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	Brief Description  



Who 
The project work was carried out by the project coordinator and the project manager with the support of the Pro Vice Chancellor (Education and Student Experience).  The project coordinator was seconded internally on a 12 month, full time basis to the Learning Development Unit.  The project steering group, chaired by the PVC, consisted of the Faculty Directors of Learning and Teaching, and a professor of computer-based learning.

What and Why 
With some notable exceptions, the adoption at Keele of technology to support marking and giving feedback has been slow. Our VLE (Blackboard 8) supports objective testing and assignment submission, and is integrated with the TurnitinUK service for originality reporting, peer review and online marking (using Grademark). Barriers to change in assessment practices include staff workloads on large courses, work habits, staff concerns about losing personal contact with students, and the variety of needs of different programmes and assessment types. New technologies such as audio, video, screencasts, and voice recognition were not widely known in this context. The project provided resources to make significant progress across the institution. 

The aim was to develop the uses of existing technologies and to support academic staff in their uses, so as to improve assessment and feedback processes for the benefit of staff, students and the institution. The objectives were to develop a portfolio of assessment and feedback processes that took advantage of existing technology, and support their adoption by academic schools and individual academic staff. This included the wider use of our existing facilities for online assessment and feedback (Blackboard and Grademark), and the introduction of novel assessment practices especially handwriting recognition, audio and video.

How 
· We noted the institutional objectives and pressing needs in relation to assessment
· We conducted focus groups about their assessment practices with academics and administrators together, in all fourteen academic schools (see appendices for the discussion questions) 
· We mapped and analysed these current assessment practices 
· We modelled new assessment practices to meet the needs of staff and students, designing out inefficiencies or duplication 
· We noted barriers to change with the appropriate committees, which resulting in a review of review of four academic regulations relating to assessment  
· We noted technical barriers to improved processes and raised them relevant committees (e.g. The IT sub-group of the University L&T Committee; the VLE Steering Group)
· We provided equipment, training and support for individual staff who piloted novel uses of technology for marking and/or providing feedback to students
· We had an open door policy for staff support, a scheduled open session on Fridays, and would go out to staff offices when requested
· We delivered workshop sessions on technology supporting feedback 
· We organised external speakers, from the projects at Derby, Edinburgh, Leeds, Reading and Edge Hill
· We raised awareness of the project through committees, regular email communications, the project blog, and a “lunch and learn” session 

	The Issue 



The institutional context included the Assessment Strategy of 2008 and the existing assessment review sub-group of the Learning and Teaching Committee. Some low NSS scores in assessment and feedback were underlined by student concerns about feedback in some parts of the university, for example illegible hand-written feedback. Along with the sustainability vision of the university, these provided the institutional objectives and the pressing needs in relation to assessment and feedback. The pressing needs were
1. The poor legibility of written feedback to students provided by some faculty members 
2. Improving the quality and usefulness of  feedback to students on their work
3. Increasing the awareness by students of the criteria on which their work is being assessed 
4. Preventing plagiarism
5. Increasing the efficiency of processes in the light of a planned worsening of the staff/student ratio
6. The sustainability agenda; reducing paper usage, photocopying and printing across the institution.

The overarching aim was to use technology to improve the assessment and feedback processes across the institution by getting the most out of the technology already available to us. The emphasis was on support for staff (hence the project short title), while recognising the needs of students and the institution. The project restricted itself to coursework rather than examinations, and recognised that there were a number of types of assessment that could not be handled electronically. We concentrated on the processes used for the commonest types of substantial text assignments. The focus groups with the academic and administrative staff in schools allowed us to identify ten issues around assessment that were raised repeatedly. These were reported to the steering group. Some were not within the remit of the project but were passed on to relevant university groups.

We were aware that there was varied practice in delivering feedback to students, which was mostly paper-based and often not collected. Often assessment processes had not been designed holistically, and administrative staff time, paper and space costs were not considered. Therefore, in designing new coursework assessment processes, we adopted a holistic view, balancing the needs of all stakeholders: academics, administrators, students and the university. 

An important context was the pedagogical literature and the evidence concerning assessment for learning – hence the value of the project being based in the educational development unit – especially the principles of institution-wide and programme-wide change in assessment, as exemplified in the REAP project (Strathclyde University) and TESTA project (http://www.testa.ac.uk/).  

	JISC Impact 


How have JISC outputs have helped to address the issue?

Many JISC projects and publications have been helpful. JISC project outputs were used to raise awareness of different methods of providing feedback (e.g. audio, video), and used to inform the pedagogy behind the design decisions embedded in the three new recommended processes. Examples included the e-Reflect project at Westminster. The Effective Assessment in a Digital Age publication gave a useful framework and guide to projects. 

Other projects helped to inform us how other institutions had approached integrations between systems similar to ours. Technical information was useful for planning how assessment processes could be improved further in the near future as the university VLE changes from Blackboard 8 to Blackboard 9.1. For example, Learning Tools Interoperability (LTI) is a standard that is being developed by the CELTIC project which allows systems to easily integrate with specific learning environments, in this case Blackboard 9.1, allowing deeper integration, for example with the webPA system for peer review.  We are therefore looking at exploring webPA in a trial. 

	Headline achievements 


· We have promoted an institutional discussion on embedding existing technology into assessment and feedback processes, prompting and supporting many specific cases of adoption in modules and programmes, and setting in train institutional discussions about standardising assessment processes.
· We prompting a review of some assessment regulations that were widely misunderstood.
· We developed a portfolio of three assessment and feedback processes based on sound educational principles, and promoted these across the institution.
· We supported a score of innovative assessment projects across the institution using different methods of providing feedback to students, by supporting enthusiast academics, who are already influencing their colleagues and in some cases publishing the projects nationally.

	What benefits has your project delivered 


· A positive cultural shift towards using technology in assessment, in many parts of the university
· Our recommended processes will give cost savings for students and academic schools in printing and space, and savings in staff time once new processes are embedded and familiar.
· We increased awareness of potentially useful technology for giving student feedback, especially audio files and Turnitin’s Grademark
· Saving staff time through more efficient processes, once up-front training and practice is accomplished 
· Business process improvements: Revised assessment ‘business processes’ will give a more consistent student experience between programmes and modules – for example, most feedback will be delivered through the VLE - reducing institutional risks of unsatisfied students
· Increased resilience of the new assessment processes
· Increased functionality; more options for providing feedback are available, especially audio. 
· Improved interoperability between institutional information systems is being planned
· Reduction of redundant data 
· Improved performance towards institutional targets, for example, student retention, space usage, and maintenance of quality in the face of worsening staff/student ratios. 
· Improvements to institutional governance; some regulations are being improved.


	Has your team / institution developed any new capabilities 



The project coordinator developed technical skills and staff development skills. He attended many relevant workshops and conferences. 
Many academics have developed new skills in using technology for assessment and feedback – at least 20 and probably many more.  
In 2010-11 4566 students received feedback from Grade Mark, up from 2474 in the previous academic year.
About 500 students were involved in the 20 mini-projects and would have received feedback differently because of this. 

	What are the key lessons learned during your project


· A multilevel approach is essential and it is important to involve the major stakeholders
· Institutional change is slow and variable especially when some working practices have been the same for many years, but nonetheless consulting with academics and administrators and taking their concerns seriously allows us to propose institution-wide change that is acceptable to many.
· Giving technology, with support, to academics to use in assessment is effective and gains goodwill when wider changes are being discussed.
· Flexible Support for academic staff in using technology is important, to guide them through the initial learning curve.  

	Has delivering the objectives set out brought about any disadvantages or drawbacks?

	


· The resistance to change in a few academic areas was very strong and not susceptible to the influence of a short project, even with senior management support.
· Recommendations that were acceptable or even already in place in some academic areas were unacceptable in others. 
· The use of the VLE to deliver feedback was an advantage to some staff, students and administrators however it was a considered a disadvantage to other academics 
· It was surprisingly difficult to give technology to many academics ‘without strings’; the major barriers to change and innovation are usually not lack of technology. 
· One impediment to the project was having unclear or unusable regulations that weren’t followed inconsistently by schools. They clearly needed revision and we had to assume how they would be revised when we were designing new processes. They are only now being revised (by Planning and Academic Management) as the project ends. 


	How will this project be taken further? What sustainability measures have you arranged for your project?



1. The recommendations to adopt the three coursework processes the project designed (summarised in Appendix 7) will be discussed at the university Learning and Teaching Committee in July 2011, following prolonged consultation with schools and faculties. 

2. The new Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy will include elements of the project’s outputs.

3. The project coordinator will continue in his role on a part-time basis to support the innovative use of technology in assessment and the adoption of the three recommended processes.


	Summary and Reflection 



The project met our expectations and succeeded in what was possible in just 12 months. 
We believe our approach, based on the pedagogic literature, JISC projects and our local knowledge and contacts, would work in most institutions, by being supportive to academic and administrative staff – the people who will use the new processes and technology. With senior management support it can open an institutional discussion about improving assessment practices. 

Institution-wide change in pedagogy is, of course, difficult to prompt and to manage. It is largely under the control of academics and different academic schools have different cultures and starting points in the discussion. A project must invest time in discussions with focus groups, departmental meetings, learning and teaching committees, and individuals. 

Such projects are best run from central units with strong pedagogical roots. 
Supporting a small minority of academics willing to ‘have a go’ pays dividends in their influence with colleagues, and in demonstrating novel approaches to assessment to the rest of the university – for example in the annual teaching symposium and the annual teaching innovations magazine. These mini-projects become ‘proof of concept’ demonstrations to other academics. This reduces the risks of making changes when they have a system that works, but has inefficiencies that have not been a problem in the past. 

How stable are the changes in practice being proposed and supported by the project? Technology always changes, usually for the better. For example, the institutional VLE is currently changing to Blackboard 9.1 for the 2011-12 academic year. So the details of how the technology can be used future could or must change within the next two or three years. However, the principles of the three recommended processes from the project will not change as long as Turnitin is licensed and integrated with the VLE. 

What are our top tips for others adopting a similar approach?
Involve the stakeholders as soon as possible, thorough multiple channels. Provide hardware, software, and support for both, in ways that are easiest for academics to use – they are busy people. Offer as much support as you can, in different ways. Visit and arrange visits from those who have run related projects at other institutions. 

If you were to run this project again what would you do differently?
We would start a little earlier in the year to be better prepared for the following academic year, and run the project for 18 months (6 months plus an academic year).
 

Publications:
Poster for the SOLSTICE 2011 conference June 2011-06-21
http://www.keele.org.uk/docs/poster%20for%20SOLSTICE%20v4.png 

Conference proceedings for ICICTE conference July 2011-06-21
http://www.keele.org.uk/docs/059%20SB-MW%20ICICTE%20paper%20March2011v6.pdf  

Project blog is at
http://projectstafkeeleuniversity.jiscinvolve.org/wp/ 
or 
http://tinyurl.com/stafproject   















	Appendix 1

 Work packages and outputs 




	WORKPACKAGE 
Objective 

  WORKPACKAGE 1: JISC in your    Institution

	Outputs
	How the project has achieved this objective and output

	Objective: 
· Increased awareness of JISC internally, and how JISC outputs and services can address strategic objectives. (Workpackage 1 should be desk research and cost no more than £5-10k)
· Workpackages 1.1 and 1.2 will form the more in- depth basis for the subsequent workpackages, allowing a more tactical engagement.
	
	This has been achieved by contacting all directors of learning and teaching through meetings with all the schools, and a presence at various university and faculty meetings and open sessions in the faculties.  The blog is being promoted at the various meetings and a piece has been written for the Highlights newsletter produced by the LDU for the university.  Regular update presentations are also being given to the Assessment Review Group chaired by the Pro Vice-Chancellor for Education and the Student Experience

	1. Review and articulate strategic objectives and needs that project will address
	Report articulating most pressing needs within the institution that this project will address
	A brief report has been produced outlining the most pressing needs of the institution and the institutional objectives, these have been approved by the steering group and the literature review has been mapped against these.

	2. Review JISC Projects and services and align with strategic objectives.
	A review of JISC projects that are mapped on to the institutional objectives and needs. Each set of objectives and needs will form the basis of a separate review/report.

	This has been achieved through the  literature review see the project blog 
Tinyurl.com/stafproject

	3. To embed a JISCWatch process in the institution that monitors opportunities for JISC funding, new publications and supporting materials, events and conferences
	Models for institutional engagement with JISC presented as case studies.
	Research and enterprise services monitor the JISC project calls and inform appropriate staff internally. A procedure for approving institutional bids has been agreed, being signed off by the PVC after taking advice from the Head of the LDU. 







	WORKPACKAGE 2: Developing processes and the uses of technology
	Outputs
	How the project has achieved this objective and output 

	2.1 Develop portfolio of technology supported assessment processes
	Documentation on the advantages and limitations of a series of assessment processes and recommendations for appropriate contexts
	This has been achieved through designing a framework of three recommended processes using technology for  coursework assignments; see the project blog for further details.  Feedback in relation to the advantages and limitations of these processes has been gathered from all schools and incorporated into the processes. 

	2.2 Develop new assessment processes with novel (to Keele) technology
	Documentation and multimedia support for novel assessment practice using technology
	A score of mini-projects by volunteer academics has used a range of technology for novel assessment processes, especially to provide audio feedback, screen-casting as feedback, and using TurnitinUK Grademark. 
Screen-casts and brief guides to these technologies have been produced and are accessed from the project blog.

	2.3 Support schools in reviewing  their assessment processes
	School review and planning documents
	This has been achieved through meeting with administrators and academics in all 14 schools in the institution to discover what their current assessment processes are, and their concerns about them, and then designing a framework of streamlined processes for dealing with assignments. 















	

WORKPACKAGE 3: Support for implementations, and evaluation
	Outputs
	 How the project has achieved this objective and output

	3.1 Support for academic staff using technology-supported and novel assessment practices
	Documentation, multimedia support, workshops, individual support
	This was achieved by offering workshops through the Learning Development Unit focussed on audio feedback, video feedback, screen-casting for feedback , Grademark and electronic voting.  Individual support as offered continually by the project coordinator, who had an open door policy for support.  Speakers from 5 institutions were also invited to discuss their experiences projects with technology in assessment and feedback.

	Evaluation of student and staff experiences of changed assessment and feedback practices
	Online questionnaires, focus groups, interviews
	This was achieved through, firstly, an online questionnaire for students, the results of which are summarised on the blog. Secondly, interviews were held with the staff running mini-projects which were recorded as audio or video or text, and these are accessible from the blog.





	WORKPACKAGE 4: Project deliverables to JISC

Objective: Preparation and production of agreed outputs to the JISC

	Outputs
	How the project has achieved this objective and output

	Case studies
	Case studies
	This has been achieved through gathering staff perception of the technology used; details can be found on the project blog.

	Resources and guides for other institutions
	Resources and guides for other institutions
	This has been achieved.    Resources can also found on the project blog. The overall project could also be considered a resource and guide.

	Testimonial
	Testimonial from Executive Management team members
	A testimonial from the PVC Education is appended.




	Appendix 2

 Staff interview guide 




Evaluation from a staff perspective through interview
The list below outlines what information the interviews with members of staff will gather.

Variables to measure 
· Staff perception of ease of use of intervention 
· Staff perception of efficiency of the intervention compared to current practice, in terms of production and delivery 
· Staff perception of richness of feedback when compared to current practice
· Staff perception of benefits/ or negative impact to students between current practice and intervention.
· Likelihood of continued use of intervention. 
· Would staff continue to use the intervention in their teaching practice if not what would it take for them to adopt the intervention as current practice

Questions used to gather this information

1. In the project what technology and /or process did you use to provide feedback to students?
2. Prior to the project how would you normally provide feedback to students?

3. Did you find providing feedback was more or less efficient than the process normally used?

4. Did using the technology allow you to provide richer or more detailed feedback to students when compared with the ‘normal’ process used?

5. Do you think that the students benefitted from the change in feedback process? (Why? What is your data?)

6. From your perspective, what were the main advantages of using this process to produce feedback?

7. From your perspective, were there any disadvantages to using this process to deliver feedback?

8. How do you think the process used could be improved to make it easier to use?

9. Will you continue to use the intervention in your teaching practice? If not, what would need to change for you to adopt the intervention as current practice?




	Appendix 3
Questions for Schools to be discussed at the meeting 



ix 2
1. That are your current assessment practices, i.e. do you use online submission via turn it in, do you use e-vision to record submission of work?

2. Do you use online quizzes either for formative or summative purposes?

3. Do you have any unique assessment strategies? i.e. portfolios that require weekly submissions, if so how do you manage these?, i.e. are they submitted via the KLE feedback given weekly and then the whole document submitted at the end of term for assessment to be marked and returned to the students?

4. Are there any support strategies in place for students before submission ie staff office hour or are staff bombarded with emails about reading drafts?

5. How do the students submit their work?  Do they submit two paper copies to the office; are there any modules with electronic submission?

6. How is the work marked?

7. How is the students work second marked?

8. How are marks inputted into SCIMS, are they manually typed in and checked or do your staff fill in a spreadsheet which is automatically uploaded into SCIMS?

9. How is feedback given to the students?

10. How does the external examiner moderate the module?

11. (Question for Academic staff)What barriers or obstacles do you face when marking work or with assessment process as a whole?

12. (Question for Administrative staff) What change in process do you think would improve the assessment process for you?

13. How do the students know when and how to submit their work?

14. How do you archive the student files and assessed work?



	Appendix 4
Online student Questionnaire and results  



Below is a link to the questionnaire used to gather students perceptions of the technology used to provide feedback.
https://spreadsheets.google.com/spreadsheet/viewform?formkey=dGVyZ3lxQlNQbm5EY1pNa2hjRnI1S3c6MQ 
Please see the project blog for the results of the online questionnaire correct at 03/06/2011
Project blog is at
http://projectstafkeeleuniversity.jiscinvolve.org/wp/ 
or 
http://tinyurl.com/stafproject   



	Appendix 5
Testimonial from the PVC Education and Student Experience  



It has been an absolute privilege to have been the sponsor of this project and I am thankful to JISC for providing the opportunity for us to take this extremely important project forward.  
I would like to congratulate the project team on the comprehensive and integrated project and operational plan and the seamless way in which the project has been implemented across the University.  There has been extensive and inclusive consultation across a wide range of academic and non academic staff, extensive data collection and analysis and a set of outputs which will be of immense value to this, and hopefully other institutions.  
The project has developed recommendations for three streamlined, technology-assisted coursework assessment and feedback processes .  These recommendations were discussed and refined at faculty wide meetings and the final project report is to be considered at the July 2011 University Learning and Teaching Committee.  The project also promoted innovation in giving feedback, and supported twenty mini projects across the institution that have demonstrated to colleagues the feasibility and benefits of innovations. Such innovations can sit within the recommended assessment processes.
I have no doubt that the project outcomes will be well received by the University Committee and that the proposed technology-assisted assessment processes will be embedded across programmes and will impact significantly on the quality and efficiency of our assessment and feedback processes.
Thank you once again for providing the opportunity for Keele to undertake this very important piece of work which will help improve our student experience.  
Prof Marilyn Andrews



	Appendix 6
A list of the mini-projects supported by the STAF project  

	


1. Providing all students with feedback on their OSCE’s performance via a interactive website, Adrian Molyneux and Chris Harrison, Medical School

 Assessments in medical education, especially Objective Structured Clinical Examinations (OSCEs), are particularly expensive, so it makes sense to maximise the value that can be obtained from them. Traditionally, feedback following ‘high-stakes’ summative OSCEs has been limited to confirmation of whether students have passed or failed. Feedback after OSCEs is likely to be popular with students and provides value for money. However, the feasibility of providing detailed feedback to whole year groups is difficult. Most resources are therefore usually invested in students who fail assessments. However, all students would benefit from feedback to improve their performance. This is particularly relevant in healthcare, where it is important to identify potential gaps in a student’s competence, even when they have passed an assessment overall. To try to meet these conflicting needs, we have designed an interactive website to deliver feedback after all OSCEs and OSSEs. It is designed to upload spreadsheets created for the exam board in a simple process to enable delivery of feedback at the same time as release of results, via the institutional VLE. Students are given options to receive the feedback in a variety of different formats, including station-by-station analysis or analysis of their performance in certain skill domains across multiple stations. Guidance is given to help students reflect on the feedback and develop an action plan. When it was introduced to Year 1 students, 130 students made over 4000 separate page hits within the first 24 hours. We are performing detailed evaluation of how students use the website and how long they spend on different sections. 

2. Moving to a more streamlined process of producing and marking multiple choice exams, School of Pharmacy 

The School of Pharmacy uses multiple choice questions for high stakes assessment.  This process is currently paper based and relies on manual production of papers and student results being manually inputted.  The project supported the acquisition of an optical mark reader and associated software that would allow the School to streamline the assessment process in relation to multiple choice exams and also allow for more detailed analysis of how the questions were being answered and their validity.   
3.  Using a 24inch screen for marking using Grademark  Dr Barbara Introwicz, School of Health and Rehabilitation

In this recording Dr Barbara Introwicz outlines how using a larger screen aided her use of marking online using the Grademark facility available through Turnitin.  She explains how the new Grademark interface compares to the old interface and what particular developments to the system would be of benefit.  Dr Barbara Introwicz typically marks around 50, 5000 word assignments (per module) online.  
Video evaluation: http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-Barbara 

4. Providing general feedback on a multiple choice exam using audio. Dr Bill Dixon, School of Sociology and Criminology

Dr Bill Dixon used a voice recorder to provide generic feedback to students.  The feedback was for a level 1 multiple choice exam.  Dr Bill Dixon chose to provide audio feedback to students as he was disappointed with the level of usage of the generic text based feedback he used to provide.

5.  Using Audio for Feedback on Assessments, David J. McGarvey, School of Physical and Geographical Sciences (Chemistry)

Dave provided individual audio feedback to four 1st and 2nd year undergraduate Chemistry courses on a variety of assessments (posters, laboratory reports, laboratory diaries) with the aim of providing richer, more detailed and more comprehensible individual feedback than is possible within the same timeframe as using written feedback., using a handheld digital mp3 voice recorder funded by the JISC STAF project.  Table 1 summarises details of the cohorts and assessments for which audio feedback has been provided.
The following is a summary of the key points that students have highlighted in relation to audio feedback:
· None of the students had received audio feedback previously.
· Many students highlighted the thorough, in-depth and detailed nature of the feedback in comparison with written feedback.
· Many students commented positively on the feedback being more ‘personal’ than written feedback.
· Many students commented that the audio feedback was more comprehensible/understandable than written feedback.
· A significant number of students commented that in comparison with written feedback, it was more difficult to return to particular comments with audio because the comments cannot be seen.
· A significant number of students said they wanted to ask questions whilst listening to the audio feedback, but couldn’t do so at the time of listening.
Video evaluations : http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-davep1 
http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-davep2 

6.  Providing video feedback to Music Technology, Dr Diego Garro, School of Humanities

In this project  Dr Diego Garro provided 35 students on a second year Computer Video course with individual video feedback. The evaluation videos below provide details. 

Evaluation - part 1: questionnaires from students investigating how the experiment worked, technically and pedagogically. http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-diegop1 
Evaluation - part 2: my own reflective practice notes on how the experiment worked, technically, pedagogically and in terms of workload. http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-diegop2 
Evaluation - part 3: external examiner involvement and feedback on the project.
http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-diegop3 

7.  Using a Tablet PC and Grademark for online marking,  Dr Jan Hoole, School of Life Sciences

In this project Dr Jan Hoole used a tablet PC to mark using Grademark.  She found that the tablet PC didn’t suit her style of marking but was impressed by the features Grademark offered.  This project was carried out with a group of MSc students in Life Sciences.  Please see her evaluations at
http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-janp1 
http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-janp2 
http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-janp3

8.  Providing feedback to students using Grademark and Screen capture, Dr Jody Harlowe English Language Unit

In this project Dr Jody Harlowe used Jing (a free screen capture program) in conjunction with Grademark.  This project looked to provide richer feedback to English Language students.  Students submitted their work to Turnitin where it was marked using the Grademark features, a specific quick mark set was developed based on previous paper rubrics.  The marker would then use Jing to record audio whilst capturing the Grademarked paper on screen this allowed the marker to convey in more detail specific language errors and provide more directed feedback to the students. 

9.  Screen-casting as a means of providing timely, general feedback on assessment, Dr Katherine Haxton, School of Physical and Geographical Sciences

Screencasting offers a means of providing mini-lectures working through answers to assessments that students can view at a time and place of their choosing, rather than being forced to listen in a timetabled class.  Crucially, screencasts of model answers and problem solving allow teachers to reveal their problem solving strategy, something not easily conveyed with written answers. 
Dr Haxton used a Toshiba tablet PC running Windows 7 and Camtasia Studio 7 and a digital voice recorder was used in place of the internal microphone to record high quality audio which was then edited into the screencast.  The screencasts were edited before production of the video to remove any awkward pauses or stumbles.  This enabled the screencasts to be recorded in one attempt.  Custom production settings were used within Camatasia Studio 7 to enable a table of contents to be produced in the finished video. This allows students to navigate to a specific part of the screencast, for example a specific PowerPoint slide title, enabling them to revisit content easily.   Screencasts were approximately 5 minutes in length (the maximum length for online production) and took around 20 minutes to prepare, record and edit each after the initial learning curve. 

Screencasts were used to provide model answers to a number of class tests in the 2010/11 academic year including those involving spectroscopic data interpretation and main group inorganic chemistry.    For first year Chemistry, screencast model answers and feedback were provided in addition to marked class test scripts, but the level of feedback offered on the marked scripts was reduced to only the key points and uncommon errors, and students were directed to consult the screencast model answer feedback.  
Screencasts were well received by the students with most rating them equal to or better than written, individual feedback.  In particular, the opportunity to watch and see the problem solving strategy was identified as particularly useful: “I found the video feedback to be very helpful.  It allowed me to look at my answers in the comfort of my own home, without using up valuable problem class / lecture time.  [The] commentary highlighted some points that would not have been easily conveyed in writing alone.” – First Year Student
http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-Katherine 

10.  Moving from paper marking and feedback to online marking and feedback using Grademark on a Sociology module, Dr Mark Featherstone, School of Sociology and Criminology

In this project Dr Mark Featherstone moved from paper based assignment marking and feedback to electronic marking and feedback using Grademark.  This was initially tried on a small piece of written work.  It worked well so Mark decided to use Grademark on a larger piece of written work (circa 2500 words for 25 students).  Outlined below are Marks findings, to summarise he found that using Grademark changed the way he marked and allowed him to provide richer more detailed feedback to students.   

11.  Providing audio feedback to Third year students in Psychology, Dr Nicky Edelstyn School of Psychology 

In this recording Dr Nicky Edelstyn discusses her experiences of providing audio feedback to third year Psychology students in her Special Interest module.  The feedback was delivered to the students through our institutional VLE via a private discussion journal.  
 http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-Nickyaudio

12.  Providing feedback on draft dissertations using Grademark and a tablet pc to third year students in Psychology, Dr Nicky Edelstyn School of Psychology

In this recording Dr Nicky Edelstyn discusses her experiences of using Grademark and a tablet pc to provide feedback to third year students on their draft dissertations.  Dr Nicky Edelstyn finds that she is able to provide more directed feedback to students and that the students found the feedback using Grademark easier to use. 
 http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-NickyGradem
13.  Using a Tablet PC and Grademark for online marking, Dr Sarah Taylor, School of Life Sciences

In this project Dr Sarah Taylor describes her experience of using a tablet PC to mark using Grademark.  Dr Sarah Taylor found  that the tablet PC didn’t suit her style of marking but was impressed by the features Grademark offered.  She discusses the main advantages and disadvantages of Grademark.  This project was carried out with a group of MSc students in Life Sciences. Please see below for links to the recordings
http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-sarahT 

14. Using the handwriting features of a tablet PC to mark and provide feedback electronically submitted work, Dr Sharon George, School of Physical and Geographical Sciences

In this project Dr Sharon George used the features in a tablet PC that allow for Word files to be annotated by hand and feedback to be typed.  In brief, the files are submitted electronically through the VLE and then opened on the tablet PC through Word where they can be annotated by hand on screen using the stylus provided.  Any other feedback can then be typed and the files returned to students through the same means as they were submitted. 

15. Screen-casting and Grademark as a means of providing timely feedback on assessment, Dr Sheila Hope, School of Life Sciences

In this project Dr Shelia Hope used Grademark and screen capture software Camtasia to provide feedback to students.  More specifically she describes the practical issues faced and compares the use of jing (freely available screen capture ,software) with Camtasia a more complex programme, and details how else she has been using Camtasia to support student  learning.  In this project the general process followed was that students would submit their assignment to a Turnitin drop box in the VLE where the work would be marked and an audio commentary provided over the using Camtasia to record these comments and screen actions.  Please see below for links to the recordings
http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-SheliaH 

16.  Using Turnitin plagiarism detection for formative assessment and as a learning tool, Dr Sotirios Santatzoglou, Law School and Dr Jenny Smith, Learning and Professional Development Centre

Turnitin offers useful online tools, which can point out the strengths and weaknesses of a student’s formative assessment and therefore improve the formative feedback process and support the communication process between Lecturer and student. The aim of this study is to examine whether Turnitin can develop the effectiveness of formative assessment. The project involved around 190 students. The evaluation is conducting interviews with criminal law students to understand the student view on the use of Turnitin as a learning tool. In particular how the formative assessment process assisted them towards their summative exam results.  
17. Using audio feedback and electronic submission for French Language students, Yvan Tardy, Language Learning Unit 

In this video clip Yvan Tardy outlines how he used audio files to provide feedback to students and his perception of its use.  This projects method was for students to submit word files to the VLE Yvan then used word track changes combined with audio files as feedback these files were then delivered through the VLE back to students.  Amongst his findings Yvan found that the feedback from the students was positive and that he could convey a lot more information using audio than he could in written form.  He also found that it was much easier to explain where mistakes in the French language were using audio. Yvan is moving towards trying screen capture for feedback next and asking the students to submit some assessments as audio files.
http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-YvanTardy 

18.  Using the handwriting features of a tablet PC to mark and provide feedback electronically submitted group work, Dr Zoe Robinson, School of Physical and Geographical Sciences

In this project Dr Zoe Robinson used features in a tablet PC that allow for word files to be annotated by hand a.  In brief the files are submitted electronically through the VLE and then opened on the tablet PC through Word where they can be annotated by hand on screen using the pen provided.  The files are returned to students through the same means as they were submitted.  Outlined in the recording below are Dr Zoe Robinsons views on using this method to provide feedback to students on group work. Please see below for links to the recordings
http://tinyurl.com/projectstaf-eval-ZoeRob 

19.  Using Respondus and the VLE for multiple choice tests, Victoria Cartwright, School of Physical and Geographical Sciences
 
This year we have introduced some new assessment strategies on our Chemistry foundation year modules. Using the VLE we created multiple choice pre-lab questions that the students had to answer in preparation for the laboratory sessions. Respondus software was purchased by the department so that these quizzes could be developed. The MCQs worked very well, because of the large number of foundation year students this mode of assessment was easy, didn't require a lot of time to manage, and also helped monitor the student’s engagement with the module from an early point in the semester. I will also be using it this semester with the same year group.

20. Using a 24inch screen for marking using Grademark, Dr Carole Watkins, School of Health and Rehabilitation

In this project Dr Carole Watkins outlined how using a larger screen aided her use of marking online using the Grademark facility and reported on how she found using Grademark. Initially it took longer as she was unfamiliar with marking on-line. However, with time the process become more efficient. The larger screen made it much easier to view the work, particularly the marking rubric (which had been almost impossible to view clearly with the smaller screen). The technology allowed her to provide richer or more detailed feedback to students when compared with the ‘normal’ process used; the format of Grademark, with the ability to insert comments within the text as well as provide feedback via general comments & the marking rubric, made the marking process easier & the larger screen enabled more effective use of Grademark. The students have been able to access this feedback on-line and have already reported that they have found it valuable to be able to access this more specific feedback as it enables them to more clearly see where they have gone wrong. 
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