Minutes 


MECPOL meeting, at the Ibis hotel, London


Friday 26 and Saturday 27 July 1996








Participants:


P3/Lancaster:	Robert Lewis & Patrick Hynes		P7/H i Agder	Bodil Ask�P4/Sheffield:	David McConnell			P8/H i S.T.:	Thorleif Hjeltnes�P5/NTNUA:	Simos Retalis				P9/NTNU:	Arvid Staupe�P6/Binary Logic:	( - " - " - " - )				P1/H SH:	Harald Haugen





Friday, July 26


 09-10.15  	Harald: Opening and summary of status.


		Report from Brussels meeting in May. Discussion about progress /effort/economy status


Harald reported  status of the total work, felt we were a bit behind schedule.


Sheffield & Lancaster will start user trials a bit later than Norwegian partners (late & early September)


Try to clarify what accounts are required by Brussels at the end of the year.  So far we settle for full accounts of manmonths spent on different categories of labour (no salary accounts needed for reports), and 100% coverage of expenses.


10.30 - 12.30	Bob:	WP1. Status 'Product nr 1': Report on Models for collaboration�		Discussion (other partners bring their inputs!)


New versions handed out. WP1 gives us some ideas of  how institutional collaboration can take place. Single-institutional activities are not relevant for the report. ERASMUS has some relevant features. ECTS is an important part of this. Bodil will provide more information about ECTS and ICPs, some research reports of  the ECTS.  What is the added value of using ECTS, and how is it working, or how is it used?


Should we set up an ICP between our institutions?


NITOL was already included in the report (too long!), and a revised version was presented by Harald. The American report poses a series of relevant and important questions. Studies on details of institutional collabo�ration are in general rather sparse. How does partnership function?  This is of real interest for our project.


Student collaborative learning is not relevant for this report.


Part 2 of the report discusses more staff collaborative engagement in the VMDL project. Central issues are raised. What Bob has pointed at is the added value of collaborating.





Section 3 is new, based on a small survey which is interesting. Some of the outcome from a series of questions is listed at the end of the paper. It analysis some of the questions presented to 'experienced ' professionals in the field of university collaboration and ODL.





Comments:


 Will there be a need for broadening the WP1 report in a next phase?


A decision must be taken on how we are going to set up the user trial.


Read the boxes in Bob’s paper carefully!





12.30 - 13.30	Lunch break





13.30-15.30	WP2. Patrick Hynes: Status 'Product nr 2': Report on Models for ODL (WP2). 				Discussion. Further plans for finishing the preliminary report. Lancaster organisation.


Peter will continue as WPL, but will from now on include Patrick Hynes, Chris Steeples and Karen Valley in the practical work. Particular points on which Peter will like comments - and other comments to existing draft from February:


p.4 :	ICT contra Telematics: Sounds like most partners prefer ICT as the standard expression.�p.7:	Reference to JITOL should include that JITOL was centred around learner needs, not the institutional 	approach. Peter's draft may seem to take the institutional point of view. Important to have the end user  - 	the students  - in mind.�	'Prototyping' vs. 'small scale pilot modelling'/pilot courses.�p.14:	Open versus distance learning. Need to define what we mean by OPEN learning.; open content? open 	access? open methodology? Should each of us write down what we understand by OPEN learning?�	Could we set up certain dimensions, perhaps in a matrix, of open learning courses and tick off for each 	course which dimensions we are addressing? 


	Or should we approach the question the other way around, 'bottom-up'; analysing what dimensions are 	included in the courses we (already) intend to provide?�p.20:	Technology; Thorleif  responsible for submitting an input for this section; deadline: mid August.





We should define what we are doing at each institutions, which will give basis for what we can do, coming down to which model(s) we can choose or provide. All institutions should provide Lancaster with experiences on how we were doing things at our own institution. Lancaster will then try to build an institutional based framework.  Inputs not later than  August 19.





Technical access should be taken into account. New technology opens up for networking people together into learning communities.  How do we create a learning community?





15.45 - 18.15	Thorleif: WP3. Status 'Product nr 4 & 5' (WP3)�		Plans for user trials. Who will provide what courses? For whom? On what  technical 			platform(s)? Discussion.


Thorleif hands out statements about his interpretations of the WP3 work. Discussion about what courses to offer. Agreement about putting 'Pedagogy in Open Learning' on the network. Main responsibility with NITOL-institutions; other institutions contribute with 1 'lesson' each. Recognition of credits is up to each institution. One suggestion is to have MECPOL staff members as 'learners' in this particular course.


Lancaster and Sheffield will also offer courses, in other subjects. Modules include compulsory attendance at the providing institution. Some of these courses require Lotus Notes software. The NITOL institutions may also provide other courses, in addition to 'Pedagogy in Open Learning'. Perhaps some of them could be offered on the MECPOL network en Norwegian? Should we issue a catalogue for the MECPOL courses offered during the user trials? (See separate minutes from the WP3 part of discussions, circulated by Thorleif, and made available for FTP.)





19	Dinner time





Saturday, July 27


09 - 10		David:	WP4. Plans for evaluation.�		Tool kit? WHAT are we evaluating? Who will do the job? How? When?


David handed out an overview of what he thinks the evaluation should cover, mainly copies of earlier e-mails, outlining principles and objectives for the evaluation. Evaluation of user trials, the courses offered etc. 'The ECTS module content sheet' is a central issue, students experiences related to objectives for each module/course. 


Must focus on evaluation of models, both organisational and pedagogical models, perhaps more than on academic achievement and content. Ref. Wheeler's tables (WP1). �Can some of the labour located to 'models' (WP2) be applied to 'evaluation'?


Bob: A good profile of the modules could be a page with a good description of each of the modules (courses?).  What are the objectives, how long time should be spent on it etc.


We need the courses to illustrate the models.  


What do we actually want to evaluate? Agreed that it is the models we shall evaluate.





Both WP1 and WP2 should pass some questions on to WP4 in order to have more resources for the important evaluation work, in addition to what is allocated to WP4.





11 - 13		Harald:	Summary of yesterday and this morning�		What can we complete/accomplish for each WP here and now?�		Most urgent tasks to be addressed; deadlines�		Renewal of contract�		WP5: Dissemination





Close relationship between the four Wps. Bob is close to finalise WP1. He will make a synthesis and put the rest into an annexe.


Headings for course descriptions due by mid August, should be worked out before we leave today.�Creating an ICP for further expansion of the MECPOL.  - as part of WP5. Thorleif to take initiative, based on experiences from HiST involvement in ERASMUS/institutional contracts.�ECTS is referred to in the NECTAR report; Bodil will find pamphlets for distribution  - also the evaluation report by Coopers and Lybrand (1993).





Product no. 2 is to be provided by the WP2 group before Sept. 1. Both WP1 and WP2 shall come out with some questions  for WP4.





Renewal of contract�		What changes/additions should be made. Adjustments of budgets/work load?�		Renewal period: Dec.1 '96 - Aug.30. '97	�		Deadline:  Sept. 1 1996


Dissemination: Funding for EARLY symposium; participation for dissemination purposes.�Check possibility of increasing in salary rates and pct. reimbursement of expenses.�Stick to total sum of 180 Kecu (for the 9 month period)  - or perhaps slightly below





Dissemination 	(WP5) What can we provide at this stage? What should we plan for? What articles/papers/ 		conferences are in line?


We should start to make a decision list of what we are going to disseminate.  In this respect we should also start to do some work to establish an ICP.


For dissemination  try to finalise:


	Short catalogue		Pamphlets about MECPOL	WP1 &2 reports /products


	‘Synopsis’ book of courses for the first user trial		Papers presented


	etc...


Should refer to this in reports and renewal proposal.


	


13 - 14		Lunch


	


14 - 16		Preparing user trials


Course catalogue


A printed and an electronic version of a course catalogue should be prepared before the user trials start. This should contain most of these points:


An introductory page , with profile  of each institution, information of interest, like credit systems etc.), how to enter/register, technical requirements, fees, likely telecosts, comparison of credits/systems (20N ~120 UK)


Each course should have the following description:


Course title


Duration	Study time/work load		


Dates offered; term, begin/end


Providing institution (for this particular course)


Language(es)


Content; goals and objectives


What new things should a student be able to do after taking the course; study outcome


Prerequisites (before start, during the course, equipment etc.)


Sources and material, learning activities, structure of course(study work/methods)


Methods of assessment (exams/project work. . )	ECTS/unit of credit


Tutorial provision.  Who is tutoring, availability/access, technology


Bibliography


Fees and other costs





Communication and contacts within the MECPOL project


So far we have used (plain) e-mail and the FTP server at Stord.


Future solution suggested:		List-server at Stord  for daily contacts and information, mark mails by 					MECPOL, WP2, etc. in headings


				FTP-service at Stord, for larger, formatted files, documents etc.�				Create a directory for each WP etc. �				May use NetScape for reading FTP as well.


				WWW home page  will be set up at the HiST server, with pointers to other 				MECPOL institutions and relevant information.


Harald responsible for the installations at Stord. The WWW will be organised by Thorleif


Initially we will use all 3 channels in parallel. May be later WWW will take over all electronic contacts. Important that all members are active and participate in exchange of information. This will increase both efficiency and unity within the group.





Stord, Aug. 1, 1996


					Harald





