EVALUATION REPORT

OF

THE WP3 MEETING
Held in Paris, 8-9 April 2010
1. Overall evaluation of the meeting
The meeting was evaluated by the partners filling in a form with the following six questions:

1 - Overall, how satisfied were you with the meeting?

2 - How satisfied were you with the communication and information provided before the meeting?
3 - How satisfied were you with the materials provided?
4 - How satisfied were you with the meeting facilities?
5 - How satisfied were you with the organization of the meeting?
These five were estimated with a scale from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 4 (very satisfied). 
6 - How have you found the meeting sessions? 
The possible answers for the sixth question were:

0 – Too short; 1– Just right; 2 – Too long
Here are the results.
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Most of the partners were satisfied with the meeting. The lowest mark is for communication and information provided before the meeting.
2. Other comments and opinions about the meetings
What other kind of sessions would you like to see included during future meetings?
· More interactions with WP2
· Have more relations with the WP2 team.

What aspects did you like most?

· Constructive session that answered some questions but raised others!

· Good working environment / attitude.
· Excellent feedback and support from Mr. Aribaud.
· Time to have information about the other case studies and how they are progressing, opportunity to meet the representative from the European Commission to understand his thoughts of the projects
· The presence of an European expert : Mr. Michel Aribaud
· The discussions with the expert from the European Commission, Mr Aribaud.
· The open discussions and hands on approach
· The presentations of the work and first results of the case studies enabled one to have a more concrete idea of what the implementation of ECVET/ECTS will actually look like in the future. It is now clearer for us what the target groups will be and to a certain extent how they will be reached out.

· The input and contribution of the European Commission representative Michel Aribaud was very useful and will certainly help improving the case studies’ work as well as the methodology of the project.

· The presentations of the templates (Memorandum of Understanding, Learners’ Agreements and Personal Transcripts) gave a very concrete dimension to the project.

· The diner at the CCIP’s school EGF was a very agreeable and pleasant moment

What aspects did you like least?

· Lots of people talking over the people presenting made it very time consuming but also hard to concentrate on what was being said.

· Long lunch breaks when time could have been used more effectively
· Lack of communication with WP2’s member
· Could be a bit more structured
· Some partner institutions based in Paris weren’t able to attend to whole meeting, thus coming only to some sessions, which was not always easy to have a coherent group working all together. 

· The debates among partners were sometimes very lively, but also disturbed the progress of the meeting. Some more focus and concentration could be useful for the next meetings

Did you have adequate information which enabled you to participate? Did you feel that you were able to contribute fully?
· Yes, although information was sent quite late in order to be ready for the meeting considering the Easter break
· I am not an ECVET specialist, so it was challenging, but very informative
· Yes, the WP3 coordinator provided us beforehand with the templates (MoU…) and other useful information (in particular the grids produced in the framework of the case studies).
· We receive appropriate information but the topics are complex and so it is necessary to further discuss them

In what ways could this meeting have been improved?

· The afternoon session of the second day was not necessarily useful, with almost all partners being obliged to leave early in order to catch their flights back home. Thus, the next meetings could maybe be more realistic in terms of time line, and finish at the beginning of the afternoon to avoid the group to be half reduced.
Overall, did you find that some issues were not dealt with effectively by participating members and if so, what could be done to improve this aspect for future meetings?  How effective and efficient has the event/activity been?
· It was just sometimes confusing trying to follow the different conversations which meant that sometimes time wasn’t used very effectively but this is part and parcel of working as a project group
· Maybe some communication issues among the partnership should be further improved; in particular between the case studies’ coordinators and the WP coordinator. Some of the issues were clarified during the meeting but maybe could have been dealt with beforehand, although meetings are also necessary to enable direct communication and face to face discussions
Further comments and suggestions

· The hospitality was great and the dinner in the ESCF Ferrandi super! Thanks to all organisers!
3. Conclusion
Most participants were satisfied with the meeting and think it was a successful work meeting of WP3. Almost all partners think that the input and contribution of the European Commission representative, Mr. Michel Aribaud, was very useful and will certainly help improving the case studies’ work as well as the methodology of the project. Some partners think that the interaction with WP2 team is not good enough and they would like to have more discussions with WP2 members in the future. The afternoon session of the second day was not very useful, because almost all partners were obliged to leave early in order to catch their flights back home. The next meetings could maybe be more realistic in terms of time line, and finish at the beginning of the afternoon to avoid the group to be half reduced
There are other useful comments, which can be found in the above section.

PAGE  
3

