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Executive Summary  

The Learning Management Systems (LMS) Futures Workgroup was charged by the Executive Vice 

Chancellor of Academic Affairs and the Executive Vice Chancellor of Business and Finance in December 
2008 to develop recommendations for effective and efficient learning management services environments 

for the CSU. To develop their recommendations, the workgroup:  

Å Conducted a scan of the external LMS market for current and future trends 

Å Identified national trends for Higher Education statewide systems approaches to LMS and support-

ing services 

Å Investigated Total Cost of Ownership issues and trends 

Several changes/events occurred while the group was working that significantly impacted these directions 
and recommendations: 

Å State and federal financial situations have led CSU campuses to re-examine the LMS and support-

ing services provided and how to obtain the best value for the IT dollar. Forced to ñdo more with 
less,ò some campuses are forming consortial arrangements to provide basic services. 

Å The LMS market underwent another significant change when Blackboard purchased Angel. A key 
reaction to this market change has been the renewed interest in open source LMS solutions. A 

number of CSU campuses are now actively migrating their courses to Moodle. 

Å Initially, the workgroup set out to provide recommendations for CSU LMS directions in a 3 -5 year 

timeframe. Given current situations and climate, campuses have asked the Chancellorôs Office to 

provide a more aggressive approach to assist in meeting their LMS needs. 

Å Leadership from the newly appointed CSU System CIO is moving toward a ñsoftware as servicesò 

approach that relies on a variety of sources for providing IT services for the CSU: local campus ser-
vices, CSU provided services, and externally provided services. 

Recommendations  

Based on the information collected, augmented by the current environmental conditions, the workgroup 
recommends the CSU take the next steps to achieve its vision for Academic Technology, including: 

Å Provide an ñopt-inò services approach to supporting the LMS with the baseline services being a col-
lection of bext practices vs. minimal services 

Å  The integration of key services such as SIS integration and key 3rd party application integr a-

tion will need to be selected over time . 

Å Provide a centrally hosted ñsafety-netò LMS for campuses that are at risk. A system or consortium 

LMS service can result in significant cost savings, especially for small campuses currently using 
proprietary systems such as Blackboard 

Å  We recommend having a limited production available by July 2010. During spring 2010 we 

will need to determine the specific services available for this first production.  

Å  Moodle is the first LMS application that would be provided, followed by Blackboard 
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Å Expand the Total Cost of Ownership analysis to the full range of learning management services, 

enabling campuses and the CSU system to make informed decisions about costs and effectiveness 

Å Adopt a phased approach over the next 3-5 years that enables the CSU to make continuous im-

provements and adjustments in this dynamic business and technology environment (see Figure 1). 

Å Implement an agile governance and management process for continuously improving the learning 

management services for campuses and overseeing the CSU LMS roadmap 

A detailed list of recommendations is included at the end of this document.  

 

 

 

Figure 1. Illustration of the phased approach to providing LMS services to CSU  
campuses  
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Overview and Background  

The Learning Management Systems (LMS) Futures Workgroup was charged by the Executive Vice 

Chancellor of Academic Affairs and the Executive Vice Chancellor of Business and Finance in December 
2008 to develop recommendations for effective and efficient learning management services environments 

that:  

Å Support teaching and learning activities that contribute to improved student success  

Å Improve the management of academic programs on campuses and across campuses 

Å Can be integrated with appropriate services selected by campuses and the CSU system 

The LMS Futures Workgroup will present its draft recommendations to the Academic Technology Steering 

Committee (ATSC) for review, revision, and recommendations. It will develop a more detailed set of 
recommendation for the EVC of Academic Affairs, EVC of Business and Finance, and the Technology 

Steering Committee.  

Strategic CSU LMS Development and Directions  

The LMS and surrounding learning management services have become an essential set of tools toward 

accomplishing CSUôs strategic directions. In particular, the goals of sharing courses, expanding online 
education, and sharing best practices are critical strategic goals that the LMS strategy can be designed to 

help facilitate. The CSU LMS strategy can help advance these institutional strategies to various degrees 

through the cul tural practices that are developing through the use of the LMS, as well as the technologies 
for managing information.  

Process  

To develop their recommendations, the LMS Futures Workgroup adopted the following process: 

Å Scan the external LMS market for current and future trends  

Å Identify national trends for Higher Education statewide systems approaches to LMS and supporting 
services 

Å Investigate Total Cost of Ownership issues and trends 

Å For each peer system investigated: 

Å Produce a ñprofileò that addresses a holistic view of LMS critical elements ï LMS hosting & li-

censing practices, Support Services, and Educational Practices. 

Å Identify lessons learned (positive and negative) and assumptions 

Å From these profiles and best practices, develop a target environment for CSU, with phases to reach 
the target  
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Key Changes During the Process  

Several changes/events occurred while the group was working that significantly impacted these directions 
and recommendations: 

Å State and federal financial situations have led CSU campuses to re-examine the LMS and supporting 
services provided and how to obtain the best value for the IT dollar. Forced to ñdo more with less,ò 

some campuses are forming consortial arrangements to provide basic services. 

Å The LMS market underwent another significant change when Blackboard purchased Angel. A key 
reaction to this market change has been the renewed interest in open source LMS solutions. A num-

ber of CSU campuses are now actively migrating their courses to Moodle. 

Å Initially, the workgroup set out to provide recommendations for CSU LMS directions in a 3 -5 year 

timeframe. Given current situations and climate, campuses have asked the Chancellorôs Office to 

provide a more aggressive approach to assist in meeting their LMS needs. Thus, recommendations 
are provided for both short -term (next six months) and long -term (next 3 years).  

Å Leadership from the newly appointed CSU System CIO is moving toward a ñsoftware servicesò ap-
proach that relies on a variety of sources for providing IT services for the CSU: local campus servic-

es, CSU pro-vided services, and externally provided services. Figure 1 below provides an overview of 
the various components that interact with an LMS and would be required to run a ce ntralized LMS. 

Supporting Documents  

This Recommendations Report provides the key elements from the workgroupôs efforts. The full reports 
of the workgroupôs efforts are available in two supporting documents: 

External LMS Market Scan and Peer Review Summary  

Å Summarizes an external scan and overview of the LMS market for US higher education systems 
during spring and summer of 2009 

Å Summarizes LMS trends for US statewide systems of higher education based on interviews 

Å Provides profiles of the typical models for LMS Systems, Support Services, and Educational Practic-

es 

Critical Elements for Future LMS Directions  

Å Describes the current strategic environment in the CSU system ð why the LMS is a strategic tool 

for CSU and how it is aligned to the CSU strategic plan, Access to Excellence, the impact of recent 
state budget changes, and the impact of recent changes in the LMS market. 

Å Highlights key elements of the Academic Technology environment in the CSU system that impact 
future directions of the LMS. 

Å Summarize the profiles of peer higher education systems researched during Spring 2009 and identi-

fy what it would mean for CSU the move toward each of these profiles.  

Å Provides a total cost of ownership (TCO) or cost/benefit analysis based on information from se-

lected higher education systems. 
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Lessons Learned  

Suite of Learning Management Services  

In order for an LMS to be used effectively and successfully, the elements illustrated in Figure 2 must be 
addressed. 

 
Figure 2. Integrated View of Learning Management Services 

 
Å Educational Practices  ï How will technology be used? What are the best practices? Is technology 

being used wisely and effectively? What educational research is being conducted? What are the effec-
tive practices for integrating technology into instruction? H ow will faculty and students be trained to 

use the system effectively? What technologies should be explored for innovative usage? How will we 

assess the impact of technology on student learning, on teaching effectiveness, and institutional goals? 

Å Support S ervices  ï How is the campus community or constituency taught to use the technology and 

educational practices? How are the technology and educational practices supported? How are the stu-
dents and their learning objectives supported? How does the help desk support the technology? What 

enterprise-level applications should be selected, integrated, and deployed in a campus environment? 

Å LMS ï What technology applications and hardware will support our academic mission? How should the 

system be architected to meet performance and reliability needs? What measures are needed to ensure 

the LMS is maintained as an enterprise-level application? 

Å Project Coordination ï What structures are needed for governance of the LMS and associated ser-

vices? How will administration of the LMS be handled? What communication strategies will be in place 
for keeping all users of the LMS and services informed and involved in decision making?  
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No One Model Fits All  

Higher Education systems have adopted a variety of approaches to manage Learning Management 
systems and services. No single, dominant model exists. Each reflects the culture and history of the 

system and how it has evolved over time. Figure 3 below graphically shows how the HE systems 
surveyed for this report have evolved learning m anagement services in each of three areas ð LMS 

Hosting, LMS Support Services, and Educational Practices. 

 

Figure 3. Summary of HE Statewide System LMS Practices 

 
From our review of peer statewide systems, the following lessons learned emerged: 

Å No single model exists for the balance between central, local and consortial services supporting the 

LMS; each systemôs configuration reflects the culture and history of the system. 

Å Integration with ERP systems is essential for success to allow for automatic course creation, stu-

dent enrollment, and final grade uploading. Students and faculty expect handling of this admini s-
trative overhead as a minimum requirement for adopting a system.  

Å Moving from a locally hosted LMS model to a centrally hosted one is typically done in stages and 

not all in a single project. Progressing from hosting to integration of systems to support services to 
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educational practices allows for success at each stage, clarity of purpose, and an opportunity to 

course-correct as needed. 

Å The decision to move to a system-wide LMS is driven by a clear objective, e.g., ñoffering online de-

greesò or ñcutting costs.ò 

Å Shared governance is critical for success, providing all constituents an opportunity to engage. 
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Relevant Peer Profiles  

Several profiles of LMS management at peer institutions across the country emerged from the 
workgroupôs research and analysis. Two models of relevance to CSU are presented below. To review the 

complete set of peer profiles, refer to the supporting document, Critical Elements for Future LMS 
Directions. 

 Tennessee Board of Regents Model  

This is the most advanced LMS Support model from an 
educational practices perspective. Choosing this model 

would push for more emphasis on the results and 
outcomes of learning management services. However, this 

could be the toughest move in terms of establishing 

governance.  

This model requires a highly centralized effort, with 

supporting resources and coordination from the central 
unit. Support from the executive governing body is an 

essential component, along with a long -term vision for 
system-wide e-learning. Several governance bodies at all 

levels provide a clear method for proposing, considering, 

and making decisions. Funding administered through the 
central coordinating office promotes scholarship of teaching, development and sharing of best teaching 

and learning practices, and exploration of new technologies. The central office provides a full suite of 
LMS support services and educational practices.  


