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FAMILY AND SOCIAL COHESION

First Peer Review Exchange 

Turin, 27-29 May 2004

Rating scale
Poor = 1




Unsatisfactory = 2




Satisfactory = 3




Good = 4




Very Good = 5

Workshop Organization

How did you find information sent to you prior to the workshop?



3.26/Satisfactory
The information sent out was seen good and useful (*3), but more information on the projects and participants was missing (*3). Also more information should have handed out beforehand so that coordinators could have translated it in Spanish or other foreign languages prior to the PREW.
How did you find the arrangements in respect of your travel to the workshop? 
3.05/Satisfactory 
Comments
· Could be difficult if you were not part of a delegation
· Very much the long way round; would have quite happily contributed rather than travel for 14 hours 
· This long travel time was due to our local arrangements and is not a reflection on the information provided in advance of the event
· The service of interpretation was not sufficient – should have been explained in Spanish.
· Difficulty arises with claiming expenses for inbound flights. Would be helpful to have peer review methodology & other information longer in advance, to help with local preparations.

Accommodation and catering

How did you find the following items: 

a)
Hotel 




3.82/Good 

b)
Evening meal (Thursday)
3.11/Satisfactory
 

c)
Evening meal (Friday)

3.56/Good 

d)
Evening meal (Saturday)
3.60/Good

e)
Lunch (Friday)


4.00/Good

f )
Lunch (Saturday)


3.50/Good







3.60/Good 
Comments
· The Italian organization was very, very good. Very warm and creative (the theatre)

· Would have been nice to have a choice. Unsure of what we were getting to eat on occasion. 
· For Saturday, can be better if you give us a ticket to can go to another place for dinner or lunch, so that we could go to do other things. 
· Lunch on Friday was excellent 
· Accommodation was fine, the only problem was being on the end of the hotel. I think the residents next door like to play their music loud!
Workshop Venue

How did you find the Workshop venue?


3.44/Satisfactory
The venue was really good (*2) with very friendly and cooperative staff. However it was too noisy during the group works, as there were too many groups in a small space close to each other (*4)

Interpretation service 

How did you find the service provided?



3.08/Satisfactory
The interpretation on Friday morning’s presentations was good (*4), where as the interpretation on Thursday, on Friday afternoon, in the theatre and on the groups was unsatisfactory (*3). The working in groups was seen difficult without a proper interpretation, as it made debating harder and limited the input of the people who had to translate (*3). The language of the materials was also a problem for non-English speakers, material should have been sent beforehand to participants in order to have them translated (*2). 
· Was very good at the Maroccan center, on Friday morning: the right equipment was available. Essential to manage that side of the service. 
· The interpretation can be better spread throughout the entire duration of the workshop, not only made available for the presentation of local cases. 
· All member participants did not get an opportunity to share their experience during workshop discussions. Better interpretation would have insured better interaction between participants

· Requirement for adequate interpreting and translation must be made. 
Workshop Program 

How did you find the following items in the program:

1.
Presentation of Latent Potential



3.12/Satisfactory
2.
Presentation of The Gate




3.15/ Satisfactory
4.
The PREW methodology




3.22/ Satisfactory
5.
Objectives of the PREW





3.44/ Satisfactory
6.
Objectives of Latent Potential




3.56/Good

7.
Presentation on “Family Transformation”


3.61/Good

8.
Local Experience by the Migrant & Native 

Women Association





3.78/Good

9.
Local Experience by Parini School



3.88/Good
10
Local Experience by AMECE Association


3.76/Good

10.
Workshop







3.00/ Satisfactory
11.
Playback Theatre Performance


 
3.13/ Satisfactory
12. 
Review and Evaluation of Workshop


3.22/ Satisfactory
13. 
Touring 







4.00/Good










3.45/ Satisfactory
Please indicate the things in the workshop program that you found most relevant to your local situation

The most relevant were the “Spazi al Femminile” Project (*2) and its methodology; the small group work (*3) gave an opportunity to discuss, compare and exchange experience in more depth (*3). The most interesting was the experiences of Turin municipality and “The Gate” (*3).

Comments

· Issues faced by voluntary organization; language as barrier; personal motivation to improve the situation for ethnic minorities 
· To look at new projects; exchange experience about similar questions with different solutions in different places: refined, local
· Some of the project that presented in Torino: we could take more ideas to try to answer to our organization; how the person try to set up and organize a association; the person that are involved in the project are really involved in their organization and in the territory; that all the project are supported (but not so much financially) by the Gate Committee, and within a global project umbrella
· Similarities in terms of emphasis on capacity + confidence building – thus tapping latent potential + promoting active citizenship. Was able to relate to experiences; Link between area-based community development + regeneration/ neighbourhood renewal; area-based work. taking off in Northamptonshire; Ideas exchanged on ways in which neighbourhood/regeneration + area-based work very. useful; Ways in which area-based work can develop with people from diverse ethnic backgrounds + women in particular. 
· Diversity of cultures; experience of comparing the way some issues are dealt with versus the way we would deal with them
· The objectives, methodology, purpose and outcome; the importance and sensitivity of voluntary workers
· The experiences of the participants, in the theme of participation of the associations that took place in the afternoon: very good AG0 Association 
· How voluntaries are involved in running projects
· The difference of the migrants in Italy and Holland; the way AMECE and Fratia are self sustained; the similarities of the migrants all over Europe; the contact with the others
· The fact that teachers want to help after school time and that the school building can be used; the fact that there are no childcare centers in Torino. (workshop B)
· The case studies gave an insight into the experiences of immigrant and other minority communities similar to experience in the UK
· Informal contact with group members; the contact with Yasmin Mahmood from Northamptonshire. 

· Host participants attended and took part in such an exchange for first time, had found it extremely useful and will apply many aspects to their work (Latent Potential realized!); opportunities for working more collaboratingly at European & local levels; can apply or consider applying some aspects of the information in their/our own area of work

· Information from FRATIA about recent migrant flows to Italy by Romanians – we have similar new flows in Northamptonshire; working with parents – a lot of the work we do in community safety involves working with parents to try & prevent youth offences, interesting to learn about different methods of engagement; working in small areas & concentrating efforts – there are pockets of deprivation in Northampton where similar projects such as the Gate run; partnership working between voluntary, private & public sector – very common way of dealing with problems in the UK generally, but particularly for crime & social exclusion
Please indicate the things in the workshop program that you found least relevant to your local situation

The subject on immigrants in Italy was seen the least relevant (*2). Also the fact that the projects presented were quite new meant that there were not many results or experiences to share only expectations (*3).

Comments 
· There was little to learn as the group was too new in its development

· When six project meet all things could be relevant, the problem is the exchange methodology. Is necessary to have more information prior to the PREW about the projects that will be presented during the workshop and to develop a work methodology in different languages (for instance: working individually at first)
· Mostly everything was okay. I did thing we spent too much time going over the details of what was expected of us considering that this should be the role of the local coordinators to inform the participants and to ensure they understand what was happening. 
· By comparison to my local situation they had little to offer as they were doing things that we were doing 20 years ago. 

· Nothing specific – it’s all information & learning.
· The language issue was very important, if we haven’t possibilities to translation is very difficult; we haven’t studied about gender equality like central aim, mainly about to have decisions; so, the workshops was interesting but this doesn’t answer about to make decisions woman
· That there are too many volunteer work; sometimes there are same project that don’t have any relation with the theme “woman in decision making”, we didn’t talk too much about that; the methodology it not new ( we need more information, and to work with that the people need more information, but not like you give us, because it’s really obvious.
· Explanations around community development – as it is well developed + fairly well researched in UK, while it seems to be only just developing in Italy
· Focus on immigrants
· The project FRATIA about Romanians in Italy: the project was too  new
· The methodology included too many questions, there was a lack of time to answer all the questions. We did not get to discuss about them enough.

· Not all participants exchanged or contributed to the process as well as they possibly could

· For me nothing was irrelevant. I think even though some of the problems are different, methods of tackling them provided ways of looking at your own methods and evaluating them; translation was very good but did slow things down and I also thought the handouts could have been available in other languages; would have been useful to have more information on the handouts provided by the projects; information exchange opportunities could have been more formalised

What advise would you give in enabling the management team to improve the future workshops

From oral discussion the following points came up: 
· More time/emphasis should have been allocated for experience exchange between all different cities on the different projects during the working group session. Participants woud have been able to learn from a maximum number of partners during these exchanges.

· Not enough emphasis to cover the process of decision making; many participants were however people who are involved in decision making

· Active animation/moderation of small group discussion is critical.

· We should have had a decision maker from the municipality available t explain their strategy.
· Indicators are not so relevant for women participating in the project, yet, decision makers in the government have different needs than beneficiary/participants. For a decision maker, follow up (with indicators) is important.
· Somewhat difficult to evaluate some of these projects that are based on voluntary work and are still to be completed
Written comments were on the same lines:
· Need to make use of smaller groups and breakout rooms; DO NOT try to make decisions by committee; the moderators were not visible and did not provide any leadership or co-facilitation; better time management; need to engage “quieter” contributors.

· Development a methodology very focused to the aims project: women in decision making
· We need a meeting with local coordinators to know which is their role in the workshop; the director should attend all meetings; It’s very important to have a person who animated the workshops (but more important the peer-review exchanges) 

· Better/stronger facilitation of workshops; Enable more participation from members – giving all an opportunity to discuss + share experiences; Better time-management – so that more topics could be covered + all could participate effectively

· To ensure a checklist of the essential requirements that will be provided by the hosting country/partner. That way advise could be given/supplied to participants so they were under no expectations of what was or wasn’t on offer.

· Provide realistic transport budget; unrealistic to think that you can travel for 14 hours and give an effective contribution the day of arrival.
· More site visits would be beneficial; although the Friday agenda looked vey hard going on paper – I was surprised at how enjoyable it was! Even though the presentations were a bit long.
· More creative interaction; more exchange about the local European projects like for example each country. 

· First day a general info (in total at a good place such as the location of Friday); Give more specific info about partners before coming; More time between presentation a/b/c; Start in time. Being present at 9.00 o’clock and starting at 9.45 is not fine.
· The problem of translation in the groups: you can’t debate without a translation. There were 3 different languages in the groups and only translation in Italian-English. Thursday and Saturday: no translation 

· Solving the translation problem; workshop moderators should have directed debates more actively; the director of the project should be present until the end; propose to have the evaluation forms in the participants languages 

· Improved communication across languages; Overall it was a well organized program and the staff at the Gate were very helpful. 
· More focus on how problems arising in different projects were solved 

· More creative action; more exchange between the different participants especially the different projects.

· Sharper & more focused objectives; better facilities for information to allow exchange of information & participation. Information form the presentations about the projects enable partners to work together outside of LP make the review methodology simpler.
· The template provided for the peer review report was very thorough & useful however some of the questions do not lend themselves to the projects running. The section on project management in particular I felt was geared to much more formal work with project plans etc. some of the projects in Turin did not fit into this model of plan, implementation, evaluation etc. I realize however that this is something that can be included as part of the report.[image: image4.png]



[image: image2]
Funded through European Commission






7/7

[image: image3.jpg]


