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Preface and Acknowledgements

This report comprises an external evaluation of the Technology Enhanced Learning in Research-Led Institutions (TELRI) Project (TLTP Phase 3, Project No. 92). It is based on data collected between July 1999 and July 2001 using both questionnaires and interviews with a range of individuals involved in the project.

The report is set within the context of recent debate surrounding the use of technology within teaching and learning in Higher Education (HE). Since 1992 the Teaching and Learning Technology Project (TLTP) has promoted the creation of technology-based materials for use across the HE sector. In turn, the establishment of the Institute for Learning and Teaching (ILT) has spawned a range of related initiatives, (i.e. the Learning and Teaching Support Network (LTSN)), all of which include the role of C&IT in Higher Education. As a TLTP funded project, TELRI sought to explore and develop the relationship between teaching and learning and the use of technology and therefore necessarily locates itself within this broader academic context.

I would like to thank all those who participated in the evaluation, for giving generously of their time. I am also grateful to Sue Band for providing constructive comments on earlier drafts of this report. Any errors or omissions are, of course, entirely my own.
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Executive Summary

Technology Enhanced Learning in Research-Led Institutions (TELRI)

In October 1998 the Centre for Educational Development, Appraisal and Research (CEDAR) at the University of Warwick, was commissioned (by the TELRI project Steering Group) to externally evaluate the TELRI Project. This report charts the overall trajectory of the project and sets out to highlight the key issues surrounding its management and implementation. The research for this report comprised data collection via semi-structured interviews with project staff and a feedback-survey questionnaire of end-users. Drawing on the information gained from respondents this report aims to provide:

· an overview of the key themes and issues impacting upon the day-to-day management of the project and its practical implementation.

· an analysis of the extent to which the project team has met its planned outcomes, and effectively communicated its aims, goals and intentions across different levels of its end-user groups

Key Findings
The report provides evidence to suggest that, at a general level, the project appears to have met its aims and objectives with regard to implementation and dissemination. At the same time the report also highlights that in its early stages the project underwent a significant period of clarification and definition and that it experienced differing fortunes with regard to departmental/institutional acceptance (and progress). The following key findings have arisen from the evaluation research:

1.
The project took longer than anticipated to define its terms of reference (in particular, what the term ‘research-led’ teaching means in various teaching and learning contexts). However, this process of definition equipped the project team with a more holistic view of how TELRI might be applied to different departmental/institutional settings. 

2.
The project team experienced varying degrees of enthusiasm and success in terms of their relationships with individual departments. This appears to have been exacerbated by the different structures and sub-cultures in place at the institutions involved. 

To this end, this report demonstrates that whilst the project has achieved its stated aims and objectives it also experienced a small number of practical problems which restricted progress in certain areas.

1. Introduction

In October 1998 the Centre for Educational Development, Appraisal and Research (CEDAR) at the University of Warwick, was commissioned (by the TELRI project Steering Group) to externally evaluate the TELRI project. It was agreed that the evaluation would adopt a 2 stage approach;

Interim Report 
Semi-structured interviews with a selection of the project Steering 



Group members to present an overview of the key themes and issues 


impacting upon the day-to-day management of the project and its 



practical implementation in phase 1 (carried out between July 



1999 and March 2000).

Final Report

Further qualitative and quantitative (via questionnaire) investigation 


expanding on key themes and issues identified at the Interim stage 



including an overall evaluation of the merit, value and worth of the 


project both in educational terms and in relation to its stated aims, 



and objectives (carried out between April 2000 and July 2001). 

This report presents data gathered at both stages of the evaluation process.

1.1 Evaluation Context.
TELRI comprised a 3 year collaborative project funded by the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) under Phase 3 of the Teaching and Learning Technology Programme (TLTP). The project was administered by the Centre for Academic Practice (CAP) at the University of Warwick and involved the universities of Warwick (host institution) and Oxford as phase 1 institutions and the universities of Birmingham, Durham and Southampton as phase 2 institutions. The University of Oxford was chosen as the institutional partner in phase 1 because of its research-led teaching ethos and the evident similarities between itself and the University of Warwick in terms of academic standing1. TELRI focused on the implementation of technology assisted teaching and learning in research-led institutions. By working closely with academic staff, the project looked to examine ways in which technology might be used to enhance the quality of higher education courses in terms of improved student learning. The emphasis was on research oriented approaches to learning which could enable students to develop higher cognitive capabilities (‘higher order skills’ or ‘deeper levels of learning’) within subject contexts and beyond.

The TELRI project team was made up of two full-time Educational Technologists/Developers and a Project Manager (seconded part-time from an existing full-time post) all of whom were located in the Centre for Academic Practice at the University of Warwick and who were members of the project Steering Group. The initial proposal for funding was developed by the Project Director and Project Manager.

The project proposal received £223,000 over three years (October 1998 - September 2001) and was based on the premise that teaching in research-led universities is necessarily informed by the research activities and interests of academic staff. In turn, it was assumed that undergraduate students within such institutions are not only brought into contact with the products of current research but are, at the same time, developing a research-like approach to learning that helps them both in their present studies and in future research activities and employment. The project was also based on the assumption that teaching approaches within research-led institutions concentrate on developing students’ capabilities to:

· be innovative

· work independently

· set and solve problems

· analyse critically

· handle large quantities of information in relation to a wide range of media

In terms of project outcomes TELRI aimed to:

· develop academic staff capabilities in the use of learning technologies and associated curriculum design and delivery

· identify research capability components of study programmes across a range of disciplines

· embed the use of TLTP and other materials in the delivery of a range of curricula in a number of research-led environments

· develop and test methods of developing capability through technology-enhanced learning

· develop frameworks for implementation and evaluation

· disseminate effective practice to the whole sector

Whilst phase 1 of the project centred around the universities of Warwick and Oxford, phase 2 incorporated the involvement of three other higher education institutions (consortium partners) - the universities of Birmingham, Durham and Southampton. By means of its work overall, TELRI proposed to deliver a series of educational outcomes which specifically included:

· principles and frameworks for good practice in implementation and approaches to evaluation of technology-assisted teaching methodologies in curricula

· clarification of research capabilities that may be developed technology-enhanced learning

· methodology for cost-benefit analysis

· case studies and related teaching materials derived from activity

· consultancy sessions

· web site for dissemination and publicity

1.2 Evaluation Approach and Objectives
In order to document the progress of the project the evaluation plan sought a balance between gaining information from the various stakeholders and end-users and collecting more in-depth data relating to the mechanics of project implementation. It was agreed at the outset of the project that CEDAR would use the interim report stage to present a general overview of project progress from the viewpoint of a small number of Steering Group/project team members, and that the final report would also include data relating to the views, attitudes and opinions of end-users of project materials. In the initial stage of the evaluation a semi-structured interview agenda was used which focused principally on issues surrounding respondent perceptions of (i) the relationship between project scheduling and progress; (ii) the effectiveness of project management and communication techniques; (iii) the effectiveness of project (product) implementation and (iv) the position of the project in relation to proposed future developments. During interview discussion, opportunities were provided for respondents to comment upon what they saw as the critical points of the first eighteen months of project development and progression. In phase 2 of the evaluation a feedback-survey questionnaire was distributed to end-users (see Annex 1). This was designed in collaboration with the project team in order that specific kinds of information might be gained which complemented internal evaluation procedures.

At a general level, the evaluation strategy incorporated an overall assessment of project goals, resources, procedures and management in line with established evaluative approaches and styles (see for example, Blackley, Goddard and Seymour, 1997; Borg and Gall, 1989; Parlett and Hamilton, 1987; Newton, 1993). This report does not address the technical format or content of TELRI materials.

1.3 Report Structure

The remainder of this report charts the findings of the questionnaire and interview data gathered. In Section 2 the narrative follows a thematic format whereby key issues are identified by respondents and considered in turn. This section highlights the ways in which respondents articulated their differing perceptions of the project. Following the format of the feedback-survey questionnaire itself, Section 3 provides quantitative data from end-users. Section 4 comprises an overall summary of the report and a re-iteration of the key findings.

2. TELRI: Management and Implementation

2.1 Project Management
Despite a small number of setbacks and complications, the TELRI project appears to have been well managed in terms of the organisation of activities and events and the on-going dissemination of information to stakeholders and end-users.

Several key objectives were met in the early stages of the funding period. Two Educational Technologists/Developers were recruited to the project both of whom had experience of implementing technology-assisted teaching and learning packages across a wide range of disciplines. A TELRI web site was established in order to facilitate access to project resources and progress. This was updated regularly throughout the duration of the funding period and appears to have demonstrated a high degree of transparency and effectiveness with regard to project management, implementation and dissemination. Other initial actions included an extensive consultation exercise to identify departments at Warwick and Oxford whose aims and interests complimented project objectives. The following departments were selected to be part of the project:

University of Warwick:
Mathematics Institute





Department of Biological Sciences





Department of Computer Science





Department of History





School of Law





Languages Consortium (Language Centre, French and 




Department of Italian Studies)

University of Oxford:

Faculty of Modern Languages





Mathematical Institute





Department of Zoology





Department of Continuing Education’s Local History group





Faculty of Social Studies

The project Steering Group was established at the outset of the funding period. Some Steering Group members were also tutors on departmental courses involved in the TELRI project. The original membership of the Steering Group encouraged additional representation from the University of Oxford in order to provide institutional balance. By January 2000, a series of contacts had also been made with potential representatives from the three phase 2 institutions. 

The initial intention was that the Steering Group would meet quarterly, with the venue alternating between the universities of Warwick and Oxford. Whilst, in a general sense, the regularity of these meetings was maintained, the alternation of venues was not, as a consequence of various complications and difficulties in terms of staff and resource availability. This meant that throughout the project, the dates and venues for Steering Group meetings were re-arranged a number of times. Such alterations did not appear to have had any marked impact upon project progress or communications. The early dissemination of information regarding the re-scheduling of Steering Group meetings was achieved.

Despite the fact that one of the Educational Technology Officers joined the project a month after its start date (due to previous contractual commitments) the project team have maintained scheduled progress and have met on a regular (usually weekly) basis to exchange views and ideas. Towards the end of phase 1 the team experienced a change of personnel with the resignation (and subsequent replacement of) one of the Educational Technology Officers. This occurrence meant that the new member of staff underwent a period of induction whereby familiarity with the mechanics of the project took place. However, this did not appear to impact upon the momentum of project activity to any significant degree.

During phase 1 the project also witnessed a change of ‘management’ personnel at the funding agency level. This change brought a variety of new challenges. However, within the context of this evaluative research, there appeared to be a general feeling amongst respondents that such challenges allowed the overall direction of the project to be clarified and rationalised and that this proved beneficial over the longer term.

The Chair of the project Steering Group left Warwick in October 1999 at which time a new Chair was appointed.

2.2 Institutional and Departmental Relations

Departmental work (i.e. TELRI course implementation) progressed well throughout the project, although more headway was made in some disciplinary areas than others. In phase 1, early collaborative work between the departments of Biological Science (Warwick) and Zoology (Oxford) appeared to be particularly successful, as was project implementation with the Departments of Continuing Education (Oxford), History (Warwick), Law (Warwick) and various elements of the Language Centre Consortium (Warwick) – i.e. French Studies and the Department of Italian Studies. In addition, and as a consequence of project progress and dissemination, other departments within both phase 1 institutions (such as Theatre Studies and English at Warwick and Chemistry at Oxford) utilised the support of the TELRI team. By May 2001 implementation at phase 1 institutions covered 11 courses in 9 disciplinary areas (Languages/Linguistics, English Comparative Literature, Performing Arts, Law, History, Mathematics, Computer Science, and Bioinformatics at Warwick, and Chemistry and History at Oxford), 8 of which involved case-study work. Whilst project progress was evident within the Department of Mathematics and Computer Science at Warwick in phase 1, little was made with either the Faculty of Modern Languages, the Faculty of Social Studies or the Mathematical Institute at Oxford. At the interim report stage, it was felt by the project team that a mismatch existed between the aims and intentions of these latter departments and those of TELRI. This, it seems, led to a cessation of project related activity within these departmental settings. The level of implementation achieved at phase 1 institutions met with the original targets set (see Project Plan documentation).

In terms of practical application, the project team were continually involved in a range of activities with academic staff including the development of course design and the implementation of technological ‘tools’ to enhance specific forms of learning (i.e. student web publishing, problem-based learning and other web-based study environments). However, there was some variation in response to the project both at an institutional and departmental level. In some cases, for example, departmental perceptions and experiences of (and attitudes towards) IT provision and utilisation created barriers to project progress. In addition, it became clear during phase 1 that the universities of Warwick and Oxford had differing internal systems and structures which impacted upon levels of acceptance, commitment and involvement within certain disciplinary areas. Indeed, in phases 1 and 2 a series of implementation barriers were identified by the staff team in terms of the way in which TELRI approaches were considered and accepted/rejected by academic staff. Both political and practical factors seem to have played a part in this respect (see TELRI Annual Report: Year 2). In a general sense, phase 1 witnessed more progress in departments at Warwick than at Oxford where a degree of departmental resistance and a lack of IT co-ordination was seemingly evident. As a consequence of these differences by June 1999 the project had been revised to clarify and amend the schedule of departmental work. To this end, departments (at Warwick and Oxford) were split into 2 ‘rounds’. In ‘round 1’ were those demonstrating a high degree of enthusiasm and motivation for the project and which had made specific progress up to that point. Meanwhile, ‘round 2’ departments were seen as needing more time to clarify their own course learning outcomes and criteria.

Phase 1 allowed the project team to recognise that their initial introduction into departments and institutions needed careful planning in terms of the way in which the project was presented (i.e. how TELRI fits with institutional strategies, departmental agendas and quality assurance programmes). In this sense, early evaluative work revealed that the team acknowledged that it was essential to consider the culture of an institution, department and/or discipline as well as the IT infrastructure and support in place. In turn, the team also experienced specific problems when dealing with academic members of staff in certain departments. These problems appear to have been related to the perceived uncertainty of the project’s objectives, its overall ‘status’ and/or its potential outcomes. The team also reported instances of inflexibility when requesting some groups to review their teaching approaches (see TELRI Annual Report: Year One). These experiences led the project team to review their initial consultation strategy and to err towards a more explicit (yet less prescriptive) introductory approach.

In terms of phase 2 institutions, the project team again witnessed differing fortunes with regard to the degree of enthusiasm generated during introductory workshops with academic staff and, consequently, the degree of take-up within specific institutions and departments. By May 2000 staff had been identified and working groups established for involvement in TELRI implementation in the three phase 2 institutions. Some technical support difficulties were also identified at the University of Birmingham. That said, phase 2 course implementation exceeded set targets with a total of 62 courses adopting TELRI approaches/materials across 15 disciplinary areas. Five of the institutions utilising project approaches in phase 2 were supplementary to those originally identified. Of the three phase 2 institutions originally identified, the University of Durham appears to have been the least fertile in terms of the successful implementation of TELRI approaches.

2.3 Project Implementation and Dissemination

Despite minor modifications to the Project Plan and occasional re-adjustments to target dates, in general, TELRI remained on schedule in terms of the implementation and dissemination of project materials/information throughout the duration of the funding period. By the end of phase 1 the project had a well-established web site which included access to a range of resources including management reports, publications, and implementation strategies. The Project Manager had also established clear and effective communication procedures with stakeholders.

The broader dissemination of project material was facilitated by the publication of various journal articles and the delivery of workshops and seminars at various institutions and venues. In addition, the TELRI team took part in discussions with other TLTP Phase 3 projects in order to identify areas of collaboration and learning. During phase 1, contact was also made with all the relevant CTI Centres, CTI Support Services and Staff Development units at the proposed phase 2 institutions. During phases 2 and 3 of the project an increasing number of disseminatory events took place and these appear to have been well received.

The development of project ‘materials’ centred around three main activities (i) the creation of a ‘pedagogic framework’ (document) which reflected TELRI objectives in relation to its educational (and philosophical) underpinnings (ii) the production of a ‘change management model’ (document) analysing the factors promoting and limiting the use of educational technologies in Higher Education institutions, and (iii) the development of a web publishing ‘tool’ to enhance research-led approaches to learning. In turn, a TELRI brochure and staff pack was produced. A total of 1000 brochures were distributed by the project team during the funding period, alongside 500 staff packs. An additional 60 staff packs were down loaded from the TELRI web site.

The TELRI web publishing tool aided the practical implementation of the project’s aims and objectives. Whilst existing computer-based packages could have been utilised by the project team, the TELRI tool appears to have facilitated the implementation of academic course design in a more efficient and cost-effective way. The functionality offered could also be supported by mainstream technological (conferencing software) resources such as WebBoard and FirstClass or Virtual Learning Environments (VLE’s) such as WebCT and Learning Space. The tool was specifically designed to accommodate the differing needs of the departments involved and could be accessed via the TELRI web site2.

The ‘pedagogic framework’ and ‘change management model’ provide detailed outlines of the theoretical and ‘political’ backdrop against which the project operated. In this sense, the contents of both were crucial to an understanding of what TELRI sought to achieve. That said, there is evidence to suggest that the form and content of this material did raise a number of issues in terms of project dissemination. Indeed, whilst the pedagogic framework was used during consultative discussion with departments in order to facilitate an understanding of project aims, it appears that the theoretical information presented was perceived by some academic staff as overly theoretical and somewhat abstract. As has been noted previously, the project itself did take longer than anticipated to define its terms of reference particularly with regard to notions of ‘research-led’ teaching and learning. The pedagogic framework was integral to this defining process. However, it seems that one of the reasons why the process of definition was so problematic was because of the fact that, in line with the aims of TELRI, the definition of the term ‘research-led’ had to apply to all the departments involved. That the pedagogical framework facilitated such variation is perhaps an indication of the extent to which the time spent on its development may, with hindsight, be regarded as a sound investment.

Notes

[1]
For more on comparisons between the universities of Warwick and Oxford 
with regard to issues of teaching and learning, see Bright, (1998).

[2]
For more on the technical details of the TELRI web publishing tool and

for insight into departmental case-study implementation of TELRI see 

the project web site at: http://www.warwick.ac.uk/ETS/TELRI/
3. TELRI: End-User Feedback
3.1. Questionnaire Response Rates
Feedback-survey questionnaires were distributed to 264 end-users, as identified by the project team. A total of 24 completed questionnaires were returned – equating to an overall response rate of 9.1%. Additionally, 12 recipients responded by saying that they did not have sufficient knowledge or experience of the project to complete the questionnaire. All the results provided correspond to a sample size of 24 (n=24). Due to the open-ended nature of some of the questions on the feedback-survey there were instances where respondents gave more than one answer to individual questions. This is reflected by the fact that for a number of questions, overall responses exceed 100%. All multiple responses have been coded and reported.
3.2. Questionnaire Results
The feedback-survey questionnaire sought to uncover end-user views on the project as a whole (i.e. administration, support, dissemination, materials, etc.), thereby generating data upon which an assessment could be made of the extent to which overall project aims and objectives had been met. 

Section 1: General Information
What kind of involvement have you had with the TELRI Project?

Nature of TELRI Involvement
No. of Responses




Setting-up a TELRI course or publishing area
8

(i)  for trial purposes
3

(ii) for formal teaching
7




Attendance at a TELRI presentation or workshop
13

Obtained TELRI materials/tools
6

Obtained guidance/advice on course design
4

Joined TELRI e-mailing list
1

Read TELRI publications/case studies
10




Other (as specified)


Reviewed and reported on project for a wider audience
1

Received dissemination materials from contact list
2

Section 2: Use of TELRI Approaches
What were your initial reasons for involvement with TELRI?

Reasons for Initial Involvement
No. of Responses




Enhancement of curriculum design
7

Enhancement of student learning
10

Personal/professional/teaching development
8

Implementation of ICT
4




Other (as specified)


To discern clearer links between teaching and research
1

Research into assessment/higher order skills
1

Involvement in other TLTP Projects
2

How have the TELRI approaches assisted your understanding of student learning or teaching practice?
Of the nine end-users who responded to this question, five alluded to the fact that the TELRI approaches had led to a general enhancement of either learning itself or their perception of learning, whilst 1 stated that they had provided a greater awareness of peer critique. 

Two respondents commented on student reaction to TELRI – one stated that students seemed more likely to ask for guidance ‘electronically’ when unsure of course content/tasks, the other stated that students had been more likely to produce ‘end-product’ essays rather than conceiving of writing as a process.

If you have used the TELRI approaches/tools in your course(s), how do you feel this has enhanced student learning?

Of the seven respondents who provided feedback to this question, three were of the collective opinion that the TELRI approaches had led to greater collaboration and communication on coursework between students themselves and between staff and students. This involved the development of comparative and critical assessment skills. Two respondents noted that the approaches had enhanced student motivation and access to information, whilst one stated that they had raised the anxiety levels of students. One respondent stated that the approaches had provided greater insight into student learning needs whilst another commented that they were more suitable to certain aspects of course content than conventional teaching methods in that they facilitated the development of student ‘problem-solving’ skills.

Section 3: Impact of TELRI.
To what extent do you feel TELRI has impacted upon staff development or teaching and learning?

Staff Development
No. of Responses

(1-5 Rating Scale where 1 =Low Impact and 5 = High Impact)


1
2
3
4
5








At a Personal Level
2
4
4
6
1

At a Departmental Level
5
4
4
1
0

At an Institutional Level
6
3
1
0
0

To what extent do you feel TELRI has impacted upon staff awareness regarding the deployment of technology within the context of curriculum design?

Staff Awareness
No. of Responses

(1-5 Rating Scale where 1 =Low Impact and 5 = High Impact)


1
2
3
4
5








At a Personal Level
2
4
5
7
0

At a Departmental Level
6
4
2
1
0

At an Institutional Level
7
1
1
0
0

To what extent do you feel that you have been supported in your implementation of TELRI?

Implementation Support
No. of Responses

(1-5 Rating Scale where 1 =Low Level and 5 = High Level)


1
2
3
4
5








At a Personal Level
4
1
4
2
3

At a Departmental Level
4
0
2
2
1

At an Institutional Level
4
0
1
0
1

How has awareness raising towards TELRI taken place within your institution/department/organisation?

Method
No. of Responses




Flyers
7

Workshops
9

Staff Pack
2

Presentations
5

Newsletter
4




Other (as specified)


Personal Contact
4

How would you assess the usefulness of the materials (e.g. TELRI staff pack, tools) available from the TELRI Project?

Usefulness of Materials
No. of Responses

(1-5 Rating Scale where 1 =Not Very Useful and 5 = Very Useful)


1
2
3
4
5








For you as a Course Tutor/Staff Developer
2
3
3
4
2

For your Department/Centre/Unit
2
2
1
4
0

For your Students
2
0
4
1
1

Section 4: Course Survey.
This section of the feedback-survey questionnaire was designed to gain data on the kinds of courses implementing TELRI materials/approaches. A range of courses was specified by respondents. Further details of ‘case study’ investigations of a number of these courses can be found at the TELRI web site. A total of seven responses were gained from course tutors in terms of general course details. All responses have been recorded.

Length of Course
No. of Responses




One Year
5

Two Years
0

Three Years
0

Four Years
0




Other (as specified)


3 weeks
1

3 months
1

Student Numbers
No. of Responses




1-10
2

11-20
0

21-30
2

31-40
2

41-50
1

Number of Learning Hours

Supported
No. of Responses




5-10
1

11-20


21-30
1

31-40
1

41-50


50+
2

Type of Learning Supported
No. of Responses




Collaborative
2

Discursive
3

Analytical/Research
1

Reflective
0

Problem-based
1




Other (as specified)


Production of short essays
1

Level of Study
No. of Responses




Undergraduate
6

Postgraduate
1

How might difficulties/barriers/limitations have been reduced or avoided?

Only two respondents provided information in relation to this question. One suggested that the difficulties experienced were simply a consequence of trying out the TELRI approaches and that the whole exercise had been a ‘valuable ‘ learning experience in itself. The other commented that they would have benefited from a greater degree of assistance with regard to (i) course implementation per se, (ii) the integration of TELRI approaches into learning activities, and (iii) the integration of TELRI approaches into ‘assessment patterns’.

Was sufficient information/support supplied to you by the team during implementation?

A total of three affirmative and three negative responses were gained in relation to this question.

How might information/support have been improved?

For those replying negatively to the above question, suggestions for improvement were as follows:

· Better ‘links’ and ‘follow-up’ action required between TELRI team and course staff

· Better forward planning needed by TELRI team (i.e. arrangements often made at short notice)

· Further workshop support

· More information needed on materials available (i.e. two course tutors were not aware of the existence of the TELRI Staff Pack)

· More lead-time needed between introduction to TELRI and actual implementation

Open Comment

The final section of the questionnaire gave respondents the opportunity to comment more openly on their individual experiences of working with TELRI materials. A total of 12 responses were gained in relation to this question, four of which commented on the helpful and supportive nature of the services provided by the TELRI team and three of which noted the difficulties experienced with the implementation of TELRI software. Other responses comprised the following:

· Student reluctance/resistance to use the TELRI materials/approaches

· Students with less access to the web at a disadvantage

· Problems for Language Courses with ‘language specific characters’

· Had made students more responsible for their own learning when used as a ‘revision’ tool

· Had helped with the establishment protocols for the electronic submission of coursework

· Useful but, at times, restrictive in terms of basic implementation (i.e. not enough tutor control over web site, limited choice in terms of web page presentation and design, lack of flexibility over use of graphics)

A small number of respondents were also interested to find out the extent to which the project had produced evidence to validate and support its theoretical model and the extent to which student learning had actually been ‘affected’ by the implementation of the TELRI approaches.

Which of the following do you think it would be useful for the TELRI project to pursue?

Further TELRI Pursuits
No. of Responses




Wider dissemination via workshops etc.
5

Further implementation at the:


Individual course level
4

Departmental level
3




Use of ICT approaches using commercial packages/VLE’s
2

Consultancy at an institutional level
4




Other (as specified)


Actual impact of staff performance
1

Closer links with institutional IT Service Departments
1

Further work on avoidance of student plagiarism
1

Despite the relatively low questionnaire response rate, these data do provide some indication of the attitudes and opinions of end-users towards TELRI implementation. In turn, they must be viewed in the wider context of the qualitative evidence already presented. Indeed, it is to a brief summary of the overall findings of the report that we now turn.

4. Summary and Conclusions

This report has presented an evaluative overview of the TELRI project throughout the duration of its funding. The intention of the research has been to highlight some of the key issues surrounding project management, implementation and dissemination via data collected from key members of the project Steering Group and end-users themselves.

After a relatively slow start and despite a small number of setbacks, the TELRI project appeared to gain momentum towards the end of phase 1 and achieved its original aims and objectives within the funding period. During the course of phase 1 the project team reflected on their initial experiences and learned valuable lessons about the ways in which institutional, departmental and disciplinary contexts (cultures) might differ in terms of their approaches to technology-based teaching and learning. In addition, (and via the production of the ‘pedagogic framework’ and ‘change management model’) the team gained a more detailed picture of how to ‘define’ TELRI and how the project might achieve its aims and objectives within the context of these diverse educational settings. Once clear about the educational and philosophical underpinnings of the project itself, the project team appeared to modify their methods of communication and introductory approaches to institutions and departments as time went on. In turn, course implementation in phase 2 institutions seems to have benefited from this. Implementation targets (including case study investigations) in phase 1 and 2 have been met.

In terms of end-user feedback, the questionnaire response rate was somewhat disappointing. However, several issues can be highlighted from the data gained. Firstly, in relation to the overall impact of TELRI, quantitative responses show that course tutor interest in the project appears to have emerged primarily as a consequence of a desire to enhance/facilitate student learning and to obtain some form of personal/professional development. The project appears to have had a only a low-medium impact on staff development and staff awareness at a departmental and institutional level but a (perhaps predictably) higher impact at a personal level for those involved in course implementation. Feedback on ‘implementation support’ and the ‘usefulness of project materials’ is somewhat inconclusive but appear to suggest that improvements could have been made within these areas. In terms of methods of awareness raising towards the project itself, workshops appear to have been most successful in this respect.

Secondly, course survey details show that course implementation was generally centred around undergraduate modules whereby the enhancement of a range of learning activities/skills was supported. Reported limitations and barriers to implementation emphasise the need for stronger links and improved communications between course tutors and members of the project team. In turn, wider dissemination of the project and further consultancy arrangements (at an institutional level) were identified as the most favourable options in terms of future pursuits. Although a small number of end-user respondents commented that they were unaware of the TELRI Staff Pack, in general, the efforts of the project team with regard to the overall dissemination of their work appears to have been well structured, well co-ordinated and well received.

Annex 1. Feedback-Survey Questionnaire
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Technology Enhanced Learning in Research-Led Institutions (TELRI)

A Feedback Survey of End-Users

(all replies treated in strictest confidence)


Over the past months a number of courses have been set up within UK universities using the TELRI 
approaches and materials. This survey is designed to:

(i) Discover how the end-users of the TELRI materials perceive the project as a whole

(ii) Assess the extent to which TELRI has met its aims and objectives in relation to project specifications.

( Please use tick boxes as appropriate


SECTION 1:  Personal Details

Name:

……………………………………….

Institution:
……………………………………….

Department:
……………………………………

Contact Address
…………………………………….

…………………………………….

…………………………………….

Phone:
………………………………….

E-mail: (please print clearly)     ……………………………………………...



What kind of involvement have you had with the TELRI Project?

    (   Setting up a TELRI course or publishing area:       (  for ‘trial’ purposes     (  for formal teaching

(see Course Survey: Section 4).

    (   Attendance at a TELRI presentation or workshop

    (   Obtained TELRI materials/tools

    (   Obtained guidance/advice on course design or implementation of ICT in learning and teaching

    (   Joined the TELRI e-mail mailing list

    (   Read some of the publications and/or case studies

    (   Other (please state)

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………….



SECTION 2:  Use of TELRI approaches


What were your initial reasons for involvement with TELRI? (please tick)

    (   Enhancement of curriculum design                 (    Personal/professional/teaching development

    (   Enhancement of student learning                    (    Implementation of ICT

· Other (please state)

                                      ……………………………………………………………………………..

How have the TELRI approaches assisted your understanding of student learning or teaching practice? (please comment)  

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………



If you have used the TELRI approaches/tools in your course(s), how do you feel this has enhanced student learning? (please comment)

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….


SECTION 3: Impact of TELRI

The following questions should be answered according to the type of involvement you have had with TELRI, e.g. course tutor, head of department, central support, university management, national support.  Please answer for all levels that are appropriate.



To what extent do you feel TELRI has impacted upon staff development or teaching and learning practices? (please tick appropriate box(es) and circle the number which best indicates your opinion – circling 1 indicates low impact and circling 5 indicates high impact)

( At a personal level



1
2
3
4
5

( At a departmental level



1
2
3
4
5

( At an institutional level



1
2
3
4
5



To what extent do you feel TELRI has impacted upon staff awareness regarding the deployment of technology within the context of curriculum design? (please tick appropriate box(es) and circle the number which best indicates your opinion – circling 1 indicates low impact and circling 5 indicates high impact)

( At a personal level



1
2
3
4
5

( At a departmental level



1
2
3
4
5

( At an institutional level



1
2
3
4
5



To what extent do you feel that you have been supported in your implementation of TELRI? (please tick appropriate box(es) and circle the number which best indicates your opinion – circling 1 indicates a low level of support and circling 5 indicates a high level of support)

( At a personal level



1
2
3
4
5
( At a departmental level



1
2
3
4
5

( At an institutional level



1
2
3
4
5



How has awareness raising towards TELRI taken place within your institution/department/organisation? 

(  Flyers                (  Workshops              (  Staff pack materials           (  Presentations          

(  Newsletter          (  Other (please state)
                                                               ……………………………………………………………………

How would you assess the usefulness of the materials (e.g. TELRI staff pack, TELRI tools) available from the TELRI Project? (please tick appropriate box(es) and circle the number which best indicates your opinion – circling 1 indicates not very useful and circling 5 indicates very useful)

( For you as a course tutor/staff developer

1
2
3
4
5

( For your department/centre/unit


1
2
3
4
5

( For your students



1
2
3
4
5





SECTION 4: Course Survey

If you have set up a course using TELRI approaches or tools, please fill in the following section about your course.



Title of Course
……………………………………………………………..

Length of Course
(  One year        (  Two years       (  Three year       (  Four years

Students Numbers    …………       
Number of learning hours supported  ……..

Type of learning supported

(  Collaborative     (  Discursive     (  Analytical/research     (  Reflective     (  Problem-based

( Other (please state) 

                                      …………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Level of Study

(    Undergraduate         (     Postgraduate          (     Other (please state)   ……………………………….



How might implementation difficulties/barriers/limitations have been reduced or avoided? 

……………………….……………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………..

Was sufficient information/support supplied to you by the team during implementation? (please tick)

 (  YES                     (  NO

If NO, how might this have been improved? (please give details)

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

If you have anything else you would like to add about your experiences of TELRI, please use the space below to do so (please feel free to add further comments on additional sheets).



Which of the following do you think it would be useful for the TELRI Project to pursue?

(  Wider dissemination via workshops, presentations and the distribution of materials

(  Further implementation at the:                (  individual course level         (  departmental level
(  Use of ICT approaches using commercial packages/VLEs
(  Consultancy at an institutional level

(  Do you wish to be consulted in relation to your response? If so, please make sure your name and 

    contact details are included on the front page of this form.


The research team would like to thank you for participating in this evaluation and ask you to return the questionnaire using the reply-paid envelope provided to: CEDAR, University of Warwick.
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