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1. S UMMARY
1.1 Aim of the report
The report provides an update on the validation process as outlined in the CPDLab Description of Work
(DoW). It summarises the validation protocol followed, and the changes made while carrying out the
protocol. It also highlights the feedback to the CPDLab Course developers and Validation teachers to
help improve the overall project validation activities in line with the potential end-user requirements.

1.2 Validation protocol and impact on course design
The course validation protocol model that INDIRE proposed, according to the task foreseen in WP3,
was a framework based on four main pillars: Pedagogy, Architecture, Content and Technology (TPACK:
“Technological, Pedagogical, Architectural, and Content Knowledge”). The framework is an adaptation
of the original TPACK1 model (Mishra & Koehler, 2006) integrated on the basis of the INDIRE
experience in leading teacher addressed training initiatives (reference D3.1: Validation Protocol, for
the explanation of the model). This four pillar approach has been commended by the CPDLab
Pedagogical Advisory Board (PAB).

Figure 1 - The four pillars

The four pillars break-down into specific indicators. Those indicators represented the overall validation
framework that was further detailed when building the operative validation tools that have been used
to gather feedback by focus group teachers and provide input for the improvement of the training
courses.

1

The original model is defined by Punya Mishra and Matthew J. Koehler and based on “the understanding that teaching is a highly
complex activity that draws on many kinds of knowledge. Teaching is a complex cognitive skill occurring in an ill-structured,
dynamic environment” (Mishra & Koehler, Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge: A Framework for Teacher Knowledge,
in Teachers College Record Volume 108, Number 6, June 2006, pp. 1017–1054).
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The validation protocol proved to be useful as the reference framework even though, , a proper
validation should have implied the simulation of a full course delivery earlier in the process in order to
test the pedagogy behind it. While there was partial simulation of the courses in year one and earlier
in year two, the full testing of each of the complete 5-day courses took place at the end of the process,
taking advantage of the Comenius training grants to bring teachers together in Summer 2013.
However, the net result was the same, as the Comenius course evaluation feedback supported the
earlier results from the partial simulations. Over and above the pedagogical strength of the courses
themselves, is the factor that they are also highly dependant both on the ability of the tutors/experts
delivering the course and on the characteristics of the audience itself.
However, when designing the validation tools and tasks, the TPACK model has always been the basis
for structuring them.

1.3 Validation process, original plan and changes made
The original course development workflow was developed within the project work plan. After the
initial structure and topics of the courses had been defined and some initial modules developed (phase
one modules), an iterative development and validation process was set up in Phase I, involving project
partners and 20 expert teachers (Course Development Focus Group). The process started with project
partner reviews of each of the courses, and then proceeded through a series of steps, including a faceto-face meeting and workshop in April 2012, conference calls and online feedback with project
partners and the expert teachers.
Teachers in the Course Development Focus Group have worked in an iterative manner with project
partners to design the structure for each course, and provide input to and feedback on the
development of initial and final course modules.
In Validation Phase II, the initial group of the 12 Course development teachers worked together with
a new group of 8 teachers, the Validation teacher group.
One of the main lessons coming out of this iterative development and validation process in Phase I was
that the Course Outline (level 1) and the Course Plan (level 2) should be validated through the
formalised validation procedure, during the face-to-face Validation Seminar, which was anticipated in
February 2013, instead of April as previously planned, so that there would be more time to refine the
course structure and materials.
Figures 2 and 3 respectively illustrate the Validation Phase 1 and Validation Phase 2 processes.
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Figure 2 - Validation Phase 1

Figure 3 - Validation Phase 2

1.4 Key points informing the phase 2 course development from the
expert teacher/wider stakeholder group input
The iterative nature of the course development and validation process in phase one, has resulted in
the courses evolving over a series of different draft versions. This, together with the development of
a common course specification document, has brought greater levels of discussion and contribution
from across the project partners and expert teachers. This level of input has strengthened each of the
courses, turning them into courses that are valued by each of the partners and that are also different
from what exists today (reference D2.1 Report on existing training/support materials).
Involving the expert teachers in this iterative process, between development and validation, has also
been essential in order to obtain the right level of considered analysis and feedback. At the April 2012
focus group workshop, it was evident that a substantial level of briefing was required to ensure that
the teachers understood the aims of the courses and had time to reflect on their own experience. The
main consequence of the level of briefing required, and the iterative process, was to extend the phase
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one validation, with the final stage held in September 2012 once the course development teachers
were back from vacation.
This need for a detailed briefing, was being taken into the phase 2 course development process. The
validation activities, involving the specific group of teachers selected for course validation only, was
kicked off with a webinar briefing in September by each of the course leads. These teachers reviewed
and completed the on-line validation forms from December 2012 to January 2013 for the updated
courses published following the final review mentioned above by the course development group of
teachers in September. The results of online validation forms were then presented in the face-to-face
Validation seminar in February 2013.
This twin track validation process continued through phase 2, involving the course development
teachers in early validation cycles to help shape and finalise the courses, before handing over to the
specific course validation teachers to review and fine tune. The use of a wider group of associate
partners (including partners of the IWB working group, Insafe experts, and iTEC experts) also continued
throughout this process.

1.5 Conclusions
The validation process has been very “dense”, in the sense that throughout the project, there has been
a lot of different data gathered from various stakeholders, in different formats at several moments of
the project. There have been four main dimensions of the process:
i.

The Time dimension: with data gathered even before the courses were designed, starting with
a face-to-face meeting in Brussels in a sort of brainstorming mode.

ii.

The Stakeholders’ dimension: several stakeholders’ viewpoints have been taken into account:
a. Experts from national and international networks;
b. Project partners;
c. Expert teachers/teacher trainers;
d. Final users (teachers, students, initial teachers, head teachers).

iii.

The Data dimension: a variety of tools has been used, both qualitative and quantitative, thus
assuring a “critical mass of feedback” (questionnaires, interviews, discussions, focus groups,
simulations, observations, etc.) to provide input and data that has enabled course leaders to
revise the courses. Taking each of the tools individually, the samples are small and therefore
indicative only. Taking the tools together, the results have been used to build on each other,
ensuring a cohesiveness in the overall validation results.

iv.

The Flexibility dimension: some aspects of the protocol were adapted from Phase I to Phase II
and further developed, as mentioned in the previous deliverable (see D. 3.2).

Concerning the 3 courses, at a general level, the main points that emerged during Validation Phase I
and Phase II are:


For the project partners and course developers: the need for a Course Specification document,
to detail and share a common set of assumptions against which each of the courses were to
be developed.
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For the courses themselves: the need for plenty of practical, hands-on activities for active
learning with outputs to take back and practice in the classroom, particularly significant with
the delivery of the courses over 5 days.



For the course design: the need to develop the courses in a flexible modular style, to help with
the dissemination at a local level, fitting with blended learning models.

The above issues were very crucial in the refinement of the courses until their very latest version. It is
also worth noting that the modularity of the courses will be particularly useful as EUN and some of its
MoE partners move forward with the delivery of online versions of the CPDLab coursea including a
pilot MOOC2..
As for the IWB course, the main feedback points emerging from different validation sessions were:
1. The need to focus the course on the development of pedagogical practice, as opposed to the
technical training in IWBs that is received usually alongside the installation of the IWBs in
schools.
2. The importance of highlighting best practice videos and resources that can be used as
supporting content to develop the richness of the course.
3. The necessity to inspire innovative practices and pedagogical change, also concerning
evaluation routines, content development by teachers and students, the networking of the
classroom with other teachers/learners on the web and the integration of IWB with other
devices.
As for the FCS course, the main feedback points emerging from different validation sessions were:
1. The need for better exploiting resources (human and materials) where they are (such in the
ITEC project or in other projects).
2. The importance of proceeding by grades, starting from evaluating where the schools is in terms
of innovative scenarios and where it can go using a step-by-step approach.
3. The crucial point of having students actively involved in designing future scenarios, being them
the central stakeholders of any change taking place.
As for the eSafety, the main feedback points emerging from different validation sessions were:
1. The need for taking different roles into account when addressing the topic, including families.
2. The importance of integrating the topic in subject teaching, since this can be considered as
part of the media literacy.
3. The need for involving different agencies on this topic at a national/local level, especially in the
further localization initiatives.

2

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Massive_open_online_course.
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2. C OURSE V ALIDATION P ROTOCOL
D3.1 Course Validation Protocol provides the detail behind the process and is available to download
from the CPDLab website. Below provides a summary of the validation feedback from each of the
validation tools deployed.

2.1 Tools for course validation
Validation questionnaire
Validation teachers were asked to read the latest version of the courses and were asked to fill in an
online questionnaire for the course they selected.
Face-to-face Validation seminar
A face-to-face validation seminar was held in Brussels on February 11-12 2013. Both Course
development teachers and validation teachers were invited to attend. Course leads were asked to pilot
one module or some activities taken from the course structure and deliver it as if in real-time situation.
Other validation activities were also run in order to test, validate and refine the course structure and
materials (Level 1, 2 and 3). The seminar followed a specific protocol and a series of tools were created
to gather the feedback coming form the different exercises. Several people from WP3, WP2 and WP1
were in charge of leading the sessions as described below.
Piloting of modules
Validation teachers were asked to consider the course that they were are validating. They then picked
a module and an activity within the chosen module and delivered it to a selected audience. The
audience could be one or more colleagues, or a group of students of their class. After the activity
delivery they were asked to fill in a specific questionnaire.

2.2 Development and validation steps
There have been a series of different validation tools applied throughout the CPDLab course
development process. While individually the sample sizes are small and therefore the resultant
feedback is indicative only, each of the different validation tools has progressively built on the findings
of the previous tools. This has given growing confidence in the results.
Plus, even though the sample for each of the three questionnaires is a small one, the project
considered the feedback as highly relevant because of the profile of the respondents – selected against
a precise set of criteria shared by project partners - and because the answers constituted the basis for
further discussion during face-to-face sessions.
Below summarises the various validation steps taken during phase 2 in the second year of the project.
The tools and results from phase 1 are included in the phase 1 validation report available from the
CPDLab website. Section 3 below contains the results from each of the different steps, followed by
an annex which contains a copy of the various validadation tools:
1. 1st STEP: Validation questionnaire, December 2012-January 2013
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2. 2nd STEP: Course Development and Validation workshop, 11-12 February 2013, Brussels
3. 3rd STEP: Piloting task, June 2013
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3. PHASE 2 VALIDATION RESULTS FOR EACH COURSE
3.1 1st STEP: Validation questionnaire, December 2012-January 2013
The first task that was given to validation teachers was to read carefully the latest version of the
courses and, each for the topic selected, provide their feedback through an online validation
questionnaire whose results are shown below. The results of the questionnaire were presented in the
face-to-face validation seminar and constituted the basis on which further refinements to the 3 courses
were implemented.
Feedback gathered

3.1.1. Feedback from validation teachers on the CPDLab IWB course
Survey tool
The online questionnaire is available here:
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheet/viewform?formkey=dG9NczhRYWRvVS1WLW4xNXVCbXEyT3c
6MA#gid=0

Survey results
There were 8 respondents to the IWB questionnaire.
1-to-5 Degree of agreement on statements
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Open-ended questions
The questionnaire has three open-ended questions as well. The results to open-ended questions are
summarised below.
A) From your ratings above, please expand on any area that you rated 3 or below. Please state what
you would do to get this area to a rating of 4 or 5. Please be as specific as possible
Q2) The content of the course is relevant to my professional practice...
Response systems are considered not relevant to professional practice. Instead it is suggested to go
towards a BYOD approach.
Q7) As for technological tools mentioned in the course, teachers following the course won't face any
major problems...
The issue seems to depend very much on the level of initial technological expertise
Q8) The course covers the most important topics related to the use of an interactive whiteboard
One topic that should be considered is the integration of the IWB proprietary software with other more
specific or open source software that can be integrated with the ordinary IWB software usage. That is
useful to show how the IWB can provide responses to specific needs or requirements.
B) From a methodological point of view do you have anything to comment on the course structure
(role of the trainer, team work sessions, hands on activities, peer experiences, use of videos etc)?
Some pointed out:


The trainees should start to work quite early on their own ideas



The course should provide example materials and teaching ideas at the beginning
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Module 6: further develop the interaction outside the classroom and the use of IWB with
different online platforms



Tools should be provided so that teachers can share the materials produced during the course
with the colleagues in their own school



The development of resources should start earlier than in module 5



The course activities should be as practical as possible



The members of the groups (in the group activities) should be as small as possible in order to
avoid a lecture approach and support trainees-led activities.

C) At the end of the course, please state 3 ideas you would include that draw on the course materials,
that make it possible for the teacher to have clear lesson ideas to be spent in class work?
Ideas that came out for lesson plans to be applied in everyday work:


use IWB and tools such as Skype to engage students in developing speaking and writing
competencies in a foreign language



promote peer-assessment activities



give the students the opportunity to present their work and immediately gather their
classmates’ feedback



support multimedia production using multimedia tools (Glogster, Windows Movie Maker live
and others)



Support videos of activities / ideas that can be used in the IWB



Provide guidelines to support the design and production of resources



Encourage participants to continue the exchange and sharing of experiences after the end of
the course.



Provide best practice, examples, websites and resources they can bring home



Design activities for various age groups (not only children or young kids)



Involve teachers trainers from different subject areas

Multiple choice question with option “Other”
There was one multiple choice question with option “other”.
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To set up an online community where participants can continue to exchange ideas and practices

5 42%

Other (no specification)

4 33%

To use a social network such as LinkedIn, Facebook, Google+. etc.

2 17%

To have access to all the materials and examples used by the trainer and by other peers

1 8%

To have online follow up sessions

0 0%

3.1.2 Feedback from validation teachers on the CPDLab eSafety course
Survey tool
The online questionnaire is available here:
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheet/viewform?formkey=dEdENFNOU2NXNEpDeG03MnhmeVlzbkE
6MA#gid=0

Survey results
There were 7 respondents to the eSafety questionnaire.
1-to-5 Degree of agreement on statements
In the questionnaires, participants should provide a 1-to-5 degree of agreement on provided
statements. There were 11 such items. Results can be viewed in the tables below:
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Open-ended questions
The questionnaire had three open-ended questions as well. The results to open-ended questions are
summarised below.
Q1. From your ratings above, please expand on any area that you rated 3 or below. Please state
what you would do to get this area to a rating of 4 or 5. Please be as specific as possible.
These are the explanations for rating 3 (which means an average agreement with the
statement):
a. I answered 3 for the statement "the course takes into account all stakeholders´ point of
view (teachers, students, head teachers, parents, local community". I am uncertain
whether parents and the local community should be taken into consideration when
designing the course content.
b. As for the technological tools mentioned in the course teachers following the course won't
face any major problems: yes, but I think that e-safety is a matter of "forma mentis", not
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only of right tools. So, especially in my national education system, where there is still lack
of confidence to use ICT in schools, I think we need much more time to "metabolize" these
good practices in everyday educational experience.
c. I think that my national education system has not done enough to promote systematic
initiatives in this field and help the schools adopt an action plan; consequently the situation
is not as advanced as in other European countries.
Only for this reason the course might be too demanding for Italian participants in terms of
what they are expected to do after the course in order to implement what they have learnt.
d. The two points that I have graded a 3 is maybe not within the control of the course makers:
- technological tools: It is difficult to control and measure what kind of knowledge teachers
that have registered for the course have, and course leaders can risk having participants
with low technological knowledge. Maybe a pre-test for applicants during the preregistering phase for the course?
- Stakeholders point of view: Will the participants represent these stakeholders? I think
mainly teachers will attend, and it is sometimes difficult for teachers to influence schools
owners, head teachers, even more difficult - parents. Even though the course is important
in the way teachers can help students to focus on eSafety.
Q2. From a methodological point of view do you have anything to comment on the course
structure (role of the trainer, team work sessions, hands on activities, peer experiences, use of
videos etc.)?
Many pointed out:
-

the importance of hands-on activities, discussions for participants and interactive resources;
the relevance of providing examples and real school practice showcases;
the convenience of getting back home with practical solutions, lesson plans etc. in order to
make it easier for the participants to implement solutions in their classes;
- the importance of designing a central European environment dedicated to eSafety issues
where all information is collected and organized. This central environment should also have
national policies and communication tools (i.e. forums);
- the need for a clear and specific national and school policy on this issue.
Note: these comments are not always related to the methodological course aspects themselves but
they might be seen as interesting points for future project actions.
Some pointed out weak points in the course structure:
-

need for better specify eSafety resource description (i.e. the language of the resource is not
provided);
need for getting feedback from participants each day in order to accommodate interests and
special requests;
Module 4 needs to be clarified in content description and approach;
Module 7 and 8 should be attended by head teachers and/or should give clear indications on
how to deal with the eSafety issue when teachers are back at school. The titles of Module 7
and Module 8 are too similar and there is not a clear distinction on the content of these
modules as well.
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Q3. At the end of the course, please state 3 ideas you would include that draw on the course
materials, that make it possible for the teacher to have clear lesson ideas to be spent in class
work?
Many ideas came out for lesson plans to be applied in everyday work:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Online surveys where students can find out interactively if their knowledge is adequate;
Questionnaires, WebQuests and games;
eSafety school contest;
Real cases discussions (i.e. on cyberbullying) also starting from online digital resources, stories,
videos etc.;
Module 2 and Module 3 material already provides with ready-to-use stuff;
Class discussion on legal aspects of eSafety;
Building a mind map in a collaborative way about all eSafety issues;
Discussion on social media with their positive and negative aspects;
Create small tokens (stickers or small cards) with tips on safer use of the internet in the
different areas or categories (digital literacy, social networks, good practices, searching and
credible sources, protection of identity, harmful contacts and illegal contents, ...);

Multiple choice question with option “Other”
There was one multiple choice question with option “other”.

Respondents’ answers in the “Other” field can be summed-up as follows:
-

To set up an online community where discussion can continue;
To have access to all the materials and examples during the course and suggested by the
participants; (someone would like a European community and a structured library on eSafety;
- To use a social network such as LinkedIn, Facebook, Google+. etc.
- To have an integrated approach (online material + follow-up synchronous sessions).
Note: respondents used this option (Other) but actually they used it in order to mention more than
one strategy. They did not say any new strategy here but we could infer from their answers that they
would like to have a variety of approaches since the topic probably needs further support when
teachers are back to their schools.

3.1.3 Feedback from validation teachers on the CPDLab FCS course
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Survey tool
The online questionnaire is available here:
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheet/viewform?formkey=dDhCdFJoNUg0ejlsdHpJV3hFUnlaeGc6MA
#gid=0

Survey results
There were 5 respondents to the IWB questionnaire.
1-to-5 Degree of agreement on statements
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Open-ended questions
The questionnaire had three open-ended questions as well. The results to open-ended questions are
summarised below.
Q1. From your ratings above, please expand on any area that you rated 3 or below. Please state
what you would do to get this area to a rating of 4 or 5. Please be as specific as possible.
-

Take more into account other stakeholders’ point of view, especially parents and local
community. Involve them more.

-

In practice teachers often face problems using technological tools. In general technology
should be explained in an easy way.

-

It is not evident how the course takes into account the point of view of the parents and the
local community apart from the fact that the students will be taught in a different way than
today.

-

(this points seems to be very well developed in the course already) Giving value to the fact that
in this course the teacher is not a listener that has to learn everything from scratch. Teachers
have lot of info and experiences to share, discuss and mix with the topics of the course that
are (above all) the heart of the course.

Q2. From a methodological point of view do you have anything to comment on the course
structure (role of the trainer, team work sessions, hands on activities, peer experiences, use of
videos etc)?
Aspects of the course that have been very much appreciated:
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-

the “practical” environment

-

the "maieutical" method of the trainer, who can involve trainees in a more direct way

-

the hands on and face to face methods (there can't be too much of hands on sessions)

-

the examples through videos and sharing of experiences

Aspects that could be critical:
-

participants are asked to film themselves before they come and attend the course. Maybe
there should be an alternative to that (people often feel uncomfortable when they are filmed
and don't react naturally)

-

take more into account methodological and educational approaches specific on different
disciplines

Q3. At the end of the course, please state 3 ideas you would include that draw on the course
materials, that make it possible for the teacher to have clear lesson ideas to be spent in class
work?
- to link the course to specific methodologies/approaches (i.e. cooperative learning, peertutoring, blended model)
-

implementing FCS-database or community to help teachers who took part in the course to kind
of "get back to the course" afterwards (when you attend any course, it's difficult to receive or
pick up all the new things at once. Provide course follow-up support).

-

a video-library which would contain videos made during the FCS courses (In order for teachers
to compare own ideas to others’ ideas).

-

Include something concerning BYOD (it looks like that is something we have to deal with within
the next years).

-

the teachers should not just share ideas, but come up with an actual plan on what they are
going to do in their lessons based on the national curriculum and describe later how the plan
worked and share their experiences with the others.

-

The fact that the teacher starts the course by defining both his role as a teacher and his
teaching environment and ends the course with the same definition process. This will most
likely make the teacher more aware of his own ability to make changes and use the lesson
ideas from this course.

-

Inspiration! This course helps the teacher to be inspired by new and different teaching
methods and become more familiar with different types of approaches.

-

Videos and examples! Watching videos with specific examples on how to do a lesson will help
the teacher transform the lesson example into his own teaching environment. The more
hands-on the course material is, the more valuable it will feel for the teacher. We need to
make sure that the teacher's feeling of mastering his own future classroom does not disappear
on the flight home.
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Multiple choice question with option “Other”
There was one multiple choice question with option “other”.

Respondent answer in the “Other” field suggested:
-

To have online follow up sessions
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3.2 2nd STEP: Course Development and Validation workshop, 11-12
February 2013, Brussels
Workshop
The schema of the seminar can be observed below:
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In the schema, some tools are indicated in order to run the validation sessions.
INDIRE designed and partially used tools no. 1, no. 2 and no. 5 which are provided in the Annexes.
As one can see from the schema, validation teachers and course development teachers were divided
into three groups, according to their topic preferences.

3.2.1 TOPIC: IWB COURSE - feedback gathered
DAY 1 – TOOL 1
VALIDATION SESSION LEADER (OBSERVER): Giovanni Nulli (INDIRE, WP3 leader)
The module demo was partially experienced and partially discussed.
The simulation of the lesson preparation was really appreciated; all the teachers were really welldisposed to practical work. They noted that more time would have been necessary to run a proper
simulation using the IWB. Unfortunately, due to lack of time this was not possible.
Assessment has been less effective, maybe for lack of time or maybe because a stronger focus on
methodological aspects rather than technological ones could have helped (i.e. discussing first how to
use formative assessment with the IWB in more general way). However, this may be difficult, due to
the differences in assessment methodology and techniques in the participants’ countries and to
language barriers.
It has to be considered that language can be a barrier, or at least a hitch that can slow the course. Even
if the teacher has good English skills, this is not his/her mother tongue, so it is difficult for a course
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leader to evaluate perfectly how long a specific module can last, or how many times a teacher needs
to understand and get a real appreciation of the course.
DAY 1 – STRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT SESSION
SESSION LEADER: Diana Bannister (Development Director for Learning Technologies School for
Education Futures University of Wolverhampton)
The teachers appreciated very much the structure of the course. They participated actively expressing
their own opinions providing good comments and suggestions from their own experience.
When the course leader started the proper simulation, the teachers participated enthusiastically.
When simulating modules 1 and 2 teachers were divided into groups and started to prepare a lesson
following the course leader indications.
The assessment module generated some discussion. The course leader presented the use of the
responders and clickers and other freeware solutions to describe the possible use of technology to
assess students. Then the course leader simulated different solutions in which students’ assessment
was used to start a discussion and not to evaluate their performance.
Assessment can be differently used in the national curriculum of the different countries. Thus, it could
be useful having a little introduction on formative assessment before starting this module.
Again on this module, teachers highlighted that responders are considered old technology both
because it is easy to find free online services and because it is possible to simulate them by using
smartphones or tablets.

DAY 2 – SINGLE MODULE(S) VALIDATION SESSION – TOOL 2
VALIDATION SESSION LEADER: Giovanni Nulli (INDIRE, WP3 leader)
There were some problems in identifying modules in a precise way, because simulation could not
obviously take count of the time real modules needed to be completed. So teachers did not have a
precise feeling of what the module would be, even if they understood perfectly the activities the
module encompasses. The course leader explained this to the teachers and they all agreed that the
course itself is clear, but it is hard to have a proper simulation of a process that needs more time to be
done.
The structure of the course was really appreciated especially concerning the pedagogic part - based on
student-centered pedagogy where a practical approach is preferred - since this ensures exchange
among the attendees. The group collaboration is considered to be a key point for a successful course.
From a technological point of view, the course is not meant to provide basic technical skills to use the
IWB. Teachers attending the course should have them already.
Other suggestions:
-

Produce own content to be spent as soon as the teachers will come back to their classrooms.

-

It is really important that the course leader can both motivate and inspire teachers and guide
the teachers on a student centered pedagogy.
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DAY 2 – COURSE COMPLETION SESSION
SESSION LEADER: Diane Bannister (Manchester University)
Teachers wishing to attend the course should compile a self audit questionnaire to check his/her
technical skills. As follow up sessions of the course, two different alternatives were suggested:
1. An international platform to stay in touch and to share resources, ideas etc.;
2. A repository of lesson plans and teaching practice examples.
DAY 2 – TOOL 5 - LOCALIZATION ISSUES SESSION
VALIDATION SESSION LEADER: Giovanni Nulli (INDIRE, WP3 leader)
There were a lot of different proposals on how to localize the course. First of all, we have to focus on
local factors. Some countries have strong centralized institutions (Italy and Portugal) that can provided
a national localization programme, by using CPDLab course material as a model for national teacher
training plans, or by providing it to regional institutions for local courses.
Other countries do not have national institutions (Finland), thus teacher training is mainly managed
locally, which means that at a national level universities should be involved in course delivery.
Then, localization concerns the content itself and this means adapting the course to the national
curriculum, or incorporting it into already existing teacher training course/material.
Teachers commented that translating the content is necessary. Once the course has been translated,
it can be used in several ways:
-

By local authorities to organize regional courses;

-

By single schools to organize school-based courses;

-

By associations or groups of teacher trainers providing courses;

-

By universities to provide initial training of teachers.

Finally, localization could mean rethinking the structure of the course or shortening it to concentrate
only on some modules. For example, the course could last one month and some modules (say the first
4 ones) could be delivered once a week. The course leader could ask the attendees to experiment with
using some activities in their classes and discuss the outcome of their work the week after.

3.2.2 TOPIC: ESAFETY COURSE – feedback gathered
DAY 1 – TOOL 1
VALIDATION SESSION LEADER (OBSERVER): Silvia Panzavolta (INDIRE, WP3 leader)
Module demo title: “Sexting and cyberbullying”. The course leads presented facts and figures and
asked for feedback from participants. Participants showed interest and curiosity and interacted with
the trainer by making comments and asking questions.
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Some parts of the module were very participatory and people were visibly enthusiatic about it.
The course leader performed the module in a perfect “as if” mode. He answered to questions and
guided the discussion in a qualitative way.
The module simulation was successful from the observer’s point of view.
DAY 1 – STRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT SESSION
SESSION LEADER: Dorothy Cassells (EUN, project manager)
As for the structure of the whole course, participants commented that:
1) The audience of the course has to be taken into account since some topics seem to be
addressable more to head teachers/ICT school leaders than to ordinary teachers.
2) It should be made clearer to the trainers of the 5-day Comenius course that they can modify the
structure of the course according to participants and focus on some parts rather than on
others.
3) Some of the resources used in the course are too US-centric and should be carefully selected by
the trainers in order to adjust them to the attendees. The trainers should have a clear view of
who is attending so that the resources can be selected accordingly. We should suggest
resources that are already there and that are available in different languages (apply travel-well
criteria; take resources from the InSafe portal or from the LRE portal).
4) The trainers should be updated with the emerging technology the young are using.
5) It is important to insist that behaviors and not ICTs are unsafe, so trainers should concentrate
on that.
6) Some topics should be added, i.e. Internet addiction disorder, compulsive shopping and
gambling, identity theft and a stronger focus should be given in terms of practical guidelines
(digital rights, safe searching, incident handling).
7) The progression of topics into the modules is not too logical or can be made more logical.
However, this can be also a subjective perception or training style. This flexibility could be
mentioned in the Trainers’ guidelines, if produced.
8) Parent involvement is judged as an important topic to be dealt with since, in the management
of eSafety issues, parents should be considered as a relevant stakeholder.
9) The trainers should first concentrate on producing/consuming safely and not on presenting the
issue with a threatening approach.
DAY 2 – SINGLE MODULE(S) VALIDATION SESSION – TOOL 2
VALIDATION SESSION LEADER: Silvia Panzavolta (INDIRE, WP3 leader)
People reported they got a clear idea of how the module will be delivered and found it promising.
Some will use the module in their class, with some adjustments.
As for the format, they liked the communicative style with images, videos and figures and appreciated
the way the trainer led the module, since sexting is a delicate issue.
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They also appreciated the pedagogy of the module, which is based on interaction and participatory
techniques. Some had imagined more boring presentations.
As for the main module pillars, in reaction to the questions, they observed that as for the ICT
competence required by the course, from what they have experienced in the module demo, ordinary
teachers with basic ICT competences may attend with no difficulty. Some “cultural background” on
social media is however needed. As for the pedagogical aspects embedded in the module, the module
was experienced as being well balanced in term of teacher-centred moments and handson/participatory activities. The majority confirmed that they had acquired new knowledge even in a
short module demo. Some improvements could be made in terms of giving attendees more reflection
tools and practical solutions to deal with eSafety issues.
Some commented that, as for the resources used in the module, they should have the potential to
‘travel-well’ (be easily used in different countries) as far as possible. In case non-English resources are
used, the trainer should explain or translate the content of the resources.
Finally, people found the content presented in the module relevant to them and they were motivated
to continue.
DAY 2 – COURSE COMPLETION SESSION
SESSION LEADER: Dorothy Cassells (EUN, project manager)
It was agreed that pre-activities and follow-up activities are an important part of the course and each
trainer has to adjust those according to participants. For instance, a survey before attending the course
could help the trainer select the resources and understand the level of ICT competences and the
language spoken by the attendees.
Validation and Development teachers indentified 3 main target groups: teachers, head-teachers,
teacher-trainers/ICT coordinators. For each of the target groups, validation and development teachers
identified 3 different formats. For instance, head teachers could attend for a 2-day course (maximum)
as not all content is relevant to them. This exercise was useful to imagine different localization formats
as well (see below).
DAY 2 – TOOL 5 - LOCALIZATION ISSUES SESSION
VALIDATION SESSION LEADER: Silvia Panzavolta (INDIRE, WP3 leader)
As for different target audiences, the eSafety course could be localized as follows:
Audience

Length

Programme/Modules

Notes

Head teachers

1 day and a
half, or 2 if
needed

DAY 1
Morning

Expand on
networking if
possible

Topics
eSafety definition and examples of issues (module 1
day 1)
eSafety in your school (module 1 day 1)
Afternoon
Overview of the different issues with some solutions
(module 4 day 2 – part of module 5 and 6, day 3)
DAY 2
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Morning
Module 7 and 8, together
Classroom
teachers

1 day course

ONE DAY COURSE
Morning
Compressed module 1 and 2 (1 hour)
Teaching/learning tools advantages and risks, how to
manage the risks (module, 3, 4, 5 and 6) (3hrs)
Afternoon
Specific risks (modules 5 and 6) + existing resources
and how to adapt to their own classrooms (1,5 hrs)
Conclusion, modules 7, 8, 9, 10; 2 action plans: 1.
“Me and my classroom”; 2. “Me and my school or
my colleagues” (1 h)

ICT coordinators

1 day and a
half, or 2 if
needed

Important modules are 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10.

Do not split
from Head
Teachers (at
least for some
modules)

In terms of format, different solutions may be imagined.
For example, one solution could be a blended learning model having start and conclusion days as a
face-to-face training day and then some weeks online (ideally 4-6 weeks).
In the Validation and Development teachers’ countries, different stakeholders can be identified as
exploitation agencies. For instance, in Finland, the Municipality of Helsinki with its training agency,
eCampus, has already showed interest in the eSafety course materials. Some parrticipants also
suggested to present and disseminate the CPDLab course materials to agencies that are in charge of
initial teacher training, like the Ministry of Education in Finland and the Ministry of Education in Ireland.
In some countries such as Portugal, CPDLab courses can be presented both at the Ministry level and at
the school level since schools can organize in a rather autonomous way their in-service training offer
to teachers. In Italy, some of the content of the CPDLab courses could be used in the new e-learning
courses that INDIRE is going to design from now on.
All agreed on the fact that Ministries of Education and their linked agencies should be contacted in
order to present the CPDLab courses and discuss with them possible localization solutions, provided
there is some budget for it.

3.2.3 TOPIC: FUTURE CLASSROOM SCENARIOS COURSE – feedback gathered
DAY 1 – TOOL 1
VALIDATION SESSION LEADER (OBSERVER): Andrea Benassi (INDIRE,
STRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT SESSION - SESSION LEADER: Will Ellis (EUN)

WP3

leader)

Pre-course video materials
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The course should take into account that if videos are shown with very advanced situations or “ideal
contexts” this might alarm some teachers and could possibly inhibit them from attending the course.
The initial videos should aim also to make the teacher comfortable and willing to share his/her
context and environment even if it is not a very advanced case.
Concerning self video recording the school context, another aspect to take into account is that some
people may feel uncomfortable being in front of a camera.
Module 1: Warm-up
Using TeamUp is very effective: dividing the teachers into groups for discussion using the same tool
that the teachers can use with their students provides a double value added (training +
experimentation).
The FCL should be introduced in order to support an explorative positive approach instead of negative
thoughts related to a comparison with someone’s own (poorest) reality. The competencies developed
should be easily transferrable in other school contexts, even if the technological setting is not the same.
DAY 2 – SINGLE MODULE(S) VALIDATION SESSION – TOOL 2
VALIDATION SESSION LEADER: Andrea Benassi (INDIRE, WP3 leader)
Teachers reported that they got a quite clear idea of how the first modules will be delivered. The course
is quite long and there are new concepts and methods to get familiar with; the second part of the
course is more complex to understand especially if the audience is not yet familiar with the scenario
related concepts.
In general the course seems to have a great potential to provide innovation based added value to
educational practice. However,the course is very long and it could be useful to integrate the innovative
methodology with real practice and hands on activities in order not to have a too abstract structure.
The course should keep the scenario based approach as the main focus but include at different
moments in the overall structure a mix of differentiated situations such as: collaboration events,
practice sharing occasions, brainstorming phases, expertise exchange activities etc. In that way the
new scenario method can become a lively pathway always related to real school based situations. It
would also be important if the group of trainees could develop a deeper group identity.
It is not very easy to give directions in relation to a course that proposes a new methodology without
being fully part of the whole process at least once. The overall course progression is quite complex and
it is not easy to give straightforward answers. The expectation is to be able to understand what the
future classroom looks like but the course does not seem to provide an answer to that question.
Instead it aims to explore the trainees’ professional environment and to provide a methodology to
help them to change it.
Concerning the single pillars:
1. Technology:
Considering ICT competences necessary to fully understand and participate in the module, most of the
teachers should already have the ICT competencies requested from the modules. The competencies
are presented in an easy to understand way. The real challenge is not just to use technology but to use
it meaningfully inside a learning activity in the classroom. It is all about engaging in a discussion that
leads to a change in methodology. It is not that much about understanding tools’ usage or developing
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ICT competences. The difficult aspects are more related to the fact that the tools proposed by the
course need to be used in the real school environment or digital competences. It’s a question of using
them in their environment: some tools are meant to be used by students. So how can I give them to
the students? How they will be using them?
The course should not start before or during the holidays. It could be important that immediately after
the course the teachers have the opportunity to apply the new knowledge and competencies directly
in their school. If someone has a summer holiday or cannot immediately apply the outcomes, the risk
is not to be able to concretely implement the course outcome (there should be a strict link between
course and practice also in relation to the opportunity to immediately apply the course methodology
since there is no ongoing support by experts/tutors once the course is finished and the teachers try to
test new things in their classroom).
2. Pedagogy:
Considering the modules’ structure, teachers agreed that it seems a well balanced course.
Considering assessment tool or methods, teachers agreed that the course does not explicitly consider
innovative assessment methods or tools. But should it? And would it be compatible, since that would
introduce an additional complex aspect to a course that is itself already quite complex and requires a
lot of energy and attention.
Maybe some evaluation tools could be delivered to the teachers after the course following a period of
concrete usage of the scenario based method in the classroom. Another option would be to deliver a
questionnaire on the last day of the course in order to help the teachers to organize the new ideas and
re-think what is the best the course pathway. Teachers could then discuss how they have reflected
about their own meta-cognitionand how they have learned during’ the course. Another option would
be a very short questionnaire at the end of each module with the same purpose as above.
3. Content:
Considering the modules content in general, the teachers were already familiar with the main ideas of
the course. In particular, module one was very positively welcomed.. All modules seemed to be
relevant to the objective of the course and none were seen to be superfluous. Considering the
tools/resources to be used by the course trainer, the “Socrative” tool was considered particularly
relevant. In some countries using mobile phones in the classroom, as suggested in the course, could
be quite difficult or even impossible because mobile phones are forbidden in schools.
Also the web resources could become a problem in some schools because of white lists and black lists
being created through the school’s firewall.
DAY 2 – TOOL 5 - LOCALIZATION ISSUES SESSION
VALIDATION SESSION LEADER: Andrea Benassi (INDIRE, WP3 leader)
Most of the teachers did not see particularly difficult localization issues. In some countries the question
is more about clarifying the ICT competencies required to participate in the course and the motivation
to do attend.
A real problem could be finding an appropriate environment where the course can be run: where?
What should be there? What are the requirement of the experimentation/training environment that
should be configured in a single country in order to be able to run a national version of the course?
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National pilots/tests should be run in order to understand specific country related issues
Considering the training provider, depending on each country’s national structure, the body in charge
of running the course could be the Ministry f Education itself, the local authorities, central or regional
training centers, or universities.
Considering the most suitable training model for a national edition of the course, teachers agreed that
face-to-face delivery is very important because it helps the teachers to think “outside the box”. This
was considered particularly important for the FSC course and a MOOC was not considered an
appropriate approach for this course.
The problem would then be how to enable teachers to be absent from school for such a long time (in
some countries the teachers would not be able to attend a whole 5-day course).
Considering the localized course content, it could be divided in “small parts”. The course could be split
in parts (i.e. 3 + 2). It could still be a problem though to keep it a whole week long because of teachers’
difficulties in attend long courses. In some countries there are no major limits and it would not be a
problem to keep the structure as a whole.
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3.3 3rd STEP: Piloting task, June 2013
3rd STEP: Piloting task, June 2013
The feedback gathered by the final online questionnaires has been linked to the three specific
training courses (eSafety, FCS, IWB). The first part gives an overview on which modules have been
chosen by the teachers for the pilot and who was the main target audience. The second part briefly
describes, for each course, some general aspects that have been highlighted by the majority of the
pilot teachers (mainly the perceived impact and the localization issues). The third part includes
therelated transcription of each questionnaire response.
Considering the localization issues (independently from the type of course) the pilot teachers (except
for one case: “Translation should be made in EU”) would prefer the translation issues to be managed
by national/local bodies instead of at European level:
“In my opinion the translation of courses and activities should be the responsibility of my
country ministry of education”
“If the course has to be translated, I think those responsible at each university should do the
job…”
“I do believe is very important that the activity must be delivered and handled locally”
“…a national translation could be the solution to be able to spread out the course locally”
“The Center for ICT in Norway should translate this”
“If the material is translated, I think Opetushallitus should be translating it”
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3.3.1. Interactive Whiteboard course
Pilot Modules
Four teachers piloted a module of the Interactive Whiteboard course. Two of them piloted an activity
from module 2 (“Interactive Whiteboards in Your Specific Subject Area”), one piloted an activity from
module 5 (“Resource creation”) and one piloted an activity from module 6 (“Communication and
collaboration”).

IWB modules
Series1; Module
6; 1; 25%
Module 2
Series1; Module
2; 2; 50%

Module 5
Module 6

Series1; Module
5; 1; 25%

Target
Three teachers decided to deliver the pilot activities to colleagues (teachers) while one teacher
delivered the pilot activity to his students.

Target of the pilots Series1; My
students ; 1;
25%

My students
Colleaugues (teachers)
Series1;
Colleaugues
(teachers); 3;
75%
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Impact of the activity delivered
The feedback is generally positive, even if not much detail is given on the type of impact of the
delivered activities.
One of the most interesting aspect is the collaboration between teachers coming from different
backgrounds. Teachers are involved, through the IWB course activities, in sharing experiences and
different approaches (“The climate in the group (class) was very collaborative”; “It was very nice to
see teachers engaged in performing the activity and take note of the contributions of colleagues to
improve their practices”).

an interesting idea proposed by pilot teachers:
Define sub-groups mixing together beginners and teachers that have advanced skills:
“In more difficult cases, that of colleagues with limited computer skills, I have proposed to work in pairs
or collaborative groups, bringing together teachers with good computer skills with teachers with
limited computer skills”

Localization issues
Localization of content is considered an important success factor for the course. Almost all teachers
translated themselves the main parts of the chosen activities.
“If the material is going to be used a lot, it is better to translate it all and distribute in Finnish.”
“We translated into Italian the pages that related to the: Training Manual and Resources, Making the
Most of Your Interactive Whiteboard, Module 5: Resource Creation…So it was easier to work together
for us”
“Yes, it was easy to use the activity in my language. The activity was translated by me before applying
it to teachers”
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Interactive Whiteboard course questionnaires – transcribed responses
Record IWB 1
1.Which course did you
choose?

IWB

2.Which module did you pick?

Module 2

3.Which activity did you pick?

IWB 2.1 Task Description IWB in your specific subject area

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

Colleagues

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

I was supposed to deliver a afternoon resource creation session on IWB
anyway. Also I think this was the kind of activity that is suitable for a single
afternoon session.

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

I didn't give any strict instructions. The participants were to create a
resource for their own use in their special subject. Before the task I
presented them few example materials from different subjects and some
web pages were to find help and materials to be used in creating their
own resources. After this we had around two hour session with computers
and each participant prepared their materials to be shown to others.

7.How did the target audience
react to your proposal?

Generally very well. Everyone thought that this was the best way to learn
basic skills required when using Smart board and Notebook. Doing it, not
hearing about it.

8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

Teachers present thought that this was definitely going to increase their
usage of iwb in classroom. The problem here often is that the boards are
not used even though many classrooms have one.

9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

The group was a small one (six people), so they felt they got the individual
guiding they needed. They thought this was a good start in learning more
about iwb. Learning from others was also mentioned.

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate
the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you think
translation should be handled
locally?

I didn't use the exact same material, just the same idea, so translation
wasn't needed. I guess I translated the idea in Finnish and presented it to
the audience.
If the material is going to be used a lot, it is better to translate it all and
distribute in Finnish. This way it's probably going to be used more. If this
sort of material was available in Finnish, we would definitely make use at
least parts of it in Vantaa.
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Record IWB 2
1.Which course did you
choose?

IWB

2.Which module did you pick?

Communication and collaboration:
Focus - Integration within the classroom

3.Which activity did you pick?

It was an activity on London. The planning and organization of a class
trip to London

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

My students

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

I wanted to check an activity in a real class setting and have my
students' feedback

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

I did it in our new 3.0 classroom, using different devices (IWB,
document camera, pc connected to the net). BYOD: the students all had
their own tablet or netbook
The aim was to stimulate group work , peer education, collaboration

7.How did the target audience
react to your proposal?

Very well. The students were extremely and positively engaged, they
produced much more than in other ordinary lesson.
They liked the blend of "lesson" on the IWB, group work, presentation of
the group works on the IWBs

8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

Very positive. The climate in the group (class) was very collaborative

9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

They said they would like to work in this way always, they said they had
fun

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate
the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you think
translation should be handled
locally?

the activity was in English
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Record IWB 3
1.Which course did you
choose?

IWB

2.Which module did you
pick?

Module 5

3.Which activity did you
pick?

Create at least one new resource/learning activity
Explore lesson structures and lesson content for better learning results

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

Colleagues

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

The reason for the decision to involve a group of colleagues was that of
"teaching contamination." Through the use of LIM we tried to create units
of learning for the individual subjects, but also cross-disciplinary, using it,
thanks to new technologies, many different resources that can create
different stimulations for our students in learning.

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

The activity was delivered as a training course, but not theoretical, but
practical ... I used to define our experience as an asset "hands in dough"
(hands on)
To avoid confusion by using IWB software authors of different brands, I
have introduced Open Sankore (http://open-sankore.org/en/opensankoré-software-5-points), a freeware for IWB that does not require any
license or commercial code and therefore usable in all PCs at school, at
home to create educational resources.
Then to create resources with so many different cognitive stimulation to
achieve inclusive and lessons suitable for all students, I presented and
asked to use IWB resources of video and audio downloaded from the
network with applications such as:
A tube Catcher Free video Cutter Joiner, Balbolka, Odd Cast text to speech
and to crop and retouch images: Irfanview (resize-resample image) ...
I have also presented and asked to build digital books with the software
didapages:
(Http://en.kioskea.net/download/download-22348-didapages)
All these applications have created excitement in the production and
teaching of my colleagues who had the desire to get involved even more
than before the use of the interactive whiteboard.

7.How did the target
audience react to your
proposal?

I repeat that all these applications have created excitement for the
production and teaching of my colleagues who have had the urge to get
involved even more than before the use of the interactive whiteboard.

8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

Certainly there was initially a bit 'of insecurity of not being up to the task,
but I have to honestly say, that all colleagues involved were then put into
the game and have tried to create resources. In more difficult cases, that of
colleagues with limited computer skills, I have proposed to work in pairs or
collaborative groups, bringing together teachers with good computer skills
with teachers with limited computer skills
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9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

At the end of the training sessions in the presence: 3 sessions of 3 hours
each, the comments were as follows:
1) very interesting, but we have seen too many things to learn together
2) to be taught by these resources is more challenging for us as teachers
3) Our problem is that we do not have an IWB in the classroom and then
our lessons with these digital resources cannot be everyday and ordinary
Then we also heard via forums and email, after that colleagues have
pioneered the use of these new resources in the classroom and the
comments were:
1) we tried it with our students to use the IWB resources and attention has
been supported
2) Our students have proved happy to use the technologies in the study
3) the students worked with greater motivation and in some cases students
have helped us from a processing point of view to implement also other
resources
4) maybe you created a process of teaching-learning more interactive

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate
the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you think
translation should be
handled locally?

We translated into Italian the pages that related to the:
Training Manual and Resources
Course:
Making the Most of Your
Interactive Whiteboard
Module 5: Resource Creation
(IWB 5.0)
So it was easier to work together for us.
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Record IWB 4
1.Which course did you
choose?

IWB

2.Which module did you pick?

Module 2 - Interactive Whiteboards in Your Specific Subject Area

3.Which activity did you pick?

Top Ten Lesson Ideas for your subject

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

Colleagues

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

IWBs in my school are used poorly in classrooms.
Improve teacher professional development whose teaching style was not
enhanced by an IWB.
Understand the IWB potential to be more than a teacher’s resource box.

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

I have organized a three-hour workshop with the participation of teachers
from my school.
I had a ICT teacher collaboration who gave a valuable help.
Compliance was very good as participated twenty-three teachers from
different areas.

7.How did the target audience
react to your proposal?

The audience reacted very well to the proposed activity.
The discussion on the proposed topic was quite involved with the
encouraging result for the distribution of the course.

8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

The teachers develop ten top tips for their subject and discuss how to
involve the student in your lessons.
It was very nice to see teachers engaged in performing the activity and
take note of the contributions of colleagues to improve their practices.

9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

Teachers commented that the activity was interesting and useful to a
enhanced use of the IWB use.
After the activity some of the teachers commented that unknown of the
potential of the IWB.

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate
the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you think
translation should be handled
locally?

Yes, it was easy to use the activity in my language. The activity was
translated by me before applying it to teachers.
In my opinion the translation of courses and activities should be the
responsibility of my country ministry of education.
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3.3.1 eSafety course
Pilot Modules
Six teachers piloted a module of the eSafety course. Four of them piloted an activity from module 2
(“Critical Thinking and reflection – sexual issues and sexting”), one piloted an activity from module 6
(“eSafety for young people and teachers”) and one piloted an activity from module 8 (“eSafety across
the school curriculum and beyond”).
eSafety modules
Series1;
Module 8; 1;
17%

Series1;
Module 2; 1;
16%
Module 2
Module 6
Module 8

Series1;
Module 6; 4;
67%

Target
All teachers decided to deliver the pilot activities to the students of their classroom.
Series1;
Target of the pilots
Colleaugues
(teachers); 0;
0%

My students
Colleaugues (teachers)

Series1; My
students ; 6;
100%

Impact of the activity delivered
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The teachers generally reported an active participation of the students. They were very interested in
the proposed topics and were engaged by the strict link to real situations (“They did not show any
boredom and said were willing to have more activities like these“; “…getting in touch with real-case
consequences that they did not know could be possible, gives them a lot of curiosity, which makes
them participate actively regarding these issues”). Teachers stated that the main objectives of the
pilot activities were reached (“From their answers to the applied inquiry we can conclude that they,
somehow, got more conscious of the problems related to internet misusage”).
In particular one teacher stated that the students would have liked to find those kinds of training
activities in their universities’ courses (“…[the students] wanted to know why the university doesn´t
have courses like this for them and wondered if it could be”).

an interesting idea proposed by pilot teachers:
Including an eSafety session for students during the school year:
“Giving them 3 or 4 sessions like this during the school year is “refreshing” and allows them to have a
place in school where they can debate “outside of the box” of strict curriculums and class tasks”
Localization issues
Teachers stated that translation issues are strictly linked to the context in which the course will be
delivered. In particular that depends on:


Who will deliver the course
“If the audience in Finland would be university students in training to become
teachers I don´t think the materials need to be translated at all”;
“I think that the materials in English might be delivered in the original language with
the cooperation and support of language teachers”
“students did understand its contents, even being in English, but only because I helped
translate some unknown words. Although the majority of them said it was OK to
present the power points in English, they also said it would be better if they’d be
translated, because it would be less of an effort for them to understand the words
and focus only on the issue itself”.
“I had to translate most of the content, as I presented it in front of the class”



The type of content/tool to be used for the activities
“regarding to the videos, all students said it lacked subtitles, stating that subtitles
really would be needed”
“I delivered them [the activities] in English and translated them as we watched them
in class”



Who will be the target audience
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“…these activities do not only face problems with students who understand less
English, but above all, many teachers who do not understand the language well
enough to apply the activities”
“I believe that the language barrier is more restrictive and problematic if the target
audience are teachers than if they are students”


Where the course will be delivered
“Since Swedish and English are quite similar languages there were no troubles at all. I
showed the material in English and we discussed in Swedish”
“We developed the activity in Portuguese, which we found very easy to do. The
English texts were translated into Portuguese, having in mind the level of language
skills of the students involved”
“I delivered it in my own language (Norwegian), but some of the examples and videos
were in English”
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eSafety questionnaires answers transcriptions

Record eSafety 1
1.Which course did you
choose?

eSafety

2.Which module did you pick?

Module 6: Addressing inappropriate use (cyberbullying and sexting)

3.Which activity did you pick?

Activity 6.2: Whole-school approach to addressing cyberbullying
Activity 3: Trainer presents the Case Study of Charlie (eS 6.2c Case studyCyberbullying)

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

My students

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

I wanted the students to discuss some forms of cyberbullying related to
the use of social networking and share their own experiences about this
type of cyberbullying. I also wanted to make them aware of the risks they
face when they use social networks.

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

The students aged 17-18 read the story in small groups, asked for more
information and explanations about it, reflected and discussed on the
intentional and unintentional effects of bullying and the roles of the
different people involved.

7.How did the target audience
react to your proposal?

The students were particularly interested in the involuntary aspects of
cyber-bullying and the differences between different types of
communication (in presence / virtual on the net).
They analyzed the attitude and behavior of the people involved and the
consequences of their single actions.

8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

All the students took part in the activity with good interest and each of
them contributed to the debate.
The activity raised the students' awareness and developed their
understanding of these issues.
They realized the importance of reporting any problems they may have
and also small incidents of cyberbullying.

9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

They observed that incidents of cyberbullying are more frequent at an
early age when children are less able to defend themselves. Therefore
schools should help prevent cyberbullying and teach children how to deal
with it.

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate
the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you think
translation should be handled
locally?

I delivered it in English. I had no problems with using it.
I think that the materials in English might be delivered in the original
language with the cooperation and support of language teachers.
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Record eSafety 2
1.Which course did you
choose?

eSafety

2.Which module did you pick?

Module 6

3.Which activity did you pick?

Cyberbullying

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

My students

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

I´ve had 4 students in training to become biology and geography teachers
for upper secondary school, and they were interested in being an
audience for this. I let them choose the activities they were most
interested in.

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

We gathered at school. I showed them the course plan and materials and
then we discussed it for a couple of hours.

7.How did the target audience
react to your proposal?

The were very interested, since they haven´t learned anything about
eSafety at the university.

8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

The students hadn´t thought about these issues as much as they should
have while they were in training. They wanted to know why the university
doesn´t have courses like this for them and wondered if it could be

9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

The whole group wanted to take the course in Brussels. Is it possible for
teacher students to attend the course?

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate
the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you think
translation should be handled
locally?

Since Swedish and English are quite similar languages there were no
troubles at all. I showed the material in English and we discussed in
Swedish.
If the audience in Finland would be university students in training to
become teachers I don´t think the materials need to be translated at all. It
depends on who is going to be the leader of the course. If the course is
held by a Finnish person it might be a good idea to translate the material.
If the material is translated, I think Opetushallitus should be translating it.
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Record eSafety 3
1.Which course did you
choose?

eSafety

2.Which module did you pick?

Module 6

3.Which activity did you pick?

Sexting and the moral compass

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

My students

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

The students were planning a lesson for other student age 14

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

In my class, translating this to Norwegian

7.How did the target audience
react to your proposal?

They liked it, and some used in their lesson

8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

They understood what the moral compass was about

9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

They liked it and it was used for a discussion

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate
the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you think
translation should be handled
locally?

It was delivered in Norwegian. It was easy to use.
The Center for ICT in Norway should translate this.
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Record eSafety 4
1.Which course did you
choose?

eSafety

2.Which module did you pick?

Module 6: Critical thinking and reflection: Sexual issues and sexting

3.Which activity did you pick?

Moral compass to begin a discussion and debate

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

My students

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

We thought that it could be a good way to approach the thematic of the
responsible use of social networks.
It worked as an ice breaker activity among the students.
It was a way to trigger the debate of ideas.
It was useful to organize the debate and the several points of view that
were being discussed.
To scan the students sensibility and their degree of maturity.

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

This activity took place in a middle school and involved 5 groups of 22
students each, with ages around 14 years old.
It was implemented as the first part of a bigger session, which had a total
duration of 90 minutes. We would say the referred activity has a duration
of around 50 minutes max.
We projected several scenario ideas so that the students could take a
position which was described on 8 cardboards fixed on several places on
the classroom walls. Next, the students were invited to defend their
points of view.
The second part of the whole session had to do with the responsible use
of social networks. In this part, some video clips were presented to the
students so that they could comment. At the end, possible risky situations
of internet usage were shown to the students, so that all together we
could find safe ways of dealing with social networks.

7.How did the target audience
react to your proposal?

The audience reacted a little bit shy at the beginning of the session, but as
time was passing, they began to feel more comfortable and they turn out
to be very active participants after a little while.

8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

In general, the students have shown signs of being more aware of internet
risks. From their answers to the applied inquiry we can conclude that they,
somehow, got more conscious of the problems related to internet
misusage.

9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

From their answers to the applied inquiry we can conclude that they,
somehow, got more conscious of the problems related to internet
misusage. They also considered that this kind of activity should happen
more frequently.

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate
the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you think
translation should be handled
locally?

We developed the activity in Portuguese, which we found very easy to do.
The English texts were translated into Portuguese, having in mind the level
of language skills of the students involved.

D3.3 Report on Phase II Validation v20130806 – Page 52 of 82

Record eSafety 5
1.Which course did you
choose?

eSafety

2.Which module did you
pick?

Module 8

3.Which activity did you
pick?

eS8.1 Publishing to a global audience – workshop

4.To which audience did
you deliver the activity?

My students

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

It seemed to me as the most adequate choice because students are quite
responsive to this issue. It is an issue that they are familiar with, but don’t
know much about how much this really happens to others. They are very
curious to know if it happens to other teenagers, from other countries, what
consequences they had and how they react to them.
It is also an issue that can very easily happen to them and, therefore, talking
about it beforehand equips them with some defenses in terms of choices to
make. It is important for them to see real consequences and to hear from
teenagers their testimony on how they regret doing what they did.
These real-life experiences are sad, but once they happened, at least let them
be a way of learning for those who are possible future-victims.

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

I introduced the issue and presented the power points to the class, informing
them that they would be presented in English.

7.How did the target
audience react to your
proposal?

As we browsed the slides I made direct translations of the concepts. The slides
from the chosen activity hasn’t got much text, lots of topic ideas, so translation
was quite easy. But only because I am comfortable with the English language.
Then we watched the videos, Brittney’s story and Evas’ story, and at that
point I had to stop the videos and tell their stories because with no subtitles
the students found it difficult to understand.
A technical suggestion is to embed the videos with a control panel, because at
some point I needed to forward the vídeo and go backwards and there was no
controller to do so. So I opened the individual video files on vlc player to be
able to do so.
After I explained them the stories, my students said they found these real-case
examples very interesting, but it was useless to watch the videos without
subtitles.
They said they didn’t mind me translating the text that appears on the
PowerPoint, but as for the vídeo, they would prefer to have it subtitled instead
of translated, because the speaking of the real person in the vídeo would have
more impact than listening to a third-party person.
I agreed with them.
The issue itself was very well received by my students because they show
dangers that the students take seriously and they always get surprised with
what happens online they did not know about because, some of them, never
happened to them.
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8.What was the impact of
the activity delivered?

They identify with these problems because, either they’ve had them too, or
know someone who had, so it worries them.
Also, getting in touch with real-case consequences that they did not know
could be possible, gives them a lot of curiosity, which makes them participate
actively regarding these issues.
They did not show any boredom and said were willing to have more activities
like these.
Students like to talk about these issues, but not in a constant way, because
that wears out the issue.
Giving them 3 or 4 sessions like this during the school year is “refreshing” and
allows them to have a place in school where they can debate “outside of the
box” of strict curriculums and class tasks. It also humanizes the class, because
their opinions are taken in account and valued, which makes them feel as if
they and their opinions matter… and, actually, they do.

9.What were the
comments and the
observations of the target
audience after the
activity?

They shared similar experiences they had, personally or that happened with
friends. Some (few) said that the girls in the vídeos seemed like Americans and
were surprised that they could fall into such “traps”, saying that they thought
that American teenagers would be more alert regarding these issues than they
were, because they figure that American society is more developed and,
therefore, has more insight regarding these dangers.
They realized that the Internet and online dangers are like diseases: they can
hit anyone, regardless to religious believes, social or economic levels, color of
skin, country, gender, age or language.

10.How easy was it for
you to use the activity in
your own language? Did
you translate the activity
before using, or did you
deliver it in English? The
course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you
think translation should
be handled locally?

I delivered them in English and translated them as we watched them in class.
I did not translate the activity beforehand, because I wanted to get an idea of
how acceptable it would be for the students to face an activity in English.
Regarding to some power points, namely eS 8.1 Publishing to a global
audience, students did understand its contents, even being in English, but only
because I helped translate some unknown words. Although the majority of
them said it was OK to present the power points in English, they also said it
would be better if they’d be translated, because it would be less of an effort
for them to understand the words and focus only on the issue itself.
I had to translate most of the content, as I presented it in front of the class. I
read the content in English and then translated it with the participation of the
students.
Students said that translating the PowerPoint content would not be
mandatory, cause with the help of the teacher (as long as the teacher knows
English), they could analyze it well. But regarding to the vídeos, all students
said it lacked subtitles, stating that subtitles really would be needed.
In my opinion, and after talking to some teachers, these activities do not only
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face problems with students who understand less English, but above all, many
teachers who do not understand the language well enough to apply the
activities. I believe that the language barrier is more restrictive and
problematic if the target audience are teachers than if they are students.
So translating activities into native language for teacher-audiences is more
important than doing it with a student-directed audience.
As for translation solutions and suggestions, I thought about it for quite some
time, and came up (only a couple of days ago) with a “suggestion/solution”:
creating “small” projects in schools, involving ITC and English teachers that
translate, over the school year, the texts to turn into subtitles for the vídeos
and translating the PowerPoint texts, or other docs.
So I would have a proposal to make to CPDLab: how about keeping a
connection with you and integrating a small project in our school?
This is what I mean:
Our school proposed to our Ministry of Education the opening, for 2013-2014,
of a course that our Ministry calls Vocational courses. Vocational courses are
for students who want to finish the 9th grade but have difficulties doing the
normal curriculum, so they search for a more practical learning. Something
that gives them some practical skills, and allows them to get more in contact
with the working world.
We applied to a Vocational Course in ICT, with 2 sub courses a) multimedia
(photo, vídeo and sound editing through software) and b)General software
(advanced Word processor, PowerPoint and online platforms). Half the class
(more or less 10) will attend sub course a) and the other half the sub course b).
The students will have classes with less theory and lots of practice. During the
school year and up until May 2014 students will be taught certain skills in
vídeo, sound and photo editing, and then, between June and July they are
supposed to do a 210 hour internship in several places (companies, other
schools, etc..) where they make useful work for them.
The company has to agree to the partnership, with our school, at the beginning
of the year (in our case it would be until next 28th of June) but will give them
internship only in the months of June and July 2014. The companies or
institutions who accept the interns have no financial obligations towards the
students or the school. Interns go to the companies or schools, do the work
that is required by the company or school and in the end they will be evaluated
according to the quality of the work they’ve done.
There will be different patterns (companies and schools) for our course,
because 15 or 20 students can not be placed in one and the same place, but I
thought that CPDLab could be one of those partners.
But how to solve the problem that students will not be able to be physically
present in CPDLab internship? Well, these students could be working at the
distance in this project, being CPDLab the only online partner.
Since CPDLab has lots of materials in English, vídeos that need Portuguese
subtitles and power points that need translations, how about CPDLab
accepting partnership with our vocational course in multimedia? You would
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only have to choose the activities to be translated and I would coordinate a
small group of students throughout the school year. This project would also
involve our English teacher, who would help students with the translations.
The timeline would be something like this:
1. September/October 2013: CPDLab and I (or even others) pick the activities
to be translated.
2. End of October 2013: I would meet with the English teacher assigned to this
vocational course and talk about translate strategies.
3. Between october2013 and may 2014, students translate the activities from
English to Portuguese, under my and the English teacher’s supervision, using
regular paper or word documents.
4. Between June and July 2014 some students who will be assigned to this little
project in particular (maybe 5 or 6 out of the predicted 20) apply the
translations of the chosen activities (translating PowerPoint, posters, applying
subtitles to the vídeos, etc…)
5. In July 2014 CPDLab analyses the end result and approves the work done by
the interns (all done online, of course). CPDLab could even ask someone close
to you, that knows Portuguese, to check if translations are adequate and as
expected.
6. At the end of this course the interns will receive their evaluation.
7. CPDLab would be able to suggest and interact with us at any time of the
school year, and even suggest what kind of work it is expecting or checking on
progress.
I believe that this sort of partnership is quite possible and could be profitable
for both sides.
I don’t know if it is possible, but I had to ask :) because I thought it would be an
amazing challenge and experience, specially for the kids.
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Record eSafety 6
1.Which course did you
choose?

eSafety

2.Which module did you pick?

I have manly focused on module 2, eSafety for young people and teachers,
but also some on Digital Citizenship and Practical approaches to eSafety in
the classroom

3.Which activity did you pick?

Activity:
2.2 Risks and opportunities
2.3 Safe use of internet
5.1 No grey areas?
7.1 Teaching and learning with digital tools

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

My students

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

The choice is a personal and practical one. We have decided in my school
to intensify and secure a higher standard on teaching eSafety. This means
that I will personally give a course to all the classes in September each
year (and not leave it only to their normal teachers), the course will
include both an introduction, group work and later a survey and an
evaluation on our pupils awareness on eSafety. Working with these
modules and activities I was also preparing my course, and I tried out the
activity for one of my English classes.

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

I did deliver the activity for a class of 10th graders who were just finished
with their exams but still need to sharpen their awareness on eSafety
when they will be moving on to other schools next year.

7.How did the target audience
react to your proposal?

It was a very good session where the student had time to reflect and
discuss. There were obviously areas in my course that they were not
aware of, and using some of the resources from the eSafety course was
very good giving our students a practical approach to eSafety

8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

It is a bit hard to tell, I was a bit short of time to do a proper evaluation,
and these students have now finished at our school. My general
impression based on the discussions during the course was good and as
mentioned previously it gave them some new insight and sharpened
awareness on eSafety for future use.

9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

It was generally good, at the beginning the motivation was a bit low, and it
is not a very "attractive" theme for 16 year olds. But after an introduction
and a few key questions (food for thought) they caught on, and we had a
healthy discussion and some students shared some personal experience.

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate
the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your

I delivered it in my own language (Norwegian), but some of the examples
and videos were in English.
In my point of view I think the trainer/ teachers should as far as possible
translate him/herself, in this process it gives also the teacher the
possibility to add a personal angle and "ownership" to the material
adapting it to the local language and giving it a local profile.
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experience how do you think
translation should be handled
locally?

This can of course be problematic for some, and a national translation
could be the solution to be able to spread out the course locally.
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3.3.3 Future Classroom Scenarios course
Pilot Modules
Six teachers piloted a module of the Future Classroom Scenarios course. Four of them piloted an
activity from module 1 (“The Future is here - Introduction”), one piloted an activity from module 2
(“The Future Classroom and a foresight approach”) and one piloted an activity from module 6 (“My
Learning Story”).
FCS modules
Series1; Module
6; 1; 17%
Module 1
Series1; Module
2; 1; 16%

Module 2
Series1; Module
1; 4; 67%

Module 6

Target
All teachers decided to deliver the pilot activities to colleagues (teachers).
Series1; My
Target of the pilots
students ; 0; 0%

My students
Colleaugues (teachers)
Series1;
Colleaugues
(teachers); 6;
100%
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Impact of the activity delivered
The teachers were engaged by the activities (“This group of teachers was very interested in sharing
experiences and reflecting about them”). Even when the activities required some new knowledge to
be applied teachers seemed to be able to overcome difficulties and understand the added value of the
course (“At first, it seemed a bit complicated for my colleague on how the make a video. I showed him
how he could do this by using an iPad or a Smartphone. After given these instructions my colleague
stated that he really enjoyed the proposal”; “They thought this was a nice way of explore the technical
setting and environment they have”).
The gathered feedback shows that the teachers found the activities linked to their professional context
and were useful for their own professional development (“It makes both the teacher himself and the
audience more aware of his own role as a teacher and his working environment. This is crucial in order
to be able to develop as a teacher and to develop your methods used in the classroom”; “doing this
task is a good way to get a greater awareness of your own role and your own school. In order to create
an even better learning environment for our students these types of tasks are effective as a starting
point for discussion, reflection and development”).

an interesting idea proposed by pilot teachers:
Students could be involved in the activities and in particular in the production of the teacher’s
classroom video:
“They [the teachers] decided to use at least parts of the activity in their own work with students as the
same structure could be used with children as well. I actually tried this structure with my students
already - they made a short video about our school ("What's good in our school").”
Localization issues
Even if trainers translated themselves the most important parts of the activities, the translation into
the national language is considered an important issue.
“I didn't translate the activity, I deliver it in English to the group. But, based on my experience
and knowledge of the Italian teachers I think that translation is fundamental. I do believe is
very important that the activity must be delivered and handled locally”
“It was quite easy to translate those assertions to my own language, but it would be much
easier if all course material is also in your own language”
Some stated that it is not necessary to translate the whole course but only some specific
tools/materials.
“I translated materials in Italian for them. Of course NOT the whole module, but the
questions. So, I think that it's not necessary to translate ALL the FCS project in local
languages, if the trainer knows English. It's necessary to translate only the materials that
trainees have to read and to work directly with”
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Future Classroom Scenarios course questionnaires answers transcriptions
Record FCS 1
1.Which course did you
choose?

FCS

2.Which module did you pick?

FCS 6.0: MY LEARNING STORY

3.Which activity did you pick?

Activity 6.1 : Introducing Learning Stories and Learning Activities
Activity 6.2 : Using Learning Stories and Activities in practice

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

Colleagues

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

Module 6 is interesting in order to let people think about their "learning
story" and share experiences, so to acquire awareness and to realize a
metacognitive reflection.

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

I delivered the activities inside a wider course about ICT in education. I
opened a thread of discussion within a forum, where I incorporated
strategic videos, too. I put questions as they were presented in the
Module 6 instructions.

7.How did the target audience
react to your proposal?

This group of teachers was very interested in sharing experiences and
reflecting about them.

8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

People can focus better on teaching/learning strategies and on the
necessity to invest on teachers' training and empowerment and not only
on technological devices.

9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

They reflected about the Italian situation: collaboration and enthusiasm
can be enhanced, but the problem is the classroom setting, which is more
difficult to be changed, 'cause of security laws and lack of money to buy
up-to-date furniture.

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate
the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you think
translation should be handled
locally?

I translated materials in Italian for them. Of course NOT the whole
module, but the questions. So, I think that it's not necessary to translate
ALL the FCS project in local languages, if the trainer knows English. It's
necessary to translate only the materials that trainees have to read and to
work directly with.
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Record FCS 2
1.Which course did you
choose?
2.Which module did you pick?

Module 1

3.Which activity did you pick?

I picked the activity where the teacher needs to make two videos - one
presenting himself and one presenting his working environment.

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

Colleagues

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

I really like this task. It makes both the teacher himself and the audience
more aware of his own role as a teacher and his working environment.
This is crucial in order to be able to develop as a teacher and to develop
your methods used in the classroom.

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

My colleague got the instructions on a piece of paper and got a deadline
from me for when these videos should be handed over to me.
After I had received the videos and watched them and reflected on the
content and the day after we met and discussed the content.

7.How did the target audience
react to your proposal?

At first, it seemed a bit complicated for my colleague on how the make a
video. I showed him how he could do this by using an iPad or a
Smartphone.
After given these instructions my colleague stated that he really enjoyed
the proposal.

8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

The impact was exactly as stated in 5 above: it makes both the teacher
himself and me even more aware of his role as a teacher, his style of
teaching and also his working environment.
We agreed on the fact that doing this task is a good way to get a greater
awareness of your own role and your own school. In order to create an
even better learning environment for our students these types of tasks are
effective as a starting point for discussion and reflection.

9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

Same answer really as in 8 above: we agreed on the fact that doing this
task is a good way to get a greater awareness of your own role and your
own school. In order to create an even better learning environment for
our students these types of tasks are effective as a starting point for
discussion, reflection and development.

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate
the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you think

Very easy.
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translation should be handled
locally?

D3.3 Report on Phase II Validation v20130806 – Page 63 of 82

Record FCS 3
1.Which course did you
choose?

FCS

2.Which module did you pick?

Modul2

3.Which activity did you pick?

FCS2.3a Stimulation through assertion cards.

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

Colleagues

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

The activity was trained in Brussels so I knew how it works in practice.

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

We made groups and then I give them assertion cards and introductions.

7.How did the target audience
react to your proposal?

It took it very well.

8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

Very positive.

9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

Cards helped them to discuss about subject.

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate
the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you think
translation should be handled
locally?

It was quite easy to translate those assertions to my own language, but it
would be much easier if all course material is also in your own language.
Translation should be made in EU.
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Record FCS 4
1.Which course did you
choose?
2.Which module did you pick?

FCS 1.0, The Future is here - Introduction

3.Which activity did you pick?

Activity 1.2
Me and my school

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

Colleagues

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

Warming up & Teaming up is one of things almost everybody is interested
in. So this was a nice way to start with colleagues, who are not that
familiar with CPDLab. My students are young (10-11 years old), so I
thought it would be easier to try this with teachers.

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

I had a gathering with couple of teachers I know and I told them a bit
about CPDLab and asked them to "play with me". We made sort of "lightweight" version of the activity with digital video camera.

7.How did the target audience
react to your proposal?

They were my friends, so it was easy to "sell the idea". They thought this
was a nice way of explore the technical setting and environment they
have.

8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

Activity worked well - it made target audience to think about their
working environment and technical setting.

9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

They decided to use at least parts of the activity in their own work with
students as the same structure could be used with children as well. I
actually tried this structure with my students already - they made a short
video about our school ("What's good in our school").

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate
the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you think
translation should be handled
locally?

I did give verbal instructions in Finnish, although I would think, they would
have managed with English instructions without an y problems.
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Record FCS 5
1.Which course did you
choose?

FCS

2.Which module did you pick?

The module FCS 1

3.Which activity did you pick?

The activity FCS1.1a - TeamUp.

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

Colleagues

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

I think that one of the major contribution that ICT may give to education is
in promoting collaboration among students. I these years I have
experienced several situation that lead me to such conclusion. I think that
ICT tools could enhance greatly the collaborative dimension of a lecture
and at the same time these kind of tools are not used at all by teachers,
some of them not even know that there is this possibility and the rest
think that these tools are too complicate to be used by a teacher.
I think that the web2.0 offers lot of services very easy to be used even in a
classroom and by a teacher not very skilled. But lot of work need to be
done in creating the right tool that is far to be an easy task. The tool has to
be easy to be used, with few options and settings and that offer the right
services to motivate users.

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

I create a group of 4 colleagues of mine (all experienced science teachers)
and then I introduce them, shortly, the tool Team Up. In addition to this I
explain them the course and the fact that this activity is part of a big
course devoted to help teachers to develop new scenarios in the
classroom with the help of ICT.
I asked them to use TeamUp with the main aim of evaluating it as tool that
support the collaborative school activities (or phases of an activity). Then
we started to use it and discuss in a very open way (like a sort of focus
group).
The main focus of the discussion was to imagine to use it in the classroom
with the purpose of helping the creation of team of interest of students
and based on their interest in particular topic, according to the "Example
of Learning Activity" explained in the provided doc. (file TeamUp.pdf)
For instance some of the question posed were: Do you think might be
helpful Team Up to create group of interest of students to promote
collaborative work in the classroom? pro and cons of this tool. Do you
remember a situation you already experienced were this tool could have
been used?

7.How did the target audience
react to your proposal?

The targeted group react in a general positive way. They are a group of
enthusiastic about use of ICT in the classroom and they are always looking
for (and test) new ways and tools that improve the motivation of students
by means of the ICT. They could be defined as "early adopters" and I
decided that this category was the best one in order to have as much
more feed backs as possible from them.
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8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

They were all very surprised of the tool for two main reasons. None of
them have ever used a tool like this (and never imagine that would have
been possible) and at the same time they were impressed by the catchingeyes interface very easy to use. A couple of them explained that they
have heard of this kind of software but none have ever tried since they
thought the software was too complicate and hard to install/set and
manage. For this reason at the beginning they were amazed to see that
TeamUp make possible create and manage workgroup in a such easy way
just with few clicks.
At the beginning the main focus of the discussion was on the general idea
of using a dedicated tool that help to make and manage the collaborative
work among students. All the members of the group seemed very
enthusiastic to see the main feature offered by TeamUp. Based on the
"Example of Learning activity" provided, some of them started to imagine
a situation in the classroom where this tool might be used. For these
reason I believe that the main idea behind this activity, which is to
improve the collaboration among participants by means of ITC tools is
simply amazing. It could be a very effective way to introduce the
participants to the world of FCS and, at the same time, show and help
them to use a dedicated tool easy to adopt in their everyday work.

9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

After the first impact we started to use TeamUp, some of the participant
with his own computer the others with mine. We add student, make some
team and try the basic functions. The discussion among participants was
always very intense and I had the feeling that each of them do wanted to
give a personal contribution to the improvement of the tool. I think that
everyone, in this way wanted to say something like "I do like this tool so I
want to improve them". In fact the discussion shifted slowly minute after
minute in the direction of finding way to improve it, especially the GUI.
Here is a short list of the main suggestions (O.S. testes: Mac Os X and Win
7, browser Firefox)
- we noticed that in some situation the system doesn't create teams. We
didn't understand why
- when you add a student you have to type the name and then "enter"
otherwise if you click out of the field but on the webpage the system
delete the name you just typed
- it's not very clear (to us, even with the help of the instruction) the aim of
the step called "set rules and team up" and some setting like for instance
"recalculate teams", it could be showed in a more evident way
- they all liked these characteristics of the GUI : few words, lot of icons and
graphic element, few steps to add learner and make teams, the use of
"alt" on buttons, the function of drag and drop, the easy procedure to add
contents
- among the other characteristics that might be improved I mention: no
explanation of the icons to add to each new learner

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate

I didn't translate the activity, I deliver it in English to the group. But, based
on my experience and knowledge if the Italian teachers I think that
translation is fundamental. I do believe is very important that the activity
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the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you think
translation should be handled
locally?

must be delivered and handled locally. There are several objective
elements (like results of several surveys on population of teachers) that
clearly indicate that now in Italy if you want to deliver a professional
teacher training like this you have to deliver it in Italian.
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Record FCS 6
1.Which course did you
choose?

FCS

2.Which module did you pick?

I picked module 1.

3.Which activity did you pick?

I chose the warm up exercises.

4.To which audience did you
deliver the activity?

Colleagues

5.Give the reasons of your
choices

After scanning through the course once again, I found out that the
following modules couldn't be done without those in advance.
Furthermore I found it interesting to have a discussion about the different
warm up questions. In addition to the exercises with my colleagues I had a
discussion with my students what they think school will be like in the
future, here we took the perspective in 10 years time, 50 years, and after
100 years. My students should also answer which IT tools they know
would be useful to use in school today. The last question was what they
think what kind of challenges we have to deal with according to the
digital world.
I know the discussion with my students is not part of the FSC course, but I
got the idea reading through all the papers and handouts and hope my
results are interesting and useful for you as well.

6.How did you deliver the
activity?

I delivered the activity as questions on a piece of paper and by having
discussions.

7.How did the target audience
react to your proposal?

There was no special reaction to my proposal as I explained why I needed
their help.

8.What was the impact of the
activity delivered?

It was useful to get some answers written down as you can see similarities
in the answers. There were vivid discussions.

9.What were the comments
and the observations of the
target audience after the
activity?

After the activity there came up discussions about other subjects
connected to teaching. We were discussing the problems connected to
the platform "it's learning" which we use at our school. There are also
problems connected to the teacher's IT knowledge and unstable internet
conditions. Another discussion was if it would be more useful to use iPads
instead of computers.

10.How easy was it for you to
use the activity in your own
language? Did you translate
the activity before using, or
did you deliver it in English?
The course and materials are
in English, from your
experience how do you think
translation should be handled
locally?

To my colleagues I delivered the activity in English as most of them are
English teachers. But here the problem is that when you have people
gathered and all of them have the same nationality, they will start
discussing in their own language, if not immediately, but after a while. I
think this is easier, when people of different nationality are together.
For my students I delivered the activity in their own language as they were
not my English class.
I think it depends of who is supposed to do the activities and who
participates at the course. If the course has to be translated, I think those
responsible at each university should do the job, so that everything is
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ready to use and everyone gets the same version as translation contents
interpretation as well.

3.4 ANNEX: validation tools
The following validation tools were applied during the project:


ANNEX 1-3: ONLINE VALIDATION FORMS FOR VALIDATION TEACHERS



ANNEX 4: VALIDATION SEMINAR: TOOL 1, DAY 1 – OBSERVATION GRID FOR VALIDATION
MODERATORS



ANNEX 5: VALIDATION SEMINAR: TOOL 2, DAY 2 – MODERATED VALIDATION SESSION QUESTIONS FOR VALIDATION TEACHERS



ANNEX 6: VALIDATION SEMINAR: TOOL 3: DAY 2 – LOCALISATION SESSION - QUESTIONS FOR
VALIDATION TEACHERS



ANNEX 7: FINAL VALIDATION QUESTIONNAIRE

D3.3 Report on Phase II Validation v20130806 – Page 70 of 82

ANNEX 1
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ANNEX 2
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ANNEX 3
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ANNEX 4
DAY 1 – OBSERVATION GRID FOR VALIDATION MODERATORS
OBSERVER NAME:
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
PARTICIPANTS’ REACTIONS

YES

NO

Participants show interest and curiosity

□

□

Participants interact with course lead

□

□

If yes, making comments

□

□

If yes, asking questions

□

□

□

□

Participants show perplexity and puzzlement
If yes, please specify when and why

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
Participants show excitement about the module

□

□

If yes, please specify when and why
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
COURSE LEAD PERFORMANCE
Course lead performance is well simulating real

□

□

□

□

course session
Course lead feedback to participants reactions
is qualitative valuable
If no, please specify when and why
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
Free remarks:
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ANNEX 5
DAY 2 – MODERATED VALIDATION SESSION
QUESTIONS FOR VALIDATION TEACHERS

1) Did you get a precise idea of how the module/s will be delivered?
2) What was your first thought about it/them?
3) Had you imagined something similar to what you were delivered?
4) What can you observe on the following items:
a. Technology:
i. Is ICT competence necessary to fully understand and participate in the
module?
ii. What degree of digital competence is necessary to apply what you learn in
the course in your own classroom?
b. Pedagogy
i. Is the module too trainer-centred? If yes, could it be done differently and
how?
ii. Did you acquire some skills that you did not possess before and what ones?
iii. Does the module contain assessment tool on the teacher learning? If yes, is
this sufficient? What could be improved?
iv. Is the topic motivating to you?
c. Content
i. Was the module content totally new to you? If not, what did you learnt that
you didn’t know?
ii. Was the module content relevant to you?
iii. What can you comment on the tools/resources used by the trainer?
5) Free remarks
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
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ANNEX 6
DAY 2 – LOCALISATION SESSION
QUESTIONS FOR VALIDATION TEACHERS

1) Do you think the course could be used as it is in your country?

2) If yes, who (Ministry, local ministry authorities, training agencies, Universities) is in the best
position to deliver the course as it is?

3) If not, who (Ministry, local ministry authorities, training agencies, Universities) is in the best
position to adapt, transform, translate the course content?

4) What training model is most suitable for teachers in your country and why? Face-to-face,
blended learning, e-learning (self-paced learning, MOOC-style course etc.)

5) What format should the course content have when localized?
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ANNEX 7
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