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16 February 2012


ELAG: E-learning Advisory Group
Minutes of the meeting held 24th November 2011, Rutland Building Teaching Room 0.02
Present:
Ray Dawson (RD) - Chair, Tony Croft (TC), Martin Hamilton (MH), Caroline Pepper (CP), Melanie King (MK), Richard Goodman (RG), Jade Savage (JS), Charles Shields (CS), Chris Szejnmann (CSz), Jan Tennant (JT), Keith Pond (KP), Morag Bell (MB), Jenny Narborough (JN) - minutes
1. Apologies: Ruth Jenkins
2. Minutes 

The minutes of the last meeting held on the 12th July 2011 were approved.

3. Matters arising not otherwise appearing on the agenda

iTunesU; MH noted the group’s response to iTunesU at the last meeting was not overly enthusiastic. The academic involved with the iTunesU developments will be presenting at the Teaching Centre innovation award later in Nov 2011. Agreed to shelve ELAG actions relating to this, until or if required.
PDP; RJ not present to update group. Ruth Stubbings from library is visiting KP re PDP. Item to remain as on-going.
Action continuing: 
	Ref: 9a – 120711
	RJ and KP to update group on PDP developments


Space design: CP informed this action is on-going, with plans to have academic input to a Brockington project in the New Year.
Action continuing: 
	Ref: 10a - 120711
	CP to contact ADTs to identify who may in interested in inputting to future space designs


4. ELAG Membership and Terms of Reference

ELAG Membership was agreed by the group.
Notes on membership

· Agreed with MK, No: 7, should say or nominee 

· No: 13, JN, minute taker but also recognised member of ELAG

Action: 
	Ref: 4a - 241111
	RD to update membership No: 7, Melanie King to include ‘or nominee’


Terms of reference have been updated to help move e-learning forward, promoting related resources across the university, whilst recognising e-learning is a fast moving area.
JTnotes the e-learning Strategy P7 states ’Monitoring progress against actions’ and believes Terms of reference should reflect this. 
Suggestions include enhancing Pts 1 or 2 or an additional point.
JT raised concerns of meaning and interpretation of points 5 with reference to funding.

Other members of the group identified areas where funding has previously been an issue and agreed that ELAG is the group to make and guide funding licencing decisions. 

Agreed to make changes to Terms of reference points 5&6 and make 5 internal, 6 externally focussed.
Action: 
	Ref: 4b - 241111
	RD to update Terms of Reference to include monitoring progress as indicated in e-learning strategy



	Ref: 4c - 241111


	RD to update points 5 & 6 in Terms of Reference to focus 5 on internal activities and 6 to external activities


5. E-learning Strategy and Implementation Plan
E-learning Strategy and Implementation Plan have been approved by LTC in Sept 11
The E-learning Strategy documents the principles, aims and objectives, and is designed to remain constant for the time being.
The Implementation Plan has been written as a dynamic document in which the elements are monitored by ELAG and updated accordingly. The generic plan is for the university as a whole, and the School template designed specifically for Schools to focus on, with the idea it is used as a base line in which to build on.
It was suggested the Implementation Plan has a standing agenda item at ELAG. All to raise areas for discussion preferably before meetings, or inform RD & CS 

Note: Special thanks to MK for input to documents
Action: 
	Ref: 5a - 241111
	RD & CS to include Implementation Plan as standing item on ELAG agenda


9. E-learning User Networks (item brought forward)
ELAG proposes the Schools create e-learning networks to help with the communication and sharing of e-learning related practices. A range of roles within the schools is encouraged to be part of the network. Building on this, a University wide network is planned to develop a wider community.
JT raised concern over who is driving this Network? 
RD and CS to drive. ELAG to set priorities and idea for focus.

MH suggested we also have student input. The group agreed but erred on the side of caution as some issues are sensitive and not relevant for student input.
MB notes the importance of communicating with the schools and linking the network to LTC.

The proposed School and University wide network was agreed.
RD proposed to publicise the e-learning network to ADTs at LTC, encouraging the ADTs to make sure someone from their school is present at the University wide meeting, and that e-learning is recognised at LTC.

The focus for the first University wide meeting will be the introduction to Moodle 2.X, planned rolled out for the start of academic year 12/13. Date for this meeting around the start of Semester 2.
RD recognises the network is experimental and would hope each school takes ownership of their network. The groups are likely to vary to be effective in each school.
CS informed of a shift from central e-learning training sessions to session requested and delivered directly to schools, providing more focussed staff development. 
Comments were made about the importance of supporting staff development in understanding what Blended Learning means, and how e-learning can be incorporated with traditional learning and teaching methods.

MK, from experience of working with departments and the different types of people/academics within, noted consideration must be taken with the networks not to stifle the innovator, but also not to scare the everyday user.
Action: 
	Ref: 9a - 241111


	RD to arrange Uni wide e-learning network meeting around end of Semester 1



	Ref: 9b - 241111
	RD publicise School e-learning network and Uni wide network with ADTs at LTC



	Ref: 9c - 241111
	RD liaise with RG & MH about focus for Uni wide e-learning network meeting re move to Moodle 2.X




6. Minimum module online presence 
A revised draft of the Minimum module online presence was considered at LTC September 11, and slight amendments have been requested before approval. The document has been written to evolve and adapt with student expectations.
CS noted a conflict from a Registry document which refers to student engagement, and the requirement for the student to log into Learn by the end of week 3. After some discussion it was recognised the registry comments were in reference to administrative processes and not what is required by tutor, but due to the confusion it was agreed this needs to be clearer.
JT and CS stated they would like the document to promote and encourage tutors to look at Learn.
RG noted updates have been made to automatically available information.
KP raised the subject that not all modules are the same and prescribing a minimum module online presence is not ideal. Looking across a programme would be better. 

The group agreed with this but it was also recognised, without the significant buy in from programme leaders, it is not possible to consider online presence without describing it in terms of modules at this time.
MB notes that comments circulated from Simon Austin since LTC have not yet been acted on.

Further iteration is required for the document. Suggestion that the document should be more explicit with what is required from tutors.
Action: 
	Ref: 6a - 241111


	RD & CS to respond to Simon Austin re his comments on Minimum Module Online Presence doc



	Ref: 6b - 241111
	RD & CS to include clarification on tutor responsibility re student engagement on Minimum Module Online Presence doc


7. Migration of Learn to Moodle 2.X

RG informed ELAG Learn will be upgraded to Moodle 2.X for the new academic year. This decision was delayed from last year as the version of Moodle 2.X available at the time was not suitable. The upgrade is key from a system point, but there are some additional features which require further updates - reports show these should be solved before we migrate. 

The question was raised ‘Is moodle the appropriate tool for the institutional VLE?’ Technical reasons for upgrading were stated, and the requirement to keep information accessible and available with emerging technologies and equipment. 

CS informed recent information from the Heads of e-learning forum shows the trend moving to or back to moodle continues due to its performance compared with other available systems.

JT raised concern with moving to a new system and upset this may cause for users, and was reassured the system is not completely new and the update was required more from a technical angle. From a user’s point of view the changes will be slight.
Support systems are already in place and have been supporting the use of the current Learn for some time. Request came for this to be publicised more widely to help support the migration.

RD requested the information/support for staff is put in clear terms of the key differences.

CS proposes a formal forum or project group to ensure buy in from all areas across the institution and involve groups to input to specific areas, such as design and print, to have input with the design of the general look of Learn.

The group noted the importance of publicising and communicating this upgrade with the university to draw in all the users of Learn.

MK suggested we monitor and evaluate migration and use of Moodle 2.X, and include students in this process.
Action: 
	Ref: 7a - 241111
	CS to circulate survey results from Heads of E-learning group re institutions choice of VLE and those moving to moodle.



	Ref: 7b - 241111
	RG to publicise Learn Suggestion System

	Ref: 7c - 241111


	CS and RG to develop roll out plan for Moodle 2.X, with the idea of creating a formal group.




8. E-learning licencing

The E-learning Licence Audit lists software licences funded across the university with details about costs and which department/centre pays, to give a clearer picture across the board. ELAG will reviewed these licences to determine if they are still required and if some licences become key systems and require financial support centrally. This document was well received.
JT noted funding for ReView has recently come out of Teaching Centre budget but where the funding comes from in the future needs deciding.
MH informed that it had already been agreed prior to this meeting and IT services would now be funding Review as it is a centrally supported service.
CS noted the roll out and support of ReView was an excellent example of services working together. MB reminded the group communication was key, and priorities need consideration.

Suggested information for document; 
· Costs if we were using alternative systems, such as Blackboard
· Essential licencing should be indicated such as copyright
· Information about who pays next
· Cost of ownership

· Long term maintenance considerations
· Include notes on evaluation etc with recommendations 
CP raised the question with regards to the Turning Point mobile version pilot. CS notes this system is in initial stages of pilot, to be reviewed by group in due course.
Action: 
	Ref: 8a - 241111


	CS to make updates to E-learning Licence Audit to indicate where some licences are essential; potential cost of not paying for some licences; ‘Who paid last’ to consider future long term info; plus any notes re maintenance, evaluation, pilots etc.




10. Use of tablets to support teaching and learning.
11. Midlands Energy Graduate Schools (MEGS)
Information from IT committee states there is currently no formal support for ipads but there is recognition students are equipping themselves with these devices, and it is necessary to look into how our e-learning applications operate with these devices.
MH informed the group MEGS is a HEFCE funded initiative from the Midlands Energy consortium, involving 3 Midlands institutions and is looking to sharing resources, eg lecture capture and the use of leading edge technologies such as tablets and smart phones.
The project will involve IT services, CEDE and the e-learning team to look at technical input and pedagogy and the process of sharing resources etc.
Currently the project is in its Initial stages.
MH asks if there should be a steer from ELAG? 
This was agreed. MH was asked to circulate information for discussion, and due to timing MH requested response via email for input to the project, and further discussion at the next meeting. 
MH and CP were in discussions about implications for teaching rooms, and T00.3 identified as room for developments.
Action: 
	Ref: 10/11a - 241111
	MH to circulate MEGS info, and requests comments by members of the group about use and Loughborough’s approach to additional devices such as ipads 


12. Assessment weighting within WebPA

Curriculum subcommittee has requested ELAG looks into identifying the most appropriate way to make the assessment weighting within WebPA known to students.
It was agreed students are made aware of weighting, but without dictating what the weighting should be.
MK noted default weighting is set to 50% but academics are able to tweak the results as necessary so it may not be possible to state exact weighting for students.
RD proposes a general statement is made available on WebPA and will discuss with MK and RG the most appropriate method and wording.
Action: 
	Ref: 12a - 241111


	RD, RG and MK to consider appropriate way of including a statement for students about assessment weighting within WebPA


13. Any Other Business

None
14. Date of next meeting
To be set for around the end of January, date to be confirmed.
Further meetings to be held around Easter time, and around the end of academic year 
ELAG Minutes 24 November 2011
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