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1 Abstract

This report takes a introductory look at on the trend toward more Internet enabled
course delivery, with particular reference to the Higher Education market. It
considers some common teaching and learning paradigms and some of the theory of
Constructivist Learning and relates this to learning that is facilitated  by Internet
delivery within the context  of a Virtual Learning Environment (VLE). A VLE is
considered as one specialised tool itself may or may not be part of a Managed
Learning Environment (MLE).

The report identifies some of the strengths and limitations of the VLE and MLE
delivery platforms; it also looks at some student responses to on-line learning and
the delivery systems.

The report’s key conclusions are that:-
1. There is no one “best” VLE/MLE platform.
2. Successful introduction of VLEs requires careful institutional change

management, on-going staff training.

The report recommends that any institution considering introduction of a V/MLE
should establish a project team to manage the process. Such a team should have the
mandate of and report directly to the Vice-Chancellor or equivalent officer.
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2 Introduction

2.1 V/MLEs: a definition

JISC (2005) defines V/MLEs as follows:-

“While recognising that the world at large will continue to use terminology in

different and often ambiguous ways, the term Virtual Learning Environment

(VLE) is used to refer to the “online” interactions of various kinds which take

place between learners and tutors. The JISC MLE Steering Group has said that

VLE refers to the components in which learners and tutors participate in

“online” interactions of various kinds, including online learning.

The JISC MLE Steering Group has said that the term Managed Learning

Environment (MLE) is used to include the whole range of information systems

and processes of a college (including its VLE if it has one) that contribute

directly, or indirectly, to learning and the management of that learning.”

2.2 Progamme types

Two technological programme types are involved in constructing web based
learning materials and the way in which they are presented over the Internet. These
are Management programmes that are designed for the management and delivery of
such teaching and learning materials, e.g. FirstClass, WebCT and similar products
and and Authoring Tools such as Dreamweaver, Final Cut and Premier Pro. The
course designers skill must lie in integrating these two sorts of programmes and their
idiosyncrasies so as to optimise rather than minimise the value that they can deliver.
Hurley (2001) favours such combinations of systems as they can be formed into, or
are virtual campuses. Hurley sees such systems and programmes as valuable, for the
opportunities they give for introducing formal support structures into the teaching`
area and for informal peer group inter-action within the learning environment.

2.3 The changing student profile

The population, as a whole, is becoming increasingly computer literate and
conversant with the new technologies and this certainly includes the next generation
of undergraduates, whether from the traditional late-teen age or the increasingly
important mature age group.
Such students are increasingly looking for flexibility in their study patterns; many
come with different skill sets to those with which academics and institutions are
familiar, computer skills being but one. Those in employment or attending as mature
students are becoming accustomed to working from home and increasingly using
tele-working as an everyday tool. As this trend continues, it is certain that
increasingly they will demand education free from constraints of time and place. The
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internet can deliver; but will academics and administrators allow the student
experience to be satisfactory?

2.4 The changing pedagogy

The 1990s saw a widespread development in thinking about learning and teaching.
One key change was the thought to put learning before teaching. Prior to this time,
teaching had been seen as knowledge transfer process with the learning being
facilitated by appropriate stimuli. Skinner (1958)  suggested that: -

"learning by the student is measured, at its most simple, by the student matching

his or her reply to the correct answer".

 Later, Crowder (1960), among others, developed his work so as to give the student
the choice to move down more than one path. Additionally there is difficulty in
applying Skinner's simple model where there is no clear 'correct' answer or where
different answers may be equally correct in theory and only proved by practical
application in context.

Later, Bruner(1966) and Mandler (1985) rejected the behaviourist theory in total and
espoused cognitive models, that is those that are concerned with student’s
understanding rather than their behaviour. Piaget quoted by Anderson (1984)

“suggests that a student naturally wishes to explore and learn … but after some

experience finds that they are in a situation that they do not understand”.

Anderson (1984) suggests that the student wishes to restore a position of equilibrium
(understanding) and does this by re-interpreting the experience to fit their existing
internal structure, or if this fails, the student modifies the internal structure. When
this happens, learning may be said to have occurred. This becomes the starting point
for “Constructivist” models where the perception is that students themselves are
active in the construction of understanding and knowledge.

Vygotsky, in Hanfmann and Vakar (1962) page 99 says : -

"Writing also requires deliberate analytical action (on the part of the child).”

Thus surely is so of all writing by persons of any age and is perhaps a key pointer to
the design of courses to be remotely delivered, whether by traditional
correspondence or electronic means. If we demand written assignments rather than
multiple-choice tick-box answers, we cause the students to evaluate the information
provided and to respond in a logical constructively argued manner. Thus, this should
eliminate chance from the answer and aid the transformation of the previously
learned (lower) concepts
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Ramsden (1992) suggests that: -

 “learning is fundamentally about changes in the understanding of reality, and

that teaching should be directed towards helping students understand

phenomena in the way that subject experts do.”

Rodenburg (1998) declares that: -
“there has been a shift in pedagogical perspectives from a ‘transmission’ model to a
more ‘constructivist’ model”

More recently a move has been made to “ learning outcomes”, with a con-commitant
move to assessing the ability of students to demonstrate the achievement of those
outcomes. This moves some way to Ramsden’s ideal quoted above. If handled in a
sensitive way it can and will lead to a deep approach to learning. (Deep learning is
typified as an intention to understand and seek meaning, leading students to attempt
to relate concepts to existing experience, distinguishing between new ideas and
existing knowledge, and critically evaluating and determining key themes and
concepts.) However to achieve deep learning even the move to outcomes will
require the outcomes to be more widely drawn and to support demonstration of
evaluation, analysis and evaluation rather than demonstration of rote learning.
However the move to a paradigm that produces “learning” should change everything
and in turn, the common student and staff purpose should become the achievement
of learning and success in the student.

Hurley (2001) also suggests that, as the shift in learning programmes is away from
input toward outcomes, so the role of the academic staff becomes more one of
managers of learning and increases their role in providing guidance and support.

Work by Penelope Reed Doob (1995 in the Unites States and elsewhere has shown
that: -

”students achieve more by participating in study groups out of class”

Quoting  from  an article in ERIC_Digests suggests that the developing  available
technology increasingly allows us to positively exploit this group learning effect by
providing frameworks that will support the formation of: -
 “heterogeneous groups where collaborative learning, problem solving and high
order thinking skills can be developed...These are processes can be difficult to
encourage in the normal classroom, but are the norm in well designed and
constructed distance learning packages, including those delivered via Video-
conferencing and the Internet.”

Alavi, Yoo and Vogel also find that: -
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“Students, faculty (staff) and institutions all learn while becoming actively involved
in exploring concepts and removing uncertainties

There is an emergent view that there is no single solution to the process of teaching
on-line. Hurley (2001) comments there are: -

" a wide range of on-line opportunities…(that) can provide additional resources

for conventional, institutionally based learning and for distributed and distance

learning".

The new learning paradigm moves the key activity from teaching to the facilitation
of learning.  In parallel there is a move from courses defining the input objectives to
articulating achievable and assessable outcomes, within the context of the learner.
Tutors will have to revisit theories on learning styles and take note of these in course
design and embrace new forms of assessment. Above all, on-going staff
development will need to take place as the form and style of writing learning
outcomes develop.

The assessments will be couched in language synonymous to the learning outcomes
and will seek to involve the majority, if not all, of the classes in Bloom’s Taxonomy
(Bloom, 1956). The tutoring process focuses on facilitating the learning process and
necessarily becomes much more student centred. Exploration of primary source
material (key texts, professional journals, newspaper articles and Internet sources,
etc.) becomes a major part of student activity. Using different student groups, from
within the same class, to explore and research differing topics, can encourage these
activities. Findings may then be summarised and presented to their peers. These
presentations come to be part of the formative learning process when they are
assessed and commented on by the tutor/facilitator. This process of group/peer
interaction is a key part of the learning process, Doob (1995).

The employment, of the new technologies,  requires a careful and pedagogically
sound approach to the design of the facilitation and learning activities that will
employ the chosen technology.

This development will need to embrace the move from course learning objectives to
measurable learning outcomes and the design of suitable and appropriate methods of
assessment processes contextualised to embrace the students' learning environment.

As Laurillard (1993) states:

It means that in setting work for students…the teacher has a great

responsibility to require the sort of thing that will help them learn.

This does nothing to diminish the importance of students taking
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responsibility for their own learning…inevitably they (students) will

respond to the demands of the context, so the teacher must be sure
that the demands of the context are pedagogically sound.

2.5 The role of the tutor

As we increasingly move to online learning there will emerge a new style of tutor
facilitator, who is skilled at facilitating online discussions and moderating learning
communities.

Reporting in "Online Learning: Implications for the University for Industry,"
Heppell & Ramondt (1998) state the importance of the role of the coordinator in
keeping the project alive. They quote Berge (1996) as saying that one person rarely
fills all facilitator functions, as the required skills are very diverse. Heppell &
Ramondt (1998) additionally identify high-level technical skills and pro-active drive
as necessary to sustain project participation. They also reported that some
participants found difficulty in actively meeting their own learning needs and looked
for structure while others enjoyed the freedom of the project. Heppell & Ramondt
(1998) are clear that: -

"a better sense of audience and flagging more clearly a set of clues and cues for

active participation"

would resolve some of those conflicts. This points to the need for a mix of learning
strategies in the formal environment of a module or course.

The online learning environment is exposing and unforgiving. Within the online
environment, the dissemination model is not effective and the role of the tutor has
rapidly become that of coach or facilitator.  In January 2001, The National
Professional Qualification for Headship (NPQH), mandatory in the UK for those
wishing to be head teachers, was being delivered online to 3,016 senior teachers,
whilst a further 2000 commenced in September. Until recently, in similar online
learning communities the model was of small groups of students with a single
facilitator, typically around twelve candidates to a single tutor/facilitator. Chapman
(personal communication, unpublished 2001) says: -

"Using our expertise in online learning communities, gained from a range of

projects since the late 1980's, we were aware that this was much too small a

group to sustain effective vibrant online communities."

Thus the model adopted for NPQH was one that combined four traditional tutor
groups into a group of at least 48 candidates and 4 tutors. Most importantly perhaps,
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the communities achieve critical mass, since as some group members move out of
active participation, others move in and sustain the community, widening the peer
learning experience. Chapman (2001) who led two major on-line learning
communities says: -
“The group size enables tutors to share concerns, disappointments, achievements and
tasks and ensures that candidates have a lively and stimulating range of discussions"

A similar community for newly appointed existing Head Teachers was extended
later to all Head Teachers (Talking Heads, 2000). Stephen Powell, (personal
communication, unpublished 2001) Senior Researcher and a project manager in
Talking Heads reports that: -

“The Talking Heads online community model is that of a high level conference

with sub-conferences. A typical head-teacher is a member of a range of

communities that they either opted into on the grounds of their personal

interests or core communities they were automatically placed in. Each

community has a different purpose and different membership profiles.

Some communities are relatively large cutting across school phase, others

are made up of schools with particular common features such as small

rural schools, whilst others are ‘communities of practice’ addressing

particular topics within a tightly defined domain”.

It is interesting that the findings of Powell and Chapman while observing different
environments, are not dissimilar to those of Kim (2000), who suggests three
underlying principles for building online communities: design for growth and
change, the creation and maintenance of feedback loops, and the empowerment of
members over time.

A similar community structure is employed in facilitating a fully online
undergraduate degree (www.ultraveristy.net). All facilitators have access to all
online communities, the students are divided into “private” common interest study
groups and but can see all the communal social/non-academic spaces. Thus there is
significant peer support of a generic nature and strong peer support in their
contextualised common interest groups.

Shona Butterfield (2002) delivering a report to the New Zealand Government refers
to her team’s convictions (amongst others) that: -

“ e-learning must be learner centred.”, “e-learning must be quality-based and

informed by excellent pedagogy” and “e-teaching must be supported by

capability development in institutions”
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The technologies employed must always be secondary to and informed by the
pedagogical demands of the course. If the pedagogical perspective of ICT enabled
course material meets the demands of distance learning, it will form excellent
material for supporting traditional face-to-face delivery, the contrary is not
necessarily the case. Good face-to-face material almost inevitably requires
significant reworking to suit distance learning

McLuhan (1964) pp338 refers in some detail to the effects of restricting the breadth
of the medium in delivering information as compared to allowing the information to
be presented utilising all the capability of the medium. Suffice it to say that the way
the information is presented on a particular medium affects greatly the effect that is
achieved in the receiver of that information. He also points to the wider effect of this
instant availability of information: in our own recent past we have seen the instant
reporting and judgement made about conflicts in Iraq, whereas the older of us
received more reasoned and analysed commentaries on conflicts like the Korean
war.

It follows that the choice of teaching and learning styles available should ideally be
informed by a phenomenological approach, that is considering the needs of all the
students, their preferred learning style, the content of knowledge/information to be
transferred, the learning outcomes, the location of the tutor relative to the students,
the tutor’s own preference for teaching style etc. Unfortunately for ease of
management and support, resource managers, who may have little or no
understanding of the pedagogical imperatives, frequently dictate the choice of
software.

2.6 The Institutional perspective

At an institutional level there is a growing recognition of the need to meet changed
student expectations if numbers are not to decline. Thus institutions are slowly
having a culture change thrust on them. Some have adopted a positive position on
the adoption of the Internet technologies to facilitate learning and teaching. Fewer
have explicit published policies and anecdotally even less have clear implementation
strategies and a small minority have clear staff development plans which address the
challenges of internet. The result of this that in some instances on-line learning is
thrust on students with less than adequate materials, unsound pedagogy, poor
support mechanisms and inadequate institutional systems and even a Canute like
stance on e-learning.

This situation can only be remedied if institutions move from a permissive to pro-
active adoption of on-line learning. The JISC (Joint Information Systems
Committee) briefing paper 5 (JISC, 2002)  is clear that: -

“ for all these changes to be achieved a whole college approach is necessary…

this process will need ‘buy-in’ from all sections and departments…”
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To achieve such buy-in will require re-thinking of policies and strategies and major
changes in procedures and processes to embrace the significant differences between
traditional face to face delivery and on-line delivery whether of distance learning or
in support of traditional courses. Carol Moffat (2002) in conversation asserted her
experience is that: -
“to effect pedagogical shift (in an organization) you have to have Institutional
change.”

3 The student experience and technology.

As we move to a learning paradigm, whether at FE, Undergraduate or Postgraduate
level we must increasingly recognise the need for facilitating learning that is not
only delivered in a technologically efficient way but that is also effective. The two
are rarely the same, the former beloved of resource and finance managers, the latter
crucial to the success of the student experience.

Much has been written on the assumptions of how adults learn (Androgogy).
Fidishun 2005 quotes Knowles Holton and Swanson (1998) as discussing 6
assumptions, which are as follows:

The Learner’s need to know
The Learner’s  self-concept
The role of the Learner’s experience
The Student’s readiness to learn
The student’s orientation to learning
Student’s motivation to learn

In her expansion of these assumptions Fidishun  refers to “the more standard
pedagogy”. More standard than what? Is this a covert reference to the “College
Instructional Paradigm”, Barr (1994) She develops the argument about
technology enabling students to engage with the “Learner’s need to know
Fidishun draws several conclusions, amongst which are:

“Educators who are using adult education concepts in the development of
their lessons must also become facilitators of learning” and

“They must …make the presentation of topics relevant to those they teach.” ,
and   
“Arguments for the use of technology many times include statements about
its flexibility and the ability of the learner to move through lessons any time,
anywhere, and at their own pace.”

These conclusions are well made from the arguments, but gives no
consideration to the view that the “standard pedagogy” is in fact inadequate in
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the on-line environment and that there is a need for a paradigm shift to a
“Learning Paradigm”.

4 A limited Literature Search

4.1 Introduction

4.1.1 Scope and Rationale

This research was carried out to establish what currently published information was
available about V/MLEs, their performance and influence on the practice of on-line
teaching. It is not considered to be fully comprehensive, but appears to offer some
considered views in an important area of educational advance.

This research was additional to that which the author had previously undertaken in
conjunction with other papers in this area.

4.1.2 Methodology

The primary source of information was the Internet searched using Google and other
search engines. The links referenced at the primary level were then themselves
searched.  All information sources considered relevant were downloaded and then
read in greater depth for evaluation as to contribution to the topic area.

4.2 The review.

One major source of information was the Becta ICT Research document entitled ”A
review of the research literature on the use of learning environments and virtual
learning environments in education, and a consideration of the implications for
schools in the United Kingdom.” Whilst as its title implies the paper is concerned
with the school environment, much of the content is relevant in FE and HE Sectors.
As its name implies this is itself a literature review, presented under a number of
topic headings, which makes it a valuable and easy to use resource.

In the section specific to HE, Lewis (2001) is reported to have found that adopting
on institution wide solution is advantageous from the stand point of providing
learning technology or IT support but that  this may impose patterns of thinking on
the way that courses are compiled.  In the same report Simpson (2001) identifies that
provision of electronically available resources does not necessarily mean learning
for the student or pedagogical empowerment for the academic, later on p30, it is
clearly identified that training is required in structuring and delivering courses in the
new medium; on P31 the report clearly identifies the importance of buy-in by senior
management and their commitment to facilitating the introduction and
implementation of V/MLEs. This support must be overt by provision of adequate
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budget but also covert in terms of recognising the new pedagogy associated with
V/MLEs. Increasingly VLE developers and vendors stress the inclusiveness of the
features of their products and these attributes are a seductive message to senior
managers who continuously seek greater administrative efficiencies without
understanding the educational and pedagogical limitations of the products they
purchase (for) and increasingly impose on academics.

Athabasca University has undertaken a series of evaluation exercises and projects in
the field of V/MLEs and published a number of reports in this area that usefully
inform the current debate. The source document for these  is found at
www.athabascau.ca/cde/softeval/reports.htm

Report R34/0404 looks at some of the issues surrounding “Growing Virtual
Communities”. This short report is well worth reading in full (and may be
downloaded from http://www.irrodl.org/content/v5.2/technote4.html). The
conclusion quoted in full is as follows.: -

“Considering the meaning of community is important as we design and
implement virtual learning processes in distance education. Social factors are
central to the planning, nurturing, and life cycle of learning communities.
Participation, communication, and interaction are at their heart. A
community’s focus needs to be clear so that its members can build a common
history and identity. Cooperation, trust and reciprocity are required, so that
the community can fulfill its goal of knowledge acquisition grounded in
experience. A sense of belonging and social presence sustains participants
through the learning process. Virtual learning communities face the
additional challenge of connecting people over time and space through the
use of technology. Students may not always be able to define a virtual
learning community in a way that allows them to participate and benefit from
it. The instructor/facilitator must play an adaptive role in the community
process, developing active and engaged learners. All of these social factors
influence the life cycle of a virtual learning community, eventually leading it
to a higher stage, or to decline and death, natural or not.”

Report R43/0410 concludes that: -
“…increasing integration of product features does not necessarily improve a
product’s ease of use or educational effectiveness”. It further comments that:-
“…too much product integration can be counter productive…teachers and
students may both benefit from a simple modular approach that allows them
to expand their online tools and skills as and when they need to do so”.

In their evaluation of WebCT Vista R41/0410 concern is expressed as to the cost of
training for academics in the use of the large number of tools integrated into Vista.
In R44/0412 it is suggested that: -
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“…the packaging of electronic learning – the learning management system
(LMS) – is becoming regarded as a hindrance and that its design, flexibility,
functionality complexity and cost are being questioned. This is coupled to the
growing understanding that the LMS is relegating the student to passive
recipient of information.”

 The report trenchantly identified that:-
“we have strongly embraced the idea of the opportunity of the web to
personalise learning opportunities whilst neglecting the learning needs of the
individual students on the grounds of cost and difficulty”.

Vipola and Ihamäki (2004) identify poor usability as a major obstacle to learning in
V/MLEs and quote various authorities as identifying specific items such as unused
features, navigational difficulty, difficulty in identifying content together with the
overall environment. Specifically they identify that you cannot add usability to
content, there is therefore a need to design usabability into the programme right from
the start.

Wenger (2001) carried out a wide ranging survey of community oriented
technologies. This work is currently being revised but some of his observations are
certainly relevant to this document, particularly section 1 referring to “Communities
of practice”. He observes that: -

“…but communities of practice are a special kind of community. They are
focussed on a domain of knowledge and over time accumulate expertise in
this domain. They develop their shared practice by interacting around
problems, solutions, and insights and building a commons store of
knowledge.”

Later he identifies
“Membership therefore implies a minimum level of knowledge of that
domain – a shared competence that distinguishes members from other
people.” Later: -

“…members engage in joint activities and discussions, help each other, and
share information.”… “Having the same job or same title does not make for a
community of practice unless members interact and learn together.” And still
later: -Members of a community of practice develop a shared repertoire of
resources: experiences. Stories, tools, ways of addressing recurring problem
– in short a shared practice.”
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Wenger has identified some thirteen fundamental elements that are seen as
fundamental to a successful community of practice and which may be affected by
technology. These are: -

1. 1. Presence and visibility.
2. Rhythm
3. Variety of interactions.
4. Efficiency of involvement.
5. Short-term value.
6. Long-term value.
7. Connection to the world.
8. Personal identity
9. Communal identity.
10. Belonging and relationships.
11. Complex boundaries.
12. Evolution: maturation and integration.
13. Active community building.

Wenger then expands on these thirteen fundamentals in tabular form and identifies
the technological implications and provides useful examples against each
fundamental.

5 Summary and discussion of literature search.

It is clear that V/MLEs are an area of ongoing research and publication. It is equally
clear that there is no-one best solution. Significant tensions exist between academics
of a traditional content rich persuasion and those with more constructivist
tendencies; they exist between academics (of any persuasion) and
corporate/institutional administrators; equally further influences on the student
experience are the tensions between the features offered, the performance required
and the procurement costs.

It is apparent that the nature of the feature rich platforms is such that administrators
may view them as a cure all to be adopted institution wide and more so when the
platforms can capture student results etc and integrate them into the institution’s
wider administrative functions. This may be acceptable where the platform is used
purely as a content delivery mechanism and where traditional forms of assessment
are employed and/or where multiple choice answers can be utilised. But even in
these circumstances, the research clearly shows that, irrespective of the features of a
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particular platform, the user perception is that the only those features required for the
programme delivery should be evident; un-used additionality confuses.

Where more constructivist paradigms are utilised the rigidity of the platforms tend to
be regarded as restrictive: the further the move to student centred and exploratory
learning, the greater the perception of unsuitability. As a result more than one
institution has decided to develop its own platform. However this is not strictly
logical since all the developed platforms have been derived from a minimum set of
performance criteria. Thus a new self-developed platform is likely to mirror the very
development processes that have lead to the development of the platforms(s) and
will itself be of limited application. In many cases, adequate staff training both
pedagogic and in the actual features and capability of a particular platform will
alleviate the academic perception, of platform unsuitability. This lack of training
often results from inadequate recognition of the process of change that adoption of a
V/MLE will force on the organisation and hence significant lack of dedicated staff
development and training budgets.

Some of the open source platforms are seen as a potential solution to the suitability
problem. Certainly Plone and Drupal amongst others are seen as having significant
potential as they have many easily accessed features and certainly give significant
power to the Learner. However they too have what might be considered as having a
“reverse” suitability problem. At the cutting edge, the Learning Paradigm and its
constructivist philosophy is quite at odds with traditional assessment and evaluation
frameworks. Applying traditional values and frameworks of assessment to the
student produced work, which may be freeform in its style and rendition e.g a video
essay, may become problematical, causing yet another change requiring
management. The pedagogic demand is for flexibility of application, not necessarily
more built in features. It may be that open source platforms will deliver this. If this
comes at the price of less integration with administrative systems, this may be a
price that institutions are not willing to pay.

In the wider context it needs to be recognised that software development is an
ongoing process and platforms are regularly updated, giving (in sales terms)
enhanced performance, whether or not these additional features are either
academically required or even desirable. Such arguments may be difficult for
administrators to ignore. The cost may be decreased student satisfaction.

6 Conclusions.

1. There is no one best V/MLE solution.
2. There is a significant need for all institutions to evaluate clearly their

learning and teaching strategies and how these will be delivered
3. All institutions should at the same time examine the business model

under which they operate and how this model will be affected by the
adoption of and form of V/MLE
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4. The adopted V/MLE solution will require a skilled change
management process.

5. The successful implementation of a V/MLE platform requires
investment not only in initial purchase but also in ongoing staff
development and training.

6. Platforms are continuously updated and institutions need to recognise
that once a platform has been adopted there will be pressures to adopt
new releases, not least because older versions will cease to be
supported over time.

7 Recommendations

Due to Institutional differences and idiosyncrancies there can be no universal
detailed recommendation as to how V/MLEs can be successfully introduced and
developed.
In light of the conclusions of this report the recommendation are that: -

1. Any institution considering introduction of a V/MLE should establish a
project team to manage the process.

2. The project team should have the mandate of and report directly to the Vice-
Chancellor or equivalent officer.

3. The project team should be as concerned with the student experience as with
the administrative efficiency of the proposed platform.

4. Adequate funding should be made available for the project.
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