

1- Background
The work package number 3 of the ERIC project dealt with the pilot implementation of the two CBTs (“Fatigue” and “Physics of driving”). 

At this stage of the project, these CBTs have been already translated and adapted to the language and the culture of each country. A State of Art has also been done, in order to have an interesting overview of other learning materials carried out in Spain to better draw the future results to create a basis for dissemination of the CBTs.
The objective of this work package was testing the draft versions and the acceptance of the two CBTs through four seminars in each country, using some questionnaires elaborated to collect the participant’s opinion. 

The main task of this phase was the seminars. The two programmes had to be tested by the target group in four one day seminars, with around 15 participants. These seminars were aimed at presenting the new e-learning tool and at collecting information about the acceptance of these materials.
2- The questionnaires
Two special questionnaires have been developed by INTRAS, to collect the information related to the acceptance of the materials presented at the seminars.

The procedure of these questionnaires was the same for each seminar:
· A questionnaire to fill in before watching the CBT (pre-questionnaire).

· A questionnaire to fill in as soon as they have finished the CBT (post-questionnaire).
· A questionnaire to fill in several weeks later (post-questionnaire).

This procedure was done for each CBT. The two “post-questionnaires” are the same. For both questionnaires, some identity data were required in order to later report the information and, mainly, to check that every seminar participant had correctly replied to all the questionnaires. 
Since the “Fatigue” tool was shorter, the participants began to watch this CBT and to fill in the questionnaires assigned to this material.
a) The “pre-questionnaire”
As it is a “pre-questionnaire”, it is supposed to be filled in before watching the CBT. 

Six questions are raised to know the participant expectations about the CBTs. In a five-point grading scale, the participants have to value several aspects of what they expect about the CBT: “how interesting the CBT will be”, “how useful”, “how defiant”, etc. At the end of the questionnaire, the participants are invited to add some extra information concerning their expectations. Then, they can start watching one of the two CBTs.
b) The “post-questionnaire”

After watching one of the CBTs, the participants have to fill in the first “post-questionnaire”. Several weeks later, they will do the same with the second one. Both first and second “post-questionnaires” are exactly the same. 
The aim of these “post-questionnaires” is to collect information about the opinion of the participants after having watched the two CBTs. It is also important to compare these questionnaires with the expectation ones, in order to draw the real opinion of the surveyed persons.  These tests are longer than the “pre-questionnaires”, because more data are needed to know the opinion of the participants. The questionnaires have 28 questions with also a five-point grading scale. Some of these items are set out in the “pre-questionnaires”. However, this kind of questions focuses more with the content of the CBTs: “how was the design of the CBT”, how was the narrator’s voice”, etc.
Several weeks after the seminar, the participants are asked to fill in the second “post-questionnaire”. The objective is to compare the opinion given the very day of the seminar with the one the participants have afterwards. By means of it, we will analyze if the first evaluation still remains.
In these questionnaires, the participants can also write any comments or suggestions they have, after having revised the tools.
Seminar held in Valencia, 26th March 2009

1- Selection of the seminar participants
For this seminar in Valencia, the target group was managers or leaders in prevention of labour risks. These participants were in the database of our research group because they had participated in several works with us.
After having got in touch with most of these persons, we managed to gather 14 participants. Hereafter, there is the list of the seminar participants:
	NAME
	COMPANY

	Santiago Montejo
	Prevensis

	Jesús Gómez
	Prevensis

	Rafael Martínez
	MTIN (Ministerio de trabajo e inmigración)

	Tomás Rosser
	Prevespana

	Antonio Bonet
	Fremap

	Benjamín Toledo
	Prevenpyme

	Aurora Vivó
	Prevenpyme

	Javier Rodríguez
	Prevenpyme

	Vicente Marcos
	Prevenpyme

	Rafael Villanueva
	Prevenpyme

	Isabel Meseguer
	

	Agustín López
	CCOO

	Javier Giménez
	CCOO

	Carlos Alafont
	


2- Group discussion

At close of day, we did the last task of the seminar. It aimed at having a group discussion, in order to point out relevant aspects of the session. In this meeting, the participants were also invited to give their opinions or suggestions about the whole day and, mainly, about the learning programmes. Collecting this kind of information was very useful for the project itself. Thanks to the comments given by the assistants, it will be possible to identify the obstacles, the acceptance or the restraints of the materials, so we could draw some conclusions to better implement and promote these two CBTs.
	NAME
	POSITIVE ASPECTS / SUGGESTIONS
	NEGATIVE ASPECTS

	RAFAEL VILLANUEVA
	Interesting

Content well defined, easy to understand
Entertaining


	Very extensive, especially, the “Physics” one. The content could be broken down.

The CBTs could have real pictures, instead of only having drawings.

	SANTIAGO MONTEJO
	In general, the “Physics” CBT was good.

 It is a good tool for driving schools.
It is important to do a post-test after watching the CBTs in order to brush up on the acquired knowledge.
	The information is contradictory with the philosophy transmitted by INTRAS.
Some videos show motorists who do not wear the safety belt. We have to pay attention to these details because viewers can imitate this fact.

The “Physics” CBT was good but very extensive and scientific.
The “Fatigue” CBT has to give much better explanations to attract the viewer’s attention. It is a support CBT, not a training one. However, the tool has to be very attractive to make sure that the viewers are learning most of the content. There is a lack of measures to fight or to prevent drowsy driving.
The CBTs should also be addressed to lorry drivers’ bosses because they are in charge of commanding the different tasks.

It is important to make aware of the driving complications.

It is not easy to disseminate these tools because a computer is needed and most of the lorry drivers do not know how to use it (or the companies do not have enough PCs for all the workers).

The distance learning does not allow learning as much as with the classical one (mainly, because the distance learning does not allow working driving attitudes). Montejo does not believe that these tools could help to change drivers’ attitudes.
The content could be broken down. By means of this, the viewer would choose the area he wants to practice.

	TOMÁS ROSSER
	In general, he liked the programmes.
	The CBTs should also deal with legal aspects and with the coexistence of all kind of transports (cars/lorries, cars bicycles, etc.) It is also up to the driving schools to tackle this problem.
He agrees with the idea of Montejo of doing a post-test after watching the CBTs, but he adds that it is not feasible.

	JAVIER GIMÉNEZ
	The tools were very educational. 
	The “Physics” CBT was a little bit arduous. It has to be more practical.

	ANTONIO BONET
	
	It is not very easy to pass these tools to every worker. Sometimes, companies do not have the possibility to train drivers.

	JESÚS GÓMEZ
	It is a good tool for commercials or technical staff.

The self-knowledge questionnaire of the “Fatigue” CBT is good.
	The “Physics” CBT is not as good as the “Fatigue” one.

The idea of the CBTs is not very feasible for professional drivers.

The distance learning does not allow learning as much as with the classical one.

	BENJAMÍN TOLEDO
	It is a good tool for driving schools. It is important to correctly define the target group.
	It is not a useful tool to prevent driving dangers. However, teachers could use the programmes to illustrate their explanation.
The main problem is the lack of time to do this kind of activities. That is why the programmes content should be broken down in order to choose the area the company wants to tackle.

	JORGE SANMARTÍN
	It is important to watch the CBTs with the workers (all together) to collect their impressions or opinions afterwards.
	The main problem is the lack of time to do this kind of activities.

	JACQUELINE LACROIX
	The aim is to provide more training to improve workers knowledge and skills.

The “Fatigue” CBT is a tool to make aware of drowsy driving. The “Physics” one provides a lot of information to improve workers training.
	


3- Quantitative results
By means of the SPSS statistical programme, the results of both pre and post 1 questionnaire have been extracted to draw the main conclusions and to point out the relative information.
It is important to mention that this statistical analysis is not going to be very reliable due to the sample size (less than 30 participants).

First of all, some general results are exposed:
	SAMPLE
	14 participants

	AVERAGE AGE OF THE PARTICIPANTS
	37.69 years old (34 years is the mode)

	ACADEMIC LEVEL 
	84.6% have university studies – 15.4% have a high school education

	PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE USING CBTS
	Only 15.4% had previous experience with CBTs

	DRIVING FREQUENCY
	69.2% drive “very frequently” and 30.8% drive “frequently”


a) “Fatigue” outputs
In order not to carry out a merely descriptive analysis, we have directly compared the results of the common variables for both types of questionnaire (pre and post1).
· In a five-point grading scale (taking into account that 5 is the highest grade)

	COMMON VARIABLES
	AVERAGE GRADE IN THE “PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE”
	AVERAGE GRADE IN THE “POST-QUESTIONNAIRE” 1

	Level of interest
	4.15
	4.31

	Usefulness
	3.85
	4.15

	New information
	3.92
	3.38

	Self-knowledge
	3.46
	3.25

	Self-evaluation
	4.00
	4.00

	Challenging CBT 
	3.54
	3.17


· Comparison of the average marks of the common variables in pre and post 1.

 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




[image: image2.emf] 

 According to these first results, there are some variables that have not responded to the expectations prior to the visualization of the material like the “new information”, the “self-knowledge” and if the CBT would be challenging where the post-questionnaire mark is lower than the prior one. In the other hand, the “interest” and “usefulness” variables do have obtained better marks in the post-questionnaire, which means that the appraisal of the material as far as these aspects are concerned has been higher to what was expected.
b) “Physics of driving” outputs

For this CBT the procedure has been the same as for the previous one. In the next table, the marks of the pre and the post1 questionnaires have been collected in order to make a comparison and see whether the expectations of the subjects have been fulfilled or not. Obviously, given that the questionnaires were the same for both materials, the common variables are the same as well.
· In a five-point grading scale (taking into account that 5 is the highest grade)

	COMMON VARIABLES
	GRADE AVERAGE IN THE “PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE”
	GRADE AVERAGE IN THE “POST-QUESTIONNAIRE” 1

	Level of interest
	4.08
	4.42

	Usefulness
	4.00
	3.92

	New information
	3.77
	3.92

	Self-knowledge
	3.15
	3.08

	Self-evaluation
	3.77
	3.50

	Challenging CBT 
	3.54
	3.75


· Comparison of the average marks of the common variables in pre and post 1.  SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



As for the “Physics of driving” CBT, it has been seen that the “usefulness”, “self-knowledge” and “self-evaluation” variables have not lived up the expectations that the subjects had before viewing the material. However, for the “level of interest”, “new information” and “challenging CBT” variables, the mark has been higher to the expectations once the programme has been viewed.

Seminar held in Barcelona, 4th June 2009

1- Selection of the seminar participants

For this seminar in Barcelona, the target group was also managers or leaders in prevention of labour risks. As in Valencia, these participants were in the data base of our research group because they had participated in several works with us. Nevertheless, Mr. Bartolomé Bennassal (from MC Mutual) was the main person in charge of selecting the participants.
In total, we managed to gather 12 participants. Hereafter, there is the list of the seminar participants:

	NAME
	COMPANY

	Antonio Fernández 
	EUREST

	Carlos Merinero
	TCS TRANS

	Marta Roche
	ETRASA

	Mónica Roche
	OFICINA PLA CATALÀ SEGURAT VIÀRIA. SERVEI CATALÀ DE TRÀNSIT. GENERALITAT DE CATALUNYA

	Carmen López
	OFICINA PLA CATALÀ SEGURAT VIÀRIA. SERVEI CATALÀ DE TRÀNSIT. GENERALITAT DE CATALUNYA

	Alfonso García
	MC MUTUAL

	Bartolomé Bennassal
	MC MUTUAL

	Gorka Martín
	COPISA

	Isaac Palomares
	CONDIS

	Eva Martí
	ATOS ORIGIN S.A.E

	Anna Margalef
	TMB

	Josep Lleget
	DAMM


2- Group discussion

At close of day, we did the group discussion. With the exception of Mr. Fernández who could not attend the discussion, the other 11 participants collaborated and exposed their seminar impressions.

	NAME
	POSITIVE ASPECTS / SUGGESTIONS
	NEGATIVE ASPECTS

	ALFONSO GARCÍA
	It is a good tool. It should be used during the working time because a lot of concentration is needed.
	

	BARTOLOMÉ BENNASSAL
	A better chapter separation should be set (for example, by means of some exercises at the end of every section). This will help the viewers to test the knowledge they acquired (especially, if ever a self-evaluation is required). 
Will it be feasible to introduce these tools in companies? It will depend on the size and the kind of company.
	There are some examples related to speeding, which are not exactly adapted to Spain (in fact, there is exposed as in Germany).

Regarding the exercises of the CBT: when the solution is showed, the viewer cannot compare his previous reply with the correct answer.
Sometimes, the background music is very loud and it becomes difficult to understand the narrator’s voice.

None of the two CBTs do tackle wheel maintenance topic.

	CARMEN LÓPEZ
	
	The CBTs are very long. The content should be broken down.
The “Fatigue” CBT can be used alone (without any kind of help), but not the “Physics” one.

	EVA MARTÍ
	It is a good idea to have these tools on a CD format because many people cannot use Internet.
	The CBTs are very long. The content should be broken down.
The narration of the “Physics” CBT is boring and monotonous.

	GORKA MARTÍN
	These tools could be used as a trainer's support handbook.
It is important to know the target group of these CBTs.
	For some workers the programmes could be extensive and hard.

	CARLOS MERINERO
	The programmes could be used as a part of the instructor’s specific training.
	

	ISAAC PALOMARES
	He liked the CBTs. However, he thinks that the trainer’s motivation is very important to attract students' attention to the learning materials.
Moreover, the most important points should be highlighted because the CBT is too extensive and the viewer can be overloaded. 
	

	JOSEP LLEGET
	The content should be more extended.
	Some important contents do not appear throughout these CBTs. 
The CBTs could have real pictures, instead of only having drawings.

	ANNA MARGALEF
	
	These tools should not be used without another kind of training. The CBTs should be a part of the whole learning process.

	MARTA ROCHE
	If the material access is free (online for example), it should be very easy to use with attractive designs. 
	


3- Quantitative results

By means of the SPSS statistical programme, the results of both pre and post 1 questionnaire have been extracted to draw the main conclusions and to point out the relative information.

In this case, the sample size is also very small (less than 30 participants), and therefore, the statistical analysis is not going to be very reliable.
However, some general results are exposed:

	SAMPLE
	12 participants

	AVERAGE AGE OF THE PARTICIPANTS
	38.5 years old (36 years is the mode)

	ACADEMIC LEVEL 
	100% have university studies 

	PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE USING CBTS
	Only 8.3% had previous experience with CBTs

	DRIVING FREQUENCY
	41.7% drive “very frequently”, 25% drive “frequently” and 25% drive “moderately”


a) “Fatigue” outputs

With the outputs of Barcelona, we have also directly compared the results of the common variables for both types of questionnaire (pre and post1).
· In a five-point grading scale (taking into account that 5 is the highest grade)

	COMMON VARIABLES
	AVERAGE GRADE IN THE “PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE”
	AVERAGE GRADE IN THE “POST-QUESTIONNAIRE” 1

	Level of interest
	4.17
	3.83

	Usefulness
	3.83
	3.67

	New information
	3.50
	2.83

	Self-knowledge
	2.92
	2.67

	Self-evaluation
	3.75
	3.33

	Challenging CBT 
	3.25
	2.67


· Comparison of the average marks of the common variables in pre and post 1.

 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 
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 According to the results get in Barcelona, we pointed out that the six variables (common to the pre and post questionnaires) have not responded to the expectations prior to the visualization of the material because the mark of each variable is lower in the post-questionnaire than in the pre one.  
b) “Physics of driving” outputs

As for the other kind of outputs,  in the next table the marks of the pre and the post1 questionnaires have been collected in order to make a comparison and see whether the expectations of the subjects have been fulfilled or not. The common variables are still the same.
· In a five-point grading scale (taking into account that 5 is the highest grade)

	COMMON VARIABLES
	GRADE AVERAGE IN THE “PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE”
	GRADE AVERAGE IN THE “POST-QUESTIONNAIRE” 1

	Level of interest
	4.18
	4.45

	Usefulness
	4.09
	4.18

	New information
	3.64
	3.91

	Self-knowledge
	3.45
	3.27

	Self-evaluation
	3.36
	3.45

	Challenging CBT 
	3.18
	3.82


· Comparison of the average marks of the common variables in pre and post 1. 
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As for the “Physics of driving” CBT, it has been seen that the “self-knowledge” variable is the only one which has not lived up the expectations that the subjects had before viewing the material. For the other five variables, the mark has been higher to the expectations once the programme has been viewed.

Seminar held in Madrid, 14th July 2009

1- Selection of the seminar participants

For this seminar in Madrid, the target group was also managers or leaders in prevention of labour risks. As in Barcelona, the participants were mainly selected by Mr. Bartolomé Bennassal, from MC Mutual, who was also the person in charge of organising the seminar. Since there is also a headquarters of MC Mutual in the capital, the seminar was held in their buildings. However, not only MC Mutual workers attended the seminar, but also several company representatives.
For this event, we managed to gather 8 participants (the smallest group of all the realized seminars). Hereafter, there is the list of the participants:

	NAME
	COMPANY

	Carmen Cátedra 
	Grupo Raga

	Olga Quintero
	Grupo Raga

	Miguel Ángel Romero
	MC Mutual

	Begoña Herranz
	MC Mutual

	Juan Manuel Medina
	Grupo El Árbol

	Julián Ramos
	Grupo El Árbol

	María Ángeles García
	Grupo Uralita

	Mercedes Gutiérrez
	Randstad


2- Group discussion

At close of day, we did the group discussion. All the participants collaborated and exposed their seminar impressions.

	NAME
	POSITIVE ASPECTS / SUGGESTIONS
	NEGATIVE ASPECTS

	OLGA QUINTERO
	It is a good tool. It is better than having a handbook.
It should be used during the working time to really check that employees have been working on the CBTs.
The CBTs should be addressed to carriers, who usually do long-distance trips, or to professionals of transport. However, the ““Physics” CBT” has a tricky and theoretical content.

The exercises should be done in groups (not individually).

 The CBTs should be shown in small groups (like this, it is more dynamic than working in bigger groups).
	The narrator’s voice of the CBTs is monotonous.
There are some important subjects missing in the CBTs, like preventive attitudes or the vehicle maintenance.

There is too much calculation in the “Physics” CBT which annoys the viewer.

	JUAN MANUEL MEDINA
	Very good tools to make aware of the road safety dangers.
This learning tool is better than having a handbook or having the content online.
The CBTs should be used during the working time. 

The CBTs could have more practical exercises. 
Some kind of certificate should be handed out after having finished with the CBTs.
This kind of learning should be given by technicians in prevention of labour risks to really give an effective training.
	The CBTs are very long (specially, the “Fatigue” one). The content should be broken down.

Regarding the exercises of the CBT: when the solution is shown, the viewer cannot compare his previous reply with the correct answer.



	JULIÁN RAMOS
	It is very important to check if the viewers (the workers, for example) are able to remember most of the CBT content several weeks later. If not, it could not be considered as an effective tool.
The CBTs are a good training tool but it could be improvable. It is an additional method to pass on road safety knowledge.
	

	MERCEDES GUITIÉRREZ
	The CBTs have an appealing design.
The videos which show some traffic accidents or some dangers caused by the human factor attract people’s attention: the tool should have much more videos and not so many questionnaires.
The more simulation the CBT has, the more impact is produced to the viewer. In general, images easily attract people’s attention, whereas theoretical contents are more forgettable. 
It is very important that the viewer could receive a feed-back (some results) of the exercises or of the chapters he is learning.
	There is too much calculation in the “Physics” CBT which makes the learning more monotonous. 
The CBTs are very long and sometimes boring. 


	MIGUEL ÁNGEL ROMERO
	The tool should have much more videos and not so many questionnaires.

The content should be more practical.
	The CBTs graphical interface is not very well designed: some commands (when the narrator says: “click on the play button “, sometimes, this button does not exist). Instead, there is a button called “continue”. It seems that there is a lack of the design regularity. Moreover, sometimes the commands indicated by the narrator do not correspond with the real icon.

	MARÍA ÁNGELES GARCÍA
	These are tools easy to use but they should preferably be addressed to experienced drivers.
The tool should have much more videos and more real simulation. This attracts viewers’ attention and makes the program more motivating. 

Other important topics should be included in the content (the Ergonomics, for example).
	The purpose or the objective of the CBTs is not exposed anywhere.
The CBTs graphical interface is not very well designed.
The glossary is poor and tricky to use.

There is too much calculation in the “Physics” CBT.

	CARMEN CÁTEDRA
	The tool should have much more videos.

Could a labour inspector approve this kind of programmes? Do they have a legal validity?
Some kind of certificate should be handed out after having finished with the CBTs.
	The “Fatigue” CBT is too long. The content is sometimes redundant. 

Some aspects are not very useful.

The CBTs graphical interface is not very well designed.

The possibility of doing some tests several times is missing.


3- Quantitative results

By means of the SPSS statistical programme, the results of both pre and post 1 questionnaire have been extracted to draw the main conclusions and to point out the relative information.

In this case, the sample size is also very small (less than 30 participants), and therefore, the statistical analysis is not going to be very reliable.

However, some general results are exposed:

	SAMPLE
	8 participants

	AVERAGE AGE OF THE PARTICIPANTS
	38.3 years old (35 years is the mode)

	ACADEMIC LEVEL 
	87.5% have university studies and 12.5% (only one person) has a vocational education

	PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE USING CBTS
	Nobody had previous experience with CBTs

	DRIVING FREQUENCY
	37.5% drive “very frequently”, 50% drive “frequently” and 12.5% drive “moderately”


a) “Fatigue” outputs

With the outputs of Madrid, we have also directly compared the results of the common variables for both types of questionnaire (pre and post1).
· In a five-point grading scale (taking into account that 5 is the highest grade)

	COMMON VARIABLES
	AVERAGE GRADE IN THE “PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE”
	AVERAGE GRADE IN THE “POST-QUESTIONNAIRE” 1

	Level of interest
	3.88
	3.63

	Usefulness
	3.50
	3.38

	New information
	3.50
	2.88

	Self-knowledge
	3.00
	3.00

	Self-evaluation
	3.38
	3.38

	Challenging CBT 
	3.13
	2.88


· Comparison of the average marks of the common variables in pre and post 1.
 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



 According to these results, we pointed out that four of the six variables (common to the pre and post questionnaires) have not responded to the expectations prior to the visualization of the material because the mark of the variable is lower in the post-questionnaire than in the pre one.  For two variables, “self-knowledge” and “self-evaluation”, the mark is exactly the same before and after filling in the second questionnaire. In these two cases, the viewer opinion has not change at all; the expectation coincided with the post-real analysis. 
b) “Physics of driving” outputs

As for the other kind of outputs,  in the next table the marks of the pre and the post 1 questionnaires have been collected in order to make a comparison and see whether the expectations of the subjects have been fulfilled or not. The common variables are still the same.
· In a five-point grading scale (taking into account that 5 is the highest grade)

	COMMON VARIABLES
	GRADE AVERAGE IN THE “PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE”
	GRADE AVERAGE IN THE “POST-QUESTIONNAIRE” 1

	Level of interest
	3.50
	3.88

	Usefulness
	3.38
	3.38

	New information
	3.38
	3.38

	Self-knowledge
	2.75
	2.75

	Self-evaluation
	3.13
	3.00

	Challenging CBT 
	3.13
	3.00


· Comparison of the average marks of the common variables in pre and post 1. 
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As for the “Physics of driving” CBT, it has been checked that three of the six variables have the very same mark. For the variables “usefulness”, “new information” and “self-knowledge”, the surveyed participants had an expectation similar to the later opinion. It is also important to comment the variable “level of interest” because the opinion mark is higher than the previous one (before watching the CBT). For the variables “self-evaluation” and “challenging CBT”, the real opinion was lower than the expectation.
Seminar held in Valencia, 22nd July 2009

1- Selection of the seminar participants

The last seminar was also held in Valencia. For this occasion, the target group was different in order to get another kind of results. We managed to gather 16 participants (the largest seminar). 13 of them were professional drivers, although 3 driving school leaders were invited too. Regarding the professional drivers which represent 81% of the assistants, they were ambulance drivers of different companies or kind of ambulance services (except one of them, who was a truck driver).
Hereafter, there is the list of the seminar participants:

	NAME
	COMPANY

	Sergio Gómez
	Ambulance driver (Ambulancias Edetanas)

	José Francisco Soler
	Ambulance driver (Ambulancias Autónomas)

	Anselmo Hijosa
	Ambulance driver (Ambulancias Autónomas)

	Antonio Fuentes
	Ambulance driver (Ambulancias SAMU)

	Fernando Pérez 
	Ambulance driver (Ambulancias SAMU)

	Óscar Piquer
	Ambulance driver (Ambulancias Autónomas)

	Manuel Panadero
	Ambulance driver (Ambulancias Autónomas)

	Casto Sánchez-Grande
	Ambulance driver (Ambulancias Autónomas)

	Alejandro Calderón 
	Ambulance driver (Ambulancias SAMU)

	Jaime Moltó
	Ambulance driver (Ambulancias Autónomas)

	José Ramón Albuixech
	Ambulance driver (Ambulancias TNA)

	Juan Ángel Viñuelas
	Ambulance driver (Ambulancias SVB)

	Salvador Rocher
	Truck driver (Transmonty)

	Tomás Blánquez
	Driving school (Gala)

	David Salinas
	Driving school (Gascó Oliag)

	José Juan García
	Driving school (Autoescuela Universitaria)


2- Group discussion            
At close of day, we did the group discussion. All the participants collaborated and exposed their seminar impressions.

	NAME
	POSITIVE ASPECTS / SUGGESTIONS
	NEGATIVE ASPECTS

	JOSÉ JUAN GARCÍA
	It is a good tool. It is better than having a handbook.

The “Fatigue” CBT could be addressed to all kind of drivers, whereas the “Physics” one is aimed at professionals that are willing to improve or remind several safety aspects.
	There are some mistakes regarding the theoretical explanation. For example, in the “Physics” CBT, the procedure to do in case of aquaplaning is not the correct one. The ABS explanation should be checked. This kind of mistakes undermines the tool credibility.

	CASTO SÁNCHEZ-GRANDE
	The “Fatigue” CBT is a good tool.
The chapter dealing with transport loads is well explained. 

The CBTs provide a lot of new information for all kind of drivers. Even if some aspects are known by almost everybody, other ones are not and it is important to remind them.
	The “Physics” CBT is tedious.
Both CBTs take a long time to load.
The CBTs are monotonous and boring.

There is too much calculation in the “Physics” CBT. In the real life, nobody does this kind of mental activity.

	MANUEL PANADERO
	The “Fatigue” CBT is a good tool, especially for novice drivers. 
In general, both CBTs are appealing and they have good and important aspects to be an optimal training material.

More practical exercises and more interaction should be needed.
	The “Physics” CBT is tedious.
In the “Physics” CBT, the procedure to do in case of aquaplaning is not the correct one.

There are some programming errors.

There is too much calculation in the “Physics” CBT.

	TOMÁS BLÁNQUEZ
	In general, the “Fatigue” CBT is better than the “Physics” one. It is also more understandable.
These tools could be addressed to all kind of drivers.

The CBTs could have more practical exercises to be more interactive. 
	The “Physics” CBT is arduous. Some topics are not well explained. It should be easier with more multimedia exercises. In other words, this CBT can be improvable.
The CBTs graphical interface is not very well designed.

	JAIME MOLTÓ
	It is a good program as a complementary material. Professional drivers will be glad to receive this kind of training course. 
The exercises dealing with stopping distances are well done.
Some explanations regarding motor function should be added.
	The way to come back to the index is not easy. 

	JOSÉ RAMÓN ALBUIXECH
	The programs should be used as a tool to remind theoretical or practical issues. However, it should be taken into account that in general, drivers already know most of these aspects.
	The CBTs content is sometimes redundant.

	DAVID SALINAS
	The “Fatigue” CBT is a good training material.
They could be addressed to all kind of drivers.
	The “Physics” CBT is very long and too monographic.
Both CBTs have a very generic content. It should be more specific and more precise.

	SALVADOR ROCHER
	The “Fatigue” CBT should be given once per year to remind important safety issues.
	The “Physics” CBT is no use at all; topics like stopping, the load, etc. are not practical aspects and the way that it is explained does not correspond with the real driving situation.
Some explanations are addressed to both professional and general drivers, though the described conditions are different and should be adapted to each type of driving.

	ALEJANDRO CALDERÓN
	
	In the “Physics” CBT, the chapter aimed at stopping manoeuvres is not applicable for ambulance drivers.


3- Quantitative results

By means of the SPSS statistical programme, the results of both pre and post 1 questionnaire have been extracted to draw the main conclusions and to point out the relative information.

Even if in this seminar the sample was the largest one, it still have less than 30 participants and therefore, the statistical analysis is not going to be very reliable. However, it is supposed to have different kind of results in this seminar for several reasons:
· The target group is very different from the other seminars carried out in Spain.

· The level of studies has another classification (the percentage of universities studies is lower).

· There are more participants who have already worked with CBTs (contrary to the case of the other seminars).
Hereafter, some general results are exposed:

	SAMPLE
	16 participants

	AVERAGE AGE OF THE PARTICIPANTS
	38.7 years old (30 years is the mode)

	ACADEMIC LEVEL 
	25% have university studies, 37.5% have secondary studies, 18.8% have primary studies and 12.5% (only two persons) have a vocational education

	PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE USING CBTS
	56.3% had previous experience with CBTs

	DRIVING FREQUENCY
	85.7% drive “very frequently” and 14.3% drive “frequently”


a) “Fatigue” outputs

With the outputs this second seminar in Valencia, we have also directly compared the results of the common variables for both types of questionnaire (pre and post1).
· In a five-point grading scale (taking into account that 5 is the highest grade)

	COMMON VARIABLES
	AVERAGE GRADE IN THE “PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE”
	AVERAGE GRADE IN THE “POST-QUESTIONNAIRE” 1

	Level of interest
	4.38
	4.50

	Usefulness
	4.56
	4.19

	New information
	3.94
	3.63

	Self-knowledge
	3.63
	3.19

	Self-evaluation
	3.88
	3.63

	Challenging CBT 
	3.44
	3.13


· Comparison of the average marks of the common variables in pre and post 1.
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 According to the “Fatigue” CBT results, we sort out that the only variable which had a better mark opinion than the expectation get in the pre-questionnaire was “level of interest”. For the other five variables, the marks of the pre questionnaires were higher than the ones get in the post 1 results.
b) “Physics of driving”outputs

As for the other kind of outputs,  in the next table the marks of the pre and the post1 questionnaires have been collected in order to make a comparison and see whether the expectations of the subjects have been fulfilled or not. The common variables are still the same.
· In a five-point grading scale (taking into account that 5 is the highest grade)

	COMMON VARIABLES
	GRADE AVERAGE IN THE “PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE”
	GRADE AVERAGE IN THE “POST-QUESTIONNAIRE” 1

	Level of interest
	4.44
	3.94

	Usefulness
	4.38
	4.00

	New information
	3.88
	3.81

	Self-knowledge
	3.75
	3.19

	Self-evaluation
	3.75
	3.69

	Challenging CBT 
	3.25
	3.19


· Comparison of the average marks of the common variables in pre and post 1. 

[image: image11]
Regarding the “Physics of driving” CBT, it has been seen that none of the six variables have responded to prior to the visualization of the material because the mark of the variable is lower in the post-questionnaire than in the pre one. The viewer opinion is a little bit worst for each variable after watching the CBTs.
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