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Executive Summary

The Idaho State University (ISU) currently utilizes WebCT 4.0 learning management system (LMS) to
deliver course materials and activities via the Internet. A typical upgrade path would be to upgrade to
WebCT 6.0, but that process has been identified as a larger shift in support, resources, and flexibility
than previously required for WebCT version upgrades. In 2006, ISU started evaluating various LMS
products to help align the needs, vision, mission, and support structure of the University.

The ITRC recommends moving our LMS from WebCT to Moodle. Moodle, like any LMS, is not the
perfect solution for our institution, but provides many more options and opportunities to better develop
a solution that meets the needs of ISU. Although not universally favored by ISU faculty, the
recommendation to make Moodle is the result of an extensive process that included a wide array of
stakeholders in the evaluation.

A group of faculty, students, support staff, and administrators were selected to evaluate WebCT,
Sakai, and Moodle in a series of focus groups during the spring semester of 2006. Based on the data
collected from LMS Focus Group Report, the ITRC proposed a full-scale evaluation of Moodle.
Faculty members in the academic year 2006-2007 received ITRC support to begin prototyping their
courses in Moodle. A pilot of Moodle evaluated feedback from 20 faculty members and 500 students
in the fall semester of 2006. In the spring semester of 2007, the pilot was expanded to 50 faculty
members and 1,200 students. A survey instrument was designed and integrated into each course to
evaluate levels of student and faculty satisfaction with Moodle.

The goal of the LMS pilot was to determine if Moodle, the preferred choice in the initial evaluation,
was appropriate for ISU. Specifically, pedagogical value, financial concerns, support issues,
assessment criteria for accreditation, integration with the information technology services, and long-
term viability were criteria considered. The results of the fall and spring pilots have been articulated
through qualitative and quantitative measures and are demonstrated in this report. Based on the
results of both pilots, Moodle was well received by ISU faculty.

The ITRC is prepared to immediately begin offering training and providing support for faculty
interested in getting started with Moodle. WebCT courses can be migrated to Moodle starting in the
summer of 2007 and can continue until the expiration of the WebCT license in July, 2008. Faculty
may continue to use WebCT until that time, but should not be able to request new courses to be
hosted within WebCT. WebCT training will no longer be offered, but migration support would continue
until every course has been successfully migrated into Moodle. Starting in the fall of 2008, Moodle
course offerings would be the primary web-based teaching and learning environment at ISU.

To address the ongoing needs of the university and take advantage of the ability to affect the
functionality provided by Moodle, we recommend that a steering committee of faculty, staff, and
students be formed to make recommendations about improving Moodle to the meet the needs of our
campus community. With ongoing involvement from members of Idaho State University, we can make
our learning management system an even more vital part of the high quality education available at
this institution.



LMS Recommendation Report

During the past year, the Instructional Technology Resource Center (ITRC), with the cooperation of
over 1,700 students and seventy faculty, has been evaluating learning management systems (LMS) to
find a replacement for our current WebCT system. After conducting a thorough analysis of numerous
alternative systems, the staff of the ITRC recommends that Idaho State University begin
implementation of the Moodle LMS for the fall of 2007. While we recognize that many faculty
members have significant time and effort invested in courses currently managed within WebCT, our
analysis indicates that for most faculty members and students, Moodle is the best solution for our
current and future needs. This document provides an overview of the motivation for changing to a new
LMS, the evaluation of the various alternatives, and a description of concerns/issues that must be
addressed as part of the implementation process.

Motivation for Change

In the fall semester of 2005, ISU was informed by WebCT that our current platform — WebCT CE 4.0 —
would no longer be supported after July of 2007 (although they recently changed the “end support”
date to July of 2008). In talking to other universities and WebCT personnel, it became apparent that
WebCT CE 6.0 required significant changes for both users and support personnel.

To further complicate matters, soon after the version 4.0 support deadline was announced,
Blackboard Corporation, which makes a competing LMS product, announced its acquisition of
WebCT. This merger was finalized in April of 2006 and created additional concerns for product
directions, pricing, and support requirements. Consequently, the issue of upgrading an existing
platform became complicated by issues of choosing which product to implement — WebCT CE 6.0 or
the latest Blackboard product. The consideration of a Blackboard option necessitated a review and
evaluation process of our existing LMS needs and planning for future campus-wide requirements.

Alternatives Considered

WebCT was contacted to determine financial, support, and interface changes to migrate from CE 4.0
to CE 6.0. Other commercial venders (e.g., Blackboard, Angel, or D2L) had been recently evaluated
over by the Instructional Technology Resource Center (ITRC). None of those other commercial
alternatives has proven to be a viable option to WebCT when comparing price, usability, flexibility, and
support.

However, recent developments in the open source *community have resulted in two viable
alternatives: Sakai and Moodle. As a preliminary measure, ISU support staff from ITRC, ETS, and ITS
communicated and visited with other universities implementing both products. San Francisco State
University, Humboldt State University, Portland State University, and Indiana University provided
useful information regarding our evaluations of Moodle and Sakai. Preliminary investigations led us to
develop a multi-stage, broad-based comparative evaluation process of WebCT CE 6.0, Moodle, and
Sakai.

Open source systems such as Sakai and Moodle offer unique advantages over proprietary systems
such as WebCT and Blackboard. Because the source program code is available, open source
applications are much more customizable than proprietary systems. Even if ISU does not choose to
revise the code ourselves, there is a community of developers at other universities and corporations
that add functionality to the systems and contribute those new modules back to the entire community

! Open source software is made available to the general public with either relaxed or non-existent intellectual
property restrictions. This allows users to create user-generated software content through either incremental
individual effort, or collaboration. (wikipedia.org)



for inclusion in the product. For very active open source communities, this results in a quickly evolving
product. Also, open source solutions do not require license fees to use the product. While some have
guestioned the availability of technical support for open source products, active open source
communities have been providing support for their products successfully for quite some time. For
example, Apache, an open source web server solution, currently runs over 60% of all web sites in the
world, and the community provides a high level of technical support.

Evaluation Process

After deciding to further investigate WebCT CE 6.0, Sakai, and Moodle, a multi-part evaluation
process was created. First, all three alternatives were investigated with regards to:

- User (instructor and student) concerns and preferences

- Ability to support student, course, and program assessments

- Technical and support issues

- Financial considerations

Based on the results of the first evaluation phase, Moodle was selected for a pilot project to see how it
performed in a production environment.

Initial Selection Process

The initial selection process was used to choose a single LMS for the pilot project. Details of this
process can be found in Appendix I. The following categories were considered:

User Preferences

The first stage consisted of a series of focus group sessions that were held with students, support
staff, and faculty members. Based on feedback from those sessions, Moodle was selected to be
piloted in “live” courses.

The faculty focus groups, selected according to the percentage of WebCT usage in the various
colleges, consisted of both intensive and non-intensive users of WebCT, along with faculty members
that did not currently use our LMS. College Deans were also asked to suggest additional faculty
members to be included in the focus groups. Ultimately, 23 instructors were included in the focus
groups.

Focus groups were also conducted for students. Five students participated in these focus groups.
They represented a variety of WebCT experience.

Both students and faculty members were given a demonstration of the three products and were later
given access to explore each product on their own. They were then asked to share their opinions
about pedagogical issues (e.g., functionality, ease of use, etc.). Both students and faculty preferred
Moodle to the other two options.

Assessment Needs

The ISU Assessment Coordinator was also given an opportunity to investigate the three alternatives.
When focusing on assessment needs and capabilities, he regarded Moodle as far better positioned to
serve ISU's greatest common good over time.

Technical and Support Issues

ITRC staff investigated various technical and support issues, some of which were identified by faculty
members during the focus groups. These included issues related to the migration of courses and
content to the new system, support for a variety of platforms, browsers, etc., and ease of support by
the staff. Overall, Moodle appeared to offer the most flexibility in addressing staff concerns.



Financial Considerations

The costs associated with the three LMS alternatives (WebCT 6.0, Sakai 2.0, and Moodle 1.5) are
estimated for the first-year and third-year expenditures. These costs focus on new hardware,
personnel, and license fees or software community support provisions. Moodle was deemed to be the
least expensive option over time.

Pilot Project

Based on the results of the comparison among the three alternatives, Moodle was selected for the
pilot project. The purpose of the pilot project was to allow students and faculty members to try out
Moodle in a production environment so that we could be sure that it satisfied our needs. Fifteen to
twenty faculty members volunteered to conduct their summer 2006 and/or fall 2006 courses using
Moodle. Approximately 500 students were enrolled in the courses piloted using Moodle. Survey data
was collected from both students and faculty regarding the usefulness of Moodle for online and hybrid
(traditional and online components) courses. Based on the success of the fall pilot, the pilot was
expanded and continued into the spring 2007 semester. This term, fifty faculty members and 1,200
students have been using Moodle. Data has now been collected from the spring pilot participants.

Results of Survey
A total of 242 of the 1,700 students completed the online survey, for a response rate of just over 14%.
Thirty-six of the seventy faculty members completed the survey, for a response rate of 51%.

Generally, users responded favorably to Moodle (details of the survey results can be found in
Appendix Il and Appendix IIl). For example, 65% of the faculty members said they preferred using
Moodle over other LMS systems, including WebCT, and 91% felt navigation was easy within Moodle.
Seventy percent said they would use Moodle in another course. However, approximately 25% of the
faculty members were dissatisfied with one or more of the tools (e.g., communication, assignments,
etc.) within Moodle.

Recommendation

Given the positive assessment of Moodle during the extensive evaluation conducted over the past
year, we strongly recommend that Moodle be chosen as the supported LMS for Idaho State
University. While it is not universally favored by students and instructors, it is favored by a strong
majority. Moodle’s flexibility and configurability are likely to increase the number of courses using our
LMS versus our existing WebCT system. As an open source system, ISU has the ability to determine
or strongly influence the future functionality of the product. Because Moodle has no license fees, ISU
can either count that money as savings or redirect those funds into Moodle development, thereby
creating an even more valuable system for us. Finally, Moodle has garnered a significant amount of
support within the higher education community, and corporations are beginning to use it as well. This
has led to a strong community of developers, which ensures the viability of the product in the future.

Issues and Concerns

While faculty responses to Moodle were generally favorable, we must note that there are some that
feel strongly that WebCT CE 6.0 would be a better choice. This is particularly true among some of the
faculty in the Kasiska College of Health Professions, where several completely online programs exist.
There programs have invested extensive time and effort into learning to use WebCT effectively. They
have built important parts of their programs around specific WebCT functionality, and do so in a
manner that provides high quality student learning experiences. While we do not feel this functionality
will be lost, the implementation of Moodle may require these programs to implement new ways of
accomplishing the same tasks. The staff of the ITRC is committed to assisting these programs to gain
the same level of expertise and functionality in Moodle as they currently have in WebCT.



Some of the problems identified by faculty in the pilot can be addressed through a combination of
“add-ins” already available in Moodle (but not currently implemented in our installed instance) and
additional faculty training. For example, managing email communication within Moodle was deemed
unsatisfactory by some of the faculty members. However, there are at least two options contributed to
the Moodle open source community that can greatly improve the email functionality. Other problems,
such as the lack of gradebook functionality, are also at least partially addressed by contributed
modules we have not yet implemented. To address additional and future needs, we recommend a
task force of faculty, staff, and students be identified to help make recommendations about improving
Moodle to the meet the needs of our campus community. This task force will meet each month and
will determine priority of changes that need to be addressed in Moodle. As a start to that process, we
have included in Appendix IV a list of issues identified by the Kasiska College of Health Professions
that should be addressed (note that solutions to some of these problems have already been
identified).

Moodle, like any LMS, is not the perfect solution for our institution, but provides many more options
and opportunities to better develop a solution that meets the needs of ISU. The success of Moodle will
be defined by our own dedication to course redesign and new pedagogical realignment with web-
based course initiatives. As demonstrated in this report, Moodle can logically be identified as a long-
tem solution for ISU.

Implementation Plan

Scheduling will be critical to making the migration from WebCT to Moodle a success. The ITRC will
immediately begin to offer training and providing support for faculty interested in getting started with
Moodle. WebCT courses will be migrated into Moodle starting in the summer semester of 2007 and
will continue until the expiration of the WebCT license in July, 2008. Faculty may continue to use
WebCT, but will not be able to request new courses in WebCT. WebCT training will no longer be
offered, but migration support will continue until every course has been successfully migrated into
Moodle. Starting in the fall of 2008, faculty and students will experience Moodle in all their courses
offerings with web-based teaching and learning environments.
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[Participant 16

Participant 17

Participant 18

Participant 19

|Ecully currently using WebCT

icip
Like: it is reliable, anonymous surveys.

Participant 20
None:

what was your first 2

organized

[What do you like best or least about |Tracking is very important - good - Best: Once familiar with WebCT itis _|tedious to edit quizzes/etc. in WebCT -
our current LMS programs? would like to see more tracking. Bad - [easy to use and it has alot of ‘tools.’ too many ‘clicks’ to do things (database
multiple layers of clicking Least: Requirements for update studenfupdates after each edit)

view - for somethings but not all,
i you would have to use another LMS/students have a word processor they |Ease of student navigation - not None
product, what would be your biggest |can use. Tracking, HTML editor. distributed like WebCT. When |
concern? generate an assignment and make sure|

the student knows to do it by putting a

link within the module, one in an

loverview, and in the syllabus, since |

don't know what tools the student will
Sakai
[When we looked at the interface, [Bland - Looks easy to navigate - nicely clean/utilitarian looking |Efficient None

[When reviewing the content
[management tools, what did you like
best and what did you like least
about the tools?

I don'tlike the fact that there is not an
instructor - student view. 1 will have to
make sure students don't view
everything.

Best: seems much easier than Webot -
and less time consuming. Least: 1 stil
have to learn how to do it! Not really a
Sakai specific problem.

Best: ability (0 grat various group
permissions, sections of class managed
seperately, abilty to all tools. Least
can't tell yet

it looked personable - just different from
WebCT

to0 much information on a single page,
but nicely organized.

[When we Tooked at the
communications tools, what did you
like best and what did you like least
about the tools?

1 don't know i having students email
form outside the course is good?

Seems like many layers - for me to keep|
track of.

Best: | learned about useful tool
availability that | was previousl
unaware of. Least: Rapid notification if
| receive e-mail within the course like
webct envelope on My WebCT page.

Best: sorting and posting of

announcements, email from anywhere,

dropbox feature. Least: perhaps email
om anywhere.

[Although we didn't see it, | ke the Wiki

Nice o have the chat capability. Nice i
e able to limit that number of
messages displayed.

[When we Tooked at the assessment

Only one cummulative column - BAD!

tools, what did you like best and whajGood that students can write

[Tike the option (o include text anywhere]
with in the quiz/test tool with multiple

of quizzesiete. Least: gradebook

Best: capability of posting various types|

[Tike the 3 different types of
assignments - offiine, inline, and online

It appears dificult to record
homework/exam scores problem-by-

did you like least about the tools?  [assignments, choice questions. Least: one capabiltes - should be as programable problem and then view them in detail.
cumulative column for entire course in |as a spreadsheet. Al saw was a summary.
the gradebook.
[After reviewing this product, what did [This looks VERY EAST to use - [like _|Best: clean look of toolbar on eft hand Extremely plain.
you like best or least about this the overall organization - all the info youside. Least: ?
product? need is visible - easy navigation
WebCT 6
[When we looked at the interface, |None None Cleaner looking than current WebCT (I |Cleaner, more intuative Looks more fike a commercial product -
[what was your first impression? don't like the ‘cute” icons which, | guess, is should. Would
probably result in less eye strain.
[When reviewing the content None None Best: drop-down menues are better. |1 ke that you can include assignments |This version looks a lot nicer than
management tools, what did you like Least: can you add to the tools? in content modules previous versions. The inerface is
best and what did you like least much more familiar - similar to windows.
about the tools?
[When we looked at the None None Best: announcements - set as pop-ups. the tools 100k fairly familiar - that will |1 like the availabiliy of the email math
[communications tools, what did you Least: can students access your course|make learning easier editor - there are many times when |
like best and what did you like least lemail from outside webct? need something ke tha.
about the tools?
[When we looked at the assessment_|None None Best: improved gradebook features. | The quiz tool looked easier to use than |1 stil don't see a convenient way to
tools, what did you like best and whay Least: ? in version 4. record homework scores by problem,
did you like least about the tools? rather than assignment.
[After reviewing this product, what did|None None Best: elimination of many unnecessary Much nicer

lyou like best or least about this
product?

moves. Least: proprietary.

Moodle

[When we Tooked at the interface,
what was your first impression?

More comfortable - looks user friendly

Too much on one page. Nice to have it
all in formative - each course could
have a ot of scrolling required (there

a bit crowded

Powerful

more busy, but well organized.

[When reviewing the content
[management tools, what did you like
best and what did you like least
about the tools?

None

are
I like having the icons for making the
modules easily accessible - editing on'
feature

Best: tracking featurel RSS feeds
Least: editing mode a little confusing,

ut probably will get better when
working with it

[ike the ability to view content in
different modes - category, weekly, etc.

more intualive than the others.

[When we looked at the
communications tools, what did you
like best and what did you like least
about the tools?

Looks good throughout

To0ks equivalent 1o Sakal

Best: photos identilying people. Least
B

[ike to rating capability in the
discussion tool

more intuative. Like the individual
evaluation capabilty.

[When we looked at the assessment

did you like least about the tools?

tools, what did you like best and whaf

None

TTike the lesson tool option in quizzes

Best: Assignment tools, tool
assessment, lesson tool. Least: hard
to tell how flexible gradebook is.

Peer ‘would be useful

Liked peer review capability.

you like best or least about this
product?

[After reviewing this product, what did|

[More similar to WebCT with great
additions.

Best: open source - extension on the
way. Least: ?

1 like that editing of content can be
easily done on the same page you are
[viewing, (using arrows, etc.)

[Appears more configurable.




Eaculty not using WebCT

E’amc_ipam 21

Participant 22

E’amc_ipam 23

LMS - WebCT?

\What do you know about Learning None None Not a great deal. | haven't used
Management Systems (LMS)? WebCT.
What do you know about our current [None None Mainly that it exists!

If your program required faculty to
use an LMS, what factors would

infl your choices in using such
a product?

testing, videos, powerpoint, and photos

Open Source - community driven - no
commercial ties

Ease of use obviously, elegance,
economy and simplicity

Sakai

communications tools, what did you
like best and what did you like least
about the tools?

use. Adobe printable student mats is a
plus!

When we looked at the interface, None I like the list of courses across the top, |It looked easy to use, if not especially
what was your first impression? worksite info page looked user friendly. [attractive visually.

When reviewing the content None indirect link to quizzes seems poor, Seemed straight forward, organized.
management tools, what did you like week by week availability seems useful [Not all was especially intuative. It
best and what did you like least seemed foreigh - in the form presented
about the taols?

\When we looked at the None Recent announcments | would definitely |l imagine the management is pretty

stright forward. I'm sort of mixed in
feeling about the log-in, in-site email.

\When we looked at the assessment
tools, what did you like best and
what did you like least about the
tools?

honor tool - good. Quiz not linked, won't
\weigh evaluated assessments.

Testing tool - T/F 'rationale’ - good idea.
Assignments - like ‘honor code.' like
students'’ ability to see own grade.

I like the notion of rationale, this helps
develop thinking. I'm not a big fan of

getting on-line submissions (I have to
print them off myself.)

After reviewing this product, what did
you like best or least about this
product?

can just use gradebook

Initially, this product appears to be user
friendly - I'd like to try it.

WebCT 6

tools, what did you like best and
what did you like least about the
tools?

\When we looked at the interface, None Liked icons and names of side bar stuff, |Looks immediately more attractive,

what was your first impression? etc., seemed more understandable than [maybe too many bells and whistles.
Sakai which is more in computerese.

When reviewing the content None Doesn't have information regarding who (It didn't seem immediately as useable,

management tools, what did you like is signed on. as intuative, it looked difficult.

best and what did you like least

about the tools?

When we looked at the None It seemed to present multiple options for

communications tools, what did you icati I liked ‘virtual office

like best and what did you like least hours." | don't kown if I'd use many of

ahout the tools? them.

When we looked at the assessment ~ [None Wasn't much to distinguish it, other than

the grade book, which | liked.

After reviewing this product, what did
you like best or least about this
product?

None

Interface seems more awkward. This
seems more ‘computer speak.’

|Moodle

tools, what did you like best and
what did you like least about the
tools?

After reviewing this product, what did
you like best or least about this
Iproduct?

None

variety of quizzes would be useful,
flashcards, etc. very interactive.
Gradebook categories would be useful
as well as weighin

When we looked at the interface, None I though the downloadable content the

\what was your first impression? RRSP, the calendar was atrractive.
‘upcoming events.’

When reviewing the content None I'like the ability to have student pictures! (The modular approach was better, "add

management tools, what did you like an activity” was better. Seemed like

best and what did you like least ‘management’ was more intuative,

about the tools? students identify themselves. | like the
tracking element. Peer assessment
was interesting. These seemed more
useful.

When we looked at the None Calendar link to activity - good

communications tools, what did you

like best and what did you like least

about the tools?

When we looked at the assessment  (None Student tracking tool is neat. The I actually liked the greater flexibility, the

branch tool from hot potatoes seemed
like a good idea. The gradebook was
interesting.

Well set-up for multiple sections - liked
code of conduct.
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Appendix 111

LMS Strategic Review: Assessment Best Fit Rubric

Rubric adopted from CHICO WEb CT
= g g s
Areas of Consideration g3 8 g g
5 = i 3
Academic Program Assessment
X Does a
good job
with
1. Solid course-level assessment tcyoptlf:é_
level
assessme
nt needs.
X Can
meet this
needs
with work-
2. Potential for program level assessment (WASC) arounds
various
staff have
developed
over time.
3. Reporting capabilities X
X again,
with some
workarou
- export and aggregate data across courses/programs nds
necessary
4. Potential to support Student Evaluation of Teaching X
X these
needs are
fairly
consistent
or the
same as
5. Potential to support departmental periodic reviews program-
level
assessme
nt, so the
same
comment
applies.
- content management/sharing (standards, evidence) X




Appendix 111

LMS Strategic Review: Assessment Best Fit Rubric

Rubric adopted from CHICO | MOOdle
= g g s
Areas of Consideration g3 3 8 g
S = i 3
Academic Program Assessment
1. Solid course-level assessment X
X Moodle has by
far the greatest
potential of the
three LMSs; it's
been built from the
2. Potential for program level assessment (WASC) ground up to go
beyond course-
level needs and
integrate
programmatic
needs.
X with
short-term
developm
3. Reporting capabilities ent
potential
to be
Superior.
X with
short-term
developm
- export and aggregate data across courses/programs ent
potential
to be
Superior.
4. Potential to support Student Evaluation of Teaching X
X same
as
5. Potential to support departmental periodic reviews Fer\?glram
assessme
nt
- content management/sharing (standards, evidence) X
0 0 6 1

Randy, there could be some sound reasons to go with WebCT 6 in the
short term, but I'm afraid that such a decision would leave us wondering in
a couple of years why in the world we didn't go with Moodle. | don't think
there's any question that Moodle is far better positioned to serve ISU's
greatest common good over time in much stronger and more productive
ways than the other two options. | was a little surprised to find that |
actually liked WebCT 6 better than Sakai, but was blown away by how far
ahead Moodle is than the other two. In a very real sense, WebCT is a
product that is near the end of its development cycle, while Moodle's still at
the very beginning of its cycle. | worry that choosing WebCt 6 will doom us
to a future of hacking workarounds to do what Moodle will increasingly grow
into doing natively.




Appendix 111

LMS Strategic Review: Assessment Best Fit Rubric

Rubric adopted from CHICO Sakai
- : 3 2 7 s
Areas of Consideration g2 8 3 g
A = < =1
L ]
Academic Program Assessment
1. Solid course-level assessment X
X the
potential
is there
i but not
2. Potential for program level assessment (WASC) fully
developed
in current
version
3. Reporting capabilities X
- export and aggregate data across courses/programs X
4. Potential to support Student Evaluation of Teaching X
X same
as
5. Potential to support departmental periodic reviews Fer\?gram'
assessme
nt
- content management/sharing (standards, evidence) X
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Appendix IV

LMS Strategic Review: ISU Support Staff Best Fit Rubric

Rubric adopted from CHICO | MOOdle

Areas of Consideration

Doesn't
Meet
Meets
Exceeds

Notes/Follow-up

Superior

Support & Sustainability

1. Migration of courses and content

- Tools/utilities/process 3

- Ease for faculty

- Ease for support staff 3

- Response from reference sites 2

NIN|P|W]|F-

- Migration of content out of product 2

2. Training and support for staff Great help, easiest learning curve

N

- "Train the trainer" available onsite/online 1

- Ease of retraining (5 days) 1

NN

- Ease of new training development (out of the box)

- Basic Retraining (8 hours)

- Introduction (12 hours)

1
1
1
2
3. Training and support for faculty/departments 1|Great help, easiest learning curve
1
2
2

- Advanced Training (30 hours)

4. Accessibility (508) 1

5. Platforms, browsers, plug-ins (Mac, PC) Best multi-platform support

6. Ease of use for staff

- course design 2|very easy to use

- application administration 2

WIRLINIPIN|IWIN|IN|W
N

- application support

- distributed administration 4

=

7. Single-sign-on access

[uy

- Library systems/subscription services 3

- other campus systems 1 3

Additional comments 0 23 39 18 Overall better fit for ISU




LMS Strategic Review: ISU Support Staff Best Fit Rubric

Rubric adopted from CHICO

Appendix IV

Sakai

Areas of Consideration

Support & Sustainability

Doesn't

Meet

Meets

Exceeds

Superior

Notes/Follow-up

1. Migration of courses and content

- Tools/utilities/process

- Ease for faculty

- Ease for support staff

- Response from reference sites

- Migration of content out of product

(R E L= LN

2. Training and support for staff

Poor help files

- "Train the trainer" available onsite/online

-

- Ease of retraining (5 days)

N

- Ease of new training development (out of the box)

-

3. Training and support for faculty/departments

Poor help files

- Basic Retraining (8 hours)

- Introduction (12 hours)

- Advanced Training (30 hours)

N|lW[N|RP[WIN|W|[F-

4. Accessibility (508)

5. Platforms, browsers, plug-ins (Mac, PC)

good multi-platform support

6. Ease of use for staff

- course design

WL [N|W[RP|RP|N

- application administration

- application support

- distributed administration

N|w|w|F

7. Single-sign-on access

strongest of the LMSs in this

- Library systems/subscription services

- other campus systems

e T e

Additional Comments

30

41
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Appendix IV

WebCT

Areas of Consideration

Support & Sustainability

Doesn't

Meet

Meets
Exceeds

Superior

Notes/Follow-up

1. Migration of courses and content

- Tools/utilities/process

- Ease for faculty

- Ease for support staff

- Response from reference sites

NIN[W[IN]|F-

- Migration of content out of product

2. Training and support for staff

s0-so help

- "Train the trainer" available onsite/online

Pl |r]-

- Ease of retraining (5 days)

N | W

- Ease of new training development (out of the box)

N

3. Training and support for faculty/departments

s0-so help

- Basic Retraining (8 hours)

- Introduction (12 hours)

- Advanced Training (30 hours)

4. Accessibility (508)

Plw|lw|w

5. Platforms, browsers, plug-ins (Mac, PC)

NN

6. Ease of use for staff

doesn't work w/Linux only specific browsers

- course design

- application administration

- application support

- distributed administration

N|wlw|w]|F

PR~

7. Single-sign-on access

- Library systems/subscription services

N

- other campus systems

Additional comments

20

45

11

Have to pay for add-ons that are in Moodle &
4 Sakai from get go.




Appendix V

Financial Evaluation of WebCT, Sakai, and Moodle

20



Appendix V

Moodle Sakai WebCT
yril on-going yril on-going yrl on-going
Labor
1 LMS Administrator - Loaded $ 70,000.00  $ 70,000.00 | $ 70,000.00  $ 70,000.00 | $ 70,000.00  $ 70,000.00
3rdParty Support
2 Estimated by ITRC 50,000.00 - 50,000.00 - 50,000.00 -
'Vendor/Consortium Fees - - - 10,000.00 37,500.00 40,000.00
Totals $ 120,000.00 $ 70,000.00 $ 120,000.00 $ 80,000.00 $ 157,500.00 $ 110,000.00
* Labor nor Vendor fees include estimated increases which are both very likely
2 3rd Party support fees are estimated based on conversations with vendors and other institutions, as well as experience
LMS Year One Totals Total Annual After July 2008
$180,000.00 $120,000.00
$160,000.00
$100,000.00
$140,000.00
$120,000.00 $80,000.00
$100,000.00 OWebCT OWebCT
W Sakai $60,000.00 W Sakai
$80,000.00 OMoodle OMoodle
$60,000.00 $40,000.00
$40,000.00
$20,000.00
$20,000.00
$- $-




Appendix Il

LMS Fall Pilot Report

48



Appendix 11l

LMS Spring Pilot Report

72



Appendix IV

KCHFAC Moodle Issues and Concerns

103





