Publisher’'s Note

The following is the second part of an exchange of e-mail is adiscussion Sakai products,
direction, and strategy. Thefirst covered the period 27 through 30 October.

The discussion represents several different perspectives.

Message authors include Craig Counterman from MIT, Joseph Harden and Chuck
Severance from the University of Michigan, John Norman from the University of
Cambridge, and Mark Norton from the Sakai Educational Partners Program.

Routing information and references fromthe original e-mail has been
deleted. If needed this information is avail able fromthe individual
email .em files that have been retai ned as source.
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30 Cct 2005 23:59:18 -0500 (EST)

Date: Sun, 30 Cct 2005 23:59:14 -0500
From Craig Counterman <ccount @ T. EDU>
Subj ect: Re: Sakai SPB
To: Jim Farner <jxf@ mmagic.conp

Cc: Craig Counternman <ccount@rt.edu>

| just realized, you didn't answer one of ny questions: exactly what
are the "about five nmajor open source LMS integration projects next
year."?

| had started talking with Patrick Masson [ SUNY Learni ng Network] about
the LMOS since he mentioned it on a Sakai |ist.

I don't know if | should send them Sakai <whatever> Bundle work, | was
expecting to, before this bl ow up.

| started sharing the Spring service injection work | did before the
January meeting when the framework work was assigned to denn. But I'm
not sure how to describe it for the public record. Sone el enents are
now i n Sakai, but not all.

It's out there at
<http://cvs. sakai project.org/cgi-bin/cvsweb. cgi/scratch/fw2/ projects/>
anyhow.

Craig
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Date: Mn, 31 Cct 2005 10:31:16 -0500

From Jim Farmer <jxf@ nmmagic. conp

Organi zation: instructional nmedia + magic, inc.
To: Crai g Counterman <ccount @ T. EDU>

CC. Justin Erik Tilton <jet@ nmagic.conp

Subj ect: Re: Sakai SPB

The five major integration projects would be:

1. State University of New York SLN2

2. University of North Carolina TLTC

3. California State University procurenent + Moodle "insurgency"

4. JISC followi ng the standards devel oped in conjunction with
JI SC/ DEST/ SURF

5. Moodl e partners' uPortal + Moodle + "tools"

No inmplications of order. Mdodle partners' will be the least in terns
of resources, but may become the pattern for JISC. North Carolina wll
foll ow SUNY, but likely include Mbodle as an alternative for the
conmunity col |l eges. The CSU Chancellor's office will likely be forced
to ASP and support Modle as well as Bl ackboard. Hardly a Bl ackboard
victory since two of the canpuses have al ready announced droppi ng

Bl ackboard and declining to pay for the license, even at the sharply
di scount ed rates.

JISCis the big giant now with a m ssion--inplenmentation by 2008.

Wet her they can nove from decentralized devel opnment to a centrally

gui ded inplenentation is not yet clear. Here LAMS would be the favorite
since the noney is comng froma strategic plan by Diana Laurillard
when she was number 2 at DFES. The target is K-16. Laurillard was a
strong LAMS supporter because it inmplenented sequencing w th group
activities.

Patrick [Masson, SUNY Leani ng Network] woul d appreciate and deserves
any assistance you can provide. Today Justin and | gave sone of your
background to Ken Udas to whom Patrick reports. Al conplinentary, of
course. Patrick was under the inpression the Sakai franmework could be
separated fromthe Sakai Enterprise Bundle. SUNY would like to have
Sakai Sami go and Sakai grade book and are assuming these are "Saka
tool s" that can be "plugged in" to the Sakai franmework.

jf

Crai g Counterman wote:

| just realized, you didn't answer one of ny questions: exactly what
are the "about five nmjor open source LMS integration projects next

year."?

| had started talking with Patrick Masson about the LMOS since he
nmentioned it on a Sakai |ist.

VVVYVYVVYV
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> | don't know if | should send them Sakai <whatever> Bundl e work, |
was

> expecting to, before this blow up.

>

> | started sharing the Spring service injection work | did before the
> January neeting when the framework work was assigned to G enn. But
> |'"mnot sure howto describe it for the public record. Sone elenents
> are now in Sakai, but not all.

>

> |t's out there at

> <http://cvs. sakai proj ect.org/cgi -

bi n/ cvsweb. cgi / scrat ch/ f w2/ proj ects/ >

> anyhow.

>

> Craig

>

>

Ji m Far mer
+1-202- 296- 2807
cel |l +1-405-408-9264
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Date: Mn, 31 Cct 2005 15:04:46 -0500

From Mark Norton <markjnorton@art hlink. net>

Subject: Re: JISC in Sakai (etc)

To: Charles Severance <csev@m ch. edu>

Cc: John Nornman <john@aret.cam ac. uk>, Joseph Hardin

<har di n@mni ch. edu>,

Ji m Farmer <j xf @ nmmagi c. conr, Mark Norton <markjnorton@art hlink. net>

Charl es Severance w ote:

> 1] "talked" to Mark Friday norning on nmy drive into work - after sone
> | ong "opening statements” - we switched fromloudly describing the
> problemto finding a solution to the problem:).

It was indeed a "vigorous" discussion. Fortunately, my phone has a
volunme limter. )

> The key here is that we need to make sure that the SKB does not seem
>to be a way to "be Sakai conpliant".

Chuck is right in saying that witing tools on the Sakai Kernel Bundle
doesn't make them Sakai compliant, in part because we really haven't
defined what that means. To be sure, tools witten only to the kerne
are not very integrated into Sakai since they wouldn't be fully tied
into the security nodel (AuthG oups), worksites, and other essenti al
servi ces.

> At sone | evel we want Boddi ngton to inprove Sakai, raising al

boat s,

> rather than take our "kernel" and build a conpeting solution that is
> conpletely inconpatible and not interoperable with the rest of
Sakai .

I'd agree that it would be far better to fold the Boddi ngton services
(etc) into Sakai where all may benefit. As Chuck points out later in
this message, we are not really at a point where it is easy to do this,
t hough.

The primary value here of Mark's work is that this is a really easy
way to understand the basic plunbing of Sakai - it is sonething that
new devel opers should do first - they should spend two weeks with the
Sakai Kernel Bundle - |earning about components and APls, Spring,

etc. Wthout needing | ong conmpiles and re-deploys and getting very
frustrated watching Sanigo conpile for the 50th tinme and deciding
t hat Sakai sucks because it is too big.

VVVYVYVVYV

It's quite refreshing to work in a Sakai environment stripped to it's
essentials and all ows devel opers to really focus on the core el enents
of Sakai without having to wade through thousands of files. Besides
being a good platformfor training, | am devel opi ng a new set of
docunentation that | hope will further aid devel opers coming up to
speed with Sakai

> But then before they get serious about witing a real Sakai tool -

> they should nmove fromthe SKB to the Real Sakai so they can use al
> of the Sakai APlIs and any hel per tools they want and ultimately build
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> atool that "fits in" rather than stands al one.

I don't wholly agree with Chuck here, John. Granted the SKB is doesn't
have anything but the kernel in it, but 1'd say it really depends on
what you are building and what phase of devel opnent you are at. Wat
we are trying to avoid is nonolithic, independent applications that are
difficult to integrate into Sakai. W already have too many of those.
The end goal is to build Sakai tools (and new services) that all can
benefit from

> To the extent that Mark and the SKB can a do training throughout the
> UK and convince fol ks that Sakai is not so hard to develop for would
> be a wonderful thing.

I will be working towards inproving the training and docunentation
of ferings going into 2006 and woul d be happy to discuss training
wor kshops for next year.

> Mark is going to add sone clarification to the docunent to keep SKB
> fromgetting nmis-interpreted

Yes, just as soon as | catch up with ny email. ;-)
W debated on what to call it.

SPB - Sakai PlatformBundle - Oversells the notion of what "it" is -
inplies that this is suitable for |ong-term production use and

depl oyment and inplies that integrating with the "Platforn is
equivalent to integrating with Sakai. Dangerously splits the brand.
Scares ne to the core.

STB - Sakai Training Bundle - Undersells the notion of what "it" is -
inplies that it is only for training - actually it is a great place
for people to start their devel opment and get the basic stuff wred
toget her and then once their "project" conplies, injects, and cones
up - nove to the Real Sakai release

SKB - Sakai Kernel Bundle - To me (like in Goldilocks) this feels
"just right" - it accurately represents that this is a small thing
and allows up to use the termSPB in the future when we have such a
t hi ng.

VVVVVVVVVVVVYVYVYVYVYVYV

Much as 1'd like to agree with Chuck's nonencl ature above, | am
strongly considering addi ng the Aut hGr oup, Person, Goup, and Site
services to the bundl e over the next month or so. These are essenti al
for truly training people on how to devel op good Sakai tools, but also
lie well outside of the kernel. "Sakai Kernel Bundle" as atermis a
bit limting al so.

> | think that at sone point we should work towards a SPB - but this
> needs to include not only the Kernel, but in addition all of the
> APls, and all of the hel per tools.

Hm | don't agree. It doesn't need to include all APls and hel per
tools. It should be nmodul ar enough that the basics are there and other
services can be easily added and renobved as needed for good too

devel opnent. It shouldn't be necessary to have all of Sakai present to
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build a well-designed and focused t ool

> To build an SPB right at this point would require some massive and
> pai nful refactor. It would be best done as part of a long 3.0
> effort - not as a series of disruptive nods to the 2.x series.

First of all, | don't think it will be quite as much effort as al

that. Chuck is also including the re-design of several Sakai services,
but that needn't be part of an early release. The short termeffort is
in re-nodul ari zation. Done properly, this should have little or no

i npact on existing code at all. Naturally, this is sonething that can
be assessed as it unfolds.

> In my mental schedule - that talks to a June 2007 rel ease of an SPB
> and having the SPB be a natural part of the Sakai 3.0 rel ease.

| have trouble visualizing Sakai that far out into the future. Qur
track record hasn't been all that great so far, but | do have a | ot of
hope for a conmunity based approach to Sakai devel opnent. Surely, it's
not too soon to be thinking about this and perhaps conducting a few
experiments, though we wouldn't want it to disrupt the near term plans
for Sakai

> As a mtter of fact, with proper investnent, the Sakai 3.0 rel ease
> could be the Sakai SPB and people just add stuff as they see fit.
> The SKB could be seen as the early pre-cursor to the SPB

My thoughts, exactly. OIOH, | think we could start putting together an
early version of the SPB nuch sooner than 2007. Furthernore, | think
there are people in the Sakai community who need it sooner. Perhaps
there is a conmprom se position?

Joseph and | spoke a bit about this at Educause. One of the nmain
reasons for devel oping this kernel bundle was to | ower the barriers of
entry to devel oping Sakai tools and services. The nore people who know
how to do this, the better off we will all be. However, there is

anot her aspect to this that needs serious consideration. Sakai needs
to be inclusive in it's devel opment efforts going forward. Sakai can
no | onger be a closed club of core devel opers.

Wi | e consi derabl e strides have been nade in being open, we have a | ong
way to go. Inclusive neans a |lot nore than just just comrunicating
what's going on, it means actively encouragi ng people to participate,

it means finding places for people to contribute at their current skil

| evel, and it nmeans being open to new ideas. This attitude is not only
desirable to expand the range of projects that we can tackle, | believe
it is critical for the sustainability of the Sakai project itself,
because if people don't feel they are part of the project, they won't
contribute nmoney to it.

- Mark Norton
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Date: Mn, 31 Cct 2005 15:09:28 -0500
From Mark Norton <markjnorton@art hlink. net>
Subject: Re: JISC in Sakai (etc)
To: hardi n@m ch. edu
Cc: Charl es Severance <csev@mi ch. edu>, John Nor man
<j ohn@ar et.cam ac. uk>,

Ji m Farmer <j xf @ nmagi c. conp

Joseph Hardin wote:

> This sounds nmuch better to nme. Mark, where are your intro docs for
> training with the SKB?

They are not quite ready for distribution at this time. |'mstill
wor ki ng on them The short termgoal is to have themready for use in
the Algeria Wrkshop (next week). Distribution will be Iimted to
CDROM there. Do you want to see the drafts in progress?

- Mark
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01 Nov 2005 06:39: 33 - 0500

Date: Tue, 01 Nov 2005 06: 39: 24 -0500

From Charles Severance <csev@mi ch. edu>

Subject: Re: JISC in Sakai (etc)
To: markj norton@arthlink. net

Cc: John Nornman <john@aret.cam ac. uk>, Joseph Hardin
<har di n@mni ch. edu>,

Ji m Farmer <j xf @ nmagi c. con

We are in 90% agreenent here. But there are sone areas of
di sagreenent .

On Oct 31, 2005, at 3:04 PM Mark Norton wrote:
> Charl es Severance wrote:
[ agreed- stuff-snip]

>> But then before they get serious about witing a real Sakai too

>> - they should nove fromthe SKB to the Real Sakai so they can use
>> all of the Sakai APls and any hel per tools they want and

>> ultinately build a tool that "fits in" rather than stands al one.

I don't wholly agree with Chuck here, John. Granted the SKB is
doesn't have anything but the kernel init, but I'd say it really
depends on what you are buil ding and what phase of devel opnent you
are at. \What we are trying to avoid is nmonolithic, independent
applications that are difficult to integrate into Sakai. W

al ready have too many of those. The end goal is to build Saka
tools (and new services) that all can benefit from

VVVVVYVVYV

Mar k, even the sinplest of useful tools cannot deploy on the SKB
SKB inits current formis way too small and even with the addition

of 3-4 nore APIs it is still way too snall

[snip]

>> We debated on what to call it.

>>

>> SPB - Sakai PlatformBundle - Oversells the notion of what "it" is
>> - inplies that this is suitable for |ong-term production use and
>> depl oynent and inplies that integrating with the "Platform' is

>> equivalent to integrating with Sakai. Dangerously splits the

>> brand. Scares ne to the core.

>>

>> STB - Sakai Training Bundle - Undersells the notion of what "it"
>>is - inplies that it is only for training - actually it is a

>> great place for people to start their devel opnent and get the

>> basic stuff wired together and then once their "project”

>> conplies, injects, and cones up - nove to the Real Sakai release.
>>

>> SKB - Sakai Kernel Bundle - To me (like in Goldilocks) this feels
>> "just right" - it accurately represents that this is a snall

>> thing and allows up to use the term SPB in the future when we

>> have such a thing.

>>
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Miuch as 1'd like to agree wi th Chuck's nonencl ature above, | am
strongly considering adding the Aut hGroup, Person, Goup, and Site
services to the bundl e over the next nonth or so. These are
essential for truly training people on how to devel op good Sakai
tools, but also lie well outside of the kernel. "Sakai Kerne
Bundl e" as a termis a bit limting also.

VVVYVYVVYV

The problem here is whether or not you intended to include these in
their current form or demand refactoring of these interfaces before
they are ready for inclusion. |f the need to evolve the SPB becones
sonet hing that forces a bunch of re-factoring when it is not the
right time for that work, then we have to cover two independent
thrusts or complex work with one set of resources. The question here
is whether the need to expand the SKB trunps the rest of the needs
for effort w thin Sakai

| claimthat the answer is "no" - we need to finish the 2. x work and
then start on the 3.x work. Trying to make an SPB in the margins
will not be successful. And clainmng that we can add "one nore

thing" to nmake it better is true, but there is not enough little
things to nmake it worthwhile as a separate depl oyable distribution

>> | think that at sone point we should work towards a SPB - but
>> this needs to include not only the Kernel, but in addition all of
>> the APls, and all of the hel per tools.

Hm | don't agree. It doesn't need to include all APlIs and

hel per tools. It should be nodul ar enough that the basics are
there and other services can be easily added and renpbved as needed
for good tool developrment. It shouldn't be necessary to have al

of Sakai present to build a well-designed and focused tool

Mark - Wthout thinks like helpers available and the rich APis people
will just start solving their own problens and we will end up with
"monol ithic, independent applications" as you describe above. It is
already difficult to get people to stop re-inventing the wheel for
each application. You are proposing long-termuse of a franework
that effectively demands that they reinvent the wheel

You keep sliding awmay fromthe notion that this is a "training tool"
to "this is the way to conpletely develop a certain class of
applications". This is a fine way to devel op "nonolithic stand al one
applications".

>> To build an SPB right at this point would require some nassive
>> and pai nful refactor. It woul d be best done as part of a |ong
>> 3.0 effort - not as a series of disruptive nods to the 2.x series.

First of all, | don't think it will be quite as much effort as al
that. Chuck is also including the re-design of several Saka
services, but that needn't be part of an early release. The short
termeffort is in re-nmodul ari zation. Done properly, this should
have little or no inpact on existing code at all. Naturally, this

VVVYVVYV
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> is sonething that can be assessed as it unfolds.
Ri ght - but lets name the product after this "unfol ds" not before.

>> |n ny nental schedule - that talks to a June 2007 rel ease of an
>> SPB and having the SPB be a natural part of the Sakai 3.0 rel ease.
>>

| have trouble visualizing Sakai that far out into the future. Qur
track record hasn't been all that great so far, but | do have a | ot
of hope for a comunity based approach to Sakai devel oprent.
Surely, it's not too soon to be thinking about this and perhaps
conducting a few experinments, though we wouldn't want it to disrupt
the near term plans for Sakai

VVVVYVYVYV

Qur poor track record is a good reason *not* to invent new demands
for scarce resources and then apol ogi ze for the next few years for
not maki ng progress on the prom ses we nmake about the "SPB".

>> As a matter of fact, with proper investnent, the Sakai 3.0
>> rel ease could be the Sakai SPB and people just add stuff as they
>> see fit. The SKB could be seen as the early pre-cursor to the SPB

>

> My thoughts, exactly. OTOH, | think we could start putting

> together an early version of the SPB nuch sooner than 2007.

> Furthernore, | think there are people in the Sakai conmunity who
> need it sooner. Perhaps there is a conpromni se position?

Everything in Sakai is "needed sooner”. This is just one nore
thing in Sakai that we "need sooner™

Joseph and | spoke a bit about this at Educause. One of the nain
reasons for devel oping this kernel bundle was to | ower the barriers
of entry to devel opi ng Sakai tools and services. The nore people
who know how to do this, the better off we will all be. However,
there is another aspect to this that needs serious consideration

VVYVYVYV

The problem here is that there are one of two ways to "reduce

barriers to entry". Once is to nake things better and cl earer and
another is to redefine "entry" to nmake it really easy. Inits
current formSKB is a training tool and not much nore - it is not a

formof "entry"
If we treat this as a "formof entry", we effectively fork the project.

/ Chuck
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01 Nov 2005 07:42:25 -0500

Date: Tue, 01 Nov 2005 07:42:17 -0500

From Charles Severance <csev@mi ch. edu>

Subj ect: Sakai Platform Bundle - Not

To: markj norton@arthlink. net

Cc: John Nornman <john@aret.cam ac. uk>, Joseph Hardin
<har di n@ni ch. edu>,

Ji m Farmer <j xf @ nmagi c. con

The one thing that our (and all other open source projects) license
agreenment prohibits against is taking the Sakai code base naking
nodi fications and separately distributing it with the same namne.
The one thing worth protecting in an open source project is the
"brand" that software represents.

You cannot take Apache, remove 97%of it and call it the "Apache
Platforni and distribute it or renmove 97% of JBoss and call it the
"JBoss Platform' or take MySql, rempove 97% of it and call it the
"MySql Plafornmt or take uPortal 3.0 renpbve 97%of it and call it the
uPortal Platform Edition

I woul d suggest that if right now Mark was tal king to the Mdodl e
conmuni ty, suggested that he remove 97% of Modl e and the distribute
it as the "Moodle PlatformBundle" - they woul d not be particularly
receptive to the notion

O course the uPortal Platform JBoss Platform MSql Platform
Apache Platform Modle Platform and Sakai Platformare easier to
use - they have 97% renoved.

We are not debating whether a Platform Release is a good idea - it is
a good idea and fits nicely into our roadmap with proper
i nvest ment . It has to be nore than 3% of Sakai

We are debating, whether to allow Mark Norton to i nmedi ately define
the term"Pl atform Bundl e" and then nmanage that rel ease on behal f of
the project going forward. This is a profound brand question. It
ef fectively cedes half of the brand to Mark Norton

Mark can take the Sakai code and nmake a copy of it and call it the
“"Norton Platform Bundle" with "portions copyright Sakai Foundati on"
or John can take this and call this the "CARET Pl atform Bundl e" with
"portions copyright Sakai Foundation". This is fine - this is how
Qpen source works.

But to call it "Sakai Platform Bundle" can only happen in the context
of this project. W are naking a conmmitment on the part of the
project not on the part of Mark Norton

This is simlar to when Indiana wanted a "special branch" this Fal
because the mmi nt enance branch was so far behind trunk that it was

usel ess. They wanted to call it "sakai-prime" - | said "no - that
inplies that the project is nmaking a conmitment” - so we renaned it
to "indiana" to make it very clear what comitnment was bei ng done.
This worked well and the real solution will be to fix the nmaintenance

branch and have it nore responsive to producti on needs rather than
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maki ng a different branch.

The theme is to stick with something and *fix* its problenms we have
rather than creating sonething new because initially it seems to side-
step the problens. These side step noves never truly avoid the

probl ens - generally they nake things worse.

If we are going to produce two versions of Sakai in the market (one
of which I do not control), | would prefer that the second version be
naned sonet hing other than "Sakai" - so that "Sakai" actually
continues to nean "Col | aboration and Learni ng Environment"” and
represents software that people can downl oad and run in production

Lets call it the "Norton Platform Bundl e" with portions copyright
Sakai Foundation. But not the Sakai Platform Bundle unless we are
going to do it "right" and in a way that is coordinated with the rest
of the project.

/ Chuck
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01 Nov 2005 13:36:13 +0000

Date: Tue, 01 Nov 2005 13:36:11 +0000 [08: 36 —5000]
From "John Nornman" <john@aret.cam ac. uk>

Subj ect: RE: Sakai Platform Bundl e - Not
To: "' Charles Severance'" <csev@m ch. edu>,

<mar kj nort on@arthl i nk. net >

Cc: "'Joseph Hardin'" <hardi n@mi ch.edu>, "'JimFarner'"
<j xf @ mmagi c. conp

I think we should shelve this issue for a few weeks. W are busy here

with the release, | inmagine Chuck is busy too and expect Mark will have
a heavy testing and docunentation | oad around the release. | will not
be pursuing any such option until the concept is subject to greater
consensus and | think we will have a better chance of reaching

consensus when we are all under |ess pressure.
Best, John

> - Original Message-----

> From Charles Severance [mailto:csev@m ch. edu]
> Sent: 01 Novenber 2005 12:42

> To: markjnorton@arthlink. net

> Cc: John Norman; Joseph Hardin; Ji m Farner

> Subj ect: Sakai Platform Bundle - Not

>

[

Text om tted]
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Date: Tue, 01 Nov 2005 08:41:33 -0500

From Joseph Hardi n <joseph. hardi n@nmuail . conme

Subj ect: Re: Sakai Platform Bundl e - Not

To: Charles Severance <csev@m ch. edu>

Cc: markj norton@arthlink.net, John Norman <john@aret.cam ac. uk>,
Ji m Farmer <j xf @ nmagi c. con®

The way this works is: if you can conme to agreenent, then we are al
happy.

If not, then it gets elevated to the Board. The Sakai Board is
naturally

very concerned about issues of branding.

Joseph

On 11/1/05, Charles Severance <csev@m ch. edu> wrote:

agreenment prohibits against is taking the Sakai code base naking
nodi fications and separately distributing it with the sane nane.

The one thing worth protecting in an open source project is the
"brand" that software represents.

VVVVYVYVYV

[ Text omtted]

Joseph Hardin

School of Informtion
Uni versity of M chigan
Sakai Foundati on
734-763- 3266
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Date: Tue, 01 Nov 2005 09: 10: 35 -0500 (QGMr-05: 00)
From nmarkjnorton@arthlink. net

Subject: Re: JISC in Sakai (etc)

To: Charl es Severance <csev@m ch. edu>

Cc: John Nornman <john@aret.cam ac. uk>, Joseph Hardin
<har di n@mi ch. edu>,

Ji m Farmer <j xf @ nmagi c. con®

> W are in 90% agreenment here. But there are some areas of
di sagreenent .

If we ever got to 100% world peace can't be far behind! :)

> Mark, even the sinmplest of useful tools cannot deploy on the SKB
> SKB inits current formis way too snall and even with the addition
> of 3-4 nore APIs it is still way too small

| feel like |I've been manuevered into defending the SKB as a

devel opnent environment, when | don't really advocate it. However, it
could, in fact be used given the addition of a few nore services,

aut hori zation in particular.

Let's take a case in point. The nenmbers of the Tool Devel opnent
Exercise are creating a pedagogical tool right now to nanipul ate data

tables. It will be deployed using the conventions of Sakai meaning it
will be registered as a tool and operate correctly in the Charon
Portal. It has an application service to manuplate its data.

Currently, the only thing mssing fromthat service not provided by the
SKB is authorization. This is a real tool, Chuck. The nmenbers of the
group expect Sakai users will be intersted in wusing it.

So, while | amin no way trying to overenphasi ze what the SKB can do,
ask you not to trivialize it either. The SKB contains al most all of

t he basic support for a tool to operate in the Sakai environment. That
is what the kernel does, Chuck. What is missing is the richness of the
rest of Sakai services.

Much as 1'd like to agree with Chuck's nonencl ature above, | am
strongly considering addi ng the Aut hGr oup, Person, Goup, and Site
services to the bundl e over the next month or so. These are
essential for truly training people on how to devel op good Sakai
tools, but also lie well outside of the kernel. "Sakai Kerne
Bundl e" as a termis a bit limting al so.

VVVVYVYV

\Y

The problem here is whether or not you intended to include these in
their current form or demand refactoring of these interfaces before
> they are ready for inclusion

\Y

VWhat demands are you tal ki ng about, Chuck? This is a collaborative

project. |It's a proposal, not a demand.

> |f the need to evolve the SPB becones

> sonething that forces a bunch of re-factoring when it is not the
> right time for that work, then we have to cover two independent
> thrusts or conplex work with one set of resources.
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| guess that depends on priorities to some extent. |If there is a need
for such a bundle, shouldn't we be addressing it? |If the refactoring
(as you call it, I think that termis overloaded a bit) has ninimal

i mpact on existing code, where is the problen? |If it goes call for a
maj or i npact, that would have to be bal anced agai nst ot her work
Finally, think about Sakai as a limted set of resources is a self-
fullfilling viewoint. Serializing developnent to a small set of

devel opers excl udes those who m ght be interested in working on a
paral l el effort.

> The question here
> is whether the need to expand the SKB trunps the rest of the needs
> for effort wthin Sakai

I"'mtrying to understand why this has to be an either / or proposition

I"mnot advocatiing a major redesign of Sakai. |'m suggesting that
there is a way to reduce Sakai to a nmuch sinpler devel opnment
environnent. Furthernore, | think resources can be found to do it.

> | claimthat the answer is "no" - we need to finish the 2.x work and
> then start on the 3.x work

A serial devel opnent approach will not scale -- plain and sinple.

Paral | el devel opment efforts do require coordination and comuni cation
but isn't that the essence of an open source project? Properly

organi zed, it should be possible to do nore than one thing at once,
even nore than one major thing at once. However, as Chief Architect,
this is your call to make and | respect that.

> Trying to nake an SPB in the margins will not be successful

Yeah, that's likely to be the case. Wiy does it have to be done on the
mar gi ns? Why not nake it a project now for distribution a year from
now, or sooner if it can be done?

> And claimng that we can add "one nore
> thing" to nake it better is true, but there is not enough little
> things to nake it worthwhile as a separate depl oyabl e distribution

Well, that is a value judgenment, | guess. You could be right, but I'd
be interested in hearing what the rest of conmunity thinks about it's
potential val ue.

> Mark - Wthout thinks like helpers available and the rich APis people
> wll just start solving their own problens and we will end up with

> "nmonolithic, independent applications" as you describe above. It is
> already difficult to get people to stop re-inventing the wheel for

> each application. You are proposing |long-termuse of a franework

> that effectively demands that they reinvent the wheel

No, what | am proposing is to allow people to bring in code when they
need it and not be burdened with it if they don't. Yes, people should
be encouraged (even required) to foll ow Sakai conventions, especially
U ones that call for hel per apps. Mdular as opposed to nmonolithic.

> You keep sliding away fromthe notion that this is a "training tool"
>to0 "this is the way to conpletely develop a certain class of
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> applications". This is a fine way to devel op "nonolithic stand al one
> applications".

Vll, | do admit that | thought of the idea and caused it to happen (in
it's current, limted form. It is a good training tool. How people
use it beyond that is the debate here. Your attenpts to mninize the
part of Sakai designed to provide support for tools causes ne to defend
it. Let me state this clearly: there is no difference between the
code in this bundle and what is distributed with the Sakai Enterprise
Bundle. It is purely a matter of what is included and what is not.

The code it includes is identical to Sakai mainline.

> Qur poor track record is a good reason *not* to invent new demands
> for scarce resources and then apol ogi ze for the next few years for
> not making progress on the prom ses we nake about the "SPB".

It is not nmy intention to distrupt the current devel opment schedul e at
all.

>> Perhaps there is a conmprom se position?

> Everything in Sakai is "needed sooner". This is just one nore
> thing in Sakai that we "need sooner".

So there is no conproni se solution then?

> The problemhere is that there are one of two ways to "reduce

> barriers to entry". Once is to make things better and cl earer and
> another is to redefine "entry" to make it really easy. Inits

> current formSKB is a training tool and not nuch nore - it is not a
> formof "entry"

So howwill we nmake it easier to develop tools for Sakai? Throw a
mllion Iines of code at every new devel oper?

> |f we treat this as a "formof entry", we effectively fork the
proj ect.

| have no desire to fork the Sakai code. | strongly believe that
keepi ng community together is inportant to the success of Sakai. It
woul d be sad to think that new i deas and approaches nust be done
out si de of Sakai

- Mark
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