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Workshop Ginco surveys discussion
Thursday, 28th October 2010
_________________________________________________________________________________
The aim of this workshop is to provide time to discuss and share experiences dealing with Grundtvig course delivery in small groups. The outcomes of the Ginco surveys, summarized in the Ginco survey report, are  a starting point for the discussion.   Additionally this workshop is an opportunity for participants to express their expectations of the conference.

Groupe 1: chaired by Guy Tilkin (18 participants)
Topic 1: Course offer
The Ginco survey report and the analysis of the database both show that there are too many courses on offer in the database. A quick calculation of courses on offer (in and out the database) and the number of grants available, reveals us that statiscally there is only one grant per course available. So it’s nothing but evident that certain courses have to be cancelled because of lack of participants. Which elements contribute to cancellation? 
-	working language: French in combination with the rule that participants must come from at least 3 different countries.
In terms of frequency, the number one course in the database is a job shadowing course in the UK. The organiser is present at the Ginco conference and explains that financing for professional development is lacking. Therefore job shadowing as a course is a good solution. This course is very often in the database because it is for one participant at the time. 
Topic 2: course funding
According to the Ginco survey report quite some problems are connected with the grant approval system. Therefore it is suggested to opt in the future for the workshop type funding (course organiser receives all the money and selects the participants). However, this system would imply some risks: how would participants be selected? How would be avoided that the same participants get grants year after year?
Topic 3: communication with NA’s
Many course organisers are satisfied about their communication with their NA’s. However, communication is completely lacking as it comes to course evaluation by participants. These are sent to the NA of the participant, and the course organiser never gets to read them. 
Another issue that is mentioned is the following: some participants were accepted for a course by their NA although they had no pre-registration for the course. The organiser, who hadn’t given the pre-inscription because he didn’t find the candidate appropriate, found himself stuck with those participants any way. The question raises whether pre-registration is  an EU rule or not?
Topic 4: course quality
A first evaluation of the course takes place when it has to be validated for the database. Some course organisers have the experience that their course was validated by the NA in less than 48 hours. It is very doubtful that a serious evaluation can be done in such a short period of time. Other course organisers remark that NA’s only check the eligibility of a course (min. 5 days, …).  That could be the reason why it occurs that courses of lesser quality end up in the database. Then only mechanisms NA’s have is to disapprove grant approvals for courses of inferior quality. 
After the course, participants have to send an evaluation report to their NA. These reports have too much influence sometimes. If some participants are unsatisfied and report negatively to their NA, the course organiser has no means to comment on this, in order to defend the quality of his/her course. 
A European quality label for GRU courses would be a good idea.  Ginco could become a trust giving out quality labels, or set up a course award system. In that case Ginco should be prepared to have a legal back in case of attacks by businesses who would sew Ginco for stopping them from doing their business (in case they run courses of lesser quality and would have to face a decrease of participants due to the quality label).
(minutes by Renilde Knevels)
Group 2: chaired by Sabine Wieman
Topic 1: the Grundtvig/Comenius course database. 
In our group positive as well as negative comments came up:
negative aspects
- database is rather flat → dry user interface: should be made more attractive  
- database seems not complete enough → not all thematic areas are included + a clearer division is preferable/necessary: regions,…etc   
- competition among course organisers / promotors
f. ex.: a lot of ICT courses: how to select? 
→ difficult to select a course/diff. to make a choice from the learner’s point of view  → a kind of evaluation tool would be helpful in order to be able to select the appropriate/best course
- often the same courses are presented many times 
- this European database is managed by the NA’s → not all NA’s are just as strict: they do not all have the same criteria

positive aspects 
- very fast in publishing: as soon as you introduce a course, it will very soon be accessible through the database
- neutral instrument  
Question: How to improve the database? 
We formulated some suggestions on how to improve the database in the small groups and afterwards these suggestions have been presented in plenary what ended up in a plenary discussion. 
Suggestions
- Possibility to share good practices via the database: kind of rewarding system (see above)? 
→ answer: the database would not be neutral anymore 
- Transform the rather static database into a dynamic one: course providers should have the opportunity to write into the database → give more information as the course gets closer to attract participants 
→ answer: this is not the task of the database      
- Separation of Grundtvig and Comenius courses: separate the database into a Comenius and a Grundtvig database → would it be helpful?   
→ answer(s):	- a joint Grundtvig/Comenius database refers to a peaceful co-existence, this is special and should be cherished 
- a separation would lead to a loss of a relevant number of participants
According to the representative of the European Commission Catherine Tsavdaridou, ratings will be introduced into the database to facilitate people’s choice.  
Some wise advice: Don’t make your search categories too narrow otherwise you’d lack some useful information.
Topic 2: course promotion
According to Catherine Tsavdaridou (EC): 
the database is 1 tool → there are other promotion tools. 
We wondered whether a common marketing tool would be sufficient or not?
→ doubts from the course organisers’ point of view : when you open your course to the big audience, it will be hard to manage the number of participants…   
→ doubts from the NA’s point of view: it’s not our task to create a new central promotion tool, promotion is not our role, it’s the role of the course organiser. 
→ suggestion: theme for a new centralised project: is there a need for a new centralised promotion tool? 
(minutes by Katrijn Beelen)

Group 3 : chaired by Elisabeth 
24 participants (including Renilde, Elisabeth) – 1 EU, 4 NA, 2 consortium partners, 19 course organizers
Topic 1: application procedure
Recommendations for the application procedure
· the system of application should be simplified 
· giving more responsibility to the course provider (funding) – workshop model 
· more obligations for the participants (contract  - people should  stick to  their application and don’t quit last minute)
· form for applicants has to be simplified – potential participants need too  much help
· all NAs should follow the same deadline for confirming the number of participants to the providers  - information at  least 2 months ahead the activity
· September deadline for applicants doesn’t work, at  least two week later
· EU-wide platform for all NAs for the applications accessible for providers with selection results – so that they can see the number of applications, grants, participants
· access to the database for course providers – number of participants 
· 4 deadlines for applicants instead of 3
· pre-registration  with course organisers should be implemented again
· NA should answer calls and E-mails
· Course providers should be informed about extra deadlines of Nas
· course database – not very user-friendly, „you can’t even find your own course, if you don’t have the exact number of your course“
· info about rejected participants – a lot of persons apply, but don’t get grants

Topic 2: Quality and quantity of the course offer:
Recommendations for quality/quantity
· criteria for quality of courses – not all course providers seem to be informed about them
· monitoring and evaluation of the courses offered 
· joint packages of courses (also an effect on quantity) – for course providers offering courses on the same topic

(minutes by Renilde Reynders)
Group 4: chaired by Christa Bauer
On the basis of two GINCO surveys among course organizers and an analysis of the entries in the Grundtvig course database four problems could be identified:
Quality and structure of course offer
Course promotion
Application procedure
Quality of courses
This workshop was about the latter theme, the quality of courses. The workshop was chaired by Christa Bauer. The idea has arisen that there are considerable worries among course organizers about the quality of courses. It is assumed that not all courses offered meet quality standards which was expected from EU-funded courses. At the beginning of the workshop Christa emphasized that the GINCO network member interactively want to work together with the participants of the conference. Besides sharing and presenting materials, the network also needs input from the participants on the quality of Grundtvig courses.
The assignment is to work in subgroups. After this subgroup work session, we have a plenary discussion which can be summarized as follows:
•	We need good criteria / standards / features / issues for quality
•	These features should be interactively invented together with all relevant stakeholders (course organizers, teachers, policy makers, course participants etcetera) 
•	Afterwards  teachers as well as participants should evaluate the course. Every participant gives a mark. It is a simple instrument to improve the quality, and to get rid of the bad ones.
•	Set criteria but discuss with course organizers on these criteria: be flexible and be open for revising the course if necessary.
•	Staff should be experienced and ‘up-to-date’, and  have relevant knowledge and skills.
•	Grant allocation: A big amount of frustration is to fill in 100 pages of administration. As a result what is the purpose of so many courses cancelling? There is a need of high simplification. Furthermore, the national agencies need more staff to approve/disapprove the applications faster.
•	More investment is needed in adult educators (in-service) trainings.
•	Course procedures: what are expectations of the participants? This should be sketched out.
•	There should be clear and good reporting to the national agencies.
•	Evaluation activities can happen online. Every participant should evaluate online.
•	Grundtvig courses should be interactive and practical.
•	Follow-op: make it visible and accessible for the course participants.
•	Participants should talk the language. (However, another participant remarks that there are also other ways besides language to learn things, and she gives an example of it.)
•	Quality control: Good food and decent accommodation!
•	Quality check: people should fill in an evaluation. One country does fill in evaluation, other countries do not. Reports should not disappear!
•	Participants should define the criteria, their reports should be taken very seriously.
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