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Introduction and key messages
This report is the culmination of a Melbourne Graduate School of Education [MGSE] Learning and
Teaching seed funding grant. The focus of the grant was to Explore Digital Teaching & Learning in
the Master of Teaching (Secondary) by piloting a professional learning community (PLC) of
teaching staff in the MTeach (Secondary) course who were working with a range of flipped,
blended and online teaching approaches in their subjects. The seven members of the PLC all had
some experience of working with digital technologies in their teaching and learning but had
different perspectives and degrees of knowledge about digital pedagogy and practice. The project
sought to create a professional learning space in which participants could learn from and be
inspired by one another. Along with developing this professional learning space, an audit was also
undertaken of resources and supports offered to staff by Higher Education providers across
Australia. The purpose of the audit was to inform our current understandings about
blended/flipped/ digital approaches at MGSE.
What emerged were a range of useful strategies as well as a number of challenges related to
working in digital spaces. Key to the success of this project was an acknowledgement of the time
pressures the team faced, and our methods sought to construct productive spaces for meaningful
engagement with a relatively low time commitment. More important was the professional
commitment, generosity and enthusiasm with which participants approached the project; the
value of the professional learning sessions was bolstered by the dedication and thoughtfulness
with which participants approached the sharing of experience, knowledge, ideas, and feedback.
Ultimately, there is considerable scope in this approach to support further space for professional
development and peer reflection in digital teaching and learning. It is important to note that this
project occurred in mid to late 2019 in a period just prior to the COVID-19 pandemic and the
consequences of this for higher education where universities have had to move quickly to provide
subjects and teaching online. Its findings remain significant, in that the impetus for professional
development in online teaching has become even stronger in recent months.

Background
Digital learning encompasses a range of different approaches to incorporating technology into
teaching and learning practices. For the most part, participants in this project demonstrated uses
of flipped and blended approaches, although there is some inconsistency in the ways ‘blended
learning’ is defined in the literature (see for example: Alammary, Sheard & Carbone, 2014). In
flipped learning, the majority of instructional delivery is moved to online lectures or materials,
while face-to-face lessons (or, in some cases, webinars) are dedicated to student-centred active
learning (Roehling, 2018). Blended approaches use a ‘fusion’ of online and face-to-face learning, in
which online environments are more than a ‘content repository’, with the virtual and face-to-face
presenting an integrated learning experience (Lock, et al., 2019, 3). The vagaries of ‘blended
learning’ sometimes result in educators interpreting the term in diverse ways, which can have
positive and negative effects on course design (Alammary, Sheard & Carbone, 2014).
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Graham (2006, p.5) argues that ‘blended learning systems combine face-to-face instruction with
computer-mediated instruction’ which enables blends across four different dimensions: space,
time, fidelity, and humanness. According to the Sloan Consortium, an organisation that focusses
on integrating e-learning into higher education ‘blended courses and programs are defined as
having between 30 percent and 79 percent of the course content delivered online’ (Allen, Seaman,
and Garrett, 2007, p. 5), as can be seen from the table below.

Online learning can support greater student engagement with course material, if used thoughtfully
and effectively. There is a range of decisions that educators need to make in employing online
learning, including whether activities will be asynchronous (completed in the students’ own time),
or synchronous (with all learners online at designated times) (Dabbagh, Marra & Howland, 2018).
Whether or not students are engaged by these activities depends on myriad factors, and as
O’Shea, Stone and Delahunty (2015) note, ‘simply transferring material used in face-to-face classes
onto a learning management system is not sufficient and may contribute to both intellectual and
personal disengagement from activities’.

Project design
The project had two aspects that occurred in tandem.
1. The development of a small group of academics taking part in a professional learning
community (PLC) and will form the focus of this report and outlined in detail below.
2. An audit of resources and supports offered by Higher Education providers across Australia.
The purpose of the audit was to inform our current understandings about blended/flipped
approaches at MGSE. This aspect is briefly discussed towards the end of this report and a
more detailed and robust outline of findings from the audit are provided in Appendix IV.
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Establishing a professional learning community (PLC)
All participants had current or recent roles in coordinating Master of Teaching (Secondary)
subjects. Some had more extensive experience of teaching fully online subjects, but most were
using some form of flipped and/or blended learning in their MTeach (Sec) subjects.
The group held three meetings, consisting of:
•
•

an initial planning meeting to develop a structure and process for collaborative learning
sessions; and
two collaborative learning sessions, in which participants shared examples of practice.

In the initial planning meeting, we presented two possible protocols for feedback and discussion
of each person’s shared example of practice, the Consultancy Protocol and the Tuning Protocol
(Appendix I).
Across the two collaborative learning sessions, each member of the group presented an example
of their own practice as a tutor or coordinator using digital technologies for learning and teaching.
Session one had three presenters (Amy, Kate and Kira), and session two had four presenters
(Peter, Nicky, Mark and Lisa). Non-presenting participants attended both meetings if they could. In
sessions, presenting participants chose the protocol they felt would be most productive for them.
The protocols were not usually applied strictly, and discussion was allowed to diverge from the
structure when it was constructive to do so.
Collaborative learning meetings were recorded (film and audio), and a visual notetaker created a
set of illustrated notes of our discussions (Appendix II). Our research assistant summarised each
session using these recordings, and summaries were shared with participants to check their
accuracy.
Following the collaborative learning meetings, participants were asked to complete a brief
reflection through a Qualtrics survey. Questions in the survey were open-ended and asked
participants to consider what they had learned from participating in the project, how they were
thinking about and planning for digital practices, and what the benefits and challenges of this
project were for them.

Findings
Collaborative learning sessions
The collaborative learning sessions were highly productive in general, according to survey
responses, and as demonstrated by the breadth and depth of discussion and feedback participants
shared. Each participant shared a different ‘dilemma’ or challenge in digital practice. Wide-ranging
discussions addressed questions and problems raised by presenters, but also examined the
sometimes hidden challenges of digital practice. Issues discussed included:
•
•
•

communicating expectations of asynchronous work (and getting students to do the work);
connecting asynchronous and synchronous work;
assessing hard-to-assess facets of pre-service teacher development (eg reflexive practice);
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•
•
•
•
•
•

assessment as learning;
the pitfalls of over-scaffolding versus isolating the key skills we want students to develop;
group assignments online (challenges of assessing and teaching the collaborative process);
assessing differently, through peer-assessment and self-assessment;
empowering colleagues to work in digital spaces; and
structuring intensive subjects online.

There were extensive opportunities for improving practice identified in each session. These were
largely focused on each individual presenter’s dilemmas, however we identified a range of
strategies and broader challenges in digital teaching and learning that may be useful to MGSE
teaching staff. These included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

using learning goals as a tool to enable students’ self-direction in asynchronous learning;
explicitly communicating expectations (of time spent in asynchronous learning, tasks
completed, etc);
using Canvas LMS analytics to track students’ progress and check in with disengaged
students;
modelling what we are trying to teach;
keeping the ‘human’ in the digital – thinking about our ways of communicating and
reflecting on practice as teachers in digital spaces;
thinking through the learning goals to determine what needs to be scaffolded/taught
(backwards design) – ensuring asynchronous materials are curated to develop the right
skills as well as knowledge;
exploring the affordances of Canvas in innovative assessment, for instance in peer- and
self-assessment and multimodal assessments;
using explicit reflection on collaboration alongside collaborative developmental indicators
for group assessments online (where you may not be working alongside groups to identify
any challenges they are experiencing);
communicating expectations of the online space with teaching teams; and
remembering that while teachers will move to online practices when there is a
requirement or they see a need, a cultural shift and both student and staff buy-in is needed
to support high quality digital teaching and learning.

The full summaries of each presentation and feedback session can be read in Appendix III, with
visual summaries in Appendix II.
In the final survey, a number of participants noted the significant value of simply having dedicated
time to sit down with colleagues and share and discuss practice – this was a view informally
shared during collaborative sessions as well. In response to the survey question regarding whether
their digital teaching and learning goals had changed over the course of the project, several
participants noted a deeper understanding of what was possible and what was effective.
The collaborative nature of the project was clearly a strength, in that participants noted that they
felt ‘affirmed and encouraged’, ‘keener to experiment’, and that the project gave them more
confidence to try new things. The biggest challenge for participants was finding the time to fully
engage with the project during a busy semester or term.
Participants were asked to comment on whether they felt the project might be usefully continued
or expanded in some form as professional learning for MGSE staff. The response here was
universally in favour of continuing this work in some way, ideally with further support from
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leadership at MGSE. Given the positive reflection on the collaborative learning model, there may
be some worth in considering ways to extend this model to a wider range of MGSE teachers,
perhaps drawing on the expertise and enthusiasm of this group and others who are enthusiastic
about digital teaching and learning.

Auditing blended and digital learning supports offered by Australian higher education
providers
Along with the establishment of the PLC we also engaged in a parallel activity of undertaking a
desk audit. This audit explored the ways in which Higher Education providers across Australia
provide resources and support staff in advancing their approaches to blended/flipped/digital
approaches to teaching. The systematic search of Australian University sites included an
examination of Blended learning and E Learning policies, strategies, guidelines, support staff, selfhelp resources and collaborative learning resources. From this preliminary investigation the
results were coded into three basic groups: no evidence found (0), evidence identified but not
accessible (1), and evidence identified and accessible (2). A more detailed description of the
search design and the findings from this audit can be found in Appendix IV.

Discussion and recommendations
The COVID-19 crisis has considerably changed the context for digital teaching and learning at
MGSE. When we are next in a position to implement the deep reflection and collaborative learning
characteristic of this project (that is, likely not until the initial crisis passes), we will be dealing with
a cohort of teaching staff who all have experiences of working in digital teaching and learning
spaces that they did not have before. For many, we hope, this time of ‘forced’ online teaching will
have brought to light the affordances of digital teaching and learning and sparked an interest in
further development of practice. There will likely also be some staff who have found the process
of moving to online challenging and frustrating, although MGSE and the University have
implemented a range of support measures to mitigate this as much as possible. In any case, a
model like the one described in this report has considerable potential in supporting both the
professional learning of staff and their capacity to ‘buy in’ to digital teaching and learning.
The team was made up of relatively experienced practitioners open to digital learning and
teaching practices, and the enthusiasm we brought to the collaborative learning sessions was
likely a key element in their success. We were, nonetheless, diverse in terms of our levels of
confidence with technology and our progress towards a highly effective digital practice, and we
were able to learn from one another. The wide variance in our approaches to teaching and
learning with digital technologies was representative of the range of possibilities in this space, and
sharing different practices meant that we were exposed to new ideas and ways of thinking, as well
as having an opportunity to reflect deeply on the practices we were already familiar with.
There was an investment of time made by participants, each of whom had a range of other
pressing commitments. If we were to extend or continue this program of collaborative learning,
more formal recognition of the contribution of participants would be important, for example
through time release and/or finding a way to acknowledge the professional development activity
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more formally. Time and space for reflection is especially important in a process of this nature,
where participants need to be able to be fully present to both articulate their own practice and
share reflections on others’. One participant noted that they struggled to present their rationale
for the approach shared, and as a result the discussion needed reframing and refocusing to be
helpful. The discussion protocols were helpful here, as they allowed for a range of processes of
clarification and feedback.
We also benefited from the support of a dedicated research assistant, Matthew, who undertook a
range of tasks (including the audit of resources and supports offered by higher education
providers across Australia, Appendix IV) that made it possible for the project leaders to focus on
collaborative learning processes and the substantive contributions of participants.
An advantage of using the collaborative learning model in this context is that the characteristics of
skilled teachers are conducive to productive discussion and feedback; all participants were highly
capable active listeners, thoughtful in their feedback, and shared a belief in the importance of
quality teaching practice. As educators we were well-prepared to support one another’s learning.
To conclude, we offer the following recommendations for further work in this area.
1. Given the clear value of the project to participants, a ‘scaled up’ or expanded version could
be considered for MGSE.
2. Any further professional development work in this area should incorporate elements of the
model described, because the collaborative learning approach was what made the project
valuable to participants.
3. Future work should find ways to both highlight existing exemplary practice and work with
less confident (and perhaps more resistant) staff to develop capacity.
4. Participation in professional development should be recognised by MGSE leadership,
through time release for teaching and/or a formal acknowledgement of the completion of
this PD (for instance, participants could be guided to highlight involvement through their
PDR).
5. Our approach to collaborative learning was organic and participant-led, but there is also
scope to consider addressing specific issues in online learning – inclusive practice, for
instance, would be a valuable focus (see for example: Reedy, 2019).
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Appendix I: Feedback protocols
The Consultancy Protocol: One or more people presents a dilemma or question to be discussed,
and the other people talk to each other about the dilemma presented. Designed to provide
feedback or problem-solve a dilemma.
TIME:

Modified to 30 mins

ROLES:

Presenter(s) – whose work is being discussed by the group
Facilitator – who also participates

Process:
1. Presenter shares (8 – 10 mins): The presenter(s) give an overview of the work they are
presenting for feedback, either in writing or orally. They might highlight major issues or
problems with which they are struggling, or successes they have had. They need to
have framed a question for response prior to beginning the protocol, (facilitators might help
with this prior to beginning the protocol). The framing of this question, as well as the quality of
the presenters’ reflection on the work being discussed, is a key feature of this protocol.
2. Clarifying questions from the group (3 mins): Questions that have brief, factual
answers. Clarifying questions are yes/no or require very short answers— “who, what, when,
where, and how” questions. The facilitator needs to interrupt if probing questions are asked
3. Group reflects (2 mins): Group reflects on the presenter’s question and prepares for
discussion. Individuals can generate probing questions to raise during discussion. ‘probing’
questions should be worded so they help the presenters clarify, deepen and expand their
thinking about the issues. The goal here is for the presenters to learn more about their
thinking and about the work/issue they have presented.
4. Group discusses (10 mins): The members of the group then talk with each other about the
work and issues presented. “what did you hear?” “what didn’t you hear that you wanted to
know more about?” “what did you think about the issues?” The discussion should be about
both the strengths and gaps (include warm and cool feedback at this time). The presenters are
not allowed to speak during this discussion, but instead, listen and take notes.
5. Presenter reflects/ responds reflects (5 mins): Presenter shares any reactions, insights,
feelings about protocol or what was said; doesn’t need to respond to questions that were
raised in the group discussion.
6. The facilitator leads a brief conversation about the group’s observations of the process.

(adapted from the Coalition of Essential Schools’ National Re-learning Faculty program, and further adapted and revised as part of the Annenberg
Institute for School Reform’s National School Reform Faculty Project).
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The Tuning Protocol (as in ‘fine tune’) is a useful tool for allowing a variety of voices and
perspectives to be shared, while focusing intently on a specific presentation. The time frame may
vary, but generally adhering to a strict time for each segment is advised.
Time: 30 mins
PRESENTATION (5 -10 minutes)
In this segment, the presentation is made. This includes the context for student work (or whatever
the document is) and the samples of student work (or the planning instrument etc). There
is NO questioning at this time.
CLARIFYING QUESTIONS (2 minutes)
Participants have an opportunity to ask ‘clarifying’ questions - to get pieces of information that
may have been omitted in the presentation and that they feel would help them to understand the
context of the presentation. The facilitator should be sure to limit the questions to those that are
‘clarifying’.
PAUSE FOR REFLECTION (2 minutes)
This is to allow participants to write down feedback items they would like to share - generally, no
more than one example of each.
WARM FEEDBACK (5 minutes)
Participants reinforce/call attention to aspects they think are especially strong; recognise the
acknowledgement of problems and issues by the presenters; ask for more detail on something
they think is important. This is not about saying ‘good presentation’. It is about being descriptive
and helping the presenter see value they might not have seen, themselves, in their presentation.
Presenters take notes, but DO NOT respond.
COOL FEEDBACK (NOT CRUEL) (5 minutes)
This is an opportunity for participants to pose questions that make them wonder, want to know
more about, are confused about. They may also share concerns, raise issues or other ideas that
they think are worth exploring etc. Presenters take notes and DO NOT respond yet.
RESPONSE AND OPEN CONVERSATION (5 minutes)
This is an opportunity for the presenter(s) to respond to the questions and comments. During this
segment, other participants are quiet.
FEEDBACK ON THE PROCESS (2 - 3 minutes)
The full group provides feedback (debrief) on the process.

(adapted from the Coalition of Essential Schools’ National Re-learning Faculty program, and further adapted and revised as part of the Annenberg
Institute for School Reform’s National School Reform Faculty Project).
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Appendix II: Visual summaries

Session 1: Amy
12

Session 1: Kate
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Session 1: Kira
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Session 2: Peter
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Session 2: Nicky
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Session 2: Mark
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Session 2: Lisa
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Appendix III: Presentation summaries
Blended Learning Conference Session 1
Amy’s Presentation
Using Tuning Protocol
Presentation Summary
The issue identified was that students were not completing the online modules for the course.
Modules typically asked student to complete a reading and/or watch a short video in preparation
for the lecture as well as completing online tasks, such as auditing the LMS for equity and access.
It was estimated that this would take between 2 and 3 hours a week. According to the data
provided by the LMS many students are not completing the online modules. However, it is also
possible for students to simply click through the content and not really engage with it. This raised
the question of how students can be encouraged/required/supported to improve their
engagement. A potential alignment issue between the online and face to face work was also
raised and proposed as a potential cause for the non-engagement. While students were
encouraged to prepare for class by completing the modules ahead of time, it was not consistently
treated as a requirement (by tutors and the coordinator). This resulted in students presenting to
class underprepared to delve more deeply into the topic, i.e. beyond comprehension. Additionally,
those that did complete the online tasks focussed on the practical issues raised more than on
higher order issues. This raised the final talking point about how to structure online tasks for
deeper thinking.
Feedback summary
Warm feedback identified that the issues raised were clear, well-articulated and that the issue was
one that was wider ranging than just this course. Participants identified that the content within
the modules is well designed and well aligned with the course. Ultimately, it was identified that
this is not a new problem for lecturers. The cool feedback raised several provocations.
• What can be done to extend the online content in class moving from consuming
knowledge to apply in class?
• How can the links with the online material be more explicitly linked with the course
outcomes?
• Can the online modules be clearly linked to the assessable tasks? Thereby increasing
engagement?
• Is it clear for the students what preparation for face to face classes looks like?
• How important is completing the online modules for success?
• How interactive is the online work?
Response Summary
The presenter identified the value of redesigning the assessment to create explicit links to the
online modules.
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Kate’s Presentation
Consultancy Protocol
Presentation Summary
The question raised how to develop critical thinking, curiosity and digital capabilities in an
a/r/tographic methodology. Using the AQF levels for improving learners’ capacities from directed
(7), to guided (8), and independent (9) as a framework for assessment. The design of the course
has been explicit in how these frameworks are being used. LMS spaces are created using these
frameworks. This meant implementing a blended and flipped model to support the development
of learner agency. The driving focus is on what the presenters want the learners to do with
them. This is primarily an inquiry-based approach both online and in face to face. Significantly,
every activity of the online and face-to-face work is assessed. Kaltura and google drive are used to
assist in this work. This means that students are applying the feedback they have received from
the online work in the face to face sessions. This requires the lecturer to work only a week or two
ahead to ensure that the learners are well scaffolded.
Discussion Summary
A wide-ranging discussion ensued. The group discussion identified the richness of the design and
the presentation of the work. It was clear that the course is human centred and builds on 21 st
century skills and capacities. Some probing questions raised were:
•
How are student evolving the capabilities beyond what is being modelled in the course?
•
Where is the curriculum learning here?
•
Can this approach be scaled up for larger cohorts of students?
•
Can this approach be used in courses that are shorter and have lower teacher to student
contact?
•
How course specific is this approach, can it be transferred to other learning areas?
•
Is there any evidence that taking this course is positively impacting on students’
performance in other subjects?
Response Summary
The presenter identified that they teach process not curriculum as curriculum is policy. It is more
about the taxonomies, theories etc. The approach is post humanist and uses a flat ontology.
Where digital learning is seen as no different than face to face.

Kira’s Presentation
Consultancy Protocol
Presentation Summary
The course under consideration is an online capstone project of mostly final semester Master of
Teaching students or returning students. The objective of the project is to develop the practitioner
researcher skills of the Teacher candidates. A PPP architecture (presentation/practice/ production)
is used in modules and the course as a whole. All modules follow the same format including up to
two readings, a short video, a reflective activity (that is not shared) and a shared practice
activity. The modules include a lot of differentiation to support students’ learning needs and
styles. Each module is three hours, half asynchronous and half synchronous. Synchronous
webinars make good use of Zoom breakout groups. Google drive, Padlet and other resources are
used but this an area for improvement. The modules transition from high scaffolding to low
scaffolding and link through to the assessment activities. The identified area for improvement is
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the course may be too scaffolded and this has reduced students’ self-efficacy as independent
practitioner researchers. This may in part be due to the time limits inherent in the course.
Discussion Summary
The initial discussion revolved around the pros and cons of the level of scaffolding in place.
Critically, there is value in providing a scaffold to focus learners on particular skills however, the
trade-off may be a decrease in their independence. This raised questions around how the AQF
levels play a role in the design. It was noted that the course structure and the module design did
allow for students to have fairly explicit links to the assessment tasks which should allow them
to focus their learning and be strategic in their self-management. Several recommendations were
also made for investigating how to increase the level of agency and creativity within the design
without losing too much of the scaffolding.
Response Summary
The presenter noted that by providing some initial scaffolding in the capstone has resulted in
students moving away from merely producing literature reviews as their final product and towards
more coding and data analysis which are beneficial for modern teaching. The scaffolding also
supports the sessional staff who work in the course.

Blended Learning Conference Session 2
Peter’s Presentation
Consultancy Protocol
Presentation Summary
The driving question presented was how to assess students’ progress when creating digitally based
tasks without being physically present. The extension of this question is how to model reflexive
practice when students are working independently of the instructor. There is a physical making
task and an associated assessment scheme for the product. The model of instruction used has
students understand a model of practice, that they then use outside the classroom. This is
followed by a reflexive group review focusing on how to improve the task in future iterations. The
assessment for the module is holistic which does not allow for detailed feedback. Additionally, the
varying abilities of the students in using equipment and digital technologies impacts on student
success on what they produce for assessment. Further, as the digital aspect of this course requires
the learner to be more self-directed, they can tend to take the easier option. When taken
together, the students may be not be getting the most out of completing the assessment. Hence,
there is a need to be able to support the students while not being in the room to embed flexibility
of the course and measure progress and process digitally.
Discussion Summary
The discussion predominantly focussed on two issues scaffolding for process and assessment. The
former concern was that to ensure a good process is learned, a high level of scaffolding is
needed. The question is how to ‘see’ that process. Significantly, a necessary but distinct ability to
reflect on the process also needs to be developed. A potential way forward is to investigate forms
of critical reflective practice as a focus over process and product.
A digital solution for process differentiation is to build a ‘chatbot’ or similar form of support to act
as a check in understanding and progression of steps. Given that the tasks are group based it is
recommended that the group has tools for self-scaffolding and feeding back. This would require
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front loading the process. Probing questions included: How can the instructor take more risks to
model for the students? Does the reflection part of the cycle require its own cycle to embed the
ways of working?
Response Summary
The presenter noted that the range and use of reflections within the course would benefit from its
own scaffolding. There is value in building up the working together processes as they make you
think about what you are doing, which is enriches practice.

Nicky’s Presentation
Consultancy Protocol
Presentation Summary
The course under consideration is entirely online and has a wide range of students from different
backgrounds located all around the world. The challenge presented is how to include peerassessment and/or self-assessment. The discrepancies between the forms of assessment would
require moderation and potentially teacher assessment in parallel. The question is how to
implement peer assessment within an LMS, in this case Canvas. There is also a question of
whether the peer assessment would take place synchronously or asynchronously. Critically, can
this be done without adding to the workload of the course presenter?
Discussion Summary
Feedback suggested that increase of student workloads would have implications on other tasks.
There would need to be careful scaffolding for students in order to ensure the validity of their
assessments.
Probing questions:
•
Perhaps sentence stem or other prompts would be helpful as a form of scaffolding.
•
Could the feedback be video based perhaps using Kaltura?
•
Can Quantrix or poll everywhere be used in this instance?
•
Are students only assessing once or multiple times?
It was also noted that peer assessment as part of the final marking would need approval from the
university.
Response Summary
The presenter noted that the feedback was helpful, and the process was beneficial. They also
noted that much more dynamic forms of assessment were occurring in other schools within the
university so there should be some scope to implement these sorts of reforms.

Mark’s Presentation
Using Tuning Protocol
Presentation Summary
The presentation was based on work conducted at another location. The project was
within a master’s program. The students and staff had a wide variety of experiences in the online
space. The project, underpinned by research, was shifting the locus of control to students from
teachers. The process required deconstructing and reconstructing of the program with the
assistance of a learning designer, identifying what could be done online and what needed to
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be face to face. The key question was, ‘what does success look like?’ This allowed the course to be
designed to maximise students’ time when they were on campus (minimising travel times
etc). The questions arising was how much should be face to face, what can be done within the
constraints present (time and capacity), and how can we keep students engaged, and build their
agency?
What was created acted as a sort of blueprint for building blended practices as a
faculty, as opposed to just individuals doing things in isolation. As a consequence, there was a
higher degree of consistency across the course and more clarity for students as to what was
expected and when.
Discussion Summary
Participants stated that the process seems a comprehensive approach to blended learning and
acknowledged staff requirements to build and run it. Presumably this process also upskills the
faculty and improves cooperation.
•
How was the program able to keep consistency of voice, accepting that teachers use
different pedagogies and theories in their teaching?
•
How was success measured?
•
How does this work when the staffing is more transient?
•
What were the enablers for tutorial staff to invest in this process? Equally, how can you get
coordinators to release control to allow for this?
•
To what extent was this a product of the cultural landscape of that institution, is it
transferrable?
Response Summary
Consistency of voice was created by developing the first few modules as exemplars. However, it
was consistency not compliance that was being sought. As long as the basic components were
covered appropriately it was up to each staff member how the rest of it was presented. The
learning designer was like a project manager in this regard. There was a need for a positive
adoption of this work which relied on several willing individuals to commit to the process. Equally,
student contributions and thinking about student needs such as ensuring providing learning
modules for general topics (like how to write a literature review etc) was important.

Lisa’s Presentation
Consultancy Protocol
Presentation Summary
The question was how to incorporate other ways of working especially with technology. The
course currently generates a lot of artefacts which can be collated and shared within the existing
LMS. But a move to intensive teaching approach precludes this process so new ways are needed.
There is also a desire to incorporate more Universal Design for Learning [UDL] approaches in the
course. For instance, UDL principles would not limit the assessment tasks to only one format for
the entire cohort. The three key questions are:
• What experiences do the participants have of intensive teaching?
• What are some approaches for allowing other ways of showing learning?
• Where can we go to learn more?
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Discussion Summary
There will be a requirement for providing more agency to the students. Blending the learning
would be valuable.
Probing questions were:
•
Are there sufficient resources for it?
•
How will you maximise the time in the room with students?
•
Consider incorporating digital tools such as Padlet, Google forms, etc.
•
Consider using group time for discussion, presentation and allowing the development as
out of intensive time.
•
Consider collaborative note taking etc.
Response Summary
A whole group discussion was had in lieu of a formal response. The discussion focussed on
methods of course structure to meet an intensive approach to teaching and learning. The relevant
issues were ways to increase collaboration while face to face and using digital tools (as above) to
ensure preparation and progress was being made between intensive sessions.
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Appendix IV: Audit of university blended learning resources
The following pages summarise findings from the audit of blended learning [BL] resources from
Australian universities, undertaken by Matthew Cunnane. It is worth noting that this search was
undertaken prior to the impacts of Australian quarantine/isolation/lockdown policies
implemented during the COVID-19 pandemic, and it is likely there have been (and will continue to
be) updates to some of this material.

Search Design
A systematic search of university sites was conducting to identify what, if any, of the following
elements were available to staff to support their implementation of blended and other forms of
eLearning. The elements searched for consisted of:
•
•
•
•
•

BL/E learning policy/strategy at the school or university level that provides definition,
intentions, and/or minimum requirements for student consistent experience or similar.
BL/E learning guidelines – or other document that provides at least a basic level of
guidance in what should/ must be included in course delivery.
BL/E learning support staff- access to tech support or design support specifically intended
to promote and improve eLearning integration.
BL/E learning self-help resources – access to online resources including links, embedded
videos, worksheets, readings etc to improve practice.
BL/E learning collaborative – any form of professional development that occurs in
groups/teams. This can include face to face or online activities such as blogs, webinars etc.

As this is a preliminary investigation a simple search was conducted to identify the above
elements. The results of this investigation were coded into three basic groups: no evidence found
(0), evidence identified but not accessible (1), and evidence identified and accessible (2). To be
coded as a 1 there had to be a clear link, or leader within the search that indicated the existence
of the element, but it was not retrievable. This was mostly due to the content being within a
restricted intranet, typically it was in the staff portal section of the site.
The search was conducted by using a universities website search function, which is present on all
sites. Then a search for each of the following terms was conducted:
•
•
•
•

Blended/+learning/+policy/+guidelines
eLearning/+learning/+policy/+guidelines
Hybrid/+learning/+policy/+guidelines
Interactive/+learning/+policy/+guidelines

The results were refined when possible to limit the them to target staff information to focus on
the desired elements. As most sites returned pages of results, these were sorted by relevance and
the search was limited to the first two pages of results.
Occasionally, where the returned information suggested that more information than was being
returned was likely a separate individualised search was implemented using a standard search
engine.
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Findings
The results of the search have been divided up by state or territory and tabulated on an excel
spreadsheet. The findings are summarised below.

New South Wales
Notes

Blended
Learning
Collaborative

Blended learning
self help
resources

Blended learning
support staff

Blended
Learning
Guidelines

Blended
Learning
Policy/strategy
New South
Wales
University of New
England

0

0

1

0

0

Charles Sturt
University
Southern Cross
University
University of
Newcastle
Australian Catholic
University
Macquarie
University
University of New
South Wales
University of
Sydney
University of
Technology, Sydney

2

2

0

0

1

0

0

1

2

1

0

1

2

1

2

0

0

0

0

0

2

1

2

1

1

0

2

2

2

2

0

0

0

0

0

no information

0

0

0

1

0

no information

University of
Western Sydney
University of
Wollongong

0

2

2

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

Focus on flipped classroom
model
no information

focus on flipped classroom
model
Blackboard focussed

no information

University of New England
Has an eLearning and ePedagogy Research Network. No other information could be found.

Charles Sturt University
CSU has a policy and guidelines for external educational technologies. There is also a workshop for
incorporating flipped classroom learning.

Southern Cross University
https://www.scu.edu.au/staff/teaching-and-learning/teaching-with-technology/
CU has a range of guides and resources for a range of technology products available on their site
including: Blackboard, Turnitin, Textaid, VoiceThread, Collaborate and Medisite.
There are a number of guides to support course design.
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University of Newcastle
Has a Blended and online learning Design (BOLD) lab
https://www.newcastle.edu.au/current-staff/teaching-and-research/teaching-resources/centrefor-teaching-and-learning/bold
They have included a page on blended learning within their academic staff induction handbook.

Australian Catholic University
No content could be accessed.

Macquarie University
Has designed their eLearning approach around their strategic plan Learning for the Future which
outlines a three objective plan focussed on connecting people experiences, and curriculum.

University of New South Wales
https://teaching.unsw.edu.au/blended-learning
Has developed a set of tools for achieving their vision for blended learning. There are extensive
links and resources for blended learning and flipping the classroom. Including examples for staff.

Sydney University
No content could be accessed.

University of Technology Sydney
There have plenty of forums, blogs and news articles available. No other information was
attainable.

University of western Sydney
Had a Central Blended Learning Team (2015) no more recent information was found. They
created a Flipped Learning guide and multiple one-page digital pedagogy pages.

University of Wollongong
No content could be accessed.

28

Victoria
Blended learning
self help
resources

Blended
Learning
Collaborative

1

1

1

1

Has one of the largest arrays of
resources available.

0

0

0

0

0

no information due to firewall

0

2

1

1

1

0

0

0

0

1

most significant focus was video
production
no information due to firewall

0

2

0

1

runs seminars

0

0

0

0

0

no information due to firewall

0

0

0

0

0

no evidence could be found

2

2

2

2

2

0

2

0

2

0

Blended learning
support staff

1

Blended
Learning
Guidelines

Federation
University of
Australia
Deakin
University
La Trobe
University
RMIT
University
Monash
University
Swinburne
University of
Technology
University of
Divinity
University of
Melbourne
Victoria
University

Notes

Blended
Learning
Policy/strategy

Victoria

Federation University Australia
Is perhaps to most comprehensive in their support offerings. There is a well-developed set of
online tools and a large array of online trainings and PD sessions available to staff.
https://federation.edu.au/staff/learning-and-teaching/teaching-practice/facilitation/engagingblended-facilitation
https://federation.edu.au/staff/learning-and-teaching/elearning-hub
There checklist is particularly interesting.

Deakin University
Nothing could be found.

La Trobe University
La Trobe has an introductory video and four-point guide for blended learning which asks four
questions.
• Is at least 25% of the student's workload based solely in the online learning environment?
• Do learning and teaching activities include face-to-face classes and complementary online
activities?
• Is there purposeful interaction online between: students and the learning
content, students and their peers, and students and teaching staff?
• Does the online learning environment complement – and not simply mirror - the classroom
learning environment?
29

They offer consultation sessions from the Learning and Teaching staff. There is also a series of on
demand workshops to assist with utilising LMS and design issues. There are also guide and toolkits
for developing online content. Especially video work.

RMIT
RMIT has an extensive investment in online teaching, but no information was retrievable through
the standard search parameters. However, it was possible to find two documents of interest one
acts as a de facto guide to blending course design. The second is a short summary of the I Love
Blended Learning Project. There is also a blog site for eLearning discussion.
https://sites.rmit.edu.au/sister/tag/blended-learning/

Monash University
Monash has the majority of their resources behind a firewall it seems. However, they do have
guidelines for Blended and Online Learning which break down the course design into elements of
essential and recommended.

Swinburne University
Firewall protected. Nothing could be accessed using standard search methods. There was
evidence of a professional development program called Future-ready learners which intends to
transform learning experiences for students, however it is not clear to what extent this is linked to
an eLearning strategy.

Divinity University
No information could be found.

University of Melbourne
There is quite a lot of information available on the University site. It is somewhat dispersed
through different schools, however. Notably the faculty of Arts has a significant amount of
information and resources available:
https://staff.unimelb.edu.au/arts/teaching-learning/elearning/eteaching-professionaldevelopment-sessions
They have also run bootcamps to skill up new staff. Notably, the Williams Centre for Learning
Advancement (WLCA) team offers support to lecturers wishing to adopted blended learning
strategies. The WLCA is under the faculty of business and economics umbrella.

Victoria University
Has a concise page available that outlines definitions and guidelines for blended learning. It also
has links to several resources for further Professional Learning.
https://www.vu.edu.au/learning-teaching/learning-teaching-development/learning-teachingapproaches/blended-learning-flipped-classrooms
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Queensland
Notes

Blended
Learning
Collaborative
Blended
learning self
help resources
Blended
learning
support staff
Blended
Learning
Guidelines
Blended
Learning
Policy/strategy

Queensland
Griffith University

2

2

2

2

2

Pebblepad is a focus

Queensland University
of Technology
University of
Queensland
Bond University

2

1

0

0

0

access only

2

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

0

0

information only

University of the
Sunshine Coast
CQ University

2

1

12

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

Mostly within the staff
access portal
no information found

University of Southern
Queensland
James Cook University

0

0

0

0

0

no information found

2

2

0

0

0

Griffith University
GU has a framework and set of course design principles that incorporate digital teaching and
learning standards. They have staff portals for assistance in design and resource development.
There is an emphasis on PebblePad with workshops and online self-help resources.

Queensland University of Technology
QUT has a clearly stated policy with definitions for blended learning. A framework also exists but
along with other possible resources it is QUT access only.
http://www.mopp.qut.edu.au/C/C_06_03.jsp

University of Queensland
UQ has developed a course guideline based on the need for continuous learning that incorporates
digital learning. This document acts as a checklist for course development. They also implement a
CoP approach to staff development.

Bond University
Bond has simple overviews on their website with links to their TEL unit. Presumably further
information is staff access only.

University of the Sunshine Coast
USC has a blended learning strategy paper. They have developed a set course design principle that
incorporates blended learning. In addition, they have a 5-point approach to putting blended
learning into practice which includes: a school blended learning academic lead, info for using
Blackboard +, video example library, a CoP for blended learning, and the strategy document.

Central Queensland University
No information found.

University of Southern Queensland
Has a definition on their site, but no specific document or other information was visible.
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James Cook University
JCU has a policy and procedure for blended learning. Other resources and information were not
accessible.
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Western Australia
Blended Learning
Collaborative

Blended learning
self help
resources

Blended learning
support staff

Blended Learning
Guidelines

Blended Learning
Policy/strategy

Western
Australia

Notes

University of
Notre Dame
Australia

0

0

0

0

0

no information on their blended
learning practices could be found

Curtin
University

0

2

1

1

0

most information is staff access
only

Edith Cowan
University

2

1

1

1

1

a road map for improvement has
been developed

Murdoch
University

0

0

0

0

0

no information on their blended
learning practices could be found

University of
Western
Australia

0

0

0

1

0

Four pillars of flipped learning
otherwise access only

Notre Dame Australia
Has a policy and procedure for lecture capture https://www.notredame.edu.au/staff/staffresources/policies-and-procedures. It also included increased flexible delivery in its strategic
planning. No evidence could be sourced as to how Notre Dame was implementing this.

Curtin University
Curtin has developed a set of guidelines for blended Learning and student engagement.
The guidelines include a rubric that identifies three contexts of varying degrees of eLearning. The
rubric includes criteria for each context using the following areas: online environment, learning
resources, learning activities, communication and collaboration, student support, and assessment.
Curtin also has tools and guides for building courses and other supports which are behind there
firewall.

Edith Cowan University
Has regular Blended learning Community meetings. EDU has developed a technology- enhanced
learning blueprint and a roadmap. It has a learning technologies training team, and an eLearning
assist team for the wide range of eLearning resources available to staff, which include: Blackboard
detailed technical assistance; Turnitin; MRS; Course Unit Offering System (CUOS); CADMUS;
Pebble pad; Blackboard Assessments, Journal; Integrated LTI's. As well as a range of other
resources on there site: https://intranet.ecu.edu.au/learning/learning-technologies/learningtechnologies-roadmap

Murdoch University
Nothing could be found.
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University of Western Australia
Uses the Flipped Learning document. They created a series of position papers to support flipping
their courses. This was incentives with a $5000 grant to support staff to flip units in 2019. The rest
of their information is kept behind their firewall.
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South Australia
Blended learning
self help
resources

Blended
Learning
Collaborative

0

0

0

0

0

no information found

0

0

2

2

2

University of
Adelaide
University of South
Australia
Torrens University
Australia

0

0

2

2

2

Support staff focussed
approach
as above

2

2

1

2

1

0

0

0

0

0

Blended learning
support staff

Carnegie Mellon
University
Flinders University

Blended
Learning
Guidelines

Notes

Blended
Learning
Policy/strategy

South Australia

no information found

Carnegie Mellon University
No information found.

Flinders University
https://www.cdu.edu.au/about-cdu/learning-teaching/imps
Flinders provides an array of support mechanisms for staff to integrate online learning into their
course design. While no evidence of a policy or guideline was evident, support mechanisms hint at
their existence. The services included: learning design, eLearning support, and PD on Technology
enhanced learning (TEL). The latter consists of on demand workshops, 1:1 training, and
Community of Practice groups.

University of Adelaide
Similar to Flinders, UA relies on support systems that focus on learning design, media production,
learning system and analytics. All of which is housed within their Learning Enhancement and
Innovation unit. Other information was not available outside their intranet.

University of South Australia
UniSA has a fully developed digital learning strategy. There is a range of information available on
their site, but a primary focus appears to be the developed of digital video as a teaching resource.
They have a separate info page for projects and support information attached to the DL strategy.
https://i.unisa.edu.au/staff/teaching-innovation-unit/your-teaching/teaching-with-digital-video/

Torrens University
No information found.
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Australian Capital Territory
Blended learning
training

Blended Learning
Collaborative

0

1

1

1

Uses the term Interactive learning

0

0

0

0

0

Uses the term Virtual Learning

2

2

0

2

2

Online resources are clearly evident

1

2

2

2

2

Only general position statements were
accessible

Blended learning selfhelp resources

Blended Learning
Guidelines

0

Blended Learning
Policy/strategy

Notes

ACT
Australian National
University
University of Canberra
TASMANIA
University of Tasmania
NORTHERN TERRITORY
Charles Darwin University

ANU
Provides an array of resources on their website for staff
https://services.anu.edu.au/education-support/interactive-learning
including blogs, online training modules, as well as face to face short sessions called Coffee
Courses. There is also a support system in place call ILEAP (Interactive Learning Project) which was
implemented to build and sustain excellence in learning and teaching. They also have a fellowship
for Interactive learning. They are building from the Higher Education Learning Framework (HELF).

University of Canberra
https://www.canberra.edu.au/about-uc/l-and-t/virtual-learning-environment
Uses the term virtual learning. They use a Virtual Learning Environment that includes:
• Eportfolio system (Mahara)
• Reading list management (Leganto)
• Learning management system (Canvas)
• Text matching software (Urkund)
• Lecture recording (Echo360)
• Virtual room (Blackboard Collaborate
• Library management (Alma)
Ultra)
• Library search (Primo)
They also use a system called InterFace which provides students with a dashboard of information
including progress and levels of engagement. The teaching staff receive satisfaction feedback
through the same system.

Tasmania
University of Tasmania
UTAS has developed a framework for assisting in the development of high-quality units. It also
includes a calculator tool. More online information is available on their site.
http://www.teaching-learning.utas.edu.au/unit-design/blended-learning-model
They also have implemented a Community of Practice model around eLearning.
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Northern Territory
Charles Darwin University
CDU has a largely online student population they refer to their eLearning information as open
learning resources. They have invested in resource development with a team of support staff to
help teaching staff develop online content. https://www.cdu.edu.au/about-cdu/learningteaching/imps
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