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Section A - Introduction  
This resource provides a brief commentary on how EASEIT-Eng (http://www.easeit-
eng.ac.uk), a project from Phase 3 of the Teaching and Learning Technology Programme 
(TLTP), worked to encourage the uptake of existing engineering computer based learning 
and teaching materials. The TLTP programme, funded by HEFCE and DHFETE, aimed to 
make teaching and learning more productive and efficient by harnessing modern 
technology. Phase 3 was primarily about encouraging the use of new technology-based 
teaching and learning materials.  
 
The EASEIT-Eng project ran between 1998 and 2002 and had a primary aim of enabling 
an academic tutor to make an informed choice from a range of evaluated computer based 
learning and teaching materials, thereby encouraging the uptake of existing materials. A 
longer-term intention was that the completion and publication of evaluations would 
encourage publishers and authors to make product improvements, enhancing product 
quality, which would further encourage greater uptake. The project had three objectives 
through which to achieve the primary aim: 
• To establish standardised criteria by which to evaluate engineering learning 

technology material. 
• To complete evaluations using these criteria.  
• To provide convenient web-access to these evaluations through a dedicated 

database.  
 
EASEIT-Eng was awarded just over £300,000 in funding over a three year period. It was 
a consortium project led by Professor Steve Rothberg and Fiona Lamb from 
Loughborough University. The consortium members were the Higher Education Academy 
Engineering Subject Centre1 and the Universities of Heriot-Watt, Hertfordshire, Hull, 
Northumbria and Surrey. The project was formally supported by the UK’s Professional 
Engineering Institutions. 
 
This document summarises each aspect of the project and provides the reader with 
references to obtain further information. The authors hope that their experiences will be of 
use to those responsible for similar future projects. 

                                                 
 
1 The original consortium partner was CTI Engineering. This became LTSN Engineering in 2000 and the Higher Education 

Academy Engineering Subject Centre in 2004. 
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Section B - Meeting the Project’s Aim 

B1 - Development of a Standardised Evaluation Method 
Searches to identify suitable learning technology materials often reveal several packages 
that might be of use, with the problem then arising of how to make meaningful 
comparisons and select the most appropriate software, without purchasing all of the 
packages on offer and evaluating their performance in a learning and teaching context. 
This is clearly time consuming and, in most cases, a wasteful use of resources. What is 
required is an independent means of comparing the performance of each package as 
employed in the context of its use. The use of a standardised set of procedures to do just 
this is at the heart of the approach taken by the EASEIT-Eng project in the evaluation of 
computer-based learning and teaching materials. 
 
The evaluation criteria and procedures for the standardised method developed for the 
EASEIT-Eng project were designed [1] so that conducting an evaluation would be: 
• Manageable from the perspective of an evaluator. 
• Tolerable from the perspective of an academic tutor delivering the material. 
• Sustainable in the sense that evaluations could continue to be performed beyond the 

life of the project within the constraint of the level of funding it might be possible to 
obtain. 

 
Several frameworks and toolkits for evaluation have been published, e.g. the CTI 
Accounting Courseware Evaluation and Review Tool [2], the ASCILITE (Australasian 
Society for Computers in Learning in Tertiary Education) handbook [3] and the ILRT 
(Institute for Learning and Research Technology) Evaluation Toolkit [4]. These 
frameworks seek to formalise and document the evaluation process in a way that brings 
out the underlying pedagogical principles and/or allows the relatively inexperienced to 
perform evaluations with a certain amount of quality assurance. Usually, this approach 
creates an evaluation strategy individually tailored to the educational issues relevant to 
the learning innovation being investigated. However, the ultimate aim of facilitating a 
choice from different learning technology resources dictates that the evaluations must be 
standardised to the extent that, where appropriate and possible, they yield comparable 
information. This is not normally an issue relevant to the approaches mentioned above. 
 
There are some examples where software evaluations have been carried out with the 
explicit aim of facilitating choice, e.g. W3LS [5]. In each of these, users of different 
resources are asked more or less similar questions and the data from these questions 
yields a comparison of the resources used. Such an approach is most frequently applied 
to evaluating software aspects which vary least with context (such as navigability) or 
using similar software in similar contexts (such as virtual learning environments in 
distance learning). 
 



 

Input from engineering academics strongly suggested that the information on how a 
particular piece of software was used in a real context would be extremely valuable. This 
reflects current thinking in evaluation that the context of use of learning resources is 
critically important to its efficacy. The range of software and contexts in which EASEIT-
Eng evaluations would be conducted prompted the development of an approach which is 
more flexible than that taken by available toolkits. 
 
The methodology was designed to be flexible enough to fit individual situations with the 
aim of documenting the context of the software use and the opinion of the users (staff and 
students) regarding the performance and usability of the software against the criteria 
used. By following this methodology, different authors can produce comparable reports on 
the resources they evaluate. 
 
The aim was not to answer every conceivable question but to inform the expert judgement 
of academic tutors selecting computer based learning materials. A parallel can be drawn 
with how academics use their judgement to make choices about course text books and 
other aspects of delivery. 
 
Evaluations were performed in two parts: the software review (conducted initially by a 
subject expert but ultimately by trained cataloguers), concentrating on issues that are not 
dependent on context, and the case study, which formed the major part of the evaluation 
and examined aspects that are strongly influenced by context.  
 
To be evaluated, software had to have, as its primary purpose or primary contextual use, 
a declared pedagogical intent within engineering science. Many of the packages 
generated by the TLTP programme fell easily within this definition. Where third party 
shells such as Authorware or Question Mark were used, the approach taken was not to 
evaluate the shell alone but to examine the shell with its engineering content. The 
evaluations do not make judgements about how materials might perform, but report on 
how they actually did perform in the real delivery of engineering content to real students. 

B2 - Definition of Evaluation Criteria 
In order to be able to undertake any form of standardised evaluation it was essential to 
have well defined evaluation criteria. The project’s evaluation criteria were based on the 
approach outlined above and finalised after a trial period. Their definition drew from many 
different sources including projects with similar intentions such as, in the US, the NEEDS 
digital library for engineering [6] and Merlot for all subjects [7] and, in the UK, TEEM 
(Teachers Evaluating Educational Multimedia) for all subjects at school level [8]. In UK 
higher education, however, EASEIT-Eng was the only project of its kind. In addition, the 
project drew on the additional references provided [9-11] and the expertise and 
experience of its own staff. 
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The evaluation criteria were organised into 6 major themes: 

1. What is the institutional context of the implementation? 
2. What is the pedagogic context of the implementation? 
3. What are the important features of the mode of delivery of the CBL package? 
4. Evaluating the package 
5. Looking back, what is your impression of the CBL package now? 
6. Is there any other information of use for the evaluation record? 

 
The criteria also included mechanisms to be used for evaluation. The individual aspects 
were not themselves intended to be read as questions but were intended to promote 
development of the evaluation tools. The tools themselves comprised interviews, 
questionnaires, observations and feedback sessions / focus groups. Full details are 
provided in Appendix A. 

B3 - Performing Evaluations 
Performing and publishing EASEIT-Eng standardised evaluations, comprising reviews 
and case studies, was the main activity of the project. Academics from 38 different UK 
universities actively participated in the project as evaluators, reviewers or case study 
academics (detailed in Appendix B). 

B3.1 - Reviews 
Reviewers were given access to the software by the project and they then completed a 
standardised web questionnaire to provide a simple description of the resource and its 
potential usefulness. Experience showed that much of the information required could be 
more efficiently provided by trained cataloguers, an approach subsequently developed by 
the FAILTE project [12] in creating the SearchLT catalogue [13]. The work of the 
cataloguer could be complemented by a brief academic opinion. A similar process is now 
used by the Engineering Subject Centre for the collection of their book reviews [14]. 
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B3.2 - Case Studies 
Case studies were conducted using a combination of five key elements:  

1. Pre-evaluation interview to elicit the tutor’s expectations of the software and 
acquire factual information required to customise evaluation instruments. 

2. Observation of students’ use of the software. 
3. Feedback by means of a student questionnaire. 
4. Feedback by means of a student focus group. 
5. Interview with the academic tutor to explore their conclusions on the value of the 

software and the success of its delivery. 
 
Typically this combination of activities would take place during the latter part of the course 
in which the resource being evaluated was being used but the exact programme for each 
case study, including the number of visits required, was determined on an individual 
basis. In many cases, it may be felt that a particular issue can be evaluated to some 
extent by all of the mechanisms. While wishing to be thorough in the evaluations, 
repeated evaluation of the same issue was avoided. In addition, certain mechanisms may 
elicit more objective information than others and so an attempt was made to concentrate 
on these more objective mechanisms. Once the case study report was prepared, the 
evaluator and academic discussed any remaining issues and general feedback was 
taken.  
 
Bearing in mind that academic tutors accessing the reports might wish to consider several 
resources, case study reports were designed to be concise. They were limited in length to 
a maximum of two sides of A4 reporting solely on the main findings. 
 
The success or otherwise of software in any one implementation is enormously 
dependent on the way in which it is delivered and the appropriateness of that delivery to 
the particular group of students involved. For this reason, one piece of software may have 
multiple case studies of implementations with different contexts. 

B4 - Evaluation Manual 
The EASEIT-Eng Evaluation Manual [15] guides the user through all aspects of the 
evaluation process, from initial contact with software users to observation of software use, 
techniques for obtaining useful feedback from users and, finally, writing an evaluation 
case study. For reference, detailed flow charts, outlining the entire evaluation process, are 
also included. In addition to the instructive text, the manual also contains a complete set 
of the tools required in carrying out an evaluation: 

• Client contact details record form 
• Fact sheets 
• Pre-evaluation questionnaire 
• Student questionnaire 
• Observation schedule 
• Guidance on focus groups 
• Tutor interview structures 
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• Evaluation report template 
• Feedback questionnaire 

 
The manual was essential in ensuring evaluations were carried out in a standardised way 
and its format deliberately allows anyone wishing to adapt the methodology for their own 
use to do so easily. It was developed in conjunction with, and used by, the evaluators 
during the life of the project and so was thoroughly tested and revised where necessary. 
A substantial number of hardcopy versions of the manual were requested by other 
organisations and individuals during the life of the project and an electronic copy can now 
be downloaded from the Engineering Subject Centre’s website. 

B5 - Evaluator Training 
In addition to the manual, provision of trained evaluators was a key part of the philosophy. 
During the life of the project, evaluators were trained in purposefully small groups (4 or 5 
people per session) to allow each session to be run informally and to be tailored 
according to the participants’ backgrounds, maximising interaction between participants 
and EASEIT-Eng team members. Initially, potential evaluators of engineering resources 
were identified and asked to attend a training session; they were not generally advertised. 
A total of 14 evaluators were trained over 3 sessions. The aim of these training days was 
to introduce a wider group of people to the EASEIT-Eng evaluation process and to train 
them up in order to carry out evaluations within their own institution. This approach proved 
very successful with 50% of attendees rating the events as excellent. 
 
In the transferability phase of the project, three more general training sessions were 
offered for those with a relevant job role, that is, those who might be interested in the 
evaluation of teaching activity but not necessarily working within engineering. Each 
session was targeted at a different user group: 

• The Higher Education Academy’s subject centres’ staff. 
• Learning technologists. 
• Academics. 

Uptake was good with approximately 40 attendees in total. The aim of these sessions was 
to provide attendees with a better understanding of the evaluation process and to provide 
them with the tools to develop frameworks for their own use. Typical feedback included: 
 

“The day was extremely useful and the packs were comprehensive. The 
presentations were filled with practical hints and tips. It was disappointing 
that so few subject centres were represented as the materials are 
generically useful and easily adaptable for local implementation and 
subject customisation. Having said that, the small number of people in the 
group made the event informal, friendly and un-intimidating. Thanks to all 
for a good day!” 

 
Topics covered by all of the training days included introductions to the project, manual, 
website and database, but also sessions on good practice in focus groups, observation of 



 

software use, questionnaire preparation and writing up of the case studies. Of particular 
interest to evaluators and fundamental to the rationale behind EASEIT-Eng, time was 
spent discussing why academics might agree to be evaluated and what benefits they 
might expect. Support available for evaluators by project staff was outlined and 
networking was encouraged both at and beyond the event itself. 

B6 - Securing Academics’ Involvement 
EASEIT-Eng evaluations relied greatly on the willing participation of end users, i.e. 
engineering academics and students [16, 17]. The evaluation procedures required 
minimal interference with the learning and teaching process and only about half a day of 
an academic’s time. In common with current practice in evaluation, evaluations have to be 
carried out in the context in which the resource is being used. An EASEIT-Eng evaluation 
is therefore based on software being used by a real tutor with real students on a real 
module. This parallels Laurillard’s judgement [18] that: 
 

“New technologies are too frequently introduced to students on an 
experimental, pilot basis without being properly integrated into their 
teaching. Students therefore see them as peripheral to the real teaching 
and invest less effort in them than they otherwise would. The only real test 
of any learning material is its use under normal course conditions.” 

 
Judged solely by the significant number of case studies conducted in comparison to 
similar projects intending to conduct case study programmes, the project was 
exceptionally successful in securing academics’ involvement. 

B6.1 - Identifying Academics 
An initial questionnaire survey of learning technology materials (described in Section D) 
not only provided much information about the current use of learning technology but also 
raised awareness and resulted in academics signing up as case study academics at an 
early stage of the project. Later on, advertisements for academics to undertake 
evaluations were made through the Engineering Subject Centre, a workshop programme 
was undertaken, and publications including a regular newsletter and refereed journal and 
conference papers were generated as means to bring the project to the attention of 
potential case study academics. Typically, academics would initially get involved by 
attending a workshop or completing a review and then would feel happy to sign up for a 
case study. Maintaining as high a profile as possible and publishing completed case 
studies as soon as possible (for use as examples) were essential for success. 

B6.2 - Administrative Support 
Initial contact with a possible case study academic was nearly always by email from the 
project administrator. The employment of a part-time (20%) project administrator was 
crucial to success in signing up academics as they could dedicate time to both sending 
and chasing emails and in establishing an ongoing relationship with academics to 
promptly answer any enquiries they had while involved in the project. Support was also 

EASEIT-Eng – A Commentary 
© Engineering Subject Centre 

7

 



 

particularly useful for items such as obtaining copies of software from publishers/authors 
for review purposes. This was found to be harder than for books where publishers are 
often happy to supply books on an automatic basis once a system is set up. Similar 
projects should be encouraged to consider administrative support. 

B6.3 - Being Realistic from the Start 
The method of using email communication was intended to allow time for the academic to 
digest the information provided and to make it easier for those who really did not want to 
participate to decline. A one page summary of what was expected and the intended 
benefits was drawn up for this purpose. Experience showed that academics who agreed 
to take part without sufficient knowledge of what was involved often pulled out, while 
those who fully understood what they were committing to would complete their evaluation 
successfully. 

B6.4 - Minimising Intrusion 
Such a ‘live’ evaluation requires a degree of commitment from the academic tutor and a 
certain amount of intrusion into the classroom. The academic tutor is required to spend 
some time providing the information necessary for the evaluator to adapt the evaluation 
instruments and in contributing their opinion about the software and its usage. The 
evaluation methodology has been designed to minimise intrusion into the academic’s 
teaching. The Evaluator does as much of the work as possible, reducing the time required 
from the academic hosting the evaluation. 

B7 -  Benefits of Participation for an Academic 
While the goal of the project was to assist engineering academics in selecting appropriate 
learning technology materials, a series of focus groups held with case study academics 
identified a number of benefits offered by participation in the project (see Appendix C for 
sample focus group report): 
 

1. Recognition: The £150 payment, the published case studies, and, later in the 
project, the Gold Awards scheme, conferred welcome forms of recognition for 
academics who had put effort into their teaching. Although the value of the 
payment did not compare favourably to, for example, consultancy rates for 
engineering academics, experience showed that this gesture was appreciated as 
recognition of the value of the time contributed. 

2. Networking Opportunities: EASEIT-Eng evaluations brought academics 
interested in the use of learning technology into contact with others with the same 
interests. 

3. Support: The EASEIT-Eng Evaluator was able to provide some support and more 
was offered through the networking opportunities identified above. 

4. Confidence: Several academics felt that the fact that their use of learning 
technology had been given the ‘once over’ by the external Evaluator gave them 
(and their Head of Department) more confidence in its suitability. 

8 EASEIT-Eng – A Commentary
© Engineering Subject Centre

 



 

5. Reflection: Participation in the evaluation gave the academic a chance to reflect 
on their teaching methods, get feedback from students and provided an 
opportunity to learn about other software or other methods of use of software. 

 
When involved, academics found the evaluation process was not onerous and was well 
worth undertaking; ‘Didn’t take a lot of effort’, ‘Got more out of it than I put in’ were typical 
of the comments made by them. Being involved in the evaluation process gave 
academics more confidence in using novel teaching approaches, especially when 
presented with encouraging feedback from their students. On the whole, it was found that 
this degree of commitment is something that academics are willing to give on the basis 
that there are some benefits for them and as part of “doing their bit” for the Engineering 
HE community. 

B8 - Securing Students’ Involvement 
Securing students’ involvement was crucial to the project as their views were essential in 
the final case study. Issues include: gaining access to the real context in which the 
software was being used, achieving co-operation, ethical issues and confidentiality [19, 
20]. 
 
Access to the students was relatively easy as academics were on board with the 
evaluation and therefore were happy for evaluators to enter the classroom, distribute 
questionnaires and arrange focus groups. The students themselves, once faced with an 
evaluator, seemed more than happy to participate in the evaluation – they were pleased 
to be asked for their feedback on a new teaching method. Small focus groups were also 
relatively easy to arrange, especially as evaluators offered a payment of £5 to each 
attendee.  
 
Since volunteers were used to form the focus groups, it was recognised that comments 
could be biased, but this could be eliminated through comparison with results from the 
other evaluation methods such as the questionnaires and observation. Questionnaires 
were filled in anonymously and none of the students were named in the final case study 
or in raw data fed back to the academic. It was recognised that in case studies involving 
small numbers of students, academics may have felt able to identify the source of some 
comments.  

B9 - Securing Professional Bodies’ Involvement 
Professional bodies were involved in the project through the Steering Group from the 
start. Steering Group meetings were always held at the institution of one of the 
professional bodies and this helped to ensure high attendance. Their experience and 
expertise was invaluable, for example, in helping to produce the project’s sponsorship 
report (section C2). 
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B10 - Project Outputs 
The resulting output from the project was 55 case studies and 44 reviews all of which are 
now accessible through the Engineering Subject Centre [21], covering 60 different 
computer-based learning materials. Evaluation criteria were defined and incorporated into 
an evaluation manual, also available, providing guidance on and tools for the process. 
This manual and the project’s Gold Award system now form the basis of the Engineering 
Subject Centre’s own Teaching Awards scheme which is the principal way in which the 
evaluation work of the project is currently sustained (section C3). The experience from the 
project helped shape the Engineering Subject Centre's interlinked SearchLT and 
Resource Databases, which respectively facilitate the discovery of learning resources and 
hold case studies and reviews from the evaluations. 
 
Therefore, all major outputs of EASEIT-Eng remain accessible and maintained or in use 
in some form.  
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Section C - Life after the Project 

C1 - Accessing EASEIT-Eng Evaluations 
During the life of the project, the evaluations were all made available via a dedicated web 
accessible database. This database also enabled reviews to be carried out online and 
case studies to be uploaded and approved by multiple users. It was therefore fairly 
sophisticated, providing database interfaces for administrators, reviewers and end-users 
and its complexity substantially exceeded what was originally envisaged. It was one of the 
most important elements of the work of the project and taught the team much about the 
optimum structure of such a database and the facilities needed at each of the interfaces. 
Lessons learned included: 

• The benefits to be gained from the electronic submission of resources, 
preferably via online forms. 

• The need for multiple interfaces to the database: for end users, administrators, 
approvers, reviewers, cataloguers etc. 

• The need for a process of approving reviews and case studies before general 
release. 

• In an ideal world users could access the appropriate interface regardless of 
where they are located. Security is then obviously an issue. 

• The need for a sophisticated cataloguing procedure which will enable effective 
searching by users and is as interoperable and intuitive as possible. This 
necessitates use of sophisticated metadata. 

• The input of IT, metadata, subject, end user and educationalist expertise are 
all essential at an early stage to ensure success. 

• Documentation to enable long term maintenance. 
 
During the transferability phase, discussions with the Engineering Subject Centre 
revealed their plans to build a new engineering resource database with content that 
included but was not limited to evaluations of computer-based learning and teaching 
materials. This led to the integration of all of the EASEIT-Eng resources into the new 
Engineering Subject Centre Resource Database [22]. The Engineering Subject Centre 
Resource Database and, therefore, the EASEIT-Eng resources will be maintained on an 
ongoing basis. 

C2 - Obtaining Sponsorship 

Sponsorship was considered as a means of generating sufficient funds to maintain project 
activity. In particular, the use of the resource database front end as a location where 
sponsoring organisations might attract the attention of academic end users was believed 
to have commercial potential. On investigation, the resulting report [23] concluded that 
attracting sponsorship on a basis to provide long-term funding was a possibility for a 
project like EASEIT-Eng but that a considerable investment of time, energy and expertise 
was required to develop and then maintain the necessary partnerships. Wherever 
possible, assistance must be sought from experts already working within a project’s 



 

sector of industry or commerce. Identification of suitable ‘products’ or activities is the first 
step towards identifying suitable sponsors from whom cash is not the only option; services 
and equipment can be equally important. A sponsor providing significant support will seek 
a clear commercial benefit and the project will need to articulate the benefits of 
sponsorship to the sponsor while avoiding conflicts of interest. The project will need 
credibility to convince the sponsor that the relationship can be valuable to them and this 
could be problematic for typical projects for which it will be difficult to establish a strong 
enough brand identity over the normal project timescale. Credibility may be gained by 
association with better known organisations, especially those with an ‘official’ national 
status, who may already have the right connections with potential sponsors. 

C3 - Use Beyond Engineering and/or Beyond Learning Technology 
Consideration of use in applications either outside engineering and/or on non-computer 
based materials was an important activity during the latter part of the project to 
demonstrate the generic nature of the methodology. Case studies of applications outside 
engineering were completed without difficulty and the LTSN MathsTEAM Project [24] 
used the EASEIT-Eng methodology extensively, finding that the methods translated well 
to the non-computer based environment. The level of detail provided in the manual 
allowed for easy adaptation in the maths area by an evaluator acting on a different project 
and outside engineering. Most recently, the methodology has been used to form the basis 
for gathering the case study information for the Engineering Subject Centre’s Teaching 
Awards [25], sponsored by the Engineering Council (UK). These awards require the 
shortlisted candidates to work with an evaluator to develop a full case study of their 
teaching, allowing the Engineering Subject Centre to both raise the profile of excellent 
engineering teachers and to gather a collection of case studies of best practice.  

C4 - Improving Academic Recognition for Excellent Teaching 

In 2002 and 2003, EASEIT-Eng presented Gold Awards (detailed in Appendix D) to 
academics using computer-based materials or publishers of such materials to recognise 
exceptional innovation. The Gold Awards were very well received, particularly by the 
individual academics who valued the external recognition of outstanding practice. At this 
time, opportunities for such recognition were limited. There are now much higher profile 
teaching related awards such as the National Teaching Fellowship Scheme [26] (fifty 
fellowships at £50,000 each per annum) and the previously described Engineering 
Subject Centre Teaching Awards, which have done much to raise the profile of innovation 
in teaching. The Centres for Excellence in Teaching and Learning (CETLs) [27], 
established in 2005, should also lead to a shift in national recognition for excellent 
teaching. 
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Section D - What the Project Revealed about Engineering 
Learning Technology Materials 

D1 - Use of Engineering Learning Technology Materials 
A questionnaire survey of learning technology materials was carried out by EASEIT-Eng 
in 1999 [28]. This was followed up in 2004 by two analyses of the case studies completed 
during the project, one which looked mainly at lessons learned from such an extensive 
number of case studies [29], the other at types of computer based learning resource 
which were being used, e.g. animated images, computer aided assessment and 
simulations [30]. Two Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) survey 
reports from 1999 are also of interest [31,32]. 
 
The initial survey revealed that while learning technology materials were widely available, 
their use in 1999 was still far from commonplace. Use was predominantly spread across 
the Mechanical, Electrical / Electronic and Civil Engineering departments. The 2004 
analysis confirmed this, although it showed that use within Electrical / Electronic 
departments was more frequent than in Mechanical and Civil departments. The unique 
feature of the 2004 analysis was that its basis was a set of case studies on real 
implementations rather than questionnaire responses. 
 
The most popular group of materials were those developed under the TLTP programme, 
not surprising since they were generally freely available and had been developed 
specifically for the HE market. From the case study analysis, EDEC (electronic design) 
appeared to be the most popular TLTP package, while the HEFCE survey reported 
Mathwise and CALGroup to be the packages most frequently reported in use. For TLTP 
software use, there is an even split between uses at institutions which had been part of 
the original project consortium and those which had not. This suggests that reservations 
about the suitability of material developed by others – the so-called ‘not-invented-here’ 
syndrome – are not holding back uptake within the community. 
 
Use of in-house CAL material and use of commercial shells into which academics, or 
someone acting on their behalf, have input their own content were almost as popular as 
use of pre-prepared material, showing how popular it remains for academics to prepare 
their own material in the same way as is often the case, for example, for traditional lecture 
material.  
 
The initial EASEIT-Eng survey revealed that academics seemed convinced of the 
pedagogic benefits of using learning technology – selecting responses such as ‘aids the 
learning process’, ‘enables the sharing of materials’ and ‘promotes learning 
independence’ - but they were less convinced that the right material was available for 
them or that there would be any time-savings associated with its use. The case study 
analysis showed that academics believed that learning technology material improved the 
quality of the student experience, popular responses including ‘increased motivation’, 
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‘improved performance’ and ‘assisted in dealing with both weaker and stronger students 
within larger and more diverse groups’. Such materials also appear effective in helping 
students to visualise important ideas and concepts and there were benefits in saving or 
making more efficient use of time, especially with respect to use of incorporated self-test 
material. Students enthusiastically embrace the use of learning technology within their 
programmes but they have two main concerns – access to computers and a lack of notes 
for revision. 
 
Material is used from Year 1 through to MSc level, although much more frequently in the 
early years. Much software is made available for ‘self-study’ although difficulties 
encountered by students in gaining access to the software and a lack of conviction from 
academics raise questions over the intensity of any self-study undertaken. Use for tutorial 
work is of an altogether more substantial nature and is popular over all software types. A 
common scenario is one in which the material use is initiated by timetabled tutorial activity 
after which it is used for self-study, making full use of formative self-assessments in the 
package. Other popular modes of use include coursework, lectures and to support or 
replace practical activities. The open availability of materials prompted a number of 
questionnaire respondents to claim use for remedial study but in the case studies there 
were no instances in which this had been a motivation for introduction of the software. 
The survey estimated that 1 in every 4 first year students will use some learning 
technology material and nearly half of the academic respondents felt that use of learning 
technology ‘is inevitable’ and/or that ‘students expect it’. 
 
The case study analysis indicated that use of learning technology is principally as an 
additional resource but, significantly, also as a replacement. Implementations are 
normally carefully planned with timetabled elements and generally not directly for 
assessment, notwithstanding the popularity of self-tests. Timetabled use was found to be 
extremely important because of the learning curve associated with the package and the 
need to ensure that attention is kept on the engineering or mathematical principles of 
interest rather than on the software itself. Implementations were most likely to use only a 
limited amount of the available material as a small part of the total module delivery, 
recognising the importance of properly integrating the learning technology element with 
other elements of the module delivery. 
 
The analysis of types of educational media found in use by the EASEIT-Eng project 
followed the typology used by Laurillard, that is: text and hypertext, multimedia (images, 
animation and video), modelling and simulation software, communication tools and 
computer aided assessment. All of these media types were found to be in use and most 
resources evaluated would comprise several. Each media type had its own role in 
teaching and learning but brought its own difficulties. For example, text heavy resources 
were seen as valuable sources of information, especially where search and browse 
facilities were available, but students did not like having to read from the screen. There 
were some exciting and innovative uses of the communication facilities offered by 
computers, but gratuitous use of such facilities should be avoided, especially when used 
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in conventional campus-based courses. From the feedback from tutors and students 
documented in the case studies, images (especially moving images) and simulations are 
highly appreciated since they provide ways of understanding  a concept  that are not 
otherwise available. Online assessments are also popular as they can provide students 
with instant feedback on their progress.  
 
Currently, databases such as the SearchLT, EEVL [33], NEEDS and Merlot list hundreds 
of electronic resources available for teaching engineering and mathematics subjects. Use 
of these resources, however, still appears to be far from commonplace. 

D2 - Lessons Learned about Engineering Learning Technology Materials 

In the final analysis of case studies, the EASEIT-Eng project showed a pattern of 
widespread but far from coherent or prevalent use of learning technology materials in UK 
engineering degree programmes. The profile found was certainly one in which 
implementations were rather more carefully planned than had been suggested by 
previous surveys. Greater use as a replacement resource was apparent but dedicated 
use for remedial work was virtually non-existent. A number of important lessons have 
been learned that should be acknowledged by the key players generating and using 
learning technology materials. 
 
For academics: Students do like the use of learning technology materials but they still 
want notes to take away. They want to be supported in their use of software especially 
when engineers’ tools are used to demonstrate principles. Timetabled support can work 
well as a catalyst to encourage self-study using the software. 
 
For authors: Students enjoy the variety in teaching methods made possible with learning 
technology material. They want animations, simulations, images and videos but not text. 
Academics want software in small units with self-tests incorporated. Self-tests are very 
valuable and students are keen to try them but they must include some more difficult 
problems. There is no real appetite for material intended for remedial teaching use. 
 
For publishers: Pricing and licenses need to be targeted at individual students who want 
the software to take home and use on their own PCs. University IT facilities are unlikely to 
be able to offer students the desired level of flexible access in the foreseeable future. 
Software should be considered as an integrated part of a broad based learning and 
teaching product, for example, to supplement the kind of combination currently available 
such as text book, worked examples book and presentation material. A software-only 
product is unlikely to be successful. Demand will continue for shells or learning 
environments from which academics can deliver their own dedicated materials. 
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Section E - One Consortium Project, 4 Years: Our Survival Guide 
During the project, we felt that we had learned almost as much about running such a 
complex project as we did about delivering the project’s aims. Part of our motivation for 
producing this resource was to write these lessons down, in the hope that those brave 
enough to try something similar may find them helpful! 
 
Hook! Hook! Hook! 
If you really want to engage and involve your community then use multiple approaches 
from multiple angles. We used website, newsletter, questionnaire survey, focus groups, 
workshops and a lot of emails and phone calls. 
 
Get yourself some dedicated administrative support 
There is no point in successfully engaging the interest of your community if you do not 
have the time to turn it into real involvement. In year 1 the Project Directors spent too 
much time chasing consortium members and other contributors and not enough time 
pushing the project forward. Cost effective, dedicated administrative support put us back 
on track. 
 
Plan ahead and then double it! 
Setting up and completing case studies takes a lot of time, in our case a concerted effort 
over 3 years gave us over 50 case studies - actually a very large number. Don’t forget to 
take the academic year into account – if you’re not careful you’ll have missed your chance 
for a whole year. 
 
Recognise the value of contributions 
If you value someone’s input then be prepared to pay for it. Academics appreciated our 
modest payments for case studies and gained credibility from their publication and from 
our gold award system. Paying students to attend focus groups made it easy to find 
volunteers. 
 
Publish – now! 
Early publication and presentation of each project output as it occurred – evaluation 
manual, case studies, survey findings, training workshops etc – proved vital in securing 
both short term and long term success for the project. Academics are more likely to get 
involved if they can see an example case study, methodologies are more likely to be 
successfully transferred if you’ve written it down in a manual, the people you’d like to 
promote your project for you are more likely to take you seriously if you have related 
publications to your name. 
 
Get connected! 
Work with the key players interested in your project area. In our case we had the 
Engineering Subject Centre and the professional engineering institutions on board from 
the start. Bodies like the professional institutions are only as committed to your project as 
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the individual contact you have. Don’t be too reliant on a single contact or even a single 
institution. In our experience, these connections are likely to ultimately form your exit 
strategy. 
 
Money is power! 
The contributions of consortium members can ebb and flow with time for many reasons 
over the lifetime of a project like EASEIT-Eng. As lead institution, we paid in arrears which 
may not sound like the egalitarian ideal that the Project Directors initially desired but 
retaining the budget gave us flexibility to pull in input as required. For example, we used 
external experts for short-term tasks that had not been anticipated at the project outset. 
 
And finally… a problem shared is a problem halved (or at least reduced) 
For our project we had two Loughborough-based Directors, one academic and one 
learning technology expert, who had worked together successfully on previous projects. 
Over time, effective consortium members may emerge (this was the case for us) and add 
to that partnership but to have a guarantee of mutual support from the outset on a large 
consortium project proved invaluable and on more than one occasion preserved our 
sanity! 
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Appendix A: Evaluation Overview 
Introduction 
The following table sets out complementary mechanisms to complete separate software 
review and case study elements of full evaluations of engineering CBL materials. The 
“aspects of evaluation” listed are broken down into sub-groups each centred on a “big 
question” in the evaluation process. The individual aspects are not themselves intended 
to be read as questions but they are intended to promote development of the evaluation 
tools which may be in the form of questions or issues to be probed. These tools must be 
in appropriate forms for interviews, observations and feedback sessions or focus groups. 
 
Software reviewers will work from basic factual information provided by the EASEIT-Eng 
project. Case studies will be conducted using a combination of three elements: structured 
interview with an academic tutor, observations of sessions in which CBL material is used 
and gathering of feedback from students by questionnaire or focus group. Typically one 
such combination of activities will take place during the later part of the module delivery 
but the exact programme for each evaluation, including the number of visits required, will 
be determined on an individual basis after discussion between the EASEIT-Eng Evaluator 
and the lead academic. Where appropriate, more than one visit may take place to 
complete an evaluation.  
 
Meaning of abbreviations used 
Review: 
 E-Eng:  Information to be provided by EASEIT-Eng for software reviewer 
 Qu: Questionnaire to be completed by reviewer 
 
Case Study: 
 P-E Qu: Pre-evaluation questionnaire, completed by the academic through 

web form, e-mail, telephone conversation or meeting with EASEIT-
Eng Evaluator. 

 Int:  Structured interviews with lead academic conducted by EASEIT-
Eng Evaluator. May also include discussions with support 
personnel and authors. 

 Obs:  Observations of use of CBL package by EASEIT-Eng Evaluator. 
 F/b:  Feedback taken from students by EASEIT-Eng Evaluator through 

questionnaire and/or focus group. Focus group allows specific 
issues arising during evaluation to be explored in detail. 

 Wrap-up:  Brief final discussion (e-mail, telephone or face-to-face) with lead 
academic after completion of draft case study report, allowing 
opportunity to comment on case study report. 

 
Choice of element for evaluation 
In many cases it may be felt that a particular issue can be evaluated to some extent by all 
of the mechanisms. While wishing to be thorough in the evaluations, repeated evaluation 
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of the same issue should be avoided. In addition, certain mechanisms may elicit more 
objective information than others and so an attempt has been made to concentrate on 
these more objective mechanisms. 
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Review Case Study Aspect of Evaluation 

E-
En
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u 

P-
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F/
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W
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p-
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1:What is the institutional context of the 
implementation? 

       

CBL policy (where it is an influence on delivery)        
Institutional / Faculty / School / Departmental CBL support 
structures 

       

Anonymity preferred?        
2:What is the pedagogic context of the 
implementation? 

       

Course / module title and year of degree programme        
Degree programme title(s) in which module is available        
Course / module timetable        
Course / module and session aims / objectives / specified 
learning outcomes 

       

Reasons for introducing CBL / anticipated changes        
Reasons for selection of particular CBL package        
Number of students in group        
Student backgrounds: educational, cultural        
Typical level of computer literacy, IT skill training 
provided? 

       

Student familiarity with CBL-type material generally        
What learning resources were used and which were most 
useful? 

       

3: What are the important features of the mode of 
delivery of the CBL package?  

       

Course / module delivery before introduction of CBL        
Planned modifications to delivery inc. assessment: replace 
/ augment? 

       

Planned changes in resources required: rooms, computers 
etc. 

       

Description of sessions using CBL package        
Available outside timetabled sessions?        
Rate consistency of CBL package with rest of course 
material. 

       

Support personnel involved / staff training given        
Ease of installation / robustness        
Unexpected problems encountered and solutions        
Experience of students with special needs (where 
applicable 
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4a: Evaluating the package:  
General identification of the product 

       

CBL package: title, version and publisher / supplier        
Original date of distribution / date of last upgrade        
Product status: commercial / non-commercial / in-house 
etc. 

       

Pricing & licensing arrangements        
Type of provision: instructional, worked examples, tests, 
simulation etc. 

       

Intended delivery environments: standalone, distance, 
local etc. 

       

4b: Evaluating the package:  
Is the material written in a third party authoring 
package? 

       

Is CBL package written in a third party authoring package 
e.g. Question Mark, Authorware, Web-authoring? Which 
one? 

       

Comment on authoring skill of author e.g. enthusiastic 
academic, professional technical author 

       

Comment from author on ease with which CBL package 
was prepared inside chosen authoring package 

       

4c: Evaluating the package:  
What technical considerations are associated with the 
CBL package? 

       

Delivery medium: web, CD-ROM etc.        
Suitable platforms / operating system        
Platforms used during use        
Flexibility: customisable to suit local need? Supports more 
than one language? 

       

Hardware and other resources required per learner inc. 
additional software 

       

Hardware and other resources used in the CBL session 
and at other times 

       

4d: Evaluating the package:  
How does the CBL package rate on overall appeal? 

       

Does package need capabilities of computer or would 
book, video etc. be as effective 

       

Do teaching methodologies match technical content and 
target audience? (Too hard?) 

       

Is motivation intrinsic? Are curiosity and student 
confidence maintained? 

       

Is the level of challenge appropriate?        
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Is the CBL package interactive?        
Are the interactions appropriately varied and of the right 
frequency? 

       

Do interactions enhance learning?        
4e: Evaluating the package:  
What subject matter is addressed by the CBL 
package? 

       

Author-stated objectives, claimed benefits and target 
audience 

       

Consistency with author-stated objectives (review), 
claimed benefits (case study) 

       

Consistency with tutor-stated objectives        
Objectives stated within package to guide students?        
Subject area and content list        
Is material presented accurate, complete and at the right 
level of detail? 

       

Is presentation of material in a logical order?        
Shelf life: will content date?        
4f: Evaluating the package:  
Is the written style acceptable? 

       

Is the written style appropriate for the reader and the 
technical content? 

       

Is the written style consistent?        
Are acceptable technical terms / jargon used        
Are spelling, grammar and punctuation acceptable?        
4g: Evaluating the package:  
How do the surface features of the CBL package 
perform? 

       

Are screen displays uncluttered and aesthetically 
pleasing? 

       

Do screen layouts emphasise key points? Is information 
given in manageable chunks? 

       

Is system status visible at all times?        
Which media – text, video, images, audio etc. – are used.        
Are media used effectively        
Is good use made of colour? (colour blindness?)        
Ease of navigation: forward page, back page, exit        
Ease of navigation: under user control? Error correction?        
Does program accommodate accidental terminations        
Can user leave at any time and use bookmarks?        
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Input devices – mouse, keyboard, microphone - used 
appropriately? 

       

Appropriate information given when user ends session / 
exits program 

       

4h: Evaluating the package:  
Are assessment elements of the CBL package useful? 

       

Are summative / formative tests available?        
Test questions selected from bank, randomly ordered, 
fixed? 

       

Do test questions reflect stated objectives        
Are test questions appropriately located in the package?        
Is test answer entry convenient and technically 
acceptable? 

       

Is feedback given and is it in an appropriate format?        
Is feedback supportive, corrective and clear?        
4i: Evaluating the package:  
Are administrative elements of the CBL package 
useful? 

       

Are performance records generated / use outside 
timetabled sessions logged? 

       

Is valid data gathered on users / groups of users for 
evaluation? 

       

Can lead academic control data collection?        
Are files and records secure?        
4j: Evaluating the package:  
Is documentation for the CBL package useful? 

       

Is supporting documentation available: For learner? For 
tutor? 

       

Is documentation paper based, web based, embedded in 
software, hotline? 

       

Are help documents clearly structured?        
Are help documents useful for installation / general use?        
Are help documents useful for technical content / 
pedagogical aspects? 

       

5: Looking back, what is your impression of the CBL 
package now? 

       

Match with expectations        
Potential areas for improvement        
What did you find most/least helpful about the CBL 
package for your course/module? 

       

Reaction to student feedback / case study report (inc. 
comment from author, see 4b) 
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Comment on impact on final assessment results        
6: Is there any other information of use for the 
evaluation record? 

       

Similarity with other packages        
Other published evaluation reports        
Other published case study reports        

 
 
 



 

Appendix B: List of Universities who Participated in EASEIT-Eng 
 
Case studies and Reviews  
Subject 
Area 

Package Name Case Study at Reviewed at 

Astute: Chemical Loughborough Cape Town 
Labview 6.1: Measurement and 
Automation 

Birmingham Plymouth Chemical 

Matlab 6: Process Dynamics and Control Loughborough  
CALcrete 2.3 (with RCC-2000 Education) 
Concrete technology 

Liverpool Nottingham 

OnSite! Construction 3.0  Loughborough 
Calvisual and Powerpoint: Building 
Principles 

Reading Nottingham 

Calvisual and Powerpoint: Building 
Materials 

Loughborough Nottingham 

Calvisual and PowerPoint: Building 
Defects 

Coventry Nottingham 

Calvisual/Java: Building Defects On-line 
Quiz 

West of 
England 

 

Calvisual WebCT: Construction 
Technology 

De Montfort 
University 

Nottingham 

Geotechnical: Site Investigation Durham  
Authorware: Paints and Coatings Loughborough  

Authorware: SURcal Nottingham 
Glasgow 
Caledonian 

Authorware: History of Architecture Loughborough  
COMPACT: Concrete Technology Loughborough Loughborough 

MERIT: Construction Management Loughborough  
Loughborough 
* 2 

Geotechnical: Ground Engineering Loughborough Glasgow 

Civil and 
Building 

HTML (web-based courseware) 
Environmental Geotechnology  

 Loughborough 
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Dynast (delivered in RichODL) Systems 
modelling 

Loughborough  

LUSAS Linear, non-linear and dynamic 
analysis 

 Plymouth 

Virtual Reality Engineering Library  
Queens 
University 
Belfast 

Macromedia Director and Multiverse Fluid 
Mechanics 

Heriot Watt  

Mechanical 

Working Model V3 Multi-body dynamic 
systems 

Surrey  

Question Mark Perception: PC 
Technology 

Northumbria Northumbria 

WindFarm: Renewable Energy  Loughborough  
SCHOLAR Computer Hardware  Heriot Watt   
Digital Electronics 1 
Digital Electronics 2 

Huddersfield 
Huddersfield 

 

CALGroup 1, Basic Electricity, Electronics, 
Control and Instrumentation 

Sheffield South Bank * 2 

Crocodile Clips Technology Glasgow  

EDEC 4.1 Electronic Circuit Design and 
Testing  

Glasgow 
Caledonian * 3 
Queens Belfast 
Huddersfield  
Newcastle 

Surrey 

EDEC 5 Electronic Circuit Design and 
Testing  

Swansea  

Electronic Work Bench Northumbria  

PSPICE Circuit design 

Warwick  
Glasgow 
Caledonian 
Sunderland  
Huddersfield 

Glasgow 
Caledonian 

Zope 2.2 Internet applications  Aston  
Zope 2.2 (with Zope Exam Product 0.2) 
Computer networks  

Aston 
 

Liverpool 
 

Zope 2.2 Telecommunications  Aston Liverpool 
Basic Circuit Challenge  Surrey 

HTML: Boolean Algebra Lancaster 
Glasgow 
Caledonian 

Electronic 
Electrical & 
Computing 

Matlab: Computer Programming Loughborough Aston 
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Acrobat Reader (on-line tutorial) 
Introduction to DSP  

 Cambridge 

Blackboard: Signals and Processing Huddersfield  
Matlab: Simulink Sunderland Cape Town 
IOLIS: Law Loughborough Cranfield 
Project Inceptor: Project management   Aberdeen 

General 
QUEST: Mechanical, Materials and 
Electrical Engineering 

 
Queens 
Aberdeen 

'TTT' Diagrams Leicester Aberdeen 
Cambridge Engineering Selector Materials 
and manufacturing process selection 3.1  

 Loughborough 

Matter Metals and Alloys V2.1 UMIST  
SCHOLAR Materials Science Heriot-Watt * 2  

Materials 

Steel Matter  Loughborough 
Mathematica Keele  
Transmath: Mathematics  Northumbria 
SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences) 

Northumbria  
Mathematics 

Matlab  Aston 
Matlab: Robot Design  Liverpool 

Authorware: Wedge Belt Design 
Nottingham 
Trent 

Nottingham 
Trent 

Authorware: Gear Design 
Nottingham 
Trent 

Nottingham 
Trent 

Design 

iDer Design Builder Design Process   
Aberdeen 
Derby 

Manufacturing Interactive Concurrent Engineering (ICE)   Coventry 
Business Blackboard: Business Management Newcastle Glasgow 
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Appendix C: Sample Focus Group Report 
 
EASEIT-Eng Client Focus Group held at Heriot-Watt University 
on 14 August 2000 
 
Introduction 
 
This focus group was held in order to obtain feedback on the EASEIT-Eng evaluation 
process. The first set of ‘real’ evaluations were undertaken during the 2nd year of the 
EASEIT-Eng project and some of the case study academics who undertook these 
evaluations were asked to take part in this focus group in order to inform the 3rd year 
evaluations and long term direction of the project. The focus group was run as a 
discussion initiated by a series of questions. This report, agreed by the attendees, follows 
the same format as the focus group by using the questions raised as headings for a 
summary of the discussion of each question.  
 
Attendees 
EASEIT-Eng: Phil Barker, Fiona Lamb, Gwen Marples, Andrew Wallace 
Clients: Wolf-Gerrit Fruh Heriot-Watt University (Mechanical & Chemical 

Engineering) 
 Barry Beggs Glasgow Caledonian University (Electronics & 

Telecomm.) 
 Helen Jackson Heriot-Watt University (Mechanical & Chemical 

Engineering) 
 Willy Sher Loughborough University (Civil and Building 

Engineering) 
 Elaine Smith  Glasgow Caledonian University (Electronics and 

Electrical) 
 
Why did you get involved in EASEIT-Eng? 
The academics gave many reasons as to why they got involved with EASEIT-Eng as 
shown in the quotes listed below. A trend that could possibly be drawn from these general 
comments is that the academics were already aware that it would be helpful to evaluate 
the effectiveness of software they used / were thinking of using and therefore could not 
easily refuse involvement. 
 
‘Because asked!’ ‘No reason not to’ ‘Knew that I didn’t know how to identify software 
myself’ ‘Liked the idea of the database’ (WGF) ‘Wanted to collect evaluation data’ ‘Gave 
credibility to my work if I used the resources of an existing project’ (HJ) ‘Was aware that 
evaluation was vital and so found the opportunity to have an independent evaluation 
conduction attractive’ (BB) ‘Wanted independent feedback collected from my students’, 
‘Helped my strive for quality’, ‘Hoped the outcome would reassure me about my teaching 
methods as occasionally I feel isolated within my department’ (ES) 
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How onerous did you find the EASEIT-Eng process? 
The overwhelming response was that the process was not onerous and was well worth 
undertaking: ‘Didn’t take a lot of effort’ ‘Got more out of it than I put in’ ‘Was helping us do 
what we wanted to do anyway’ (HJ). After breaking the process down into components 
and discussing each component, it was agreed that the whole process took approximately 
½ day additional effort. The discussion also concluded that each stage of the process was 
necessary and relevant, with the interview discussing motivations for using the software 
and the student focus group being highlighted as particularly useful components: ‘The 
students were pleased to have an opportunity to say what they thought of the process’.  
 
Issues highlighted that evaluators need to be aware of: 
• Evaluators should be aware that the process can sound onerous at the initial stages: 

‘At the initial chat stage I did feel worried that there might be too much involvement, 
this was not realised’ (WGF) 

• Timing for each part is critical and needs to be thought out carefully by the tutor and 
the evaluator. 

• Getting hold of students is difficult / impossible if the CAL use is open. 
• The process should give tutors an opportunity to reflect on what the students think of 

the questionnaire. 
 
Is there enough flexibility in the process? 
The consensus answer to this question was ‘yes’. In particular, the tutors welcomed the 
opportunity given during discussions at the pre-evaluation stage which inform the content 
of the questionnaires. The automated method of ‘personalising’ the questionnaires was 
particularly well liked. 
 
What did you get out of the evaluation?  
The overriding feeling here was that EASEIT-Eng offered its academics ‘reinforcement 
that you are doing something worthwhile’ (BB) and ‘reassurance when considering TQA 
assessment issues’ (WS). This was an unexpected outcome as the question had 
expected responses more along the lines of what was in fact given as secondary 
responses: ’stuff that you don’t expect! For example, that I use too many images in my 
presentations’ (WS). It was noted that ‘Novel approaches have to be questioned at an 
early stage’ (BB). 
 
Will you do anything different as a result of undertaking an EASEIT-Eng 
evaluation? 
All agreed that the key outcome is that the process helps to generally inform their 
teaching methodology and that as most modifications made are at a very fine level they 
are very hard to measure or to put down to having undertaken an EASEIT-Eng 
evaluation. Where the evaluation is undertaken while the software is at the development 
stage EASEIT-Eng can be used to ‘build feedback into the software development process’ 
(HJ).  
 



 

Is it important that EASEIT-Eng has a high profile? 
Definitely! The feeling was that a bottom up approach is best, building up from the user 
groups and allowing the community to take ownership of the approach. We should link 
into discipline networks such as SEED, ECAD and the FDTL project ‘Best Practice in 
Building Education’ and also utilise the Engineering Subject Centre’s departmental and 
learning and teaching contacts. However, we mustn’t exclude the top down approach, 
possibly addressed through training evaluators. Our idea of building EASEIT-Eng into the 
accreditation process was not enthusiastically received. It was felt that this could turn 
EASEIT-Eng from a ‘recommended professional tool’ to yet another ‘bureaucratic 
monitoring requirement’. If people are forced to do something, then they often lose their 
enthusiasm and drive for it, resulting in a product of lesser quality. 
 
How should we increase the number of evaluations undertaken? 
In addition to the methods we currently use, the academics felt that we should offer bits of 
software and ask for reviewers as a targeted way of getting people involved. We should 
look at the products available and ‘fill gaps’.  
 
Conclusion 
In conclusion, it was obvious that the academics present found their involvement in 
EASEIT-Eng a positive experience and all stated that they would consider undertaking 
another evaluation. If anything, there was a noted lack of negative feedback. The 
EASEIT-Eng team was reassured that evaluations are proving useful and are taking 
about the right amount of time. No modifications to the process were identified as being 
required, although the Evaluator’s Manual will be updated to address the issues raised 
about the process. The feedback received about the profile of EASEIT-Eng was 
particularly useful.  
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Appendix D: Gold Award Recipients 
The EASEIT-Eng Gold Awards were awarded to academics using computer-based 
learning materials, or to publishers of such material, to recognise exceptional innovation 
in learning and teaching. 
 
Gold Awards 2002  
 

• Barry Beggs, School of Engineering, Science and Design, 
Glasgow Caledonian University. In recognition of sustained 
commitment to innovation in learning and teaching.  

• EDEC software from the Electronic Design Education Consortium. 
In recognition of an innovative and comprehensive approach to 
electronic design teaching that has met with widespread success.  

• Wolf Früh, Department of Mechanical and Chemical Engineering, Heriot-Watt 
University. In recognition of innovation in the enhancement of student laboratory 
activity  

• Chris Hicks, Department of MMME, University of Newcastle upon Tyne. In 
recognition of innovation in the development of an ambitious scheme to manage 
teaching to a large and diverse group.  

• MERIT, the Construction Management computer simulation. In recognition of an 
innovative approach to management simulation that has succeeded on a local and 
national basis.  

• PSpice, circuit simulation software from Cadence. In recognition of its proven 
suitability for use in innovative learning and teaching contexts.  

• Gethin Roberts, Institute of Engineering Surveying and Space Geodesy, University of 
Nottingham. In recognition of innovation in the development and successful use of the 
SurCAL package. 

• Elaine Smith, School of Engineering, Science and Design, Glasgow Caledonian 
University. In recognition of sustained commitment to innovation in learning and 
teaching.  

• Dave Whittington, The Robert Clark Centre for Technological Education, University 
of Glasgow. In recognition of innovation in the integrated use of industry-standard 
software in a learning and teaching context.  

• John Williams, Electronic Engineering, Aston University. In recognition of innovative 
and creative developments to encourage student participation and independent 
learning  
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Gold Awards 2003  
 

• EDEC software from the Electronic Design Education Consortium. 
In recognition of continued successful implementations of this 
package in many different contexts. A renewal of the 2002 award. 

• Albert Koelmans, School of Computing Science, University of 
Newcastle upon Tyne. In recognition of EDEC being used as a 
successful pre-cursor to lectures, reducing lecturing time but 

enhancing the learning experience. 
• Steve Millard, Faculty of Engineering, The University of Liverpool. In recognition of 

use of a computer based resource for self directed learning, coupled with CAA to 
check learning is progressing well. 

• PSpice, circuit simulation software from Cadence. In recognition of continued 
successful implementations of this package in many different contexts. A renewal of 
the 2002 award. 

• Elaine Smith, School of Engineering, Science and Design, Glasgow Caledonian 
University. In recognition of successful integration of an industry standard tool to 
enable problem-based learning and energise the delivery of a module.  

• Daizhong Su and Team, School of Engineering, Nottingham Trent University. In 
recognition of innovation and commitment to enhancing student learning by tailoring 
design tools in such a way as to allow students to 'learn by doing'. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Alternative Formats 
This publication can be downloaded from the Engineering Subject Centre website 
www.engsc.ac.uk.  Please call 01509 227170 for alternative format versions. 
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