Minutes from the Bergen meeting, June 23-24, 1997





Monday June 23, 1997


	Present: 	Peter Goodyear, Robert Lewis, 	Lancaster�		David McConnell, Celia Graebner	Sheffield�		Simos Retalis				NTUA�		Kostas Halkias, G. Malkogiannis	Binary�		Bodil Ask				Agder�		Thorleif Hjeltnes, Geir Maribu	Sør-Trøndelag�		--					NTNU�		Harald Haugen, Nils K Haukanes	Stord


09.00 - 13.00	Status of project and WPs


Harald: General introduction and overview


	Brief summary of MECPOL intentions and commitments as stated in initial Proposal, Partner Agreement, Renewal Application (01.12.96-31.08.97) and Final Report (31.12.96). Reference to delivery plan, dissemination, partner & project reports on activities, economy & transfer of funds. 


	A couple of partners asked for a letter of contract/agreement for the present renewal period. This may well be kept at departmental level, for information to accountants, not necessarily to be signed at institutional level.


	Brief report on Co-ordinators' meeting in Brussels, May 15-16, 1997. �Status of latest Renewal Application (01.09.97-31.08.98). What are we likely to get? As applied for (12 months/49 mm/137 Kecu)? A fraction? Or nothing?


	'What if?- discussions started; to be completed later in the meeting.


	Workpackages


	WP1/ Peter:


	Background info: Effort 2nd + 3rd period: 6 + 3 mm, report due  month 15/16 (Feb./March 97), and final rep. month 25 (Dec. 97).


Peter has done the latest updating of WP1, as a follow-up from the London and Athens meetings. Goals: revised version, shorter (25 p), ready for publication, focused on VLI concept; guidance-oriented. Current status:	


15 pages available in text ; publishable�	20+ pages of background text and WWW links


		 4 different, generic models VLI are defined:


			1) Long-term speciality-based co-operations�		2) Long-term geographically-based co-operations�		3) Long-term franchising and related hierarchical co-operations� 		4) Short-term speciality-based co-operations�				


	Is there a particular 'MECPOL model'? Should it be stated or defined? In WP1 or in WP5?�Work remaining:	All partners read, comment and approve Product 1 (June 97)�			Lancaster moves text to WWW (July '97)�			Partners with resources (HSH, NTUA, Binary, HiST) send 			further linkable text if possible (July-Dec. '97)


	Important to collaborate in the finalising phases of the project/products. Make  a note in the deliverable about the experiences from MECPOL related to collabora�tion as many different aspects.


	WP2/Peter:


	Background info: Effort 2nd + 3rd period: 10 + 7 mm, report due  month 16 (March 97), and final rep. ('Guidelines'!)month 26 (Jan. 98).


First report is in its final stage; still room for inputs/adjustments from partners. 


Goals for Deliverable 3: Pedagogical guidelines for networked open learning (NOL), listed in proposal for final version in  Jan. 98. �Current status: Draft format and list of contents for 


a) WWW version�b) Booklet or Journal article�	Content of guidelines (paper handed out by Peter):�	- Introduction, definition of and perspectives on pedagogy; in NOL    	- Planning decisions for NOL�	- Interactive tutoring decisions�	- Evaluation decisions�	- Other resources of information


	Relevant issues to be treated:


Dependence on interinstitutional or single inst.?�Must stress the particularity of the MECPOL  - but include general ODL pedagogy.�Examples of 'busy/active' or 'dying' conferences; quality of activity?�'Collaborative learning' contra individual learners�Raise critical perspectives�The perspective of tutors in ODL/VLI (before/under/after)


�


�����		Thorleif:		Material	Methodo-	Learning�				design		logy		environment�				own		communi-	tutoring,�				links,		cation,		exams�				libraries	exercises


		Include  ICT as a pedagogical issue of ODL


	Work remaining:	All partners approve draft of contents etc. (June 97)�			Lancaster makes a first draft Sept '97�			Partners with resources contribute to final product


	Alternatives:	


1, no renewal) Make the report/'guidelines'/Deliverable 3 the final, Sept. 97�2, renewal     ) Put more efforts into it, and deliver it Jan. '98, according to prop..


13.00 - 14.30	Lunch (at Orion)


14.30 - 18.00	WP3/Geir:�Background info: Effort 2nd + 3rd period: 27 + 3 mm, report/courses due  month 14 (Jan.97), and final rep./courses month 22 (Sept 97). 


	Report from 1st & 2nd user trials prepared, printed and distributed by Geir.


	Drop-out rates were too high. Reasons? Exams/credits are without any impor�tance to some of the learners. Evaluation does not reveal reasons for leaving.


	Evaluation forms are not received from the Lancaster course participants. Were these courses run as part of user trials? Peter will check why evaluation reports did not come back to David. 


	Difficulties with varying start/end dates of study period for learners in different countries. During the user trials we have let the course institution be responsible for ‘distributed exams’ and a joint assessment. Another 'model' could be to let the 'receiving' institution be in charge of both technical arrangement and assessment of local students. difficult to combine full flexibility (in time) with collaborative learning and common discussions.  Practical versus principal issues to be reported. In MECPOL we have a 'VLI' originating from the traditional university courses, with adjustments and provisions for on-line tutoring. 


	This raises issues that should be commented on by the evaluation, e.g. in relation to WP1 & WP2


	WP4/David:�Framework: Effort 2nd + 3rd period: 15 + 9 mm, report due  month 14, and final rep. month 24).


	Evaluation focuses on the models applied in the user trials, concentrating on models, not content or learning result (hand-out by David). Course descriptions that identify the actual model they are applying, are needed for finalising the evalu�ation task ('Action 1'). Remember to describe both pedagogic and organisational models for each of the courses.


	On the basis of information from the tutors/managers of the actual courses (new questionnaire), the evaluation picture will be rounded off.  The tutors have to return their information to evaluators (David) asap.


	Final comments on the evaluation aspect will be related to both courses/models, as case studies, and general findings from the MECPOL experiences.


	David has made the following summary of the WP4 outcomes of the Bergen meeting. (Thanks!):


	- We are trying to complete the work for this workpackage by September


- At present I am receiving the final (3rd) evaluation questionnaire from students taking the MECPOL courses. Could all course tutors / directors please remind their students about completing and sending back to me the questionnaires. There is still time for me to receive ANY of them !


- Peter Goodyear to confirm that Chris Steeples is on the MECPOL email list and that she has received the three questionnaires (pre-course; mid-course; end of course ). Can Chris then let us know what the position is with respect to them being completed by Lancaster students ? ( I understand that Celia has agreed to follow this up ).


- I will let Simos know who of his group has already completed the question�naires, as promised


- All MECPOL course tutors / directors ( LAN management; Internet Publishing; PiODL; Sheffield course; Lancaster courses)to send to me any information about their MECPOL course which will help me understand the open learning model they are using. This might include course aims and objectives; information about the learning processes involved in the courses etc. Please send this information to me as soon as you can. Thanks !


- We (Celia and myself) will be designing a self completion questionnaire for MECPOL course tutors/ directors to complete about their experiences of design�ing and running 'online' courses. We hope to have this ready for distribution by late August/ early September.


Please let David/Celia know if you think there is anything missing / forgotten ? 


	WP5/Harald:�Effort allocated 2nd + 3rd period: 13 + 22 mm, report due  month 25 (Dec.97), and final rep. ('Dissemination Package'!) month 32 (July 98). All partners committed to contribute.


	The project is bound to do some efforts on dissemination, whether we receive any funding for 3rd period or not. What and how should we disseminate, on Inter�net? Printed? In other forms? Distribution? Who can/will do what?


	We are not likely to receive full funding for the 3rd period, as applied for. The VLI workshop suggested in the renewal proposal, will most likely not receive funding. Most of the 22 mm for WP5 were allocated to this activity and the preparations for it.


	Different ways of disseminating MECPOL outcomes and ideas were discussed, e.g. in articles, a special issue of the Journal of CAL, conferences (Maastricht, March 25-27 '98, Sheffield, March'98 etc.). Booklets printed by one or the other partner? Should we go for joint presentations? Pre-conf. workshops? Combine with partner meeting?


	Agreed to go for on-line publication on local servers, with pointers from the MECPOL home page, and we should also make published material available for FTP as word documents. Abstracts can be made freely available (no copy rights attached!)


	WP6/Harald:�Effort 2nd + 3rd period: 7 + 5 mm, reports due  month 13 (Dec.96), 22 (Sept.97) and final rep. month 34 (Sept.98). Contracts/Partner Agreements should be renewed and sent to all partners for the renewal period. Funding for the present (2nd) period, 80%, is received and distributed. No news about remaining 20 (+10)% for 1st period or for the renewal for 3rd period.�Next in line: Final report for 2nd period, due Sept.97. Partner reports needed.


19.00	Joint dinner at Orion.�Midsummer night  on Fløyen  - and at the ‘Turandot’ opera at 'Bergenhus'





Tuesday June 23, 1997


09.00 - 13.00	Meeting at Orion.


	Harald: Preparing for the next report, Sept. 97�Looking at Final Report forms, brief comments on different sections and parts of the report forms. The forms are already available on the FTP server.


	No particular comments to Part 1 and Part 2. Main responsibility with the co-ordinator. Important that all partners enter their own contributions to Part 3 (Outcomes and products). Use the Socrates/TAO final report templates for filling in necessary information and details.


	Partners may choose alternative ways to complete the Part 4 formats (Declaration of expenses), use of our own Excel template, or directly into Brussels' formats? The co-ordinator needs all the necessary data in order to complete the report on time. Send in info as soon as possible in order to avoid difficulties with key persons being away on holiday, starting new academic year etc. during final period.


	Plans and duties/commitments for 3rd funding period.�We will have to focus on dissemination, whether funded for a 3rd period or not..�Outcomes and findings from MECPOL may be brought into other Socrates, EU or other projects.


	Most likely we will receive less than 50% of the grant requested from Socrate
