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ABSTRACT

Learning Management System (LMS) development hasrhe a high priority project for educational
institutions and organizations, as it provideshual environment for online education. Acquiriagd
deploying a LMS is a difficult task that involvesks related with costs and time. The goal of this
research in progress is to introduce an extensiothe Rational Unified Process (RUP) in order to
integrate the activities of selection and evaluatid LMS into this process framework. The additiaris
these activities in the RUP, improve the qualifythe selection process, obtaining a feasible aatdi
solution that ensure the exposing mismatches agdtiag¢ing tradeoffs among the critical use caseb an
non-functional requirements, architectural and glestonstraints, project management constraints and
risks. These activities are inserted in the Analysid Design Discipline during the initial stagéshs
project. A case study is presented, implementirtgd®ploying a LMS in an organization.

Keywords: Software System Development, RUP, Learning Managénsg/stem, LMS evaluation,
Virtual Learning Environment
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1. INTRODUCTION

Information Technologies have become part of edoicand training in organizations in the last few
years [33]. New elements have appeared to impttowvéevel of the education and training, makingrhe
more accessible eliminating the space-temporaryidoarthat could previously exist. Universitiesdan
organizations around the world are using networdedaeducation to distribute remote courses that lea
in the use of the technologies supported by Intahmeugh Virtual Learning Environments (VLE).

A VLE is a software system designed to facilitagadhers in the management of online educational
courses for their students, especially by helpiarhers and learners with course administratioe. Th
system can track the learners' progress, which lmanmonitored by both teachers and learners.
Components of these systems usually include teswplfdr content pages, discussion forums, chat,
quizzes and exercises such as multiple-choice/fatse and one-word-answer. Teachers fill in these
templates and then release them for learners toSeswices generally provided include access chntro
provision of e-learning content, communication $@nd administration of user groups. Such e-lagrni
systems are also called Learning Management SystemS), Course Management Systems (CMS),
Managed Learning Environments (MLE), Learning Sup@ystems (LSS) or Learning Platforms (LP)
[6, 10, 14, 20, 26, 36]. The unigue characteristitshese software introduce dynamics and specific
constraints that must be accommodates. Projectsbilill learning solutions based on this software
require dedicated guidance [3, 4].

In the last few years, there is an increased iateire the process of selecting, implementing,
integrating and deploying an LMS in an organizatip8, 27, 28]. Recent studies [16] have shown that
these processes have an impact in cost, time astdroar satisfaction. In studies made by the Befsin
Associates Research Center [16] found that only 80%e companies developed their own LMS. From
the companies that bought the LMS, only 34% wergel@ompanies or institutions that took more than a
year in implementing a LMS, whereas only a 2% ttass than three months. Also they found that the
costs of implementation of commercial LMS in laiigstitutions were near USD 400.000. From these
data it is possible to infer that it is very commbiat companies acquire LMS instead of developing i
and that once it is acquired, it turns out to beessive to deploy it.

Organizations that decide to acquire, implement deyoy a LMS instead of developing their own,
have the option to integrate a proprietary or aenogource LMS in the existing Information Technidsg
of the organization [6]. A decision has to be tgkeither to develop their own, to select and hire a
proprietary software or to select an open soura @his decision depends on the economic, technical
and human resources, available time and instrugltinaeds of the institution [6, 13]. The right awi
will depend on the requirements and necessitieth@finstitution. Some authors, like Fernandez [13],
recommends the analysis and selection of a LMS ithatiready available in the market instead of
developing a new LMS that match the needs of thttution.

RUP is a software engineering process. It providedisciplined approach to assigning tasks and
responsibilities within a development organizatitte. goal is to ensure the production of high gyali
software that meets the needs of its end usersnvatbredictable schedule and budget [24] RUPss al
process framework that can be adapted and extdondadt the needs of an adopting organization. Kole
artifacts, activities, guidelines, concepts and tmenare elements that you can add or replacedivewr
adapt the process to the organization’s needs [24].

This research in progress examines the RUP extenditat can be added in order to obtain a
framework process for LMS delivery.

This article is structured in the following way: tine first place, LMS definition, LMS selection and
evaluation processes are presented. Evaluationoaetire reviewed in the literature. Then, a tailpiis
proposed for RUP, followed by its application oncase study in an organization. The results are
presented and discussed, and finally, the conaiesand future works are presented.
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2. LEARNING MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS (LMS) DEFINITION

A LMS is a software that automates the adminigiratof training events and supports the
management of learning in an organization [10,21%4, All LMSs manage the log-in and registration of
users, manage course catalogs, record data fromehsa and provide reports to management [14].
According to Brockbank [6], an LMS ties six eleammicomponents: (1) content, (2) collaboration, (3)
testing and assessment, (4) skills and competébrycommerce and, (6) Internet video-based legrnin
in a framework that tracks, supports, manages amasare elearning activities. Kanahele [21] stdtat t
a LMS provides the infrastructure that centraligegeral components associated which each phake of t
learning cycle. These three phases and their coemenare: (1) Assessment phase: knowledge
assessment, competency assessment and learningitesgl (2) Preparation Phase: learning catalog, e-
commerce and enrollment; and (3) Learning phas&rnieg activity, expert forum and community
components.

WCET-Edutools [35] proposes two sets of tools theate to be present in a LMS: (1) Learner tools:
communication tools, productivity tools and studiemblvement tools, (2) Support tools: administvati
tools, course delivery tools and curriculum design.

3. LMS SELECTION AND EVALUATION PROCESSES

There are dozens of LMS in the market to choosm ff85]. From proprietary to open source ones.
Therefore, it is not necessary to build one stgrfiom the beginning, only in especial circumstance
[33].

In the literature review [5, 6, 8, 9, 11, 12, 18, 20, 35], it has been identified three activities
selecting a LMS for an organization. These threpssare:

1. Perform an initial study for the organization
2. Preselect the LMS from the dozens in the market.
3. Evaluate the LMS preselected

3.1. Initial organization study
Before selecting the right LMS for the organizati@rockbank [6] proposes to consider the following
criteria, so the correct decision can be made:

* Analyze the organization’s current training andritdé@g environment, commitment, technology

and resources.

* Determine what needs must be met by an LMS.

* What existing IT training (tools, content, etc.)lwieed to be integrated into the LMS?

* What is the schedule for the deployment of the LMS?

For Avgeriou et al.[2], the analysis of LMS muskdainto account the pedagogical context and the
instructional design of the organization. As forsBoberg [33], the key is to choose a LMS thatghtri
for the organization size, budget and complexity.

3.2. Preselection activity
Some organizations and researchers propose a qutisgl activity before the evaluation and final
selection of the LMS, that would be used in theaorgation [5, 8, 11, 12, 15, 20].
Some Preselection criteria have been consideretimg authors:
e LMS must conform to the minimum definition of LM3(].
* Decide from open source or commercial [9].
* The LMS has been used within the country [8, 11].
* The evaluation group had positive experiences wighLMS, or heard positive comments about
it from others [11].
e LMS support multiple languages [12].
* LMS server runs on multiple operating systems g, 1
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* LMS integrates homogeneous learning environmerit [12

* LMS has basic documentation available [8, 12].

* The geographical place for the LMS developers 112,33].

* LMS is compliant with elearning standards [12, 33].
Table 1 presents the 10 main preselection cripgeaented above.

Preselection criteria

1 | LMS must conform to the minimum definition of LMS

The LMS has been used within the country

The evaluation group had positive experiencels thi¢ LMS or heard positive
comments about it from others

LMS supports multiple languages

LMS server runs on multiple operating systems

LMS integrates homogeneously the learning enwivemt

LMS has basic documentation available

LMS is compliant with elearning standards

The LMS organization has an active developmetit atileast 2 full time
developers (only for Open Source)

10 | The LMS organization has an active support conityiu(only for Open Source)

Table 1. Criteria for the LMS preselection activity basedareview in the literature.

N

w
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For open source LMS, these additional preseledtiiteria have been proposed:
* The LMS organization has an active development; aftleast 2 full time developers [12].
* The LMS organization has an active support commyBgit12].

3.3. Evaluation activity
After few LMSs have been preselected, the evalogpimcess begins for the final selection. Most
LMS evaluation includes the evaluation of:
1. LMS features or functional requirements. learner tools features, support tools features,
interoperability and security [9, 12, 19, 20, 35].
2. Non functional requirements. (a) Maintainability [9, 19, 20], (b)Usability [9, 19, 20], (c)
Reliability [9, 19] (d) Supportability [9], (e) Implementability [5] (f) Technical specification [9,
35] and, (g)Others. openness, integration capacity, flexibility andesdibility [6, 9].
These evaluation activities consume time and, eoicad and human resources [4, 13, 33]. Therefore
they should be done efficiently. To achieve thig evaluation guides are proposed in the next@ecti

4. LMS EVALUATION METHODS

In this section, two evaluation methods are preskfor LMS evaluation. The criteria presented in
these evaluation methods are different from thesgleetion criteria because they focus mainly on the
LMS individual features, while the preselection@ria focus on ten general criteria that must lesent
in the LMS in order to be chosen out of the varigtgoftware that claim to be a LMS.

This research proposes to use two evaluation msttmdhake sure the LMS selected is the one that
gets the highest score in both evaluation actwifidhe two LMS evaluation methods used in thisaede
are presented below. They were chosen among thialaeaevaluation methods, due to their complete
documentation and criterion for scoring the results

4.1. LMS Evaluation Framework
The LMS Evaluation Framework [5] is based on thdtare evaluation method by Hollander [15].
Following Beshears framework [5] the major critdoa selecting a LMS are:
* Known Requirements. Ability of the software to meet the university'srent academic and
administrative requirements, and future requiresémat are currently known to exist.
e Unknown Future Requirements: Ability to modify the software to meet the unis@y's new
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requirements as they become known.
* Implementability: Ability to implement the software easily.
*  Supportability: Ability of the vendor to support both the softwaired the University in the future.
* Cost: Total cost to purchase and implement the softvearavell as ongoing maintenance and
support costs.
To help determine the relative importance of thgomBMS selection criteria, the evaluators should
allocate 100 points among the five criteria, whie thost important receiving the highest rating toh,
the criterion rating is used to weight the raw ssagach LMS receives for that item.

4.2. LMS Evaluation Tool User Guide

This LMS evaluation method has been developed byCdmmonwealth of Learning in 2008],
which follow four steps: completing LMS registryyaduating the general criteria, rating the LMS
functionalities and completing the results. It @spible to factor in, the differences in importarge
specifying different weights for each criterion.eltwveight is a number between 1 and 5 (5 means the
criterion is most important; 1, least important).

The general criteria are: Cost of Ownership, Mairahility, Usability and User documentation, User
Adoption/ Vendor Profile, Openness, Standards C@mgy, Integration Capacity, Learning Object
Metadata Integration, Reliability and Effectivenesscalability, Security, Hardware and Software
Considerations and Multilingual Support. The set fHature-related evaluation criteria are:
Administration, Security, Access, Integration wittther systems, Course Design and Development,
Course Monitoring, Assessment Design, Online Collation and Communications and Productivity
Tools.

These two evaluation method all-together allow Yalgate a set of functional and non-functional
requirements, becoming a valuable guidance to enbat the final LMS selected will be the one witik
best functional and non-functional requirements.

5. RATIONAL UNIFIED PROCESS

Following Krutchen [24] definition, RUP is a softmeaengineering process. It provides a disciplined
approach to assigning tasks and responsibilitiésinve development organization. Its goal is toueas
the production of high quality software that meées needs of its end users within a predictabledule
and budget. RUP is also a process framework thmbeaadapted and extended to meet the needs of an
adopting organization. Roles, artifacts, activitiggidelines, concepts and mentors are elementydha
can add or replace to evolve or adapt the procetgetorganization’s needs [24].

The decision to select RUP as a process framewookder to select, evaluate, integrate and deploy a
LMS is based on the facility that this frameworloyides, so it can be tailored to suit the needthef
project.

Why to focus on LMS selection instead of developamg from scratch? Up to now, designing and
deploying this kind of software is not an easy faskthis process is complex and involve a widétsar
of organizational, instructional and technical camgnts [13]. Even though, there are few efforts to
lower time and cost in the design and developméhts [4], there are also great risks involved lire t
designing of a LMS in an organization [16, 32].

Examples of tailoring RUP for different kind of jpeots can be found in the literature [3, 12, 30, 34
Renaux et al.[31] show the advantage of using goom@nt-based design as an approach to Model Driven
Engineering (MDE), adapting RUP for this purposenifarly, Avgeriou et al. [2] adopt and customize
great part of RUP to propose an architecture foSLM

Other examples of tailoring RUP to be used as aga®framework are: the case for modeled Internet
applications [30] and the adaptation of RUP tograte the human-computer interaction [34]. Bygstad
al. [7] have used RUP to try four patterns of infation systems integration, since RUP handles teahn
integration and the external stakeholders. Théepat represent ideal types of how and when, the
development of a project would have to include &médapt the technology and stakeholders, and to
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stabilize the behavior of the network. One of plagterns is illustrated with the study of the imgggpn of
a LMS in a University Institution made during theripd of 2001-2003 [7]; finding that, when integnat
the LMS with the organization in the final stagégslevelopment, it produces the risk of resistaricéne
users and delays in the organizational deploy.

6. TAILORING RUP FOR LMS SELECTION

RUP is proposed as a process framework to seleatuae, integrate and deploy a LMS that is
already developed, but not customized and intedriait® the organization. As it was mentioned before
there are dozens of LMS to choose from, so it isartant to choose the right one for the organimatio
requirements. As Fernandez [13] pointed out, thecten of the LMS is a transcendental decisiontifier
organization that has to be taken in the initishgeh of the technological management for the distanc
education project.

It is therefore, than an extension is proposechatlével of disciplines in RUP. Disciplines are the
containers used to organize activities in the process, sy #re the place to start with, for introducing
structural changes in RUP [24]. For this reseanchrogress, the first step is to propose RUP aufditio
take into account the evaluation and selectiorvitiess in a LMS delivery in an organization.

To find out which disciplines will be used to staiith, table 2, shows an analysis of activitieated
with LMS selection and the disciplines in the RUP.

As can be observed in table 2, #salysis and Design Discipline is the one that is more related with
the activities of preselection, evaluation and ct@de of a LMS, even though there are others diseEp
that can be affected as well, &ast Discipline, Configuration and Change Management Discipline and
Environment Discipline. For this research in progress, onlg tthanges in the Analysis and Design
discipline will be analyzed. The decision to selids discipline is based in these two points:

e Through this discipline, an architectural foundatanalysis is performed as well as the collection

of material to build and configure the softwarehatexcture.

* |t allows defining the candidate architecture, mifgy the architecture and designing the system

components that fit to the requirements previoeskablished at thRequirements Discipline.

The activities are added in two workflowBerform a Architectural Synthesis andDefine a Candidate
Architecture. These activities are added in these workflowsabse the LMS is a technological element
that is going to add constraints to the softwarehiéecture. Defining candidate solutions requires
exposing mismatches and negotiating tradeoffs amihreg critical use cases and non-functional
requirements, architectural and design constrgimtgect management constraints and risks.

6.1. Activities inserted in the workflowPerform a Architectural Synthesis

In the workflowPerform a Architectural Synthesis, one activity is inserted (Figure 1):

e Search and collect an initial list of LMS: Search for several LMS that fit the minimum LMS
definition. This LMS list would help to demonstrdteat there are feasible candidates solutions
that can help to assemble an architectural proaotept which can be examined in detailed in
the Elaboration phase. This activity will producésa of LMS with the main characteristics and
would be performed by the software analyst andrtbtuctional designer and can be done in the
Inception phase.

The following artifacts are used to identify the BMor this initial list: Supplementary Specificatio

Use-Case Model (preliminary), Glossary, SoftwarequiRements Specification, Business vision
document and specialized sources for information.
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RUP Discipline | Justification
Business The purpose of the Business Modeling discipline is toufitlerstand the structure and the
Modeling dynamics of the organization in which a system is to Ipdogled (the target organization), (2

understand current problems in the target organizationdemdify improvement potential, (3
ensure that customers, end users, and developers have a cangdastanding of the target
organization, and (4) derive the system requirements neéedegport the target organizatio
In this sense, the activities of preselection, evaluatiorsalettion are not involved with the

objective of this discipline. Nevertheless, the artifactsdahagenerated in this discipline give

support to these activities, since devices such as Business Bocument, Business Vision
and Business Architecture Document are input artifacts ipréselection activity.

—

Requirements

The purpose of the Requirements discipline(ik) testablish and maintain agreement with
the customers and other stakeholders on what the systeid dbo(R) provide system
developers with a better understanding of the system esneitts, (3) define the boundaries

the system, (4) Provide a basis for planning the techrocaénts of iterations, and (5) Provide

a basis for estimating the cost and time to develop #tersy Even though the activities of
evaluation and selection are not related to this disciplwedévices such as Vision docume
supplementary specifications, software requirements, etctatteaplace here are taken into
account for the preselection and evaluation activities. The potieel activity could be relate
in some ways as it helps establishing the requiremente a&ystem-to-be.

of

nt,

Analysis and
design

Through this discipline an analysis of the candidate archie@tumade to be used in the
project. In this discipline the requirements are transformiieda design of the system-to-be
and evolve a robust architecture for the system. In thisesan existing LMS already has an
architecture, which must be compatible with the system-toitbetiae purpose of obtaining th
product in the smaller possible time. Thereftine,activities of preselection, evaluation and
final selection, lead to the selection of the LMS that canebused for this aim.

Implementation

For this discipline, the architecture rbestiefined previously, so the activities of preselect
evaluation and selection had to already been done. This tliscipbuld go into action for
those requirements that must be developed, on the bads=architecture of the selected
LMS, because the selected LMS does not contemplate them

Test This discipline would be centered in proving the gnétion of additional features for the LM
In addition, it would verify the satisfaction of the qtialevel for the LMS selected
throughout the process.

Deployment This discipline is very important to obtdia complete deployment of the LMS in the
organization, since this includes the acceptance tests of theahdt. Nevertheless, it is
discipline does not have a direct relation with the selectidhe LMS.

Configuration | The purpose of the Configuration and Change Managementliliedmto: (1) Identify

and Change configuration itemg2) Restrict changes to those items, (3) Audit changes maddede items

Management and (4) Define and manage configurations of those itemhidmliscipline, the Configuration
management plan document must include take into account ¢matfon

Project The purpose of the Project Management discipline is to: gijdde a software-intensive

management project, (2) Plan, staff, execute, and monitor a projett(@nManage risk. Therefore the

artifacts: Project Plan, Risk Management Plan and Riskristf take into account the
management of the risks involve in the process of acquinegMS and integrating them int
the organization.

Environment

The purpose of the Environment discipline grovide the software development
organization with the software development environment—pibesses and tools—that wi
support the development team. This includes configuringrieess for a particular project,
well as developing guidelines in support of the project.

Through some activities of this discipline it is possitib configure" templates and guideling
that makes possible "to institutionalize" and therefore, torparate, the most important
aspects to take into account at the time of making the sel@ftaohMS for a particular
project. All this is reflected in the artifact "Project Spectiiuidelines”. This discipline is no
directly related with the selection of the LMS; rather, this one that contributes to the
selection of the LMS, as it does the discipline of rezagnts.

Table 2. Analysis of activities related with LMS selectiand the disciplines in the RUP [24].
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Figure 1. Workflow Perform a Architectural Synthesis, adapted from Rational [29].

6.2. Activities inserted in the workflowDefine a Candidate Architecture:

In the workflowDefine a Candidate Architecture, three activities are inserted (Figure 2):

1. Search and select two LMS evaluation guides: Collect guides for LMS evaluation with available
documentation and instructions for scoring theltesand select two of them.

2. LMS Presdlection: From the initial list of LMSs that fit the LMS #ieition criterion, apply the
preselection criteria and select a short list ofirfor three LMS that would support the
architectural Proof-of-concept and make feasibéeciindidate solution.

3. Final LMS evaluation and selection: Evaluate the few LMS preselected, apply two LMS
evaluation methodologies and select the LMS with thigher scoring results for the final
recommendation.

These three activities will be performed by thetwafe analyst in conjunction with the instructional
designer or educational specialist. The followintjfacts are needed to be reviewed for the proper
completion of these activities: Literature soursgecialized in LMS evaluation, Initial list of LMS
Preselection criteria, Business Rules Document,inggs architecture document, Use-Case Model
(preliminary), ADL SCORM certified products, Shdigt of preselected LMS, Use-Case Model, Tools,
Software Requirements Specification document, Sapehtary Specification document, Document
describing the LMS evaluation guides.

Note that, every project must decide whether theygaing to use commercial or open source LMS.
For this decision made at the beginning of thecteawill easy the process of searching and pretefec
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the LMS. The list of LMS would be unique for eveproject as they depend strongly on the
characteristics of each project, their requiremdmisgiget, technological constrains, etc.
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Figure 2. Workflow Define a Candidate Architecture, adapted from Rational [24].

6.3. Activities, Roles and Artifacts

Table 3 summarizes the elements that are speoifibeAnalysis and Design Discipline in RUP for
LMS selection. All these activities are new for RURIditionally, Table 4 shows a more complete table
with activities, objectives, incoming artifacts)es and output artifacts, to be added into thisplme.

evaluation methodologies

Software Analyst

Workflow Activity Role Output Artifacts
Search and collect a list of Instructional Designer I
Z?crtfwci)tré?:tﬁral LMS Software Analyst Initial list of LMS
Synthesis Search two LMS Instructional Designer | Two documented LMS

evaluation guides

Define a Candidate
Architecture

LMS Preselection

Instructional Designer
Software Analyst

Short list of preselected LMS

Final LMS evaluation and
selection

Instructional Designer
Software Analyst

Recommended LMS

Table 3. Summarizing the new elements to be added intétlabysis and Design discipline in RUP.
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. A - . Output . -
Activity Objectives Incoming Artifacts Artifacts Artifact description
Supplementary Specification, Use-
Search in the availablg Case Model (preliminary), Glossary,
literature and Internet | Software Requirements It is a document that present
Search and . e S - .
. for commercials and | Specification, specialized sources | Initial list of a list of the LMS and the
collect a list ; . ; Ao . - . .
open source LMS that| for information and Business vision LMS information that is available
of LMS ' e
fit the definition of document. about them.
LMS. Documents with information about
LMS
Search two | Elaborate a list of two Two Itis a_document with t_hat
. - . documented | describes two evaluation
LMS well documented Literature sources specialized in :
. . h LMS guides that are very well
evaluation | guides about LMS LMS evaluation. . :
. ; evaluation documented and provide
methodologies evaluation. - .
guides scores for selecting the LMS,
Apply the preselection In!tlal_ list of L.MS‘ Preselection . It is a document with the
S criteria, Business Rules Document, Short list of
LMS criteria to get a short Business architecture document reselected three of four preselected
Preselection | list of LMS, e.g. three | limi | P LMS with their respective
or four LMS Use-Case Mode (_pre iminary), LMS documentation
ADL SCORM certified products "
Short list of preselected LMS, Use-
. Evaluate three or four Case'ModeI, Tools, .S.O tware It is a document with the
Final LMS . Requirements Specification :
. LMS to get the final Recommended recommended LMS, its
evaluation and document, Supplementary .
. recommended LMS e LMS features and documentation
selection ) Specification document, Document .
final. - . available.
describing the LMS evaluation
guides

Table 4. Activities, objectives, roles and output artilgdb be added into thAnalysis and Design
Disciplinein RUP for LMS selection.

7. CASE STUDY: IESA

A pilot project was selected as a case study fsting the tailoring proposed in RUP for LMS
evaluation, as it is proposed by DESMET [23]. DESMiE a methodology for evaluating methods or
tools. It identifies nine evaluation methods andea of criteria to help the evaluator choose thestmo
appropriate one for his needs based on the differegduation contexts the evaluating team may tiave
deal with [23].

7.1. Instituto de Estudios Superiores de Administraién, IESA

IESA is an academic centre, independent of currexasnomic, political, religious or governmental
groups. It is dedicated to the education of thenagament, leaning in the investigation, as much in
administration as in other disciplines, orientirig feaching towards the development of the manageme
in publics and private organizationgviw.iesa.edu.ve[17].

The institution, nowadays, occupies a distinguishiette between the institutions that compose the
national educational system, as well as the speethlacademic organizations in administration world
wide. IESA is an institution that understands trenagement like all activity whose intention is teeot,
to direct, to choose options, to assign resourtessupervise and to evaluate the actions that are
undertaken and organized to reach certain objectihen understanding the management this way,
IESA is interested to know the reality and the nggemeal necessities for the public and private sedty
profit or non-profit organizations [18].

7.2. IESA LMS Requirements
IESA needed a LMS that allowed the centralized adbtration for the academia offer, the
distribution of educational material and the cohtfothe academic records for students in onlingrses.
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The requirements of this LMS can be representékddruse case model depicted in Figure 3.

=<extend->

-:n:extend:\-

Mudrﬁy pensa Create pensa
- <<extend>= -
- Delete tasks
| ademic offer 2
Create academic offer
-
23 Take an initial test
Take postgraduate courses academic offer

Remew grades Academlc
Student
Track the learner's progress =7 Register tasks’ eextend:x
Register grades <~:extem:r = - <:>
Checkthedpst resulta{extend;.;.
User
ndmlnlslratur

Review tasks
'd'alll:late user
Modify academic offer \C)
Modify tasks
Modify grades
-:n:extend:\-:_\-_ ~, ’
«extend:-:-
‘ <:>’ Revie onalized
Applicant

Figure 3. Use Case model for the LMS in IESA.
8. CASE STUDY ANALYSIS

In this analysis, only the results related to tee&ion and evaluation of the LMS are presented,
because these are the activities that were addBdUB for LMS selection. The rest of the activitias
each phase of the project and its artifacts weweldped following the RUP and therefore they witt n
be shown all here.

In the first proposed activity in the workfloRerform a Architectural Synthesis: Search and collect an
initial list of LMS, a list of 13 LMS was developed.

The list was then reduced from 13 to 2 LMS, in #mivity of LMS Preselection, when the
preselected criteria were applied. These Presetectiteria are explained in a previous sectiorthis
article. The commercial LMMicrosoft Class Server 3.0 was included [21], because the institution had
the license of this software and wanted to comfawéh the other LMSs. This preselection processk
into account the data collected in documents frasiom, business model, requirements, use cases,
business objectives and costs. The two preselédi&®iwereSakai Project 1.0 andMoodle 1.4.2.

8.1. LMS evaluation and selection

Two methodologies were selectddvS Evaluation Framework [5] and LMS Evaluation Tool User
Guide [9], in the activitySearch and select two LM S evaluation methodologies included in the workflow
Perform a Architectural Synthesis. They were chosen between the available evaluatiodeg, due to
their complete documentation and criterion for sapthe results.

On the basis of the LMS requirement for IESA, tleeuiment of vision, business model, use cases,
business objectives and costs, the three LMS uredgrand evaluation process based in the two sdlecte
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evaluation methodologies. The results of this esadm are presented next.

8.1.1. Evaluation with the LMS Evaluation Framework

The final results can be seen in Table 5. To eaitlrion, a weight was assigned according to its
importance within the institute, assigning 0 (zef@) "Not used or not important”, up to 40 (fortigr
"extremely important”. Each criterion was evaldgaite a scale from 1 to 10. The percentage corredpo
to the score with weight. It can be observed thabe 1.4.2 has the greater score with 66%, foltbwe
by Sakai Project 1,0 with 62%. The second evaluat made to determine the final LMS.

Moodle Sakai Sakai Microsoft Microsoft
o IESA Moodle 1.4.2 . Project Class Server
Criteria - . Project . Class )
Requirements 1.4.2 with 1.0 with 3.0 with
. 1.0 . Server 3.0 .
weight weight weight
Known 25 7 175 6 150 5 125
Requirements
Unknown future 20 6 120 6 120 5 100
Requirements
Implementability 20 6 120 5 100 5 100
Supportability 20 5 100 5 100 7 140
Costs 15 10 150 10 150 5 75
Total Score 100 34 665 32 620 27 540
Percentage 66% 62% 54%

Table 5.Results for the LMS evaluation based on the evalnajuidelines by Beshears [5].

8.1.2. Evaluation with the LMS Evaluation Tool

In Table 6, the results for this evaluation arespréed. The scale used for the evaluation was51 to
It can be observed that Moodle 1.4.2 obtained thatgr score with 227 points. The LMS selectedHer
case of study that satisfies the requirements Mg8A is Moodle 1.4.2

o . Sakai Microsoft Class
Criteria Weight | Moodle 1.4.2 Project 1.0 Server 3.0

Features and Functionality 5 2,6 2,1 2,3
Cost of Ownership 3 4 4 3
Maintainability 5 4 4 4
Usability and User documentation 5 4 3 3
User Adoption/ Vendor Profile 3 3 4 0
Openness, 3 5 4 0
Standards Compliancy 5 4 3 4
Integration Capacity 4 5 5 2
Learning Object Metadata Integration 5 4 3 4
Reliability and Effectiveness 5 4 4 0
Scalability 4 4 4 3
Security 5 3 3 4
s | 4 4
Multilingual Support 3 5 1 0

Final score 227 198 148

Table 6.Final results for the LMS evaluation base on th&wation guidelines by the Commonwealth of
Learning [9].

When applying these two LMS evaluation methodolsgtbe resulting LMS was Moodle 1.4.2. So,
applying both methodologies aim at the same LMSotle 1.4.2 is the LMS that is recommended to be

used for this project.
It is important to emphasize that Moodle 1.4.2 spdsthree evaluations: firstly, in the LMS
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preselection activity, secondly, with the applioatiof the first evaluation methodology and thirdhjith
the application of the second evaluation methodolog

The application of these activities in the earhagds and in the discipline #halysis and Design,
allowed to recommend a LMS for the proper managémoéra virtual learning environment, which
assures the quality of the final product.

8.2. LMS functional prototype

As a result of this project, using RUP for LMS s#ilen, a product was obtained that is characterized
for allowing:

* Administration of the academic offer, courses, stiud and educational resources.

* Control of the evaluation, allocation of tasks,esssnent and testing.

* The asynchronous and synchronous communicationghrorums, mail and chat.

* The LMS interface customization according to thEABvebsite design.

* Customized access to students, professors and iathatiors.

* The creation of courses according to the instraetidesign of the IESA.

Figure 4 shows the LMS interface for the admintsir&iew. On the right side, it is possible to see
picture of the person who has just logged in.dbappears the available courses, the news, thedzal
and the administration tools (setp://virtual.iesa.edu.ve/moodle/index.php

Inicio dp seion Feoticias
FROEnken O LSSanD
. Cursos disponkbles u
Bipnwmpadin
Conbrapeds B Ecanamia v Finaneas
u Catendario
Fimandas para a@culivas ng Bnanciesd
o de sEsin | B deroncia Gansral
—_————————e— — Lo Bler W b Vi BdE Doin
€ cisnificacion v Control da Froyectos SR EI
a 3
O Gerencia de Frocesos
z - 7 B 9N
14 15 16 W7 181
Buscar curios . = e
L~ g i e

~
21
o | Rrvinsy ihe saaide

h...,.!rfr':;;‘.;.'.:,':*;:@

Figure 4. Main Interface for the LMS in IESA— Administratoiew.

As it can be seen in the case of IESA, the seleatiothe LMS in early phases of the development
process positively influence the following develagrh phases, obtaining in this way, a successful
solution that is adequate for the organization.

9. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORKS

This paper introduces an extension in the Ratidfrdfied Process (RUP) in order to integrate the
activities of selection and evaluation of LMS irnhis process framework. This RUP improvement takes
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into account the particular characteristics of LMBich present an intrinsic complexity by supporting
virtual learning communities. This characteristicosld be mainly considered in the selection, to
guarantee a successful implementation and deplaymen

During the incorporation of particular activitiesdaartifacts into RUP, it was possible to reusessav
artifacts proposed by this methodology. This reseNeals an advantage of using a widely documented
methodology. Two extra workflows are identified eequired and incorporated into the complete
development process. The two workflows derform a Architectural Synthesis andDefine a Candidate
Architecture. Activities, roles and artifacts are added andndef. These two workflows belong to the
Analysis and Design Discipline.

A case study was selected to try the RUP for LM8ctien at IESA. The results show that Moodle
1.4.2 is selected over Sakai Project 1.0 and MaftaSlass Server 3.0. The LMS selected is a feasibl
candidate solution that ensures the exposing m@dmatand negotiating tradeoffs among the critisal u
cases and non-functional requirements, architectaral design constraints, project management
constraints and risks.

It is important to emphasize that the applicatioa real project proved the potentiality and coefice
of the work performed in order to improve the qtyalof the selection process of a LMS to any
organization.

As future works, the research will focus in taifgrithe RUP for whole process of delivering a LMS in
an organization.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors wish to acknowledge IESA (Institutcdedéudios Superiores en Administracion), Caracas,
Venezuela for their valuable collaboration in ttesearch. The authors wish to thank to P. Ottavarb
N. Cova for all their collaboration on this resdarc

REFERENCES

[1] ADL SCORM Certified Products. Retrieved onlindNovember 15, 2005, from:
http://www.adInet.org/scorm/certified/index.cfm

[2] P. Avgeriou, A. Papasalouros, and S. Retalisarhing Technologies Systems: issues, trends,
challenges. Proceedings in thHéldternational Organization for Science & Tecnoldggucation.
IOSTE. 9pp. 2001.

[3] P. Avgeriou, S. Retalis and M. Skordalakis. &chitecture for Open Learning Management Systems.
Advances in Informatics. 18 pp. 2003.

[4] P. Avgeriou, A. Papasalourosm and S. Retaliattdhs For Designing Learning Management
Systems, proceedings of the 8th European Pattarguages of Programming (EuroPLOP), Irsee,
Germany, 25th—29th June 2003.

[5] F. Beshears. Learning Management System Evalu&ramework. 2001. Retrieved online November
15, 2005, from: http://ist-socrates.berkeley.edu/~fmb/articles/Imsl/

[6] B. Brockbank. Learning Management System fdearning, in The AMA handbook of e-learning:
Effective design, implementation, and technologiutsons. Piskurich, G.(Editor). AMACON,
American Management Association. New York. USA.200

[7] B. Bygstad, P.A. Nielsen and B.E. Munkvold. Faotegration patterns: IS development as stepwise
adaptation of technology and organization. ECIS52@gensburg, Germany, 2005.

[8] Commonwealth of Learning, COL LMS Open Sour2803. Retrieved online November 15, 2005,
from: http://www.col.org/Consultancies/03LMSOpenSouraa.ht

[9] Commonwealth of Learning LMS Evaluation Toolddgsuide. 2004. Retrieved online November 15,
2005, from:http://www.col.org/Consultancies/04LMSEvaluatiomht

[10] C. Dean. Technology based training & on-limarhing: An overview of authoring systems and
learning management systems available in UK. 2B@Zieved online November 15, 2005, from:

14



CLEI ELECTRONIC JOURNAL, VOLUME 9, NUMBER 1, PAPER 2, JUNE 2006

http://www.peak.co.uk/AuthoringSystem.pdf

[11] Edutech,. Evaluation of LMS”, Edutech Groupnitkrsity of Fribourg, Suiza. 2003. Retrieved
online November 15, 2005, frorhttp://www.edutech.ch/Ims/ev2.php

[12] Edutech. Evaluation of Open Source Learninghdggement Systems, Edutech Group, University of
Fribourg, Suiza, 2005. Retrieved online November , 152005, from:
http://www.edutech.ch/Ims/ev3/index.php

[13] E. Fernandez. E-learning: Implantacion deypobos de formacién on-line. RA-MA Editorial.
Espafia. 2003.

[14] B. Hall. New Technology definitions. 2005. Reved online November 15, 2005, from:
www.brandonhall.com/public/glossary/

[15] N. Hollander. A Guide to Software Package Eatibn and Selection: The R2ISC Method.
American Management Assoc., Inc. New York, NY AJ3000.

[16] C. Howard. “Selecting a LMS.” Bersin & Assotga. 2003. Retrieved online Novemberl15, 2005,
from: http://www.bersin.com/presentations/Selecting_anSL@LLO_2003.pdf

[17] IESA, Retrieved online November 15, 2005, frdrtip://www.iesa.edu.ve/

[18] IESA, “IESA 25 Afios, Fundacion IESA”. Carac#sSA. 1990.

[19] ISO/IEC 9126-1:2001(E), Software engineeringreduct quality-. International Standard. 2001.

[20] JOIN, Metodologia de evaluacion de las platafas de tele-ensefianza (LMS) de JOIN. Retrieved
online November 15, 2005, fromttp://www.ossite.org/join/sp/Ims/

[21] C. Kanahele. Learning Portals, in The AMA hbadk of e-learning: Effective design,
implementation, and technology solutions. PiskyridB.(Editor). AMACON, American
Management Association. New York. USA. 2003.

[22] E. Kaplan. E-learning Glossary. Retrieved woali November 15, 2005, from:
http://www.learningcircuits.org/glossary.htmi

[23] B. Kitchenham,, S. Linkman and D. Law. DESMEN method for evaluating software engineering
methods and tools. ACM SIGSOFT. Software EngimgeNotes. 21, 2, 8-11. 1996.

[24] P. Kruchten. The Rational Unified Process-IAtroduction. Third Edition. Addison-Wesley. 2004.

[25] Microsoft Class Server. Plataforma de GestlérAprendizaje. Retrieved online November 15, 2005,
from: http://www.microsoft.com/spain/educacion/class_egdefault.mspx

[26] M. F. Paulsen. Online Education Systems: Dssan and Definition of Terms. 2002. Retrieved
online 11/15/2005 ,froritp://www.nettskolen.com/forskning/Definition%20620Terms.pdf

[27] A. Papshew. Implementing LMS Beyond the Tedbgy. In The LMS/LCMS Implementation &
Management Symposium. 2005.

[28] G. Piskurich (Edt) The AMA handbook of e-lesmg Effective design, implementation, and
technology solutions. AMACON, American Managemess@éciation. New York. USA. 2003.

[29] Rational Software Corporation. Rational Unifi€rocess (RUP) (Version 2003.06.00) [Software].
New York: IBM Rational Software Corporation. 2003.

[30] A. Rendon. Modelado de Aplicaciones en Internker Congreso de Electronica y Tele-
comunicaciones, Armenia, ICETA. Universidad del ilio.

[31] E. Renoux, P.A. Caron and X. Le Pallec. “trelag Management System component-based design:
a model driven approach”. MCETECH'2005. Paper n°%®#p. 2005.

[32] D. Roig,. Proyecto de evaluacion de plataf@mda teleformacion para su implantacion en el @nbit
universitario. Thesis. Universidad de Valencia, &®p 2002. Retrieved online Nov.15, 2005,
from: www.uv.es/ticape/docs/dario/mem-dario-v8.pdf

[33] M. Rosenberg. “E-learning- Estrategias paaasmitir conocimiento en la era digital”. McGrawHil
2001.

[34] K. Soares and E. Furtado. “RUPI - A UnifiedoPess that Integrates Human-Computer Interaction
and Software Engineering”.In:International Conferion Software Engineering, Portland, 2003.

[35] WCET-EduTools, “Course Management System — Qan@ Products-“ EduTools. 2005. Retrieved
online November 15, 2005, fromttp://www.edutools.info/course/compare

[36] Wikipedia. Retrieved online November 15, 2006m: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/VLE

15



