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INTRODUCTION

Aim

The aim of the Lancelot pilot evaluation process was to understand how teachers learn to teach and to relate to the online environment through the specific context of the Lancelot live online course. 
Following the Action Research in the autumn of 2006 the Lancelot live online language course was revised for the piloting in the spring of 2007. A second aim of the pilot evaluation has therefore been to assess the revision of the course following the Action Research. 
Brief overview of the project

During the autumn of 2006, the project developed the design of the Lancelot course though ongoing iterative action research. Part of the course was tested with real participants. The action research was evaluated though observation and interviews with participants, and the main negative conclusions were as follows:

· The course was very demanding 

· Unclear expectations and assessments

· Focus on background reading and instruction, rather than on participation and practice.
· Too much reading and some texts were difficult to read

· Trainees’ experience of being isolated

· The central LMS system of the project, the Inlearn, was confusing, difficult to understand and navigate as well as “not organised”.

The main positive input from the action research was suggestions for improvements of the course:

· More online time rather than off-line time reading

· focus on community building, peer-to-peer activities and learning-by-doing activities

· Trainees’ access to the virtual environments between online sessions

· Virtual synchronous environment should support awareness and participation (Breeze)

· Space for consulting trainers during the course, between online sessions

· Basic information about expectations and assessment should be given beforehand

· Interaction design and information architecture in the LMS (Inlearn) should be intuitive to navigate

The evaluation report was delivered in February 2007 as an input to the ongoing design and redesign of the course. For details see the evaluation report. 
This report focuses on the Lancelot pilot course running in the spring 2007, which is a full course with trainees who have been though a valuation matching their profile to the defined target group. One course ran in the morning and another in the afternoon with different teachers.

Collection of data

Data were collected in April 2007 after Learning Blocks (LBs) 4 and 5 had been piloted, i.e. when trainees were approximately half way through the course. As the time frame for the pilot evaluation process was dependent on the general time frame for the pilot as well as the time frame for the publication of the trainer and teacher trainer guides the evaluation had to be done early in the course. This means that rather than a full assessment of the course the report at hand largely represents a midway evaluation of the course. The report should be understood in light of these general restrictions.

If it had been possible within the time frame of the project, the evaluation would have benefited from being able to include trainees’ perspectives after and at the beginning of the course as well as in the middle of the course. 
Methodology

Evaluation of the pilot course was done mainly through interviews with trainees and observations of live online lessons. 10 trainees were interviewed – 5 from the am course and 5 from the pm course. Interviewees were chosen to represent geographical, ethnic and gender differences in the group. Trainees interviewed earlier for the Action Research were not chosen for pilot interviews.

Observations were made in 8 online sessions, am as well as pm. We distributed the observations over the learning blocks from the course start to the middle of the course, in order to produce a data material taking into account the progression of the course and the trainees’ gradual accustomization to the virtual learning environments. In addition to this, the evaluators received a number of comments (invited and uninvited) through email from trainees before or after the interviews. These comments were included in the material used for assessment. Observations and interviews generally contributed to an understanding of how trainees experienced and perceived the online learning environment, as well as of how the environment itself enabled or disenabled communication and learning. 
At an early stage of the data collection it became clear that there was a noticeable difference in levels of frankness and outspokenness in different kinds of feedback. Email comments and comments during group sessions were generally more frank than the comments and perspectives given in interviews, which underlined the contextual nature of the different evaluation materials. The contexts that were significant for the feedback were therefore understood to be both the form of the feedback (text, interview, text chat, oral response) the recipients of the feedback, as well as the time and space in which the feedback was given. In the weeks after the interviews done with trainees the significance and volume of the feedback increased and the issue of assessment and revision of LBs was accordingly taken up by the Lancelot group (meeting April 25 and subsequent revisions of LBs). 
Design

The interview guide followed the design of the guide for the Action Research done in November 2006 as it was crucial for the evaluation to be able to compare the results from the action research with the piloting of the course. This implied that feedback on and assessment of the action research phase should be comparable with the feedback given by trainees earlier in the process. The overall research question of the pilot evaluation phase was therefore:

How do the activities and the context of the course enhance and contribute to participants’ experience of being able to teach languages online now and in the future?

The structure of the guide followed the structure decided on for the action research:

BEFORE: teachers’ backgrounds and qualifications 

NOW: teachers’ description of what they have encountered and experienced in LANCELOT 

AFTER: teachers’ views on what they might have learned from the course 

The results of the interviews done during the pilot phase suggested that a number of the issues brought up by interviewees in the action research phase were still relevant and significant issues for the trainees in the pilot evaluation phase. This on the one hand underlined that trainees still felt excited by the live online environment and its potential for language learning, on the other hand that the feedback given by the trainees in the action research phase (see Brief overview of the project ) had not been sufficiently integrated into the piloting of the course. The details of this comparative analysis will be given below in the conclusions of the report.
The trainees’ general approach and response to the interviews
As mentioned above, trainees were generally more specific and critical in their response to the course in the email comments and group sessions especially those observed after the interviews than in the interviews themselves. The reason for these differences may be trainees’ uncertainty with regard to the objectives of the interviews, lack of familiarity with the interviewers, and the fact that feedback had not really been taken up as an issue in the course till the interviews were made. Generally, the trainees expressed in the interviews that they felt proud to be selected for the course, which they all felt was something really interesting and new. This feeling of privilege and loyalty may have restricted their wish to criticise. “I did not want to create a negative atmosphere” as one trainee said, another pointed out that he “felt it was not constructive to criticise”. Several trainees claimed that they were “proud to be selected” and that they intended to “do all the work as hard as I can”. In this sense, the trainees generally seemed to feel that they were part of something fantastic and innovative, as well as happy to be invited to be pioneers in the live online language learning environment. As a result of this, trainees seemed to initially accept the framework of the course, and to cope with the workload suggested, even though this was later felt by most trainees to be too heavy. A lot of the trainees interviewed therefore blamed themselves when they were not coping or found it difficult to keep up with tasks.
BEFORE 
Teachers’ backgrounds and qualifications
The trainees chosen for the course were experienced teachers, some of which had had prior experience with online teaching. The teachers interviewed generally had some experience with asynchronous learning environments, some had quite a lot of experience with communicating and/or teaching or learning online others had little or no experience at all. The inexperienced participants were average pc-users who write emails, use MS Office Package and search the Internet. These respondents have no experience with eg. discussion fora or collaborative, synchronous online applications. 
NOW 
The Lancelot course – general issues
In the interviews and other feedback a number of themes related to the trainees’ experience of the Lancelot course came up. Some of these were a direct response to the questions asked (e.g. about the pedagogic forms of the course, the strands etc.), others were not. We deal with the most significant of the issues mentioned by trainees below.

The social setting of the live online environment
A lot of the trainees point out that one of the most significant perspectives of the online environment is the social context of the learning. The social context is – according to trainees - an important background and success criteria for the learning, partly because the environment itself can seem chaotic and confusing, partly because of the cultural and linguistic diversity of the trainees – including the fact that they are not able to meet f2f because of geographical distances. Trainees are generally excited to meet others in a global setting, and value the communication and exchange of knowledge across ‘cultures’. However, whereas the course does makes these intercultural encounters possible, trainees also feel that the course should give more priority to personal and social exchange. “We need more personalised contact, not just technical help” as one trainee said, another felt that “There should be better meeting space. There should be socialising”. Socialising is, a lot of the trainees feel, something that gets lost in the confusion of trying to cope with tasks and with the technical issues of meeting online.
Planning and time issues

Trainees unanimously mention time and planning as a problem in relation to the organisation of the course. The course, they feel, is far too ambitious with regard to the reading and task solving required for trainees to participate. The idea of the course has been, trainees claim, to target experienced teachers who work part time or full time, and who may have families and other responsibilities in addition to their professional careers. However, the course does not really seem to consider the needs of this group of learners as the work required takes up 20-30 hours a week, if done properly. Most trainees therefore feel that in order to keep up they have to do things less well or not do them at all. “I’m sorry not to be able to spend lots of time reading more than what’s absolutely necessary to pass the course and do the tasks required. I am still a bit behind schedule and this sometimes gives me a feeling of never being able to catch up”, as one trainee says. Another feels that “There is too much to do. You do not manage it within the time frame”. As a consequence of the workload a lot of the trainees felt anxious about not catching up, and often blamed themselves for not living up to what was expected of them. In addition to this planning and studying on their own was made difficult by the Inlearn which was generally experienced as being confusing and not user-friendly.
Theory and practice

Trainees felt that participating in the course can be an exciting learning experience, but they also looked to the future and focused on what they will be able to do themselves with live online language teaching after the course. In this connection trainees mentioned that theory is not always balanced with practice in the course, i.e. that the practical dimension of the course is in some ways missing or not sufficiently underlined. “we don’t practice enough to deliver the final product” as one trainee says. The trainees therefore suggested some improvements in order to integrate theory and practice more closely. First of all they preferred to have access to the virtual classrooms and other environments between online sessions. They suggested more interaction in the online sessions, e.g. less trainer lead demonstrations and more peer-to-peer activities in smaller groups. They suggested that more tasks should be related to practicing being in charge of online sessions, rather than to writing essays. They also suggested that ICC topics should be integrated in the activities, so that ICC is naturally discussed and dealt with during the methodological and technical activities.
The Pedagogic forms 

We asked trainees about their experience of the pedagogic forms and how they felt each of these worked, as well as how they worked together as a whole.
Group sessions (trainer led): 
The trainees generally reported that group sessions can be interesting and fun, and that it is exciting to meet everybody online at the same time.
However, a lot of trainees also felt that the group sessions could be time consuming, mentally demanding and not very satisfactory in terms of what is learned. One of the central issues in this connection was the number of trainees in the group. Groups are generally too large for the live online sessions, trainees claimed, 4 should be a maximum instead of for instance 8, and trainees consequently felt that they had had to queue up and be patient to be heard. A number of trainees reported that they felt quite passive in the group sessions and that these were generally dominated by the teacher’s talk and organisation of the lesson. One student said that one of the difficult things in the group sessions is to be spontaneous, i.e. once one is finally allowed to speak one may have forgotten what one wanted to say. Interaction – when it does take place – is generally between student and teacher, not student and student. “Give trainees more time to talk…you have to make participants talk” as one trainee put it. Student activity can be enhanced by text chat, but the chat may concentrate on issues that are not directly relevant for the lesson itself, which makes it difficult to get an overview of what is going on. 
Group sessions could be demanding in terms of patience, mainly because of technical problems and small talk which may take up a lot of time during lessons. A couple of trainees suggested that the design of the platform itself (for instance Breeze) might restrict communication. Others found that instructors were not sufficiently aware of how they can facilitate student involvement. One trainee claimed that only 1-2 activities can be covered during the two hour sessions, another that what is covered in lessons is often a repetition of what has already been discussed in the peer-to-peer activities or read individually for the self-study.
Peer to peer activities: 
Trainees were generally very happy with the peer-to-peer sessions which fulfilled the dual objective of social activity and collaborative learning. The peer to peer activities were interesting and fun, and they give the trainees time to discuss and exchange information about tasks and other course related issues. For many of the trainees the peer to peer work was the most rewarding and focused work in the course. However, peer to peer activities can also be difficult to arrange, as trainees are generally very busy working – and on top of this there is the problem of time differences. When the trainees are in different time zones, they claimed that it is almost impossible to coordinate the meetings. Therefore some of them suggested that the physical location of trainees should be taken into account in the course management. They suggested that the course design should be more focussed on supporting the peer-to-peer activities, e.g. that the organization of peer contacts and activities in the discussion forums are not left for the trainees to deal with on their own, that the learning block activities are more orientated towards peer-to-peer activities and that the trainers are more active and invite trainees to discuss in the forums. One of the arguments for this is that as the time differences makes it difficult to arrange synchronous activities, then the importance of supporting an asynchronous community building becomes so much more important.
Self- study 
Some trainees felt that the self-study was interesting and relevant.
However, most trainees expressed their frustration with the time issues, i.e. there is not enough time to work on the tasks given, especially those tasks that involve reading and writing. The trainees were generally aware that they do not have to do everything to pass the course, but a minimum of 80 percent. They were also aware that they are supposed to use around 10 hours a week on the course. Still, the work expected from each of them in terms of reading, writing and recording things, as well as downloading programmes and trying them out, seems to be huge compared to the number of hours suggested. In an evaluation session observed in one of the classes, trainees generally claimed that the workload of the course was 20-30 hours a week rather than 10. 
The workload of the course requires strategic planning of the trainees. However, a lot of trainees felt that they had not been given directions on how to prioritise – so they had had to cope for themselves. As coping generally meant not doing tasks or doing tasks less well, a lot of the trainees felt that they were not really coping, or that they were lagging behind. They also felt that they were individually to blame for this, though some pointed out that it is the fault of the course that trainees cannot cope within the time allotted.  
A number of trainees described how they copy documents from the Inlearn into word for reading and future study when they expected to have the time – i.e. after the course has ended. This copying of documents is both a strategy with respect to their future hope of being able to get through the material, and a consequence of the interface of the Inlearn which is generally described as being not very user friendly and quite difficult to read from (for trainees’ description of the Inlearn see below). Some trainees try to plan their self-study strategically, so that they do not use more than the 10 hours suggested for the course. This means that they do not read most of the material, they do not write the essays or write in their portfolio. 
The Inlearn

Working with the Inlearn is a problem for a lot of the trainees. According to some trainees, the material in the Inlearn is good, interesting and relevant. Others felt that the material is not standardised or easily readable due to the style of the text or the design of the platform. As one trainee claimed “There is sometimes a surprising discrepancy between levels of the texts to be read; varying from informal easy reads to academic theory”. She therefore recommended that the texts should use “a more homogeneous style, closer to that of the usual internet writing, i.e. relatively informal reader-friendly with short sentences might be helpful as people are reading this online”. Another trainee pointed out that “I think the Inlearn should take the inspiration from commercial learning. The face of the course should be changed to be more graphically interesting”.
Generally, the Inlearn itself, mainly the interface and navigation of the platform, is considered to be not user friendly, and a barrier to the self-study. One student said that “all platforms have flaws. But this is the worst I have seen”. Another student claimed that the platform is not really necessary for the course at all, as the material could have been sent by email as a pdf file for the trainees to read. In addition to this, the platform does not seem to be “pedagogically designed” as one student said, even though he had understood from one of the instructors that there “were some pedagogical thoughts behind it”. 
Generally, the feedback suggests that whereas the Inlearn may have a function in the self-study, the platform itself has not been designed with the users in mind. As mentioned above, most trainees do have some experience with LMSs and with asynchronous communication forums. They are therefore able to compare their experiences with other platforms with what they encounter in Lancelot.
The problems of the Inlearn are according to the trainees the following:

· The structure of the Inlearn is confusing and has questionable usability

· The design of the platform is flawed, i.e. there is no site map, no search function, the list of menus is confusing and never ending, there are too many documents in different areas, no calendar function or deadline overviews
· Reading is problematic. The structure of the reading is assumed to be linear, which does not correspond to how one reads. The text window is not properly sized for reading
· It is extremely difficult to get an overview or skim-read the texts. One is told to read certain things, and when one is finished, new things pop up. This gives the individual student a feeling that the tasks are never-ending. 

· Texts have to be converted to word or pdf documents if one wants to read them – they cannot be printed out as a whole
· One does a lot of scrolling and clicking to access the full texts. One trainee claims that “you have to go through 10-15 pages to get to where you want to go”. 
· There is both a general discussion forum and discussions connected to the individual LBs – this is confusing 
· There are many software errors when clicking on menus
· There is no pdf export function (something that would be very useful for printing with a perfect layout)
In the Inlearn the forum is repeatedly mentioned as an additional usability problem. One of the classes seems to have stopped using the Inlearn forum altogether as it just did not work as a platform for discussion – according to several trainees. A well functioning discussion forum is for all trainees a natural element of online learning. Most of the respondents had experiences with forums and felt that forums should be integrated into online courses. In comparison with what they are used to, trainees felt that the Inlearn forum is not a proper forum, one student even claimed that it resembles something “that one would have seen 10 years ago”. The two respondents who did not see major problems with the forum in the Inlearn had no prior experience with discussion forums. Problems mentioned by trainees were: it is just one long list of comments - it is not possible to track discussions. It is not possible to quote others. One student got 20-30 emails a day as a reminder of new comments. Typography is horrible. One trainee summed this up by saying that the forum has “no standard functions of a basic forum” and that “even with my screen with 1400x 1050 pixels resolution you don’t have an acceptable overview”. 
The three strands

With respect to the three strands of the course, some trainees felt they were well integrated, others felt that they were not, others again were not aware that these strands are part of the course. There was a tendency among trainees to focus on the strand(s) that they were less familiar with, indicating that strands were understood as singular perspectives to be integrated by the individual trainee in his/her practice. As one trainee expressed it, “if you are a good face to face teacher, then it’s mostly the technical issues that are a problem. If you don’t have so good teaching skills then the pedagogical side is more important.” When asked whether she did not also see this as a whole she replied that she mostly recalled the technical strand, because this is what she felt was most difficult. 
Technology 
Technology was viewed both as a potential for teaching and learning and as a general problem. All trainees had experienced that the course changed their view of technology in the sense that they had become more confident as users and had a broader perspective of how it can be used to enhance learning. 
However, most trainees also saw technology as a problem, specifically in connection with the group sessions, as technical problems get in the way of participating. They agree that 5-6 participants including the trainer is a maximum if a reasonable interaction should take place, leaving time for all to participate, reducing the time of passive observation and listening and allowing for some measure of spontaneity. Apart from these difficulties within the course, some pointed to the problems of compatibility and economy. As one trainee put it “As a Linux user I cannot do much in breeze. I have complained but they are trying to sort it out. I only have presenter options. I cannot upload things. Neither WebTrain or Breeze is good for Linux”. Another pointed to the trainees’ limited future access to expensive platforms like e-presenter and Breeze “The course should be more aware of other constellations of platforms and applications than the expensive ones”.
Methodology

Some trainees felt that the methodology strand was not clear or developed in the course. There is a lot of focus on tools, but not as much on online methodology. One trainee suggested that it would be useful if these things were tried out or tested in a group context, for instance a database for knowledge sharing. As with the other strands there was a general feeling among trainees that the link between theory and practice was missing or unclear. However, the methodology and technology strands were felt by students to be more integrated than the ICC strand which was often understood to be more of an add-on than the other strands.
ICC

A lot of trainees mentioned ICC as a specific issue they wanted to comment on. Some trainees felt that this was a very relevant and interesting strand, as they did not know anything about it before the course. The reading was interesting and it made them think. Some of the tasks were very useful and could be used in their own classes.

However, a lot of trainees also felt that the ICC strand was too academic, too theoretical and not sufficiently connected with practical tasks, and a couple of trainees even felt that ICC was not really relevant to the course and that some of the examples are old-fashioned and based on stereotypes. In an evaluation session observed in one of the classes the trainees generally expressed that they were weary of the ICC quizzes as well as embarrassed by them – these quizzes also seemed to be a specific problem according to the interviews. 
Some trainees suggested that the ICC issue worked really well when trainees were given time to communicate peer to peer in for instance Skype and that the kind of situated ICC learning that takes place in these contexts is much more useful than some of the hypothetical situations described by some of the ICC material. “The theoretical level is not of much use” as one trainee put it “it is much better to relate to each other’s background”.  
AFTER 
Synchronous vs. asynchronous learning

As mentioned above, trainees generally had had some (in some cases a lot) of experience with asynchronous environments, including educational platforms. Only a few had prior experience with live online environments. Whereas the live online environment was sometimes described as being fun and an exciting possibility for language teaching, a number of trainees felt that there was too much focus on synchronous learning in the course. Other trainees felt that they were not really encouraged to use the asynchronous platforms.

Some trainees felt that blended learning is a more relevant model for language learning than synchronous learning – not least in a commercial context. Trainees often felt less confident with the live online environment, partly because they were not familiar with it, partly because they felt it was technically fragile, i.e. the technology is not reliable. “I am still a little scared about the synchronous setting” as one trainee remarked.  However, the communicative potential of the live online environment is recognised by some, one trainee for instance pointed out that ”When it works it’s great because it makes you talk, that’s one of the greatest things it does, make you use the language”.
Commercial perspectives.

There is a lot of concern among trainees about the commercial perspectives of synchronous language courses. This is partly due to the number of technical problems involved in teaching online, partly because of the work involved for the individual teacher in teaching online. In addition to this there is the difficulty of working in a global setting, where competition is tough with regard to fees etc. The synchronous environment is generally seen by trainees as a technically fragile environment, a problem that may increase once one has to teach globally, i.e. teach people from countries (for instance in Eastern Europe) where connections are not generally good and reliable. As one trainee remarked, “Perhaps the technology is not ready for online teaching yet. How can I send a bill to my trainees if the connection broke down several times?”.
In terms of the workload, several teachers felt that there was a lot of preparation for teaching live online, i.e. there are technical issues, issues of attention and community building as well as the organisation of the actual teaching. In addition to this material has to be produced for every lesson. In comparison, the asynchronous teaching environment seems much “safer” for the teacher, as he or she can work in a more relaxed and balanced way with the material (for instance texts, essays) that trainees produce, learners can learn a lot from the work that others do, especially from the responses given by the teacher, and the problem of technology is not as crucial as it is in the synchronous environment. Asynchronous settings have a history of comments etc. that can be traced and studied by the student. In addition to this the time issue is significant: asynchronous settings support the need of many learners to work where and when it suits them – this is a problem in the live online environment, as this is based on meeting and presence.
For a lot of the trainees the live online environment does not yet seem workable in the sense that technology is still too unreliable and therefore cannot satisfy a global and demanding group of learners who want value for their money. “People can be accepting to a certain degree” one trainee said “but once you start paying things have to work”. This for instance means that technologies and tools have to be thoroughly tested before they are used, and that the methodology should be targeted at the groups of learners that one wants to teach. In Lancelot there is still the feeling that things are being tested and are not ‘for real’.
According to these trainees synchronous learning should therefore be seen and used in connection with asynchronous learning, i.e. the ideal perspective for teaching languages in a future perspective is a blended perspective on learning. If synchronous language learning is to work commercially, there should also be more focus on open source material, rather than on expensive systems that may not work for the specific group of systems that one wants to target. Open source material – that is low cost or no cost platforms - should therefore be the focus of commercially sustainable online language courses.

What did they learn?

Despite technical difficulties and problems having to do with the design of the course and the Inlearn, trainees do learn and do profit from what goes on in the course. Though group sessions are often teacher led and leave trainees passive, trainees claim that they learn from watching the instructor and from the tasks and presentations done by their peers. A lot of trainees for instance claim that they learn from lesson observations given as video clips to the trainees that they are supposed to comment on. One student points out that these clips could show more positive examples of teaching, i.e. where things do not necessary only “go wrong”, but otherwise there seems to be a consensus that lesson observations are a good idea.
In terms of tools and platforms there seems to be a consensus that Skype is an interesting tool for language teaching, and one that is generally stable and has a reliable sound quality. Skype itself is a very useful tool, however, the use of Skype plug-ins may complicate the technical issues involved in learning.
CONCLUSIONS  
Comparative issues: action research and piloting
The Lancelot Action Research phase pointed to three specific problems with the course mentioned by trainees. One was the workload, i.e. the time required for reading material and doing tasks. Another was the usability problems associated with the Inlearn, and a third was the missing link between theory and practice. As a result of these problems trainees often felt that they were not sufficiently competent or qualified for the course. They seemed to lose confidence in themselves and their prior experience because they could not cope with the work assigned to them. 
The evaluation of the pilot points to the persistence of these problems, i.e. the negative feedback of trainees focuses on time and planning issues, on too much background reading, on trainees’ confusion with the general instructions of the course (specifically in the Inlearn) and the need for participation and hands-on experience. This feedback should be understood in the context of trainees generally being highly motivated for and interested in online language teaching. The general feedback given by trainees through the interviews is further validated by the response given by trainees on individual LBs (see course feedback on LBs). One LB response (LB 10) thus sums up a number of the concerns trainees have had with the course,  
“Rather than information, which has been abundant, I think what most people would have liked more of is direct, hands-on experience of managing online learning sessions. There has not been enough time to really assimilate the information we have provided with but this was to be expected and once the course finishes, or before then even, I shall go back to investigate certain topics more thoroughly. However, it is not so easy to make up for practical experience. ..The in-house Lancelot platform has also caused problems. Having said that, there is a strong community spirit within my group and I feel confident that between us that we have sufficient experience and expertise now to help each other continue with our own practical 'training', using any of the many and various learning platforms available.”

Future online teacher training courses might explore and exploit the community spirit of teachers for enhancing live online language teaching and training.  
In addition to underlining the persistence of design related issues, the pilot evaluation also introduces some new issues to be considered in redesigning the course. These could be summed up as follows, 
Course Management

· In order to secure a dialogue orientated activity in synchronous sessions, the number of trainees should not exceed 4.

· The trainees’ physical location should be taken into account in the course management

Course material and instructors

· Instructors must be aware of facilitating student involvement 

· Learning block activities should be more oriented towards peer-to-peer activities

· The three strands are seen as singular perspectives that should be integrated

· The view on ICC quizzes is polarized in a spectra from useful to embarrassing
· Trainees need more instruction to be able to prioritize their time and effort

Course theory and practice do not necessarily correspond with the conditions of trainees’ future practice 

· The participants cannot afford and do not have access to expensive solutions such as Breeze

· More focus on shareware solutions

· It’s difficult to bill people if the technology does not work

· How to deal with technical breakdowns and other support issues in a one-person business

