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PURPOSE

The TFDLAT advises and assists the Secretary of Defense, Joint Staff, Services, and Defense Agencies on all aspects of distributed learning with the goal of ensuring that Department of Defense (DoD) personnel have access to cost-effective, high quality education and training, tailored to needs, whenever and wherever required. Distributed learning encompasses Distance Learning (DL), Advanced Distributed Learning (ADL), Interactive Multimedia Instruction (IMI), Embedded Training (ET), Video Teletraining (VTT), performance aiding, other learning-related technologies, and supporting infrastructure.

THE TOTAL FORCE DISTRIBUTED LEARNING ACTION TEAM NEWSLETTER

This Newsletter serves as a vehicle to record progress of the TFDLAT as the team focuses on the training requirements of the Total Force and defines ways in which distributed learning technologies can be used more effectively.
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Current Working Groups: 

· Weapons of Mass Destruction Training (WMDT) – Promote collaboration on identification of courses, opportunities to leverage government capabilities, and current policy guidance to assist in the development of Congressionally mandated WMD training products.

· Computer Managed Instruction Interface (CMII) – Coordinate efforts to provide common solutions and support to Service/Agency activities for net-based computer management of instruction.  Efforts will include sharing capabilities such as registration, testing, reporting, etc., across the Services/Agencies to eliminate duplication and improve interface between components within DoD.

· Course Content Collaboration (CCC) – Promote collaboration on development and reuse of course content to eliminate unnecessary duplication, increase cost effectiveness, and share common resources.
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MINUTES OF THE 6/29/98 MEETING

Welcome: 

Mr. Mike Kendall (ODUSD(R)), Team Chairman, welcomed everyone, introduced the guest speakers, and briefly outlined the agenda for the meeting.

Charter Working Group Brief:  

CDR Landers briefed the evolution of the Charter Working Group (CWG) (participants include representatives from Services, Reserve components, and Major DOD Agencies involved in Distributed Learning activities), and the products of the CWG (the purpose, scope, and responsibilities of the TFDLAT).  

The CWG elected to change the name of the TFDLAT from the TF “Distance” LAT to the TF “Distributed” LAT.  This decision was made in order to ensure the team was not limited to considering strictly Distance Learning, but was open to all aspects of distributed learning technologies (e.g., Distance Learning (DL), Embedded Training (ET), Advanced Distributed Learning (ADL), Interactive Multimedia Instruction (IMI), performance aiding, learning related technologies and the supporting infrastructures.  Following is a recap of the charter developed by the CWG:

The TFDLAT:

· Serves as the DoD focal point for developing, coordinating, and applying distributed learning technologies.

· Provides oversight, assessments, and recommendations for DoD distributed learning policies and programs in order to:

-  Ensure program interoperability;

-  Identify and fully consider opportunities for 

    collaborative endeavors;

-  Minimize redundancies; 

-  Support enhancement of readiness and improve  

   effectiveness;

-  Improve efficiency; and 

-  Focus on a “total force” perspective.

· Provides a forum for and fosters interaction and coordination across the Department in order to maximize DoD’s return on its distributed learning investments. 

· Reviews, researches, evaluates, coordinates, and recommends policies for learning technology standards that meet the needs of the CINCs, Services, and Defense Agencies. 

· Recommends priorities for learning technology research and development.
· Promotes collaboration, among DoD and other federal, state, and local government activities, as well as with industry and academia, on all aspects of learning technology, especially interoperability and the reusability of learning content and tools. 

Responsibilities

Advise and assist in developing and implementing DoD learning technology policies and standards to ensure interoperability, compatibility, reusability, maintainability, durability, and effectiveness of advanced learning products and processes.

Promote implementation of distributed learning technologies which maintain or increase readiness of assigned forces.

Promote efficiencies/effectiveness of DoD distributed learning investments by eliminating unnecessary duplication in curriculum development, delivery systems and technical architecture, and in education and training infrastructure. 

Provide guidance and assistance in developing, defending, resourcing, and implementing learning technology plans and programs.

Assist and participate in efforts to establish a DoD interactive data description repository for reusable learning objects and courseware. 

Develop Measures of Effectiveness (MOE), Measures of Performance (MOP), and additional metrics, as required, for DoD, Service, Joint Staff, and Defense Agency use in determining and/or demonstrating the effectiveness and efficiency of advanced learning technologies. 

Identify common job performance and individual training requirements (e.g., government ethics training, instructor training, general safety training, etc.) across DoD, Services, Joint Staff, Agencies, and, as applicable, other Federal government entities and coordinate elimination of redundancy in course development.

Recommend, and coordinate the assignment of responsibilities for, offices to be designated as executive agents for primary areas of distributed learning technology interest, such as course content, reusable objects, content repository, data standards, and courseware. 

Promote increased cost-effectiveness by: eliminating unnecessary duplication of effort in development or conversion of resident course content to alternative delivery technologies; improving the ability to share common resources; ensuring interoperability; and providing for reuse of learning objects and courseware.  

Advise the designated Principle Action Office (PAO) and serve as an Executive Agent in responding to GAO, Congressional, and other external inquiries or studies regarding distributed learning technologies.

Develop and maintain partnerships with other DoD and Federal government entities involved in aspects of telecommunication, training, and multimedia development to ensure team members are kept abreast of latest changes in technology and policy which are related to distributed learning technologies.  

Promote development and implementation of interoperable course management systems which facilitate cross-Service or Agency participation in alternative delivery of course content, ensure adequate curricula and student management, and simplify recording of student measurement in personnel systems.

Membership

Shall consist of three tiers of participants, primarily to ensure individuals attend only those meetings required.  The principal members shall be the representatives of the DoD staff, Services, Reserve components, Agencies, and other entities (as determined by consensus of the principal members) who are responsible for development and implementation of policy and guidance for the TFDLAT.  The participating members shall be representatives of  DoD entities with interests in distributed learning.  The advisory members shall be representatives of other training, education, learning, communication, financial, or information operations working groups or committees which conduct operations in the learning technology field.  They will be available to respond to technology questions from the TFDLAT, and will ensure that actions of their working groups or committees are in consonance with DoD policies and standards supported by the TFDLAT.  

Chairman Comments

Mr. Kendall requested that all personnel attending the meeting carefully review the entities included in the membership lists and ensure their organization or any other organization involved in distributed learning technologies is included in the list.   Inputs should be submitted to principals or CDR Landers by the next CWG meeting (to be held on 21 July).

WGs will be established, as required, to resolve issues which need a more concentrated effort than discussion at the quarterly TFDLAT meeting.  Volunteers will be required for each of these WGs to ensure we have the expertise required for the issues to be worked.  

Mr Kendall thanked all the principals and the OASD/RA (RTM) staff for the hard work put into development of the charter.  He stated that it gives us something to stand on and the platform we need to address learning technology issues being raised in the future. 
Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) Training Brief:

MAJ Greg Martin, Chief of the Training Branch at the Director of Military Support (DOMS) Consequence Management Program Integration Office (COMPIO) began his brief by explaining the purpose of Rapid Assessment & Initial Detection (RAID) Teams, their location, and their command structure. He then explained the organization and purpose of his Training Working Group.  This group is a joint and interagency working group of training management subject matter experts from DOD, Federal Response Plan partners, and the civilian emergency first responder community (Fire Chiefs, police, and emergency services personnel).  Their goal is to establish a list of deliverable products with priorities and timelines for procurement.  To date, they have validated mission statements, developed Mission Essential Task Lists (METLs) and Battle Staff Tasks (these are not pure military task lists, but encompass the civilian responder tasks also; with the intent of ensuring military personnel can interact effectively with civilian emergency response personnel who will be leading the efforts).  Follow-on efforts are to establish collective task data.  This will be extremely difficult, because they will be required to develop task lists for each individual involved in the responder efforts and then consolidate them into the collective requirements. 

     The next step will be to determine individual and collective tasks capable of distributed learning delivery, research available distributed learning capabilities, determine courseware development requirements and resources, program distributed learning into their yearly training plan, and schedule distributed learning courses for the 10 – 22 member RAID teams located throughout the country beginning with the 1st qtr of FY 1999.  Obviously this is an aggressive plan, and requires significant collaboration among all emergency response personnel, of which DoD is a MAJOR participant.  As a direct by-product of theses critical requirements, the TFDLAT is in a position to significantly assist in meeting the goals for this congressionally mandated course of action.

     Specific  support TFDLAT can provide to the development efforts is:

· Identify Existing Products (i.e., courseware) to avoid the inadvertent development of courseware which already exists in some format throughout DoD.
· Identify Opportunities to Leverage Low Cost Government-Owned Development Capabilities (e.g., NETPMSA NICNAK, etc.).
· Provide Information on Contractor Experience/ Capabilities so that the contractors who have a proven record of successful product developments can be considered for WMD training development efforts.
· Advise on Web Site Security Considerations.
· Provide Technical Advise and identification of existing regulations and policies which must be complied with in the development of this training (e.g., ADTDL compliance, TRADOC Reg 350-70 compliance, etc.).
Mr. Kendall followed the brief by relating to team members that the Department of Justice has already contacted DUSD(R) to inform them of the impending contact of the Attorney General with the SECDEF to discuss the interagency collaboration necessary to the success of this endeavor.   Justice is interested in using DoD facilities to reach the local law enforcement communities (e.g., ARNG Distance Learning classrooms), collaborative course content development, shared knowledge and experiences in course development and fielding, content reusability, etc.  

Mr. Kendall stressed the fact that working on the WMD training requirement is not only an opportunity for TFDLAT to truly begin the new collaborative efforts enjoined by the charter, but meets an emergent national security requirement.  Extensive discussion followed concerning available DoD assets and equipment capabilities, including the possibility of TFDLAT sponsoring of a tech-demo workshop to show to civilian emergency management support personnel the capabilities available in one single location.  Colonel Prewitt asked Major Martin to provide copies of the individual task lists so those lists can be sent to all TFDLAT principal members for a review of their entities’ available courseware to determine if anything already exists to meet the identified task training requirements.  All present agreed that TFDLAT involvement in this endeavor is paramount.  Mr. Kendall indicated that the team would work with COMPIO to help them accomplish their aggressive plan.  He tasked the executive secretary to coordinate the identification of members (from all principals)  who will serve on the WMD WG to accomplish this tasking.  A major goal is to identify appropriate personnel to attend the WMD Training Working Group Distance Learning meeting to be held 22-24 July.

Trends Affecting Technology-Based Training Delivery Brief:
Mr. Philip Dodds, the OSD representative on the ADL Technical Group, provided an insightful brief on the history, current state, and anticipated future developments in technology affecting Computer Managed Instruction (CMI).  Highlights are:

Four high level requirements have been established as long term objectives:

· Accessibility:  the ability to access an instructional components from one remote location and deliver it to many other locations.  

· Interoperability:  the ability to use instructional components developed in one location with one set of tools or platform in another location with a different set of tools or platform.
· Durability:  instructional components do not require redesign or re-coding to operate when base technology changes.  
· Reusability:  the design of an instructional component so that it can be incorporated into multiple applications.
In looking at the state of the art of technology, it is helpful to look back at the history of how learning content was developed and delivered:

· In the earliest days of computer based instruction, we had only text and graphics as media types. Content was readily identifiable.  It consisted of data files like graphics, text and script, and executable code that was the “logic” behind the presentation. Each machine had it’s own local “run time” engine that processed the content files.  These engines were/are proprietary and tied to the authoring system.  The content, however, was identifiable.  It could be stored on diskettes or hard drives, and could be moved to and run on any other system that had the same run time engine already on it.  The idea of what the “content” is was relatively simple.  

· Soon thereafter we added “multimedia” in the form of laserdiscs which added video, photographic stills, and audio. More media types (e.g., video, still images, and audio) were added to the content mix.  The model is essentially the same as text and graphics -- with the addition of a videodisc. Identifying and moving “content” was relatively easy and not significantly different than before.

· Multimedia became all-digital content delivered on CD-ROMs.  Digital audio, video, and pictures replaced the analog versions on laserdiscs.  All the same kinds of data were stored on a CD-ROM instead of floppy diskettes and laserdiscs.  Essentially though, content and model for delivery remained unchanged. Each machine still had a local (proprietary) engine and content was moved around on CD.  Many CD-ROMs also had copies of the run time engine on the CD - to make it simpler to distribute and install. Organizations with a local area network quickly realized that they could locate the very same content that was on CD-ROMs onto a file server connected to many workstations.  This eased administration and distribution headaches, but was limited to local networks with fairly high bandwidth and not too many users.  Once again, the model for what the content is and how it runs is no different than in the past; the run time engine had to be installed on the local machine, and files that were stored on the file server were simply downloaded to the local machine for rendering.  Still, the content model remained the same.

· Web technology permitted some content to be converted to HTML. When the Internet wave hit, there was a rush to convert content to the web.  Initially content took the form of HTML.  HTML essentially combines the logic of the content with the data.  In this form, logic (presentation) is expressed as tags and data is the content between the tags. In a web-based system a user has a generic, non-proprietary (in theory) browser installed on the local machine, replacing the proprietary run time engine of the past.  This browser uses Internet protocols to request HTML files (using the hyper text transfer protocol, HTTP).  A web server processes these requests from a browser and “serves” out the files.  Content is very, very simple (and not very robust): the content is a collection of HTML files. This is the first fundamental architectural change of content form.  Leading edge suppliers offer content stored in databases to be served out “on the fly” as HTML, making the management of content more complex and theoretically more flexible.

· As web-based technology has continued to evolve, the management of content has become more and more complex.  Increasingly there is a desire to separate the “raw” content from the display format through the use of (sometimes) complex middleware and databases.  Middleware is software running on a server that knows where components of content are stored in a database and can retrieve these chunks, format them and send them to a browser on the fly.  This allows the database to be created, modified and monitored in a semi-automated way, and opens the opportunity for data collection and management never before possible. For training, however, such an approach muddies the definition of content to a significant degree.  Content now consists of a particular database, it’s data structure, the contents of the database, and the logic contained in the middleware on the server.  For the first time we no longer can easily “move” content from one place to another (without replicating the entire server environment).  The trade-off is that we can manage data as never before. 
· Eventually it is expected that content “objects” will reside in a central re-usable repository.  We look forward to the time when content is expressed in “tidy chunks” that encapsulate all the “data/resources and methods.”  Such chunks will be self-contained learning objects that can be stored, retrieved (by object request brokers) and executed remotely.  This model, more than any of the others, most closely meets the high level requirements (listed earlier).  Many companies are working toward this long term goal and have made significant progress.  However, for a true object-based learning environment to exist, a host of standards must be established and adopted on a wide-spread basis.  This has not yet happened, but is underway, despite what contractors may tell you in their sales pitch!  Since object technology, especially as applied to learning technology, is still in the early stages, we can expect that today’s view of how standards and technology will evolve will change with time.  So, object technology is a worthy goal, but we will have to migrate to this model step-by-step.
Mr. Dodds presented an ADL Model for Computer Managed Instruction which identified the content structure/hierarchy desired as four levels -  Course, Unit, Module, and Component.  In this model, content might reside in a kind of “repository” where very “granular” components might be added together to form modules, units, and then courses.  The point is that there is an interest in very “granular” content that can be reused and reassembled.  The problem is that today’s technology isn’t up to the task of managing (or creating) small components or modules.  When true object-based learning technology evolves, it is hoped that this model will be realized.  Right now, only the top two layers (Course and Unit) are typically created using Commercial Off The Shelf (COTS) authoring tools.  

What do we need to add to this content model to create a “Computer Managed Instruction” (CMI) system?:

· An ADL model of a CMI system was presented which attempts to identify functionality surrounding “content” that would constitute a CMI system.  Note that you can create and deliver content without a CMI system, but a CMI system without content doesn’t make very much sense.  So, a CMI system is really a superset of computer based training.  Some (but not all) of the key functions of a CMI system include user profiles/rostering, the administration and delivery of content as needed, testing administration and tracking, student progress tracking, and reporting.  Some of these functions are combined in certain vendors products; others break them into separate features or modules.    This CMI model developed by the ADL team, while not representative of any one particular version, is helpful in understanding the features and functions of a CMI environment independent of whether the system is LAN or web-based.

· There are three key elements in this model that affect the robustness of the environment:

· Format of the content  - defines what can and cannot be displayed.  If it is only HTML, there is little interactivity.  Java is more robust.  The form of the content must be supported by the client’s browser or workstation.

· Protocols for exchanging data among the modules - define the underlying architecture that is used.  A LAN-based CMI system might use files, for example (e.g., AICC), whereas an Internet-based approach might use XML/RDF (e.g., IMS).  For systems to interoperate, there must be compatible protocols.

· Exact data that is gathered and exchanged in the system -  Data that is gathered must likewise be compatible and consistent.  The tracking module, for example, must know what data the registration/ profiles module gathers and sends.

· CMI systems to date have been custom or embedded deeply in proprietary systems.  New CMI systems and approaches are being developed based on open web standards. Web-based CMI systems and products have partial implementations. IMS is developing robust specifications for protocols, metadata, and CMI APIs that will form the basis of robust web-based CMI environments. New content should comply with emerging IMS metadata standards and use XML-based data and command schemas. During 1999 it is expected that products based on these standards will become available. 

We all know or have heard about the power and potential advantages of the Internet and web-based technologies.  For training and education the prospect of developing libraries of learning content that can be reused and broadly distributed is exciting and compelling.  Chief among the promises is the possibility of producing rich knowledge repositories that can build in scope and quality over time.  However, there are constraining issues that retard the adoption of web-based technologies. Chief among these is limited bandwidth.  While this problem will ease somewhat over time, bandwidth demand will continue to outstrip supply over networks for a considerable time. Meanwhile, limited bandwidth will continue to restrict the complexity of content.  Even as bandwidth increases locally or from a particular server, Internet loads and bottlenecks into and out of local area networks will persist for a considerable time.  Even as bandwidth increases its availability will remain limited as content creators add back multimedia content eating up available bandwidth as fast as it is created.  Another mitigating factor is the continuing lack of content standards.  The Java Virtual Machine included with most browsers was hoped to bring a new level of content interactivity over the Web, but unfortunately Java support in browsers has varied widely, thus creating incompatible client platforms.
· As a result of the fast pace of web evolution, we find ourselves in a technology gap where things don’t work quite as well as they used to, or as well as they are expected to over the next year or so.  Early web technology based on simple HTML and simple Java applets worked quite reliably across multiple versions and brands of browsers.  Dynamic HTML (DHTML), which is really a loosely defined set of technologies intended to enhance HTML, is inconsistently implemented even within versions of the same brand browser and is even less compatible brand to brand.  DHTML includes capabilities such as Cascading Style Sheets, scripting, and other interactive enhancements and features browser vendors added to their recent products with the hope they will be adopted on a widespread basis.  The result is that most web publishers have to create custom versions of content for each browser, or forgo the use of the new features altogether.  XML (Extensible Markup Language) is hoped to be the formal standards platform that will harmonize many of these incompatibilities.
· XML is now a stable standard (since early 1998), but it will take time for it to appear in products.   As a “meta” language, it is a common “container” for other standards that are hoped to emerge that will improve browser compatibility over time.   XML is: a language that describes data; a “meta-language” that can contain markup languages; self describing (extensible); a means to separate data from format; a subset of SGML; and relies on other standards to be useful.  However, it won’t replace HTML -- at least for now.  Other standards, such as new content object models, must be developed for XML to help much.  These standards are in development but will probably not stabilize for another year or so.  XML has wide support due to its extensibility and flexibility.  However, it is expected that vendors will implement their own unique (and probably incompatible) capabilities using XML over time.  Therefore, XML won’t solve all our content problems.  In general, products that are migrating toward content and data in an XML format are moving in step with major web trends, which is good.  We should be prepared to shift content to XML next year.
· Many people hoped that Java would play a central role in standardizing interactive content and applications over multiple platforms.  Lately, that hope has dimmed somewhat, and our view of Java’s role seems to be shifting somewhat.  As a true “object oriented” language, the notion of Java object repositories was (and still is) very alluring and compelling.  By design it has good network security, it is a very robust programming language, has multiple forms (applets, applications, and scripts), and it is (in theory) platform independent.  The key to Java is the Java Virtual Machine (JVM).  This is a software “translator” that interprets Java Byte Code (your application) to a local machine.  JVM’s have been successfully built for many different platforms.  Like other programming languages such as C or C++, Java has a library of pre-made objects needed to perform simple input/output processes -  create user interface elements such as buttons, windows, etc.  The first Java libraries (1.0) were very weak and had a very poor graphic user interface.  The next release was improved, but was so much more complex that few vendors implemented all of the specification.  As a result, browsers ceased to be Java compatible since a developer could no longer rely on what amount of support a given browser had. Java’s first release had 211 classes; the next release 503. Java 1.3 is in development and the complexity is bound to go up.  It’s not really very surprising that browser vendors are having a hard time keeping synchronized with the latest Java versions.  Java is, however, flourishing on servers where good JVMs exist, where there are few GUI issues, and there is an increasingly complex “middleware” requirement for packaging, sending and receiving complex content.
· It appears that 1998 is a transition year from relatively limited web capabilities to a more capable interactive form. The standards needed for “next generation” content are still evolving.  It seems likely that systems and content developed this year will probably need to migrate to new forms over the next few years.  XML is expected to play a central role in stabilizing web formats, but many other aspects of content design are still to be worked out. “True” object technology is further away than originally hoped, content format is in flux, XML related standards are emerging and may stabilize content and data formats, and bandwidth will continue to be a limitation.

The Instructional Management Systems (IMS) project is an international cooperative that is setting technical standards for Internet-based education.  The project was started by Educom in February 1997 and operates on the basis of investments and in-kind contributions from its membership. Members include most of the major technology companies, many major academic institutions and government agencies.  The IMS project is non-profit and makes all of its results freely available.  The project has made rapid progress in reaching major vendors and customers in the higher education, training and K-12 markets. The specifications that are being developed by IMS are the basis for a growing consensus that the goal of interoperability and open systems for educational content and learning systems management will finally be reached. Products that use the specifications, that are "IMS-enabled", are expected to become available early in 1999, preceded by preview versions and prototypes in the second part of 1998.  The project maintains a web site (http://www.

HYPERLINK "http://www.imsproject.org/"
imsproject

HYPERLINK "http://www.imsproject.org/"
.org) which serves as an open public forum and information site. You can download specifications and prototype systems from this site. The site also contains additional information on the project, including press releases, calendar of events, and background papers.  More detailed technical information can be reviewed on the site.

The IMS specifications fall into  several general areas: 

· Reusable computer-managed educational resources; for example, the ability to mix and match content from different vendors in the same course or learning activity.

· Tools to manage these resources and interactions within a learning environment.

· Learner profiles and tracking information.

· Interfaces between learning management systems and other systems that manage personal information, content, and billing or commerce transactions.

Scope of Specification:

· Profiles

· Metadata 

· Content

· Management (Content, Course, Collaboration)

· External Services

Timeline for IMS efforts:

March 23
Metadata specs released to public

April 29
Version 1 draft specs and prototype released to public

May 8

IMS and ARIADNE metadata harmonized

June 3

IMS Metadata spec submitted to IEEE

August 21
Version 1 specs finalized

Post August 
Iterative enhancement to prototype and 

specifications

Mr. Dodds then presented a model of how a Web-based CMI system might actually be deployed.  This general approach is being taken by a number of organizations in DoD and in industry:  

· To solve both bandwidth and system administration issues, a CMI system is mounted on a local campus server (e.g., base-wide or shipboard) where the local bandwidth and access is able to be upgraded and managed.  (Such systems often have good local performance but have significant bottlenecks through their Internet connection to the “outside world”).  A local Intranet, which uses the same software and tools as one would use over the Internet, often has higher performance and better security than trying to pipe all content through the local server’s Internet connection.  A CMI system running on an Intranet server can have the appropriate courseware for the community and can track progress of the students in this location.  
· When there are multiple remote CMI systems, each operating on their own server within their community of users, the data gathered by the CMI system can be “rolled up” to  a central server.  Such data can provide visibility to student progress, provide the basis for skills gap analysis, and provide the basis for a central registration system.  The advantage to this model is that bandwidth intensive activities and detailed student tracking can be administered at a local level while important summary tracking information can use the Internet without overloading the connections.   In other words, the local intranets do what they do best (provide high capacity/ volume traffic) and the Internet does what it does best (provides broad connectivity and access, but at an undetermined bandwidth).

· More exciting is the potential--for the first time--for real training information management.  Provided the right data is “rolled up” and analyzed, tracking of the status of a work force could be measured.  And, again for the first time, these data can permit training managers to assess where and when to deploy resources to better meet the organization’s goals.  This model can be extended upward so that data can be aggregated to satisfy existing reporting requirements.  More valuable still, such an approach can permit training information to be collected and shared cross-service/cross-organization, reflecting the reality of the common practice of inter-service and inter-agency training and education.  This data collection process is not just upward; information can flow downward as well, thus taking advantage of the power of today’s information technology systems.  Like other business areas, the training community could have the same degree of benefit from a central Information Technology architecture as has been enjoyed by the medical community (e.g., DMDC/ DEERS), the financial community (e.g., bank/debit cards), and retail inventory control (e.g., WalMart/Sam’s club). 

· The prospect of near-real time feedback can provide training managers with an unprecedented degree of visibility over their programs.  Feedback would be:  near real time (automated), accurate, where needed, timely, and would allow sophisticated analysis at a micro and macro level would be possible.  Most importantly, such an information system would permit decision makers the ability to quickly adjust training programs to match the changing goals of each organization.

In summary, Mr. Dodds highlighted the following items:

· We are all looking toward the time when content formats stabilize so that investments in training content are long lived and prolific.  That is coming, but won’t be in the form of a new operating system or platform; it will be in the content format itself. 

· Object technology, the “pure” kind at least, will take a long while to come because it is very complex and because not all vendors want to see common object models.  The merits to object technology appear to outweigh the short term issues, so it is expected we will move in this general direction over time.

· XML seems like it will be an important unifying undercarriage for the future of web content and data.  Hopefully vendors will implement XML similarly, but that is not certain (or even all that likely).
· A real value of web-based training may be in the training management it supports.  This may be where the “killer application” is really hiding.
· There is a shift of focus from platforms, operating systems, and architectures to content formats (which is liberating).  

· The benefits of object-oriented programming will come incrementally and will take time.  

· XML and related standards will play a critical role in unifying and aggregating content in reusable, portable formats.  
· A real benefit of Internet-based learning technology is management information.
Defense Data Management Center (DMDC) Registrar Proposal Brief:  

Mr. Kendall commented that in ADL we have focused a lot of attention on development of learning content, and that area is moving along very well.  Based on the ADL update provided by Mr. Dodds, he pointed out that the ADL team had been studying the delivery environment and management data we need for distributed learning (student registration/verification, tracking, testing/certification, reporting, etc.).  We need to exploit the existing capability of the Internet to support on-line training management with access to needed personnel data and management services.  Existing DoD capabilities have the potential to efficiently support the implementation of new training and education delivery systems.  He invited representatives of  the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) to brief the TFDLAT on how they currently support the medical community with access to on-line data and what potential exists to assist us with a system for management of data in the distributed training environment.  He then introduced Mr. Ed Haldeman, DMDC-DEERS and his team (Terry Schwarzhoff and Tim Dwyer).  

· The DMDC Data base is a DoD Person Repository.  The core information about personnel is stored in a central database.  At this point in time, the personnel in their system are all military (Active and Reserve component) and overseas civilian personnel eligible for some benefits.  However, plans are in process to increase this data base content to include all DoD civilian personnel.  The core is the only system to initiate the Identification of the Person.  Cross references are maintained on Sponsor SSN and Person SSN.  Satellite systems access the core data rather than store it, and store their  unique data either in the central database or elsewhere.  In the past, they have emphasized medical data.  They are now branching out into other areas.  The Person uses an Oracle relational model for storing its data.  This means that a person can have more than one address, phone number or alias.

· The Computer Managed Instruction System model could take advantage of the information already in the DMDC Person Repository.  A training satellite could join the Person Repository and existing training files.  Course description and course identification numbers could be in a subject area database.

·  The two databases would be joined by a double key system which allows both systems independence of operation.  Data which DMDC could share include demographics, fingerprints, photographs, education, mailing address, etc.  Training information could fit right into the existing model.  Demographics could help when describing who is using the program.  Fingerprints and photographs could be used for security and verification to ensure the right person is taking the training or exam.

· The Person Repository Model could provide information about occupation categories and service units. Training eligibility could even be limited to certain occupations or units.

· Career Training profiles could be built so that the system could recommend further training.

· A section of the database where course progress and prior training results would be stored could include training data, current progress, prior results, and summary results.  Training provided by all components over the entire military career would be available - both Active and Reserve training.

· Course description information and course identification numbers could be part of the Subject Area database.  Data included could be Subject area, Curriculum, Course description, Course ID, Course name, Course start date, Course end date, Subject grouping, Instructor/ aide, Number of lessons, Course material, and materials for lessons.
· DMDC currently receives course information from Service training systems (e.g., ATRRS).  So, this means that tie to the Services is already built into the system which could allow Service members to register in other Service’s courses, and then report info back to the member’s Service upon completion of the course. 

· The question was then raised of what are the common data elements which services feel are required in order to include personnel from other Service as registered users of another Service’s distributed learning courses.  To respond to this, a TFDLAT WG will be established which will work to identify these data elements and forward them to DMDC for them to determine if they could incorporate the requirements.  Mr Kendall asked principals to provide names of representatives for this working group so that we can rapidly begin the process of requirements identification. 
· Additional discussions centered around the possibility of using the DMDC existing data base and data exchange with Service training and personnel data bases to establish a system which can be used throughout DOD for registration and tracking of all personnel participating in distributed learning.     

Principal member updates:

Air National Guard – Working with the Army on identifying ancillary training requirements.

Navy – Working with Army to explore the possibility of joint development of a Staff Officer course.

Air Force – Will be letting a contract to identify courses for conversion to distance learning formats.

Army National Guard – Initiated a Distance Learning equipment orientation course which is open to anyone who desires to participate.  The Distance Learning Train the Trainer course will be initiated at the Professional Education Center in August. Working with the Marine Corps on a basic armor course and with the Air National Guard on a basic supervisor’s course.  Informed personnel of the DL Course content symposium to be held at the Army Reserve Readiness Training Center, Ft McCoy, WI on 3-4 August.  Invited attendees from all Services.  (It was noted that this group has the potential to become the TFDLAT course content WG.)

ODUSD(R) – It appears as if the White House is going to task DoD with taking the lead in ADL development.  The Department of Labor has expressed an interest in partnering with DoD in trying to resolve the common framework for all government agencies.  The White House is interested in this possibility.  We have been working with the White House to identify some pilot projects for ADL .  A medical program meeting is planned for 13 July.  Information can be obtained from the ADL secretariat (www.adlnet.org).  Labor has a very progressive program and it might be a good idea for them to come and talk to us about their program.

DAU – By the end of this month we will have several technical documents which we will turn over to ODUSD(R) to help with other’s initiatives (e.g., Courseware development specifications, registration data specifications, etc.)

Marines – Distance Learning POM has been fully funded.  Using as much of the existing systems at Defense Acquisition University as is possible in establishment of their program vice “reinventing the wheel”.  Working with the Army’s Armor school to enable Marines to participate in their distance learning courses.  Working with NSA on intelligence training requirements.  Developing a Distance Learning Style Guide.  Published a Distance Learning Design Guide.  This information will be posted on the ADLnet.

Naval Reserve – Formed a distributed learning working group to identify Reserve component requirements.

Closing Comments: Mr. Kendall briefed team members on the Congressional requirement to submit a five year strategic Distance Learning Plan by 1 March 1999.  

===========================================

NEXT MEETING IS SCHEDULED FOR 09/09/98 FROM 0900-1130 IN PENTAGON CONFERENCE CENTER 1E801 (ROOM #7).  
For Additional Information contact CDR Rhonda Landers at (703) 614-4186 or DSN 224-4186; Pentagon Rm. 2E515. Email:  rlanders@osd.pentagon.mil

