Annex D – Learning and Teaching Innovation Grants Proposal Template (Submission date: Monday 20 July 2009)

Before You Complete This Template Read the ‘Guidance to Bidders Document’
, then Check:

· Does your proposal duplicate existing JISC funded or planned work?

· Is the work outlined in your proposal part of your core institutional remit?

· Does your proposal include JISC funding for the development or purchase of learning material/learning content?

· Is your proposal further developing an existing tool without evidence of significant demand from an identified community?

· Does your proposal include JISC funding for software and equipment purchase?

· Is your proposal a direct resubmission of a previous bid to a JISC funded programme?

If you have responded ‘Yes’ to any of the above questions, you should be aware that your bid will be considered out of scope for this call (see the information in Circular 4/08 for details).

When completing the template, please do not:

· submit overlong answers (note, you cannot “vire” words between answers);

· include supplementary material (annexes, staff CVs, letters of support);

· use images in an attempt to get around the word limit.



Proposal Information

This is the basic information that we need to process your bid and correspond with you regarding the assessment process:

	1.  What is the name of your proposed project? 


This name may be changed at a later date. We will use this information to identify your bid during the assessment process.

	Optimising audio feedback to maximise student and staff experience

	2.  What theme(s) does your proposal relate to? (indicate all that apply) 
 

This information helps us assign your bid to the most appropriate markers

	
eAssessment
	
Learning Resources & 
Activities
	
Technology Enhanced 
Learning Environments

	
e-Portfolios
	
e-Administration for Learning & 
Teaching
	



Other 

	

	2.  What is the name of the institution leading this bid? 
 

	Aberystwyth University

	3.  Who is the contact person for this bid? 
 

	Dr I-Chant Andrea Chiang

	4.  What is the email address of the contact person? 


Please check this address carefully, and ensure that the mail account will be checked regularly.

	iac@aber.ac.uk

	5.  What is the amount of funding sought from JISC for this proposal?


Bidders can request between £20,000 and £75,000, smaller projects are welcome.

	

	6.  Has a version of this proposal been submitted to any previous JISC programmes?


Though we will check this internally, projects should indicate where they are submitting a heavily revised bid to a previous call for proposals. Note that direct resubmissions of unchanged bids are not eligible.

	  Yes            No  

	6a. If yes, please explain briefly. (200 words)

You should mention the programme the bid was made to, the feedback offered and the steps that have been taken to address this feedback.

	

	Freedom of Information

Please see http://www.ico.gov.uk for further information on the Freedom of Information Act and the exemptions to disclosure it contains.

This FOI Withheld Information question is of indicative value only and JISC may nevertheless be obliged to disclose this information in accordance with the requirements of the Act. In answering this question you acknowledge that the final decision on disclosure rests with JISC.

We also reserve the right to post details of this submission online, in order to support future rounds of this call.

	7. 
We would like JISC to consider withholding the following sections or paragraphs of this proposal from disclosure, should the contents of this proposal be requested under the Freedom of Information Act, or if we are successful in our bid for funding and our project proposal is made available on the JISC website. 

	N/A

	Project Description


8.  Describe your proposed project in 3 sentences. (80 words)

	Audio feedback has been shown to be popular with learners and educators by delivering richer feedback in faster turnaround time than written feedback.  This project aims to investigate three forms of audio feedback currently being used by lecturers around the UK to determine the optimal method for a variety of learners: audio-only, asynchronous audio-visual, and synchronous audio-visual.  Quality and quantity of feedback will help determine which method will provide effective feedback for students without overburdening assessors.



	Material for Assessment


	These sections will comprise the part of the proposal that is assessed at stage one of the process (pre-interview). You must adhere to the word limits indicated for each question.

	9.  What is the issue, problem or user need that your proposed project is addressing? 
(500 words)  

	Traditional feedback on student assignments is given through written means.  Most HE feedback centres around a standard marksheet with categories for the assessment criteria along with tick boxes to show how well the assignment achieved each criterion and allows some space for comments.  Several problems can arise from this format, including lack of depth, illegible handwriting, overemphasis on areas of weakness, and inability to vary tone.  Perhaps due to these problems, feedback is traditionally the area in which students are least satisfied in the National Student Survey (BBC, 2007; Unistats, 2009).  One possible solution to combat these problems is to use audio feedback instead of written feedback.  Audio feedback is currently the focus of several large scale research projects in higher education (Sounds Good, Audio Supported Enhanced Learning).  Research has found that not only do students benefit from this form of feedback but staff do as well (King, McGugan, Bunyan, 2008; Ice, Curtis, Phillips, Wells, 2007; Merry and Orsmond, 2008).  Examples of student benefits of receiving audio feedback over written feedback include 1) it is easier to understand as there are no problems with illegible handwriting, 2) it contains more depth because goes beyond simply stating the problem, and 3) students perceive it to be a richer form of feedback.  This last point includes nuances, tone of voice, higher quantity of words, more genuine, more accessible, and more personal.  The staff advantages are similar but have the added benefit of time savings long-term (in the short-term, as staff members learn and become more familiar with this new technique, it may not immediately be perceived as time-saving).  An audio format also allows more flexibility as assessors can deviate off the standard marksheet order and focus on a few specific, concrete problems rather than a long list of edits without context or priority.

However, assessors who are currently giving audio feedback have many different ways of providing it to their students.  One method is to record audio files, either by a computer or a digital voice recorder, and sharing the files with students, by sending them over email or using a course management website (King, McGugan, Bunyan, 2008; Sounds Good).  Another method is to ask students to submit their assignment electronically, insert the audio comments at relevant points directly on the document, and send the document back to the student (K. Silber, personal communication, 2009).  Yet another method is to use a screen capture program to record audio feedback whilst recording the screen activities of the assessor going through the document (Spectrum, 2009).  Each method has its advantages and disadvantages, so which method is optimal and does the preference for method vary with student type?



	10.  How does the proposed project address the issue described above? (500 words)

	Because there are many possible methods for performing audio feedback, this research project aims to investigate three methods of audio feedback.  The objective is to determine which method will optimize student and staff experience.  Each of the three methods described above will be evaluated for its effectiveness, usability, and student receptiveness to determine which method is optimal taking into account cost, accessibility, staff time spent, student level and student perception.
The project will be executed in three phases.  The first phase will focus on training staff members on the audio feedback methods.  During this phase, staff will attend workshops to familiarise them with each of the delivery methods of audio feedback.  The second phase will be implementation of the audio feedback in modules through the 2009-2010 academic year.  Students will be informed that feedback will be changed to be delivered by audio instead of written as in years past.

Three methods of providing audio feedback will be investigated.

1. Audio-Only: Students will submit assignments in hard copy as per usual.  Staff will provide audio feedback using a digital voice recorder, then send the audio files to students using the Digital Dropbox via Blackboard ensuring secure, private transfer without increasing storage capacity.  Students then retrieve the audio file and listen to it using any compatible media player and speakers.

2. Asynchronous Audio-Visual: Students will submit Microsoft Word assignments electronically using the Digital Dropbox via Blackboard.  Staff will comment on these documents by inserting audio files into the documents at various points.  Staff will then send these documents back to the students via the same path.  Students then retrieve the document and listen to the feedback using Microsoft Word and speakers.

3. Synchronous Audio-Visual: Students will submit assignments electronically in any format using the Digital Dropbox via Blackboard.  Staff will start a screen capture using Jing which will record both the audio feedback as well as the screen activity as the assessor actively goes through the document.  A link is generated by Jing and the assessor sends the link to the student.  Students click on the link which opens a video of the screen capture that the assessor created.  They listen and watch the feedback using an internet connection and speakers.

The third phase will be evaluation of the three methods. During this phase, we will distribute online questionnaires as well as conduct focus groups and interviews.  These will be conducted with both students and staff to better understand their experiences.  Questions to consider: how long did staff members spend on giving feedback using each method? are the methods comparable in terms of quality of feedback? are students able to easily access their feedback? is one method particularly suited to underperforming students? which method do students and staff prefer?

	11.  What makes the proposed project innovative? (500 words)

In this section, bidders should carefully consider paragraphs 12 and 14 in Circular 4/08.

	Currently, we are not aware of different types of audio feedback being compared against each other.  Different assessments (handwritten statistics calculations, essays, wikis, presentations) may not be conducive to the same form of feedback merely because of their format.  Additionally, previous research has found that underperforming students do not take feedback on board like their higher performing peers (current HEA project led by Emile van der Zee “Investigating the efficacy of peer-based pre-submission essay writing feedback, with a focus on underperforming students”).  In individual face-to-face feedback sessions, we find a discrepancy between the high-performing and underperforming-students in the effectiveness of these sessions.  Firstly, the underperforming students were sometimes not even willing to attend the feedback meetings and often missed their appointments.  These would also be the same students who did not pick up written feedback.  Secondly, their metacognitive strategies were not as attuned as the high-performing students who were able to almost predict our comments.  This discrepancy suggests that underperforming students have not understood the assignment criteria as well and therefore cannot gauge their own performance as accurately as high-performing students.  Receiving the feedback orally may have perhaps been the first time they compared their work with the set criteria.  This suggests that feedback should be targeted differently depending on the student.  A simpler method of audio feedback (audio only) may work sufficiently for the high-performing students but an interactive method (synchronous audio-visual) may work best for underperforming students.  This project attempts to tease apart these differences.
Several projects funded by JISC inform this proposal.  The Sounds Good project managed by Bob Rotheram has found great success in using audio feedback at HE institutions around the UK.  Overwhelmingly, students reacted positively to audio feedback and preferred it to written feedback.  Our project would take the next step in determining which type of audio feedback is optimal and how different types of students may respond to each method.  Audio Supported Enhanced Learning (ASEL) managed by Will Stewart, is investigating the pedagogical uses of audio broadly.  Although not focused exclusively on feedback, ASEL is evaluating a set of audio tools within emerging Web 2.0 technologies.  Our project would be helpful in evaluating similar tools and our findings can be compared with theirs.  Our project is also shaped by the findings of ASSET led by Anne Crook, in an attempt to create a dialogue between learner and assessor using Web 2.0 technologies.  Another project recently conducted through the Higher Education Academy has informed this current project.  “Maximising the effectiveness of feedback for undergraduate students” led by Dr Julie Hulme’s team at Staffordshire University confirmed that written feedback has many problems viewed by both students and staff.  They found that verbal feedback is preferred but not feasible for staff workload when there are large numbers of students.  These findings support our proposal to find a better feedback system for students whilst balancing staff workload.



	12.  How does the proposed project address the JISC eLearning vision, principles and objectives? (500 words)  These are listed in the circular 04/08.

	The scope of this project addresses several parts of the JISC vision, principle, and objectives.  Aberystwyth University developed an e-Learning Strategy as part of their overall Learning and Teaching Strategy in 2005.  AU is committed to bringing a rich and diverse learning environment to students, and incorporating more e-Learning, such as audio feedback, into the curriculum would be aligned with the strategy as well as those of the HEA and JISC.  Unlike projects which may put the burden of learning and using the technology on Learners, the onus of this project is on the Teachers.  In fact, we are aligning with activities of the current student generation (Net Generation) who are often listening to mp3 files on mp3 players and watching videos online.  This project provides an opportunity for both students and staff to use Web 2.0 technologies to discuss performance on assignments and start a dialogue about long-term skill development.  By differentiating between student types, we are targeting feedback method to best suit students of different abilities and learning styles.  Our feedback methods are also freely available and easily discovered.  The tools that we will be using are routinely provided by institutions or can be downloaded from the internet quite easily.  We hope to disseminate the results of this project to the wider community at AU, other UK institutions, and higher education institutions around the world.

	13. 
Give brief details of the project timescale, project team, key work packages and outputs
. (500 words)

Note that all projects should last for one year, starting at the given start date. Outline details only of the project team and work packages are required, but you should list your proposed outputs in full.

	The five academic staff members of the Psychology Department at AU (Dr Kate Bullen, Dr I-Chant Chiang, Dr Alex Forsythe, Dr Rachel Rahman, and Dr Gareth Hall) have agreed to lead this project within the institution.  Dr I-Chant Chiang will be the project manager.  Dr Chiang has recently received the Postgraduate Certificate for Teaching in Higher Education and currently supervises the implementation of an electronic Academic and Personal Progress Review.  Dr Chiang has presented at the International Conference on the Teaching of Psychology on the creation of virtual learning environments.  Mary Jacob, AU’s E-Learning Adviser, has agreed to serve as advisor to the project.
Project start date: 1 November 2009/Project completion date: 31 October 2010/Duration: 12 months

WORKPACKAGES 
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x
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x

x
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x

x

x

x
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x

x

x

x

5: Reporting and Dissemination

x

x

x

x

x

WORKPACKAGE 1: Preparation

Objective: To assemble the project team, confirm the project plan, engage all the stakeholders and establish effective communications networks
1. Develop the project plan, ensure that it feeds into complimentary institutional strategies and plans

2. Assemble participating assessors

3. Carry out training programme on audio feedback methods

4. Establish Project website **output**
5. Convene Project Team and meet regularly

WORKPACKAGE 2: Investigation

Objective: To understand all the factors and issues that the project is intended to address and to consult with key stakeholders.
6. Gain student consent for participation in study

7. Analyze current audio feedback experiences

8. Investigate key problems in detail

9. Identify underperforming and high-performing students

10. Define processes and match feedback methods with assessments and Learners

WORKPACKAGE 3: Implementation

Objective: To provide appropriate audio feedback to Learners and testing three methods

11. Pre-test user systems and feedback methods

12. Implement audio feedback methods

13. Consult, test and rework where relevant

WORKPACKAGE 4: Evaluation

Objective: To evaluate the effectiveness, preferences, and perceptions of Learners and Teachers.

14. Write and release online questionnaires.

15. Conduct focus groups and interviews based on questionnaire findings.

16. Analyse data collected from quantitative and qualitative methods.

17. Compare content of audio feedback methods.

WORKPACKAGE 5: Reporting and Dissemination

Objective: To share the findings of the project with Aberystwyth, UK and international higher education communities, to hold a debrief meeting and report on the project to the funders (JISC and Aberystwyth)

18. Hold debrief meeting 

19. Write final report **output** and training manuals **output**
20. Organize, advertise and hold dissemination event

21. Disseminate findings at national and international conferences

**Further details on outputs**

· Website documenting progress of project, including assessor experiences from other UK institutions

· Training manual for each method documenting relevant hardware and software, instructions for use, optimal assessments and student groups

· Final report detailing progression of project and summarising findings




Budget Information

14.  Please enter amounts for the entire year your project will run. (For directly incurred staff, please include details of staff member, grade and FTE under other information.) Please see Annex C of the circular document for an explanation of terms.

Enter overall totals for each line of the budget where indicated. List staff members, FTEs or details of spending (etc) in the “other information” column. You will be given the opportunity to submit a full budget at the interview stage. Note that the purchase of hardware or software is not permitted with JISC LTIG funds.
	 
	 Amount  
	 Other information:  

	 a. Directly Incurred Staff: 
	 
	 

	 b. Directly Incurred Travel and Expenses: 
	 
	 

	 c. Directly Incurred Dissemination: 
	 £4052
	 Travel expenses to dissemination events and workshops

	 d. Directly Incurred Evaluation: 
	 £1066
	 Compensation for participation in evaluation methods

	 e. Directly Incurred Other: 
	 
	 

	
	
	

	 f. Directly Allocated Staff: 
	 £7818
	 300 hours of staff time

	 g. Directly Allocated Estates: 
	 
	 

	 h. Directly Allocated Other: 
	 
	 

	
	
	

	 i. Indirect Costs: 
	 
	 

	
	
	

	 j. Total Project Costs: 
	 £21,922
	 

	 k. Amount Requested from JISC: 
	 £12, 936
	 

	 l. Institutional Contribution: 
	 £8986
	(note that bids that do not refer to an institutional contribution are ineligible)
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� �HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/fundingopportunities/funding_calls/2009/05/circular408.aspx" \l "downloads"�http://www.jisc.ac.uk/fundingopportunities/funding_calls/2009/05/circular408.aspx#downloads�  


� Although aimed towards repository projects, bidders might find this recruitment toolkit helpful when planning a project �HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/themes/informationenvironment/recruitment.aspx"�http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/themes/informationenvironment/recruitment.aspx�
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