes somewhere or returns something.

This is the place for the HEART case study, as HEART relates directly to (ie extends and applies) the principles outlined in this and the previous section.

What do we know about learning ?

Diagrams lift the text a bit – nice – but again – how useful to university lecturer? Do they need to be more applied?

Exercise at end could be more useful if the user’s efforts / responses are used for something.

Neat to see and hear Diana Laurillard discuss the conversational framework. 
Para near end about relevance should be much higher up. i.e.  “All this theory can be confusing and you may be wondering what is the framework's relevance to the practical task of course planning? Hopefully, it is self-evident that designs for learning need to support all of these types of conversations as learners practice, adapt, reflect and develop their thinking. The framework is also highly relevant as a way to map your existing course design against recent thinking about learning theory and plan for ways in which new learning technology can support and promote mindful conversations.”
What does this section hold for those who say “this is all very well but it’s not relevant to my course – learners just need to learn how to …. Etc …. They don’t need to have a conversation about it.”  ??  ie closer match between learning theory and discipline required here? Not sure.

Quick review

Question 2: don’t ask if you’re not going to do anything about it. As is it is dismissive.

Know your audience:  Planning for diverse learners
This is the first time we encounter “learning designs”. Learning design as process versus product needs to be included much earlier than this.

Comparison to traditional methods mentioned for first time here. Useful comparisons can be made a lot earlier.

Most examples clearly from distance learning institution perspective. We would need to adapt these to residential university context.
