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EdReNe Expert workshop series 3 on Repository strategies, general level
Next expert workshop, WS 3.2, takes place 16 — 17 September 2008, in Tallinn, Estonia.

Summary of recommendations and comments from the 2m strategic seminar in June 2008, in Lisbon

Repository strategies

Survey

The five most important topics are highlighted in the table.

59 Quality assurance strategies (editorial policies; technical quality assurance)
53 Identifying the decisive benefits that trigger repository use by important target
groups: professional publishers, public institutions, teachers...
44 Connecting and cooperating with existing repositories (including overcoming
barriers such as language, IPR, technical issues...)

44 The cost of building and maintaining a repository (business models; initial
costs; establishing a critical mass of content; sustainability...)

44 Strategies for involving key actors in development process

41 Identifying successful policy actions (government support, public private
partnerships...)

29 Marketing strategies for repositories

29 Integration and interaction with other online services

24 Metadata only or content repository? Pros and cons of hosting content

24 Defining which types of learning resources to include/exclude in a repository

(digital/non-digital; commercials in educational material; types of producers...)

Many new issues were suggested by the EDAReNe members, e.g.:

What about the European strategies in the European networks like EUN? What is beyond EdReNe?
Integration of paid and user-generated-content.

Exchange strategies.

It is suggested to:

Analyse the complete educational value chain: from publishers, tool providers, VLE's, school
(management, teachers, etc), etc and analyse their situation to determine where to go: which
benefits are they looking for, which problems do they have, which core USP's do they have; their
central problem; and how to go further.



Create a future vision on this chain in maybe 2 or 3 scenarios: what role will the VLE have? Will
publishers work closely together with teachers to create content? Will school management support
teachers creating content, and how will this be organised?

Criteria for assessing the quality of content so that teachers can have confidence in search results
returned.

Evidence of success and impact, number of titles and users, the importance of teachers sharing
knowledge and resources

How do we motivate teachers to contribute their UCC to a repository? EU wide integration of
national repositories

Etc.

Group sessions

Four groups presented their recommendations. All four groups agree that “Quality assurance” is
among the most important topics (this issue/topic got the highest score in the survey, see above).
Two groups agree that “Identifying the decisive benefits that trigger repository use” is very
important (second highest score in the survey). The remaining topics have been suggested by one
group only. In this case the project coordinator must compare the recommendations with the result
of the survey. Further details from the group session can be found in the PowerPoint presentations
on the website. The most important topics are:

Quality assurance One of the groups said: Quality assurance is a broad topic.

strategies (editorial In the next workshop we need to investigate “the drivers” for quality, focus on
policies; technical best practises, why does one model (QA policy) work when others don’t and
quality assurance) focus on how we organise it (experts evaluation vs. users perception,

moderation, costs etc).

We need models for quality assurance, models that can be discussed with
repository owners that might need to make changes.

The remaining technical issues can be solved; they do not represent high
priority issues in the EdReNe network.

The real quality is the quality that is perceived by students and teachers. In
the end the user decides/judge what quality is.

The “new” publishers work closely with teachers, they have feedback loops
etc — that is the new way to produce materials, a completely different model.

One group suggested a Workflow for creation of metadata, evaluation,
modification.

Another group points out: It is necessary to separate the technical and the
pedagogical aspects, which is metadata and content. Content quality must be
dealt with specifically. Quality vs. quantity is an issue as well.

The last group said: Quality assurance and all the different aspects of this
were discussed the most: It is a choice between volume of content and costs
of applying standards and validating content.




Identifying the
decisive benefits that
trigger repository use
by important target
groups: professional
publishers, public
institutions,
teachers...

One of the groups describes the issue in the following manner:
Teachers will benefit most in discovering effective learning resources.
Federated repositories

Commercially acquired resources

Sharing network of User Generated Content

Commissioned content

Safe searching ensuring educational integrity

Targeted/subject specialised repositories

Commercial and public content suppliers will benefit from access to usage
data

Increases market reach

Monitoring usage and uptake statistics

Targeting future development

Driving strategy and policy

Stimulating the market

Understand better how the customer base consumes their content

Strategies for
involving key actors
in development
process

The group added:

The repository in itself is not the target. We need to look at the process from a
marketing perspective. Could we look at the whole value chain for digital
content, analyse it, and identify the players, needs and key drivers? That is
the role of the ministry, the role of school management (if they do not have a
strategy for using digital materials, the teachers will not use them), the portals
(statistics)...

At the moment we are focusing on bits and pieces. That is we need a more
structured process. It will require more preparation from the EdReNe
participants and perhaps also another profile of the persons attending the
workshops on this theme.

Defining which types
of learning resources
to include/exclude in
a repository
(digital/non-digital;
commercials in
educational material;
types of producers...)

The group added:

It depends on local users, decisions best made locally
Learning resources/Assets vs. metadata

Only electronic content?

Moderated with educational integrity

Restricted/Open

Commercial/Commissioned/User Generated
Curriculum ‘fit’

Type of Material?

On this new topic the group added:

l.e. single source for complete course vs. multiple sources, it depends on
what the individual prefer.

How to treat different types of resources? |.e. Interactive vs. Worksheets. E.g.
Interactive: www.ltscotland.org.uk\learningaboutlearning

Target User?

On this new topic the group added:
Content for teachers vs. directly to the learner.




Different interfaces/strategies depending on the target user.

Learner vs. Teacher
generated strategy?

The group added: And who should define the strategy, should we look at the
teachers or the learners?

Awareness building
on the importance of
standards among
local decision makers

le.:

Existing standards and emerging standards should provide a development
without too many setbacks

Keep the players together
Protect the backbone established in the repositories

Integration and
interaction with on-
line services (VLE,
PLE)

For this new topic, the group added:
Repositories should be open for interaction
The community may be restricted

Focus on metadata
not on content

No further comments on this new topic.

Sustainability

Sustainability; the repositories established must be efficient and available in

the long term (business model, private/public partnership...)

Suggestions for improving the workshops

As a result of the group session the coordinator also received the following set of guidelines for
improving the workshops.

Before the workshop:

Members are prepared to do some work before the seminars/workshops (consensus among the
members attending the seminar).

Survey in advance (a month or so before the workshop). As a result the members will be more
prepared for the workshop.

From ‘nice to hear’ to ‘need to know’ (topics must be more driven from participants’ needs). The
participants must be clearer about the needs and communicate them in the project area. The
members must suggest issues they want to discuss.

Ask the members to annotate raw materials (obligatory) and focus the discussions in the group
session on topics with the most annotations.

Provide a clear description of the subject and global aims.

Every participant should pre-fill learning targets and bring in discussion points (or best practices) on
the subject.

During the workshop:
More analysis and discussion. More in-depth discussions on specific issues rather than general ones.
Better moderation in the group session (e.g. by a more experienced person)

Smaller work groups



More focus on the learning targets (presentations are great, however we need to understand why
that worked, what we can learn from it).

Time limits for presentations must be controlled by a moderator making a connection between
presenter and audience.

More exchange of links to follow-up on what was mentioned in the presentations: research reports,
documentation etc.

Anne-Marie Pedersen & Leo Hgjsholt-Poulsen, UNI-C



