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	Meeting Minutes June 8, 2006

	Subject:
	Working Group “Users”


	To:
	All working group members, project management
	
	


	Author:
	Daniela Isch
	
	at rete ag

	E-Mail / Tel:
	daniela.isch@atrete.ch / 044-266 55 13


	Date:
	June 8, 2006
	Time:
	15:10 - 19:00
	Place:
	Olten

	
	
	
	

	Participants:
	Yvonne Vignoli
	YV
	FHNW

	
	Bernard Crettenand
	BC
	HES-SO

	
	Guillaume Schilz
	GS
	UniBAS

	
	Martin Vögeli
	MV
	ZFH

	
	Hansruedi Born
	HB
	SWITCH

	
	Martin Sutter
	MSu
	SWITCH

	
	Daniela Isch
	DI
	at rete ag

	Excused:
	Matthias Hauck Hofer
	MH
	UniBAS

	
	Marco Sommer
	MS
	HSW Luzern

	
	Bruno Wenk
	BW
	HTW Chur

	
	Werner Willi
	WW
	PHZH


	#
	Subject
	I

T
D
	Who
	Date

	1. National LMS or CMS/repository only
	
	
	

	1.1 
	Project management had informed all working groups that after their first meetings, it looked like the majority was not interested in a central LMS. The reason was that most schools already have an LMS and would not want to migrate to another system.

MSu points out that this statement was only meant as a feedback. It was not the idea to keep the group from asking for a national LMS service or making recommendations for test candidates. The group is encouraged to name their requirements towards a centrally provided service independent of the requirements of the other groups.

A national e-learning platform could include an LMS and/or further tools. In this sense, the names of the CMSs that were given in Rolf Brugger’s Excel sheet were only meant as examples. 
SWITCH does not want to persuade organizations to use certain services, but to provide exactly those services that the schools need. Therefore, it is crucial that the schools make clear what they need.
	I
	
	

	1.2 
	YV and BC have discussed the topic of a national LMS in the CUAS (KFH) e-learning coordination group. They came to the conclusion that a national LMS would probably not be used by those who already have a different platform; only those who don’t have their own platform yet would be interested, but even there, collaboration among schools could be an alternative scenario. 
YV would like to have a national OSS LMS. Many users are familiar with Moodle, and there are simply more barriers with WebCT. Therefore, something is needed that works with Moodle.
	I
	
	

	1.3 
	MV: A national OSS LMS would be good as it would be an alternative to WebCT Vista. However, it is important that missing functionality can be developed on demand and that the national service can be made to look local.
	I
	
	

	1.4 
	GS: The main features of an LMS were not discussed last time. The question is what would be the advantage of a national service, i.e. why do something centrally if it works locally? 
	I
	
	

	1.5 
	GS: Focusing on a national CMS is not a bad idea. The more so as WebCT is available for all.

A CMS should be more than a simple repository: it should not only store ready-for-use content, but also content that is being developed.
	I
	
	

	1.6 
	YV works with several LMSs, and repositories are an issue.

GS: Content should be stored using standard formats in order to facilitate easy reuse.
MV: Even then, it is doubtful whether content would be reused. There is dissent even among people working together and great reluctance to share content. Therefore, stored content would have to be very granular and easy to customize.

YV: Simply providing content and saying „use it“ would not work. Even if the Bologna reforms will probably stimulate the production of reusable learning objects, the production of “Bologna-suitable” modules would first have to be institutionalized.
MSu: The main job of teachers is not developing content but developing pedagogical scenarios and adding qualified content that, ideally, can be gathered somewhere.
GS: This is a visionary, but unrealistic scenario. Who would produce the content? Defining meta-data would be time-consuming. Moreover, reuse would in most cases not be possible without prior customization.
YV: Also, cantonal universities work differently than universities of applied sciences.

MV: There are cases where a national repository would make sense, but there are too many barriers (such as format regulations etc.). It would take precise design regulations.
	I
	
	

	1.7 
	Conclusion: A repository alone is no help and a national LMS is desirable. This LMS also needs access to a repository which in turn could be used independently by other LMS’.
	D
	all
	

	1.8 
	MSu: A central repository only makes sense if the organizations can agree on a common format so that exchange is possible. SWITCH might provide a converting service.
	I
	
	

	1.9 
	Example of use case: A master study course is being developed by three schools; they need a common storage area and a development platform; the didactic design has to be mirrored technically.
	I
	
	

	1.10 
	GS: Both scenarios, the national CMS system and the standard LMS that allows exchange, are tied to human resources which will have to be provided by the SVC successor. While SWITCH can cover the technological aspects, they can’t provide the human resources. Irreverent of what the decision will be, it would be important to know whether the Swiss Confederation has a global university in mind or whether the focus will rather be on cooperation.
MSu: It is not the Swiss Confederation that defines SWITCH’s role and tasks.
The problem is that education is split up into two departments. In the beginning, e-learning initiatives have mainly focused on cantonal universities, while the universities of applied sciences joined only later. Edutech has had a central role from the beginning, especially in the field of consulting support. SWITCH merely used to operate the server.  At the moment, there is little information from the SVC as to their plans for the future. Edutech’s mandate will finish in 2007, and so will SWITCH’s mandate. Consequently, SWITCH contacted the rectors on its own accord, but only with regard to the technological aspects such as the operation of the server.
	I
	
	

	1.11 
	YV: WebCT is not en vogue. It is a learning platform and for „ordinary“ use total overkill, since in reality e-learning is mostly storing files. At least within the universities of applied sciences, it looks like Moodle is going to be the preferred choice. Therefore, consulting is required. A service could consist in different support groups, e.g. one dealing with all OSS issues and coordinating the further development; another could deal with issues regarding repositories.

GS: Such a support group exists for OLAT (UniZH; 6 FTE for direct user support; plus developers).

YV: It would take a similar support service for Moodle. The question is whether or not it should be provided centrally.
MSu: SWITCH does not (yet) have this sort of know-how, and the costs are not known.
YV: SWITCH would need partners.
	I
	
	

	1.12 
	BC: HES-SO has started a project for making Moodle user friendly for student and teachers. Building blocks are being designed by cross-organizational working groups that will allow teachers to easily develop their own courses. It is not yet clear who will be responsible for the storing.

HES-SO is striving to agree on one single LMS for all schools. Moodle is being tested, but they are waiting for the decision by SWITCH.
	I
	
	

	1.13 
	GS is not entirely happy with Moodle: compared to OLAT, it appears to be pieced together; it has unexpected surprises in store; and group management is limited compared to OLAT.
	I
	
	

	1.14 
	MSu: It would be necessary to agree on one LMS, even if it is clear that not all school will use the service.
	I
	
	

	1.15 
	BW (written comment): Standard e-learning services are not required, but what is needed is a directory for the repository.
	I
	
	

	1.16 
	YV: Our mission statement could be that we do need an LMS and a CMS service, but the technical operation alone is not enough - it also takes consulting.

MV: Such support groups already exist: CCSP.
	I
	
	

	1.17 
	YV: The group’s requirements are in part already posted on the wiki. However, the list should not merely reflect the technical view: „user friendly“ would have to be specified further.
MSu: The group may well define technical requirements, yet always with regard to users.
	I
	
	

	1.18 
	YV: The role descriptions on the wiki reflect the user behavior and are closely linked to an LMS. The list would have to be revised for repositories, but the group does not have the necessary know-how for this.

MSu: The group should focus on the description of practical use cases of repositories.
	I
	
	

	1.19 
	BC: It is not necessary that all schools have the same LMS, but there should at least be support for the development of interfaces.
	I
	
	

	1.20 
	YV: There are different learning cultures: institutional, but also informal learning. Therefore, students should be able to customize their learning environments. A service could be an organization that deals with the technical aspects; in addition, there should be support and coordination.

Because of the Bologna reforms, project-oriented working will become more and more important.
	I
	
	

	1.21 
	MV: Reaching a common view would be important with regard to funding.
	I
	
	

	1.22 
	Other than the general results of the first meetings, the user group does have a need for a central LMS, at least as regards the universities of applied sciences. Some members also see a willingness of their organizations to outsource to other schools. This raises the question of whether national hosting would be worth the effort. What would be interesting would be a national (additional) support service for Moodle.
	D
	all
	

	2. Overview of SWITCH services
	
	
	

	2.1 
	MSu: The offered services promote modular thinking rather than narrow thinking in terms of LMS.

The term “Virtual Organization” also includes different people from different organizations communicating with each other, e.g. research group. 
There will hardly be any new SWITCH services that don’t work with AAI.
Calendaring is still a vision.
	I
	
	

	2.2 
	MV: AAA sounds interesting; so do all of the supporting organization services.
	I
	
	

	2.3 
	MSu: Aspects that speak in favor of the national operation of an LMS could be economical aspects, security, and efficiency. A national service, however, is only thinkable if the schools agree on one system.

GS: The users understand these arguments, but they are not relevant to them; they would like to outsource as much as possible.
	I
	
	

	2.4 
	MSu: One and a half years ago no cooperation among universities of applied sciences as brought up by YV was desired, but SWITCH was seen as the service provider.
SWITCH will do whatever the schools want them to do, but a model with SWITCH as service provider would probably be better than cooperation among schools (e.g. for reasons of funding).

A scenario with SWITCH doing the hosting for a single school is rather unlikely.
	I
	
	

	3. Next steps
	
	
	

	3.1 
	YV will contact those who could not attend this meeting and ask for feedback, especially with regard to a national LMS. 
	T
	YV
	12.06.06

	3.2 E
	Complement the minutes if necessary, including recommendations.
	T
	all
	15.06.06

	3.3 
	Project mgmt will discuss the results of the working groups and try to bring them into a form that allows comparison. 

The proceeding from there on is not yet entirely clear: If possible, 1 or 2 test candidates will be selected and test scenarios will be defined. The group members will then be invited to participate in the testing if interested (information by mailing lists). 

The groups will be contacted again in autumn and asked if they wish to contribute to the evaluation.
	I
	
	


	To Do


	Nr.
	from
	Subject
	Who
	Date
	Status

	1
	08.06.06
	Contact those who could not attend this meeting and ask for feedback, especially with regard to a national LMS.
	YV
	12.06.06
	new

	2
	08.06.06
	Complement the minutes if necessary, including recommendations.
	all
	15.06.06
	new


� I = information, T = to do, D = decision
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