
 
 

  

Uppsala University 

GECKO module 
evaluation and 
recommendations 
What has been done in the pilot project, and what can be improved 

Marta Cocos 
8-25-2020 
 



1 
 

Contents 

Introduction ..................................................................................................................................................................... 2 

Report Aim ....................................................................................................................................................................... 2 

Method ............................................................................................................................................................................. 2 

Module developers and lecturers feedback .............................................................................................................. 2 

Student feedback on modules ................................................................................................................................... 3 

Results .............................................................................................................................................................................. 4 

Developing GECKO modules ....................................................................................................................................... 4 

Integration of the GECKO modules in the university curricula ................................................................................. 5 

Delivering the GECKO modules .................................................................................................................................. 6 

Future prospects of the modules ............................................................................................................................... 8 

Student feedback on the modules ........................................................................................................................... 10 

Recommendations ......................................................................................................................................................... 16 

Recommendations for the module developers....................................................................................................... 16 

Recommendations for module teachers ................................................................................................................. 17 

Conclusion ...................................................................................................................................................................... 18 

 

  



2 
 

Introduction 

This document provides an overview of the work done regarding the GECKO pilot module, development and 

delivery. With feedback from the module developers and teachers and the students that took the courses, this 

report consists of three parts: 1. Methods used for the data gathering, 2. Results, and 3. Recommendations for 

future implementation of the modules.  

Report Aim 

The aim of this report is to provide an overview of work accomplished in the pilot phase of the GECKO project 

and more specifically provide a comprehensive view of how the modules were built, integrated, delivered and 

taken by the students. This overview is designed to: 

a) Have a critical view of the work done and how it fits with the project’s objectives 

b) Measure satisfaction of stakeholders and students 

c) Increase replicability of the experience  

d) Provide feedback and suggestions for possible improvements 

Method 

Data for the evaluation of the module development and implementation came from a) qualitative online 

questionnaires filled by module developers and teachers, and b) students’ feedback on modules. The data vas 

reviewed and analyzed by the Uppsala University (UU) quality team. If the Corona virus pandemic allows, 

additional quality field missions (QFMs) to each Asian partner country will be conducted to form a third method 

for collecting data for evaluating. QFMs collect data through in-depth interviews with stakeholders from every 

category. 

Module developers and lecturers feedback 

The original plan for collecting module developer and lecturer feedback was through QFMs. Due to the 

COVID-19 travel restrictions, only one QFM (Philippines) was conducted in Spring 2020. The UU quality team 

instead developed a qualitative questionnaire for module developers and lecturers based on (but adjusted slightly) 

from the QFM questions. The questionnaire included sections about contact information, building of the GECKO 

modules, integration of the GECKO modules in the institution’s curricula, future prospects of the modules, and 

delivering the course. 

The questionnaire, administered virtually, was sent to GECKO partners that participated in the Module 

development, and to the leader of the Module Development work package, a European partner from UNED. 

Additionally, the UU quality team utilized the snowball method to reach additional contacts that were not known 

from the beginning. The snowball method enables more participants to be included in data collection. When a 

primary contact completes the questionnaire (known by the UU quality team), they are asked to identify and 

provide contact details for who they worked with on the module development; when a partner identified 

collaborators for the project in the survey, the UU quality team sent the survey to the newly-identified partner(s). 
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Reminder emails were sent to partners up to four times, and the responses were gathered between 10th of March 

2020 to 1st of July 2020. In total there were 15 respondents, with at least one response from each institution. Table 

1 presents an overview of the respondents, and their institutional belonging. 

Table 1: Overview of the online questionnaire respondents  

NUMBER OF 
RESPONDENTS 

UNIVERSITY COUNTRY 

1 University of the Philippines (UP) Philippines 
1 Ateneo de Manila University (AMU) Philippines 
4 Xavier University (XU) Philippines 
2 Burapha University (BU) Thailand 
1 Ubon Ratchathani University (URU) Thailand 
1 Kasetsart University (KU) Thailand 
3 Bandung Institute of Technology (ITB) Indonesia 
1 Gadjah Mada University (UGM) Indonesia 
1 The National Distance Education University (UNED) Spain 

 

Student feedback on modules 

All students that attended the Module classes were asked to provide feedback on each module. At the end of 

each module, students were asked to fill in a short questionnaire. The five questions asked in the questionnaire 

are: 

- This module met my expectations based on the stated objectives (on a scale from 1 to 5) 
- This module improved my professional confidence with [Module Topic] skills as an engineer (on a scale 

from 1 to 5)    
- What was the most exciting or fun part of the module? (open ended question) 
- What was the most challenging aspect of the module? (open ended question) 
- Other comments (open ended question) 

 
The student answer rate varies across institutions (from 43% to 74%). Partner leaders at each university 

collected feedback from their institution and sent it to the UU quality team. The interpreted and systematized 

answers are displayed in Table 2. Raw data will be available in the Appendix. 

Table 2: Number of respondents per module at each institution 

UNIVERSITY COUNTRY NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 

Module 1 Module 2 Module 3 
UNIVERSITY OF THE PHILIPPINES (UP) Philippines 48 

  

ATENEO DE MANILA UNIVERSITY (AMU) Philippines 8 12 
 

XAVIER UNIVERSITY (XU) Philippines 5 1 1 
BURAPHA UNIVERSITY (BU) Thailand 19 19 23 
UBON RATCHATHANI UNIVERSITY (URU) Thailand 10 18 19 
KASETSART UNIVERSITY (KU) Thailand 

   

BANDUNG INSTITUTE OF TECH (ITB) Indonesia 3 14 17 
GADJAH MADA UNIVERSITY (UGM) Indonesia 18 11 11 
TOTAL   107 75 71 

*The fields marked in light blue indicate modules not executed due to the corona pandemic. 

Here it is also worth mentioning that Modules were not fully executed in some universities due to corona virus. 

This is explained further in the Results section under Execution of the Modules. 
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Results 

In the following section, the feedback that comes from a) the module developers and lecturers, presented first, 

inform and support the remaining sections: b) developing GECKO modules, c) integration of the GECKO modules 

in the university curricula, d) delivering the GECKO modules, and e) future prospects of the modules. Lastly, 

feedback coming from the Module students (f) is provided in the section called student feedback on the modules. 

Developing GECKO modules 

The development of the GECKO modules took place over the course of a few months in the second part of 

2018. GECKO partners, divided into three working groups, focused on one module each. These groups consisted 

of one group leader, and at least one representative from each partner university. Each working group met at least 

once a month, online and sometimes in person. The modules were finalized and disseminated to all partner 

universities in November 2018. 

These respondents (module developers) were usually involved in a limited number of units in each model, 

and provided input for the development of units on which their colleagues worked. They spent 2 to 9 hours per 

week working on GECKO module development, with the workload varying significantly from week to week. 

Respondents noted a variety of challenges faced in developing the modules. Challenges include limited 

previous knowledge and experience of developing modules, technical and equipment-related difficulties, and 

problems with communication between colleagues. Additionally, the equipment was not available from the 

beginning, and therefore partners had to be creative in developing lessons and activities with limited resources. 

Creating content without equipment is a great challenge; some partners completed the purchase of the 

equipment after the course was completed by the students. A more detailed description of the encountered 

problems are below. Detailed recommendations based on the responses are listed on page 16. 

- The staff was not trained to develop the video materials, e.g. how to conduct yourself in front of the 
camera, how to speak, etc. For this reason, some of the staff felt uncomfortable in front of the camera. 

- In some cases, the staff that attended the project trainings did not disseminate the information to the 
rest of the staff working on the module development. For this reason, the deliverables and deadlines 
were sometimes compromised. However, these issues were addressed immediately and the modules 
were completed as scheduled.  

- The quick turnaround did not allow enough time to review and validate the completed modules before 
they were implemented as some technical issues still came up that could have been addressed by a full 
quality check of the modules.  

- Many of the partners came from different cities and countries, and the communication was not always 
working well (cultural differences, language barriers, etc.). 

- Meeting the deadline was a bit challenging, given the other work responsibilities the module developers 
had to do on the side. 

- Covid 19 has been a major cause of delay.  
- Unequal commitment to the project from different partners. 
- Learning to use Moodle for making and delivering the course contents. 
- The members in the groups need more time to get to know each other, and be comfortable with giving 

meaningful input, and feeling free to discuss and trust others’ comments. 
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Integration of the GECKO modules in the university curricula 

The modules were designed in a hybrid-format;  partially online and partially via face-to-face meetings and 

mentorships. Furthermore, the 3 modules were to be delivered under 1 elective course, and each module would 

last for 5 weeks (3 hours per week). The package of all three modules together would be awarded with 3 credits 

to the students who attend it. The modules were given the following names: 

1. Effective Professional Communication for Engineering and Technology Practice 

2. Managing Team and Project 

3. Innovation management for engineering 

At a majority of the universities, the modules were offered to engineering students. These students came 

from a variety of specializations, for example chemical, nuclear, and physics engineering (Table 3). In some cases, 

the modules were also available for students outside the engineering departments. In one case the modules were 

offered by the Faculty of Art and Design, however in this case the lecturers delivering the course came from the 

School of Business and Management. In another case, the modules were offered to students at Faculty of Business 

Administration. All modules were conducted in English, though lecturers could assist students in other languages. 

Table 3: Overview of the departments offering the modules. 

UNIVERSITY FACULTY/DEPT COMMENTARY 

ITB  Engineering 
students 

It is administered within the Faculty of Art and Design in collaboration with 
the Directorate of Student Affairs. It is run by lecturers from the School of 
Business and Management. 

BU  Faculty of 
Engineering 

 

XU Engineering 
department 

Including civil, chemical, electrical, mechanical, electronics and industrial 
engineering programs. Planned inclusion of College of Agriculture and to the 
School of Business and Management too. 

AMU Engineering 
students 

Department of Electronics Computer and Communications Engineering and 
Department of Quantitative Methods and Computer Engineering. 

UGM Faculty of 
Engineering  

Including Department of Mechanical and Industrial Engineering, 
Architecture and Urban Planning, Geodetic Engineering, Electrical and 
Information Engineering, Geological Engineering, Chemical Engineering, 
Nuclear and Physics Engineering, as well as Civil and Environmental 
Engineering. 

UP College of 
Engineering 

Including Civil Engineering, Industrial Engineering, and Chemical 
Engineering. 

KU Faculty of Business 
Administration 

   

URU Engineering 
students 

Including Electrical, Industrial, Mechanical, and Chemical Engineering. 

 

In most of the universities, the modules are offered as elective courses, which means they are not a 

compulsory part of a study program curricula. The modules are, however part of the university curricula at XU, 

AMU, and ITB.  

The integration of the modules into the university curricula has proven difficult in most of the universities 

due to the slow and demanding process of university curricula development. In some universities, this can take up 
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to six years. In other universities, a shift of university leadership has decreased administrative and high-level 

support, as some of these new administrators are seemingly not interested in the modules. Finally, the lack of 

communication from the GECKO team left some open questions in the module developer’s team, which made it 

hard to finalize the integration process before the course start. Table 4 provides an overview of the status of the 

courses, and some of the obstacles met in the process of integration of the curses in the university curricula. 

Table 4: The status of the module courses at the partnering universities 

UNIVERSITY THE MODULES ARE 
OFFERED IN THE FORM OF 

STATUS UPDATES 

XU Elective course The integration went smoothly since we got full support from our 
Dean as one of the core team members of GECKO. He contributed 
major decisions of integrating the GECKO course to our 
curriculum. 

BU Elective course It is difficult to add new subject(s) to the curriculum because the 
subjects in curriculum can change every 5 years 

AMU Regular course The course had to go through the approval process of the 
Curriculum Committee and Office of the Associate Dean for 
Academic Affairs 

UGM Elective course Allocation of faculty members to teaching 

ITM Included in Curricula as a 
part of transition to the 
2019 ITB Curriculum 

ITB experienced a change of leadership, and so far the Vice 
Chancellor for Academic and Student Affairs has not shown a 
deep interest in the modules 

UP Elective course The time between the last meeting (December 2019) in Thailand 
and the opening of the semester (January 2020) was too close, 
and we lacked some important information that was necessary 
for the finalizing of the integration 

KU Adopted some content in 
each module to incorporate 
in a course offer to the 
students 

 

URU Elective course Creating a new course and place into the existing curriculum will 
take at least 5-6 years of process. The final stage of placing any 
new courses into the curriculum needs an approval of the 
University Council 

 

Delivering the GECKO modules 

The delivery of courses was adjusted to universities’ needs and possibilities, already with the flexibility of a 

blended delivery mode (a combination of face-to-face and online meetings). Some of the universities started 

earlier than others, and by the time Corona virus forced closure upon universities, they already managed to finalize 

all the modules (Table 5). Other universities started later, and part of their modules were conducted under the 

quarantine time. Finally, one university started just before the Covid-19 outbreak, managed to conduct half of the 

first module, and was forced to stop the implementation. In several universities, even though the students were 

encouraged to continue with the module education, the attendance and dedication fell significantly. 

Most of the universities implemented the modules in the planned order, while one university, UP, broke the 

modules into smaller parts, conducting units in an order that suited their students better. UP scheduled the more 
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challenging units earlier (Module 1 (Units 1-5), Module 3 (Units 1-3), Module 2-Unit 1, Module 3-Unit 4, Module 

2 (Units 2-5), and Module 3-Unit 5). At BU, all 3 modules were combined into one course. 

Table 5: The timeline of the module delivery, 2019 - 2020 

 

A number of challenges arose when delivering the course. Some of the lecturers referred to the lack of face-

to-face interaction as a problem, affecting the learning outcomes. Due to Corona virus, even the initial meetings 

stopped, so the finalization of the modules was purely online. According to teachers, this format made it hard to 

maintain student’s dedication and interest, balanced with their current workload level. Other challenges referred 

to the poor internet connection at the universities, but even more in student homes. Another challenge was the 

module language used, English, making it difficult for some students to follow. A list of challenges and positive 

aspects of the modules can be found below. 

Challenges: 

- More difficult to motivate the students. Student do not regularly work on the module. The discipline of 
learning is quite low.  

- Hard to boost interactions among students. 
- Highly dependent on the internet connection of the students. 
- More preparation time is required for the module making opposed to “normal classes”. 
- Fully online course is hard practically because of the interaction and the feedback. Students prefer to 

consult with teachers in person. Quite challenging in following up. 
- Some students had difficulties in commanding English. 

 
Positive aspects: 

- Positive surprise of how responsive the students were to online forums. In face-to face teaching, students 
are often shy to raise questions, so this change in medium really worked well for introverted students. 

- The course gives a lot of flexibility to the teachers. 
- Modules are more flexible for learning. 

 

 NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN COMMENT 

UP      x x x x x x       
AMU        x x x . . . . . . Due to the poor internet connection, all 

classes suspended. However, some 
students volunteered to continue 

XU         x x x x x x   Students who had stable internet 
connections were encouraged to 
continue. However, only few completed 
module 3 and even missed some activities 

BU   x x x x x x x x       All 3 modules are combined into one 
course 

URU  x x x x x x x x x        
KU         x x       We tackled almost half of the first module, 

but amidst of COVID19 we stopped the 
classes. The students were graduating 
students, and they left the university  

ITB        x x x x x x     
UGM        x x x x x x     
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The teachers employed diverse strategies in how they communicated with the students. Some teachers 

communicated with the students very rarely, only providing the necessary feedback to the activities and work the 

students did. Other teachers have set up social media groups or chat groups where the students could 

communicate between each other or with the teachers. At one university, teachers set up once-per-week 

meetings where students could get questions answered. Below are examples of some of the answers to a question 

about how often the teachers communicated with the students. 

- Only when the need arises.  
- The best method right now is through social media.  
- We had to create a social media group to supplement the modules. 
- Only in the beginning, and if students have questions. 
- Once a week. 
- We set a group chat on LINE application. Students can reach two teachers in this application anytime. 
- In every Unit, we gave feedback to students about their works and activities they did. 
- I reminded them once a week regarding the activities in the module. 
- My colleagues and I met the students every week in the classroom (before the corona pandemic). 

 
The communication between the teachers and module developers was also active to a varying degree. Most 

of the teachers responded that there was communication as per need, if, for example, someone experienced an 

issue or needed clarification. The teachers at several universities set up their own WhatsApp/WeChat group for 

this purpose. Some teachers also regularly discussed the students’ progress and grading, as well as coordinated 

the delivery of the course and the checking of assignments.  

Future prospects of the modules 

Overall, the GECKO project is seen as very helpful because it has opened an opportunity for the participants 

to develop a fully online course. The project also provided an opportunity for lecturers to network with one 

another at other intra- and international universities, and learn from their best practices and experiences. 

Facilitating the modules and participating in GECKO enhanced not only the professional development of faculty 

members, but also allowed cross-cultural exchanges of ideas and experiences. Below is the summary of the 

mentioned strengths and weaknesses as seen by the module developers, and teachers 

Strengths: 

- Everyone was on board. Despite the challenges, people were collaborative 
- Financial Support was an advantage 
- Collaboration of like-minded people even if they are from different universities/cultures  
- An opportunity for the universities to be trained on how to develop these types of courses 
- The network established between the European and SE Asian universities  
- Sharing common perceptions towards improving engineering employability 
- Establishing engineering networks among participants 
- Great project team 
- Got diplomatic facilitators 
- Pilar Rodriguez provided technical and emotional support in all the phases of the development  
- Most of the members of all three modules provided feedback and insights on each other’s work 
- Hard work of some of the participants 
- The willingness to share knowledge, listening to other points of view, respecting each other’s opinions 
- Good vision 
- The course content that can be used in various universities in Asia 
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Weaknesses:  

- Lack of responsibility of some project members  
- The weak point is the relationship with the private sector 
- Inconsistent pool of module developers in some universities 
- Moodle as a tool is no longer user-friendly as it used to be in some features 
- Lack of communication at many stages of the process 
- The outline of the modules were designed without taking into consideration the real experience of the 

teachers 
- Weak mentoring and monitoring processes from the Erasmus committee as well as the university 

management 
- Communication platform and differences in presentation of contents  
- Working with other universities remotely. It can be difficult sometimes in communication 
- Some people sent to the trainings who were not dedicated to sharing the knowledge afterwards 

negatively affected their deliverables  
 

Most of the respondents were positive towards the future of the GECKO modules. More specifically, most 

participants plan to continue using the modules in the future, and are looking forward to improving the modules. 

Some of them were doubtful concerning the integration of the modules into the formal university curricula. The 

impression is that at some of the universities there is no ambition to make the course a mandatory part of (for 

example, engineering) programs, but rather to keep it as an elective course. Finally, at one university, the future 

of the modules was not clear, as one of the respondents planned to use aspects of the modules for a different 

new course focusing on project management. Table 6 provides a summary of the future aspirations expressed by 

respondents. 

Table 6: Project participants’ plans and hopes for the future 

UNIVERSITY THE FUTURE PLANS AND HOPES 

XU  The College Dean’s Council has already approved its full implementation in our curriculum for 
next school year. There is a need however, to train faculty members who will serve as teachers/ 
facilitators. There is also a hope to develop more English online courses following the Gecko 
system 

ITB One challenge I think about is the fact that people are also involved and busy with other projects 
or works. Further refinement is required in terms of reasonable workload to conduct this 3 ECTS 
course. Leaders need firmness to make it a policy- budget and regulatory support. 
Unfortunately, at ITB this has not yet appeared in the new leadership at this time 

BU Expanding to other instructors to scale-up can be difficult; I hope that we can split the module 
1, 2, 3 and put some of the content in the relevant subject. For example, I may open Project 
Management subject, so I can use some contents from Module 2 in my course 

AMU  I hope that these modules would interest more students and that they would be willing to take 
this class as a free elective 

UGM There is a hope to have serious participation from every stakeholders. The challenging part will 
be the management of the module implementation 

UP The modules are actually one step ahead of the courses offered in our university. It was one of 
the first course to be offered mostly online for undergrad students. We should however pursue 
its continuous improvement. As for the resumption of the course, it will probably be in the 
second semester of the next academic year 

KU  Doubting that the modules can be wholly applied and delivered as a course. Modification will 
be applied after the students' feedbacks. There will be attempt to set up new classes this 
opening of semester for a new set of graduating students (July 2020). 

URU Further development of the module, even some units, is possible. With all equipment ready to 
be implemented, we could provide better content for the module. The challenge is a 
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modification to suit students in each semester as new technology and new strategies evolve 
each day. 

 

To conclude, a great majority of the respondents would be willing to enter a follow-up GECKO project. Table 

7 provides an overview of the responses, as well as some of the reasons for their responses. 

Table 7: Willingness of the respondents to participate in a follow-up GECKO project 

GIVEN 
ANSWER 

NUMBER OF 
RESPONDENTS 

EXAMPLE OF COMMENT 

YES 11 My current involvement in the GECKO project has been a very enriching 
experience and I have truly enjoyed working with the people involved in the 
module development 
We learned a lot from the GECKO experience, and there is always room for 
improvement in our systems that could be helped by this kind of collaborative 
project 
Of course! It would be my pleasure!  

MAYBE 2 If everything is clear and the project is managed better 
NO 2 I would be delighted but I am retiring at the end of the academic year 

 

Most of the module developers and teachers think that the project has been a success so far (11 out of 15). The 

reasons for their positive attitude include: 

 The modules were completed, run by the university lecturers.  

 Opportunity for faculty members to learn from the best practices of colleagues from different 
universities. 

 Strong relationships established between different institutions 

 “When we listen to each other, there is much to learn and gain, especially from collaboration among 
institutions.” 

 The students appreciated the course and show early results of the course outcomes.  

Some participants (4 out of 15) think that the project has been a partial success. Some of the reasons are because 

using modules developed by others is difficult since they do not understand the intention of the developer, and 

because most objectives are attained successfully, but can still be improved and refined in terms of reasonable 

workload to conduct the 3 ECTS (the university points). 

Student feedback on the modules 

In this section, some of the student’s feedback on the attended modules will be presented. Based on an automatic 

feedback survey given to every student at the end of each module, both quantitative and qualitative data was 

collected.  The quantitative feedback came from two questions that together present an overall level of 

satisfaction with the modules. Qualitative feedback regarding the most exciting and the most challenging aspects 

of the modules was informed from the remaining questions. 

In Table 8, students’ level of satisfaction is displayed by university and modules. The values are averaged from a 

1-5 scale, with 1 meaning “strongly disagree”, and 5 meaning “strongly agree”. 

Table 8: Quantitative student’s feedback regarding the overall satisfaction with the course 
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UNIVERSITY THIS MODULE MET MY EXPECTATIONS THIS MODULE IMPROVED MY PROFESSIONAL 
CONFIDENCE 

 
Module 1 Module 2 Module 3 Module 1 Module 2 Module 3 

UP 3,85 
  

3,7 
  

AMU 4,3 3,9 
 

3,9 4 
 

XU 4,5 
  

4,25 
  

BU 4 4 4,4 4 4 4,2 

URU 4 4,2 3,4 4,6 4,2 4 

KU 
      

ITB 4,3 3,6 3,4 4 3,7 3,4 

UGM 3,8 2,8 3,6 4 2,5 3,9 

TOTAL 4,1 3,7 3,7 4,1 3,7 3,9 

 

Regarding the first statement, (This module met my expectations) XU had the highest scores for the module 

1 (in average students rated the satisfaction with a 4,5 average), URU had the highest score for the module 2 (4,2 

in average), and BU had a highest score for the module 3 (4,4 in average). In total, for all universities combined, 

module 1 received the best feedback (in average 4), while modules 2 and 3 had an average score of 3,7.  

Regarding the second statement (This module improved my professional skills), URU had the highest score 

for module 1 (in average 4,6), and for module 2 (in average 4,2), and BU had the highest score for module 3 (4,2 

in average). For all universities combined, module 1 received the best feedback (in average 4), module 3 followed 

with an average score of 3,9, and module 2 had an average score of 3,7. 

Students also provided a positive satisfaction score on the modules. Out of 366 responses (183 respondents 

that gave answers to the two questions)1, only 34 were negative responses to the two questions (strongly disagree 

or disagree), 78 respondents were neutral, and 181 gave positive answers (strongly agree or agree), as shown in 

Graph 1. 

                                                                 
1 The feedback from some universities did not include the details about exact grading that students gave. Instead, 
it was only an average grade student provided. In total, there were 253 respondents, but only 183 respondents 
with actual grading were recorded. 
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Q1: This module met my expectations based on the stated objectives   
Q2: This module improved my professional confidence with Communication skills as an engineer 

  
Graph 1: Overview of satisfaction provided by the respondents 

In the following text, an overview of student’s feedback that regards the most exciting and most challenging 

aspects of the modules will be provided. Most of the feedback will be presented as per issue, and not as per 

university. However, a detailed overview of all feedback can be found in the appendix of this report.  

From the students’ answers, one gets to know about a number of interesting and innovative teaching 

methods that the lecturers and modules included. Some of these methods include: making short videos that 

incorporate elements of the lessons from the modules; viewing other students’ videos and analyzing them; 

learning about methods of communication and watching and analyzing movies that have a focus on 

communication techniques; learning about different personalities and doing personality tests; analyzing different 

case studies; teamwork and communication activities; quizzes; learning how to work in advanced prototyping and 

product design programs; learning about business development; and watching TED talks. 
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Table 9: The most exciting part of the module, as seen by the students 

 THE MOST EXCITING PART OF THE MODULE (ISSUES, AND THE NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS) 

 Module 1 Module 2 Module 3 
 Videos 27 Communication and 

cases studies  
12 Discussing and team work 14 

 Case studies 20 Group activities and role 
play 

9 Turn Your Design Into a 
Product 

9 

 Discussions, and 
hearing different 
perspectives 

17 Watching conflict 
management style 
videos 

9 Prototyping and 3D Printing 5 

 Methods of 
communication 

11 personality test 5 Watching Movies to do the 
quizzes.  

3 

 Answering the activities 
to check if I learned 
something from the 
module 

6 Character analysis from 
different clips or movies 

4 House of Quality and Business 
Model Canvas 

2 

 Fishbone Diagram part 5 Watching 12 Angry Men 4 Making HFQ is very difficult. 2 
 To practice speaking 

English more. 
2 Talking with friends 

from different 
departments  

3 Pitching skills 2 

 Making truck warning 
signs 

2 English language and 
data analysis 

2 The quiz 2 

 Online access from any 
place 

1 Good pace and 
workload 

2 Autodesk Fusion 360 1 

 Posters 1 Making Poster 2 Design of the module  1 
 Learning new things 1 Essays / reflection 

papers 
1 Everything 1 

 Workload 1 Interpreting some 
different infographic 
and learn what 
somebody else think 
about that 

1 Identifying stakeholders, 
requirements, and 
preferences 

1 

 Writing part 1 TED talks 1 KnowWho, KnowHow and 
HOQ 

1 

     To see the new way of 
learning 

1 Learned more about Thaksin  1 

     Topics and the lessons 1 The business model. 1 
         Method and innovative 

output/solution 
1 

 
Table 9 presents an overview of the course contents that attracted the most responses from the students. 

Among the most appreciated elements of Module 1 were viewing other students’ videos and making their own 

videos; discussions; and hearing different perspectives and methods of communication. Below are some 

remarkable comments from the students: 

- It is nice to know the different perspectives seen by other people; It is also good having a group from 
different engineering fields.   

- I always thought it was just simple and you were born with good communication skills, but actually it can 
be improved on and learned  

- I was excited about watching videos of communication examples that are from movies and commenting 
on them 
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Some of the most appreciated elements of Module 2 were: communication with other students; case studies 

and skills; group activities and role-play; watching conflict management style videos; and personality tests. Below 

are some remarkable comments from the students: 

- The videos were delivered clearly with good pronunciation from the speaker  
- Better workload than in the first module  
- By framing the role play and the dialogue, my partner and I saw the subtle ways people manage conflict 

all the time which was very impactful and eye-opening  
- With regards with the learning materials, I highly appreciate the quality put into them  

 

         Finally, in Module 3, the most appreciated elements include: discussing and team work; turning design into 

a product; prototyping; and 3D printing; Below are some remarkable comments from the students: 

- I got to have a discussion with various people. Understanding individual differences in team 
- I think pitching skill is one of the essential skills that must be possessed by an engineer, and I feel happy 

because I can learn it here  
- I like this module better than the previous two, especially when it explained about the KnowWho, 

KnowHow and HOQ  
  

The following text presents some of the more challenging aspects of the modules. Some of these challenges 

concern the difficulty of tasks (making videos, working in Auto CAD software), while others refer to technical 

difficulties (such as bad links, and bad quality of videos), or planning of the modules (such as high and uneven 

workload). 

Table 10: The most challenging part of the module, as seen by the students 

 
THE MOST CHALLENGING PART OF THE MODULE, AS SEEN BY THE STUDENTS 

(ISSUES, AND THE NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS)  
Module 1 Module 2 Module 3 

 
Making of the videos 58 Analytical thinking 12  Prototyping and 3D Printing 25 

 
High workload  9 Self-reflection  7 Teamwork 8 

 
Answering the quizzes  5 group work 6 Auto CAD software  4 

 
English language 5  Film analysis 4 Access to course materials 2 

 
Case studies 4 Concerns on the content 4 G-Code assignment 2 

 
Effective conversation 3 English language 4 Making HFQ 2 

 
Some of the instructions 
and cases were 
confusing 

3 Making and submitting 
videos 

4 Finding a weakness in a 
tool/item  

1 

 
Group work 2 Difficulty with some of 

the instructions 
3 House of Quality 1 

 
Text analysis 2 Role play 3 Technical problems 1 

 
Making posters 1  “bad links” 2 Thaksin 1 

 
Writing 1 Playing the mobile game 1 

  

   
The Cause and Effect 
Diagram 

1 
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In Module 1, the most challenging aspect was making the videos (58 out of 119 respondents indicated this). 

Interestingly, this was also the most appreciated part in the module. The challenges concerned the timid nature 

of some students that thought it was uncomfortable to film themselves. Other difficulties concerned the limited 

internet access at students’ homes. Finally, a number of challenges concerned technical issues such as very low 

maximum size of the videos that posed a big challenge for the upload of a student’s work to the modules. Below 

are some comments from students: 

- [Filming] a video was extremely difficult to do due to logistical constraints and the maximum file size of 
uploads which were sometimes not enough  

- It’s hard when you are shy 
- I am limited with resources (no internet in the house) and it is a little embarrassing to video yourself in 

public.  
- The video making activities were one of the reasons why we chose to stop 

 
Some comments addressed poor video quality, and it is not clear if they refer to the teacher’s videos or the 

student’s ones.  

- Some videos were actually hard to understand because of the audio. There are also grammatical errors, 
which I find distracting. Considering that this is a communication course, these are discouraging and 
sometimes it makes the course seem less credible.  

- Some videos are doing OK, but the other ones are lagging for every second it plays.  
 

In Module 2, there were some technical difficulties including low file size limit. A student mentioned “Video 

submission with low file size limit, submission deadline problems.” Another student futher explained “the media 

attached to a lesson was deleted from its original source.” Another challenge was that at the time of this module 

execution, the corona pandemic had already closed some of the universities, and students started dropping out 

of the module. One of the remaining students wrote: “Unfortunately, there were only a few participants who 

chose to continue after module one. Due to the lack of participants, I ended up answering some of these group 

activities on my own.” 

In Module 3, the same challenge of lack of students was noted. A student wrote: “There are more group and 

team activities involved in this module and I had to go through each one alone, due to lack of participants.” 

Furthermore, “Having to do group work during quarantine times. Doing the brainstorming is hard.” Finally, some 

of the tasks in Module 3 were challenging in terms of learning: “3D modeling was hard. I did not learn that much 

in my major. Luckily, I was in the same group with a friend from Industrial Engineering and she helped me a lot to 

understanding that lesson.” 

Finally, it is worth highlighting some of the students’ messages of thanks: 

- I learned a lot from this module. Thank you! 
- Thank you for being available to respond to our concerns! 
- I really enjoyed this course. 
- I'm happy to be here; Nice, Great 
- Thank you 
- Thank you for your hard work! 



16 
 

Recommendations 

These recommendations, based on the findings from the results section as well as the UU quality team’s 

analysis and discussions, are for the future of the GECKO modules. They also include suggestions for the GECKO 

module developers, and for the teachers. For some comments, it is unclear who should hold a responsibility. For 

example, the respondents thought that a weak point of the modules was the missing relationship with the private 

sector. Addressing this issue should be a joint effort. 

The recommendations are derived from the results (no new data in this section), representing a summary of 

what the UU quality team believes could be done to incorporate feedback to improve the modules. All of the 

recommendations are based on comments and data from the results section. 

Recommendations for the module developers 

Respondents had a number of ideas on how the module developers could improve the future work on the 

modules.  

For example, showing the best practices of the online courses could create a better understanding and give 

more ideas to the module developers. Module 3 was especially challenging because there was no formal structure 

to base the content, so the module developers had to merge multiple course syllabi that they found from their 

own classes and also online. More involvement of other European partners in terms of providing the theoretical 

foundation of online course pedagogy would have been appreciated as well. Finally, the partners felt left alone in 

the later stages of the module development/implementation. They outlined weak mentoring from the European 

experts. A way to solve this is to conduct a systematic occasional follow up with the module developers and 

teachers. 

Another issue involves the participants that were sent to the trainings. In some cases, these participants were 

not dedicated to sharing the knowledge afterwards. This created a knowledge gap that made implementation of 

the modules difficult for the local staff. This was especially the case when they were delivering modules that they 

did not develop, and without training. In this respect, creating a manual should be helpful, or supplemental training 

virtually or from recordings could be used. Employing a cascade-style training of the local staff should be 

implemented.  

Finally, there are some identified problems concerning the very content of the courses and the technicalities 

surrounding it. The course can be improved in terms of the projected workload both for the students and the 

lecturers. Some students thought the workload was too much especially because of other school courses. The 

modules also had a fluctuation in the difficulty level. Many students thought that there were for example too many 

video tasks which were very time consuming (especially when there were technical difficulties with the upload). 

Some students chose to quit the course because of the number of videos to make. In this regard, a revision of the 

module workload in terms of total reasonable amount for the number of ECTS but also the fluctuations is desirable. 

Many technical problems occurred, such as when there was no video in a certain lesson (the YouTube link was not 

available). There was also complaints about the video quality and the size limits for the video upload. Some of the 
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students’ recommendations are to improve the video and sound quality; one suggestion is to include subtitles. To 

address these problems, more work is needed to ensure that the technical problems will not occur. For example, 

going through all the modules and tasks with a checklist, or having the module developer ‘complete’ a practice 

run of the unit. 

Box 2: Recommendations for module developers 

Recommendations for module teachers 

Some of students felt that they did not get enough feedback on their work. A way to address this problem is to 

supplement modules with face to face schedule meetings (when this will be possible and safe). Also having online 

platforms such as WhatsApp, Line, Webex, or Zoom would improve the communication with the students and 

among them. Additionally, having regularly scheduled ‘virtual’ office hours, or an avenue for students to ask their 

questions to teachers (with a 2-3 business day response time) has proven effective when implemented. Having 

alternative individual activities instead of team/group work activities should the number of participants decrease 

will prevent students completing group activities alone. It should be also taken in consideration that internet 

connection at student’s homes was poor, and that made it very hard for them to follow the modules, but also do 

other course activities such as making of the videos. Giving access to rooms where there is internet connection in 

case they do not have that possibility at home, would be a good solution to this problem. 

Recommendations for the module developers: 

- Sharing best practices and support with theoretical grounding of some of the course content 

- Follow up with the module developers. Keeping contact between European and Asian developers 

- Train the module lectures via internal workshops and cascade trainings; develop manuals for them, 

especially around using technology and platforms that may be unfamiliar to lecturers and students 

- Provide clear limits on file download size prior to an activity. Ensure this is visible and teachers can 

remind students to follow these limits (to avoid students creating too large a file to submit) 

- Revise the courses so that the workload is better balanced, and fits the acquired number of points 

- Ensure no technical problems exist within the modules. Consider implementing a checklist, especially 

for links to external sources (such as YouTube) 

- Provide a support helpline for lecturers to receive support on a regular (weekly) basis 

Recommendations for module teachers: 

- Supplement modules with regular meetings/supervisions 

- Utilize additional online platforms for communication between/with students 

- Provide students with the access to facilities with internet 

- Complete a practice run of all units/modules they plan to teach prior to their students 

- Practice with the technology, can be done with other lecturers or module developers 
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Box 3: Recommendations for module developers and teachers 

Conclusion 

This report has been conducted based on the available input gathered online. The initial plan was to conduct and 

gather feedback through Quality Field Missions, however, the Corona pandemic prevented the execution of the 

visits (except for the one in Philippines that was conducted just before the pandemic started), and therefore the 

UU quality team adjusted to an online feedback survey.  

If the global health situation will allow it, there will be quality field missions, to the remaining universities (in 

Thailand and Indonesia), and the feedback will be used the final quality report. 


