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Minutes of the PARSEL meeting and workshop
- held at the University of Lund, 18-20th August 2007

Present were:  Wolfgang, Martin (IPN);  Piotr (Lund);  Claus Bolte (Free Univ, Berlin);  Avi, Rachel, Ron (from Sunday) (Weizmann); Georgios (Ioannina);  Jan (SLU, Denmark),  Miia (Tartu); Jack (ICASE).
Apologies for absence: Cecelia and Pedro (Lisbon).
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SECTION 1.    HOUSEKEEPING
Piotr set out the arrangements for the meeting. Appreciation was expressed by partners present for his efforts.
SECTION 2.    THE CURRENT STATUS OF PARSEL

2.1
Status of Modules developed by partners
The expectation was that each partner would have 6 modules written in English following the templates produced by Pedro. Discussions were held on:
2.1.1
The modules actually available

These are illustrated in appendix 1 by means of a table.  It was noted that not all partners were able to supply 6 modules. These partners were urged to obtain additional modules as soon as possible and to make them available on the PARSEL website in the format agreed – see section 2.1.3.  
2.1.2
The next stage

The developed modules need to conform to the PARSEL set-up and model and meet the criteria put forward to the degree agreed by partners. Once this is achieved the modules are checked by a reviewer for suitability as PARSEL material. The partners then decide modules to translate (see section 7 for discussion on the number of modules to be translated). The selection of modules to be tried out by each partner is identified. Finally teachers are prepared for involvement in trying out modules (see section 7 for a discussion on the number of teachers to involve and the preparation recommended),  

2.1.3 The template
The templates supplied by University of Lisbon for -  student material, teaching guide and assessment - were much appreciated and the guidelines indicated for font sizes, margins etc were taken as final. Most partners had already modified their modules to fit these guidelines. 
The following changes were proposed :
· adding a header;
· the footer;
· standardising the frontpage(s);
and there was discussion on the sequencing of the components of the module, especially concerning teacher notes. 

2.1.3.1
 It was proposed and agreed that the header should consist of:

· PARSEL logo (on the left)

· EU logo (in the centre)

· Institute creating the model logo (on the right)

    This header would run through all module pages

2.1.3.2  
It was proposed and agreed that the footer should consist of:

· module identifier code

· page number, if given. 

This means that the set of logos of the partners do not appear on each page.
2.1.3.3 Instead, the logos of all partners (in the sequence as put forward by University of Lisbon unless objections were raised by partners on receipt of these minutes) would appear on the front cover (the frontpage) of the module and be proceeded by :

PARSEL teaching –learning materials compiled by the consortium
as part of an EC FP6 funded project (SAS6-CT-2006-042922-PARSEL).

    (see appendix 2 for an example)
2.1.3.4  
The front page was suggested to carry the title of the module, the grade level for which it was intended, the subject specification and the science conceptual learning topic involved (appendix 2).


2.1.3.5 
There was discussion, but no final agreement on what else constitutes the front page(s) and whether this had to be standardised across partners.  Suggestions included:

· Carrying a picture on the front page

· Adding an abstract

· Indicating the overall objectives/competencies

· Specifying the sections included – for example, the previous

	Attached files

	1. 
	Student activities
	Describes the scenario in more detail and the tasks the students should perform

	2.
	Teaching guide
	Suggests a teaching approach

	3. 
	Assessment
	Gives suggested formative assessment strategies

	4.
	Teacher's notes
	States the theoretical physics and gives the expected calculations


· Adding a general introduction to the PARSEL model guiding the materials, for example,

This unique teaching-learning material is intended to guide the teacher towards promoting students’ scientific literacy by recognising learning in 4 domains – intellectual development, the process and nature of science, personal development and social development.

Its uniqueness extends to an approach to science lessons which is designed to be popular and relevant. For this the approach is intentionally from society to science and attempts to specifically meet student learning needs.

This uniqueness is specifically exhibited by:

1. a society related and issue-based title (supported in the student guide by a scenario);

2. student-centred emphasis on scientific problem solving, encompassing the learning of a range of educational and scientific goals;

3. including socio-scientific decision making to relate the science acquired to societal needs for responsible citizenship.

Finalising of actual layout for the frontpage needs to be undertaken by e-mail, skype or video-conferencing.
2.1.4 What would be made available to the European Commission

It was agreed that all modules, English version, would be sent to Brussels and therefore they must be on the PARSEL website by, at the very latest, 15th October so that the coordinator can compile the report to the European Commission in a suitable manner. 

2.2
Developments undertaken (and to be expected) re-Workpackages

2.2.1
Workpackage 2 – The PARSEL Model 

It was noted that workpackage 2 is coming to a close – end month is 12 (i.e. end of September 2007). All person months allocated by each partner for workpackage 2 need to be utilised by that date and work done indicated in the report to the European Commission.

2.2.2  
Workpackage 2 has the following objectives  (p35 in project document):
O2.1  
Collection from partners of teaching material and resources relevant to the project

O2.2  
Classification of the collected materials based on intended use.


(previously achieved).
O2.3  
Development of a model for relevant science teaching/learning based on the materials/resources. 


(to be achieved in this meeting – see section  4).
O2.4  
Modification of collected materials/resources based on the model.

(to be undertaken by all partners before the reviewing process – see section 8).

All partners need to include O2.2, and O2.4 in their reports to the European Commission.  The objectives O2.1 and O2.3 will be covered by the leader of workpackage 2 (Univ of Tartu). But to assist the compilation of O2.1, please can you send the list of full titles to Jack, or alternatively make sure that they are loaded into the PARSEL website. 

2.2.3
The following Deliverables were specified in the project document:
D2.1  
Record of science related materials/resources collected (to be completed by month 8).   
(current status -  to be completed – awaiting final modules for all partners. It is proposed that full materials, in English, are included in the report to be sent to the European Commission by Wolfgang at the end of month 12).         
D2.2  
Classification of the materials in terms of relationship to relevance of science education (to be completed by month 10). 
(current status -   classification details determined and applied to modules  with respect to subject, grade level and title; final classification to be confirmed by reviewer).   
D2.3  
A model for the development of science teaching/learning materials/resources (to be completed by month 12) .
(current status – draft model discussed in the meeting; see section 4). 

D2.4  
Exemplar materials based on the model (to be completed by month 12).
(current status -  6 draft modules available from most partners, but need modification and then checked by a reviewer against model and criteria).

D2.5  
Interim report on materials for ‘best practice’ in science teaching (to be completed by month 10).    
(current status – to be completed by leader of workpackage 2: awaiting a full set of modules).
D2.6  
Final report on ‘best practice’ in teaching/learning materials for relevant science education (to be competed by month 13) .
(current status – to be completed by leader of workpackage 2 and then agreed by all partners, once full set of modules are available).
2.2.4
Milestones and expected result for workpackage 2
M2.1  
Agreed guidelines for materials/resources to be collected by month 3. 

(current status - guidelines agreed).
M2.2  Development of procedure for classifying materials by month 3.

(current status  - procedure agreed).

M2.3  Collection of teaching materials from participating countries with classification by month 7.

(current status – available for most partners).
M2.4  
Model illustrating philosophy, style and emphases for teaching/learning material for relevance by month 12.

(current status –see section 4).
M2.5  
Final report ‘Best practice in teaching/learning materials and resources (no specified date  for completion – anticipated completion month 30) 

(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible). 
M2.6  
Teaching materials published on the project web-site by month 27.

(current status  - coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible).
2.3
Workpackage 6 (holding of meetings/workshops)
It as noted that this meeting/workshop is number 3 (with the total for PARSEL being 7 meetings/workshops, including the final conference). The utilisation of substantial person months and finances associated with workpackage 6 should be expected from each partner by the end of the reporting period (month 12). 

2.3.1
Objectives of meetings/workshops (p36 in project document)
This workpackage develops links between partners through the use of face-to-face meetings, workshops, and national and trans-European events for the development of the networks and regional hubs.

O6.1
To coordinate meetings on the theme of the project.

O6.2
To ensure inter-regional co-ordination and communication of ideas and developments.

O6.3 
To provide an opportunity to determine the nature and scope of progress.

O6.4 
To create opportunities for collaboration and partnership between project partners.

2.3.2
The following Deliverables were specified
D6.1 
Workshop meetings for partners to engage in face-to-face dialogue. in months 2,7, 12,16, 21, 25, and the final conference in month 29. 

(current status – meeting 1 held month 4, meeting 2 in month 8, meeting 3 in month 11; next meeting planned for month 16 – see section 10).
D6.2 
A final report that will cover:

· The success of the face-to-face workshops and hence the project network; 

· The role played by others involved in the workshops and its success;

· The manner in which the workshops have been a forum for developments, collaborative discussions and sharing of best practices and the outcomes related to the need to raise the relevance of science education (workshop reports to be completed by months 4, 10, 13, 17, 22, 26 and 30).

current status -  reports for workshop 1 completed, report for workshop 2 to be finalised, this report is for workshop 3; reports on other workshops yet to be undertaken. Final report to be completed by month 30).   
2.3.3
Milestones and expected result for workpackage 6
M6.1 
Initial workshop meeting to plan potential developments, strategies to be adopted collaboratively and the timeline focus for effective inputs into future workshop meetings.


(current status – completed).
M6.2 
Interim workshop meetings (involving partners, selected persons from partner countries/community of practice within the host country), in months 7, 12, 16, 21, and 26 to share and reflect on achievements,  plan further dissemination strategies and to put forward plans for appropriate continuing development to enhance relevant science teaching/learning strategies and materials/resources.


(current status – workshops 2 and 3 undertaken, but little involvement in these of additional persons from host countries).
M6.3  
Conference (month 29) to reflect on the meaning of scientific literacy in the light of achievements related to dissemination of tested materials and/or resources based on the model and seen as enhancing relevant science education. 


(current status – see section 11).
M6.4  
Final Report regarding the strategy, outcomes and future engagement between partners. 

(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible. Expected completion is month 30).
2.4
Status of Ongoing Workpackages 
Workpackages 1 (management), 5 (wider dissemination) and 7 (evaluation of the project and its progress) are all in progress and partners need to determine the person-months coverage to date in these areas. The lead partner in each of these areas should be aware of current developments in these workpackage areas.
2.4.1
Objectives for workpackage 1 (project management)  - page 34 in project document  

This work package is concerned mainly with:

O1.1  
Developing a shared strategy between partners.
O1.2  
Mobilising and co-ordinating financial provision throughout the network 
O1.3  
Effective planning and co-ordination, in collaboration with teachers, teacher educators, scientists and industry, and with the sub-contractor, for the development of the project 
O1.4  
Fundraising and publicity.

2.4.2
The following Deliverables are specified 

D1.1 
An interim report that will report on the operational strategy developed in order to mobilise and coordinate the provision of financial resource throughout the network. It will also include information on the nature of inter-regional co-ordination and communication of ideas and best practice. It will include information on the nature of opportunities developed during the course of the programme for collaboration and partnership between network members (to be completed by month 20).

(current status – coordination by workpackage leader in progress).
D1.2 
A final report that will cover the points identified in the interim report and provide a budget statement and the evaluation of the project (to be completed by month 30).

(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible).
2.4.3
Milestones and expected result for workpackage 1
M1.1 
Statements specifying intentions from each partner networking with other partners by month 3.

(current status -  complete re- modules, but manpower/dissemination intentions yet to be specified).
M1.2 
Interim reports gathered from the partners regarding the strategy effectiveness by month 18 so that it can feed the creation of deliverable D1.1.



(current status – yet to be completed).
M1.3 
Interim report from evaluator regarding project progress and effectiveness (to be completed by month 18).               

(current status – evaluators yet to be identified).
M1.4 
Final Report on the operation of the project and the inter-regional coordination and communication by month 30.

(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible).                                     
2.4.4
Additional important milestones given on page 4-5 of the project document
Quality assurance through steering committee meetings to be held in months 5, 10, 14, 18, 23, 27.
(current status – steering committee meetings only held as part of project meetings in months 4, 8, 11; for plans on video conferencing see section 13).
Quality assurance from external reference group to be achieved by month 20 and also month 29.
(current status – external reference group not yet identified.)

2.4.5
Objectives for workpackage 5 (coordination of wider dissemination)  - page 38 of project document.
The main function of this work package is the creation (by all partners) of -
O5.1  
Journal articles.

O5.2  
Delivery of conference papers.

O5.3  
Newsletter for teachers, industry and school leaders.

O5.4  
The creation of an interactive website for the establishment of a virtual community for science educators throughout Europe.

O5.5  
Dissemination mechanism for all work packages.

2.4.6
The following Deliverables are specified for workpackage 5
D5.1 
Mechanism to collate information for dissemination. (to be completed by month 6).

(current status – mechanisms agreed as per objectives specified above).
D5.2 
The provision of controlled and monitored interactive website for information dissemination and discussion opportunity. (to be completed by month 12). 

(current status - website initiated,  but only open to partners – see section 5).
D5.3 
A final report covering:

· The nature and success of the dissemination strategy, nationally and internationally.

· The effectiveness of the project in collecting and disseminating information and outcomes.
· The manner in which the provision of European, national and local dissemination strategies have been met.  (to be completed by month 30).
(current status - symposium to be held in ESERA, August 2007;  symposium submission to NARST, 2008; symposium submission to NSTA, 2008,  see section 9).
2.4.7
Milestones and expected result for workpackage 5. 

M5.1  
Establishment of prototype website for partners by month 12.




(current status – website initiated for partners).                            
M5.2 
Journal articles and other dissemination materials publication (no month indicated). 

(current status – yet to be initiated, but see section 10).      
M5.3 
Interim report to determine the effectiveness of the dissemination strategy by month 18.     

(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible).
M5.4 
Final report regarding dissemination mechanism nationally and internationally by month 30.  

(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible).
2.4.8
Objectives for workpackage 7 (evaluation of project and its progress) page 40 of project document. 
O 7.1 
To provide diagnostic feedback to guide the project during the lifetime of the project.

O 7.2 
To provide a summative report that provides indicators regarding the success of the project.

O 7.3  
To provide recommendations for further future development.
2.4.9
The following Deliverables are specified.
D7.1  
A interim report that will give some indication regarding how well the project objectives are being addressed and provide recommendations guide continuing development  (to be completed by month 20).

(current status -  yet to be initiated).
D7.2 
A final report that will give indicate the success of the project in meeting the project objectives and in providing recommendations to further inform future development (to be completed by month 30).

(current status   - coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible).                    

2.4.10
Milestones and expected result for workpackage.7.
M7.1 
Interim reports to help diagnose progress and areas that need attention by month 20.

(current status – yet  to be initiated).
M7.2  
Final Report to document the outcomes in terms of meeting the project objectives effectively by month 30. 


(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible).





2.5
Status of Workpackages to be initiated
2.5.1
Workpackages 3 has not so far been enacted. It was noted that there was some discrepancy over when workpackage 3 should be initiated (whether month 13 or 14). The workpackage descriptor (page 36 in project document) was taken to be the more accurate and hence the starting month was accepted as month 13. Discussion on the needs from workpackage 3 are specified in a separate section – see section 7).
2.5.2 There as also some confusion over the starting date for workpackage 4, but again the workpackage descriptor (page 37 in project document) was taken as the guide. This indicates starting from month 6. A presentation and discussion on this workpackage is indicated later in the minutes – see section 8).   
SECTION 3     REPORT TO EUROPEAN COMMISSION
3.1
All partners would need to contribute to the report, but the whole would be submitted to the European Commission by Wolfgang as the coordinator.  The report is due at the end month 12 (i.e. end of September 2007) and the next pre-financing will not be obtained from the European Commission until the report has been received and agreed.
3.2
It was noted that the European Commission would require, from each partner,

1 An Activity Report containing an overview of the activities carried out by the consortium during that period, a description of the progress towards the objectives of the project, a description of progress towards the milestones and deliverables foreseen, the identification of the problems encountered and corrective action taken And updated plan for using and disseminating the knowledge shall be included as a separate part of this report.
2 A periodic Management Report including:
(i) a justification of the resources deployed by each contractor, linking them to activities implemented and justifying their necessity;
(ii) the Form C Financial statement set out in Annex VI, provided by each contractor for that period (with costs reported in Euros);
(iii) a summary financial report consolidating the claimed costs of all the contractors in an aggregate form, based on the information provided in Form C.
3 A Report on the distribution between contractors made during that period of the Community financial contributions.
4 Any supplementary reports required   (none required).  

3.3
It was agreed that Wolfgang would supply each partner with more detailed guidelines before the end of September. Form C is given as Appendix 3.
3.4
It was unclear during the meeting whether an audit was required from each partner and Wolfgang was asked to seek further advice. The advice given indicated that an audit was necessary. Each partner is this required to obtain an audit. It was noted that an audit would need to be through official channels and the cost is likely to exceed the 500 Euros specified in the budget of each partner. The additional monies would need to be taken from the amount specified for management costs within the budget of each partner.
3.5
Wolfgang pointed out that the total amount of monies spent and accounted for (across all partners) in the first reporting period (months 1-12) would influence the status of PARSEL and would determine the amount of pre-financing (the amount received for the next stage of PARSEL).  It was advantageous for PARSEL to show that it had spent as much as the monies that it had indicated in its workpackages form the months 1-12. Without substantial monies available before the final conference, the ability to fund the running of the conference, as intended, will become an issue.
SECTION 4     CRITERIA for MODULES and PARSEL MODEL

4.1
The Draft Criteria

4.1.1
Discussions were held on the revised version of the PARSEL criteria requirements which were circulated in July. It was suggested that 4 columns were sufficient. However it was suggested the form was used to review modules in 3 groups the following day. 
4.1.2
The criteria requirement form was tried out by 3 groups using different modules. The outcomes from this are given in appendix 4. Comments by each of the groups are given in section 6.1.  
4.1.3
After using the criteria a form to check some actual PARSEL modules, further comments were forthcoming related to the revised criteria form. This covered the need to:

· reduce the number of response column from 5 to 4;
· further reduce overlap between items;
· clarify the sections on nature of science and experimentation;
· further ensure that only one criterion was involved for each judgement. 
This revised version is given in appendix 5

4.1.4
On the basis of the comments an additional revised version of the criteria form was developed by the leader for workpackage 2. This latest version was distributed to all partners and is given in appendix 6. 

4.1 Draft PARSEL model for Relevance and Popularity of Science Education for Scientific Literacy
4.2.1
A Draft version of the PARSEL model was presented to the meeting. It was based on descriptors in the project document which draw attention to the need to :

· ground relevance in that which is familiar to student – this being taken to mean ‘the everyday life experiences of students’ and the issues that are being raised in their world; it recognizes that teaching approach and the manner of student involvement are also important but these factors come into play once the teaching is underway rather than be explicit relevance factors from the start; 
· emphasise conceptual learning using processes which encompass student centred,  problem solving, enquiry approaches in which student experimentation is seen as important; 
· recognise the importance of relating the newly acquired conceptual science learning in a social environment and especially in utilising the conceptual science to make socio-scientific decisions (decisions that draw on the science acquired but also taking into account factors from society such as – ethics, economics, the environment, social welfare, political concerns, resources available, health and safety. 
4.2.2 The draft model also took into consideration the need to promote ‘education through science’ as opposed to ‘science through education’ (as presented in earlier meetings) and hence pay attention to personal developmental attributes (communication skills, attitudes, aptitudes for carrying out scientific endeavours) and social developments (social skills – leadership, promoting human rights, awareness of the rights of others). cooperative learning and argumentational reasoning skills in making decisions in the real world which draw on the conceptual science learning.
4.2.3 The draft model was accepted by the partners. The draft model is given in appendix 7.

This now forms an important document for setting out the uniqueness of PARSEL modules. As the model has been specifically derived for PARSEL, modules conforming to the model are expected to differ from all other teaching-learning materials. PARSEL modules are thus seen as creations, or adaptations, of materials to fit the PARSEL model design and meeting the criteria specified (as per the criteria form).   
SECTION 5         PARSEL WEBSITE
5.1              Current Website

5.1.1    The website was shown to PARSEL partners and changes made were illustrated. The changes pointed out were:
· Addition of a descriptor line spelling out the meaning of PARSEL.

· Including the addition of a ’Forum’ sub-section on the left hand side.

· Improving the map and partners indicated on the map. 
· Adding the EU-Flag and the EU-Contract hints.
5.1.2    Partners made additional comment on the design of the website within the Partner modules (to be renamed as PARSEL modules once modules have been approved and meeting the PARSEL requirements). These are given below:

          Redesign the first page to give all modules, set out in sections based on relevant classifications (subject/age range)  (and indicating language(s) of the modules). The name of the partner developing the module is then given as sub-information.

          Possibly introduce pictures associated with each module so that clicking on the picture leads to the next page (English version only ?).

          Include language version(s) indicator so that page 2 can be selected in the relevant language

          Redesign the second page so as to bring up the front page of the specific module (and language version) with side buttons to select – student guide, teaching guide, assessment guide and, where appropriate, teacher notes.

5.1.3
Steps need to be initiated to open up the website (at least to the teachers trying out modules) otherwise guiding teachers for the trying out could entail much printing of materials of a general nature.  No discussion was undertaken on how, or when this could be accomplished (noting a range of pages might need revising or updating with information coming from each partner)

5.1.4
It was noted that the main website is intended to be in English, but some German terms are evident e.g. Impressum (top box) and within some other sections.

5.2
Website in national language

5.2.1
The need for a website to carry PARSEL modules and other documents that aid the  dissemination of PARSEL in the national language was discussed. 
5.2.2
It was suggested that all websites should be interconnected and be maintained and operated in the same manner. This means developing the national websites under the URL (www.parsel.eu). 

5.2.3 
It was clear during the discussions that IPN cannot handle languages other than German and English and a mechanism would need to be determined for websites in Portuguese, Hebrew, Greek, Estonian, Danish and Swedish. 

5.2.4
The development and uploading of national language components were discussed from 2 perspectives :

(a) 
each partner develops and maintains their language component of the website under www.parsel.eu, or 

(b) 
each partner supplies material in a suitable format to IPN and then IPN uploads this in the appropriate section of the website.  In both cases each partner would need to be prepared to cover financial costs for their component using the person months allocated under workpackage 3 and/or workpackage 5.  

5.2.5
It was agreed that each partner would need to think about how the national language component of the website would be developed and be prepared to have relevant material (related to, for example, sections on - overview, partners, intentions, PARSEL criteria, modules, workshops and forum) in the national language ready for uploading during the next PARSEL meeting in Greece in January 2008.

 

5.3       Editing the website
5.3.1    Discussions were held on how the webpages (and especially those in the language of the partners) could be updated and maintained. 

5.3.2    Persons editing the website need to be familiar with the (?)MP03 and how to set the instructions for operating this in their own language.

5.3.3    No decisions were made regarding the mechanism by which the website in the language of the partners could be edited and maintained.  This topic was left for careful discussion in the next meeting in Greece.

SECTION 6     REVIEWING MODULES USING THE CRITERIA FORM
6.1
Reporting on suitability of materials for PARSEL by each group (against criteria and templates).
6.1.1
The partners divided into 3 groups to determine the suitability of the criteria guidelines by reviewing an appropriate module.
6.1.2
The 3 groups were : (a) Miia, Avi, Claus B,  Jan   (b)  Rachel, Piotr, Wolfgang   (c) Georgios, Jack, Martin.

6.1.3    Group 1 used the criteria guidelines and review a module on Vegetable Oil being converted to Biodiesel.  They reported that, in general, the criteria form applied to the module chosen, but there were concerns about sections A2, B2, B4, B6, C1, D1, D5, E3.  Also mentioned as a possible additional item for section I was:  the need for the assessment to be in alignment within the country. 

6.1.4
Group 2 used the criteria guidelines to review a module on Popcorn – a fat free snake.
Again the criteria form was in general applicable to the module, but this group noted sections  A2, A3, A5, B1, B5, C2, D2, were problematic.

6.1.5
Group 3 used the criteria guidelines to review a module on Traffic Accidents. The form was seen as very appropriate except for sections B2, D1, D4 and D5, 
6.2 Details of Concerns expressed by the Groups
6.2.1 Comments on section A related to clarity.  A2 was checking whether the teaching of personal skills (attitudes and aptitudes) were included in the module as per the ‘education through science’ expectation. However the criteria form did not make it sufficiently explicit whether inclusion of one aspect was sufficient or whether a range of competencies should be included. A3 included cooperative, collaborative and leadership skills and it was not sufficiently clear whether all should be included. A5 related to socio-scientific decision making and comments indicted that it was not sufficiently explicit and whether ethical considerations were appropriate in science lessons.  
6.2.2 A revision of the form tried to indicate that inclusion of learning in the personal and social domains (as per education through science) was intended but depth of coverage was not an intended criterion. Section A5 was not changed as socio-scientific, a term in the project document and referencing papers by one of the partners, should be explicit and ‘education through science’ suggests ethical and moral aspects, being part of education, are therefore also part of science education. 
6.2.3 All but B3 were seen as problematic in Section B.  In B1 the problem was the use of the world ‘thrust’. Group 1 questioned the need for ‘education through science’ to be the viewpoint in every module even though ‘education through science’ as an interpretation of science education, is for all or for none! Group 3 saw the problem with B2 more in terms of lack of clarity, again pointing to a lack of familiarity with the ‘education through science’ approach to science education.  The issue in B4, B5 and B6 was that too much information was given in the item so that clarity was diminished rather than enhanced. The revised form reduces the information given. B6 uses the term ‘need-to-know’ to try to separate out irrelevant science learning associated with the topic of learning (which is socially driven rather than scientists driven).
6.2.4 Al parts were seen as problematic in part C.  This is unfortunate as this part directly links with stage 1 of the PARSEL model and with the PARSEL expectation that relevance is central to motivation. The PARSEL model implies relevance from a social rather than a scientific perspective and hence ‘setting the scene’ is crucial.   Section C3 was either not marked or marked low in groups 1 and 2. This suggests that either the criteria or the modules tested were inappropriate. The revised criteria form deletes C3.
6.2.5 All but D3 were seen as problematic in part D.  For D1, D4, and D5 the problem was the bullet points suggesting inclusion of all parts. D5 also mention ‘all’ students, although this was in reference to ‘not being in conflict’ with the teacher who wants to have attributes for all students. Clarity of expression was the problem with D2. The revised version added ‘for example’ in parts D1, D4, and D5 to show that the bullet points were for guidance and not meant to be exhaustive.  D2 was left unchanged as it was difficult to comprehend how to clarify further, given that the item was about student ownership through student involvement.  
6.2.6 Only E3 was mentioned as problematic by one group. This item was determining whether teacher notes were added where there could be a need to give teachers more about science or to give more relevant background. This part was not changed in the revised form.
6.2.7 The other sections were not identified as problematic. Although there was discussion on whether sections G and H should be combined, noting the interrelationship between them.  It was perceived that these sections were the weakest in the criteria form, but no suggestions were forthcoming on how they could be strengthened. No modification was made in the revised version of the form.  
SECTION 7
WORKPACKAGE 3 (translation and testing)
7.1
Initiation and Development of Workpackage 3 
7.1.1
As mention is section 2.5, workpackage 3 is to be initiated from month 13 and coordinated by University of Lisbon. The meeting expressed regret that it was not possible for anyone from the University of Lisbon to be able to take part in the discussion on workpackage 3 during the meeting, especially as many of the major developments before the next meeting will concern this workpackage.

7.2
The Scope of Workpackage 3 

7.2.1
Objectives 

O3.1 
To translate exemplar materials and/or resources appropriate for the local situation

O3.2  
To involve a group of teachers in taking ownership of the model by testing exemplar materials. 

O3.3 
To initiate and monitor the testing of translated exemplar materials/resources in the school situation.
O3.4  
To interlink with the project network partners on the progress and development of the dissemination.
7.2.2
The following Deliverables are expected

D3.1   
Translated exemplary materials for testing in the country (to be completed by month 16) – see section 7.3.

(current status -  modules, created by partners for use  in their own country, are translated (except Ionnina and Tartu); coordination of translation for other modules not yet initiated).
D3.2  
Interim report on the management of the development, suitability of the model and testing of exemplary materials and/or resources (to be completed by month 20).  



(current status -  coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible).



D3.3   
Final report on the dissemination of the exemplary materials to stakeholders. (to be completed by month 28).
(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible).
7.2.3
Milestones and expected result 

M3.1  
Translated exemplar materials/resources by month 14.
(current status – see 7.3).
M3.2  
Teacher acceptance of the model and plans for testing the translated science teaching/learning materials by month 16.
(current status –see 7.4).
M3.3  
Dissemination strategies within each country for tested exemplary materials/resources by month 16.
(current status – see 7.4).
M3.4  
Plans for future development for further exemplar materials. (no month specified but anticipated to be month 30).
(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible). 
7.3 
Translation of modules and national website
The timing and selection of modules for translating of modules was discussed in the meeting. 

7.3.1
It was agreed that each partner :
· was expected to try out the 6 modules they had prepared and, in addition, a minimum of 3 additional modules. 

· would have access to the English version of all modules by the 15th October

· would have access to the reviews undertaken on the English materials by the end of October 2007.

· will have translated each module, used for testing by the partner, by the next PARSEL meeting in Greece (January 2008) and to make this available on the PARSEL (specific language) website.

· The cost of translation is borne by each partner.  
7.3.2
It was expected that the leader of this workpackage would take the lead in the translation, as well as coordinate the efforts of all other partners (except ICASE where the English version would be the definitive version to be tested. 
7.4  
Selection of modules for testing by each partner
7.4.1 It was agreed in the meeting that each partner had a free hand in which modules they selected for testing (apart from those created by the partner) and the partners we free to choose which method to use to select modules.
7.4.2 However, it was recognised that allowing teachers to choice the modules to be tested within a country would be desirable. This would mean, for many partners, translating additional modules beyond those which might be used in the testing. It was left to each individual partner to determine how best to select the modules for testing (noting that with 2 partners in Germany there is more scope for teacher choice there, as potential 18 modules should be available in German ( twice 6 + 3). 

7.4.3 The implication of 7.4.1 was that partners were not obliged to try out modules for which they were the reviewer. 
7.4.4 Recognising that the more local dissemination of PARSEL within the country, the better, it was agreed that each partner was free to test additional modules if they so wished.

7.4.5 Number of teachers to be involved and timeline for testing of modules by teachers.
7.4.6 It was agreed that it was very desirable for the local dissemination of PARSEL for modules to be tried out by as many teachers as possible. 

7.4.7 It was agree that the minimum number of teachers to be involved in the testing was 5, but no stipulation was suggested for the number of modules tried out by any one teacher.

7.4.8 It was noted that the trying out of the modules within any country could take place as soon as the modules were ready and that this could continue until the project closes in March 2009. Thus it was expected that the main testing timeline was from January 2008 until December 2008. It was expected that teachers were free to test the material at any convenient time, but that they would be expected to coordinate their testing timeline with the partner in that country.
7.4.9 It was agree that any one teacher could try out a module more than once during the lifetime of the project if desired and also the module could be tried out at different grade levels (age levels).

7.4.10 It was agreed that the leader of workpackage 3 would collate all details of teachers involved, modules to be tested and the timelines under which the testing is planned to take place.
7.5  
Selection and preparation of teachers to undertake testing of modules

7.5.1
It was agree that the teachers should form a network for the trying out of the modules (see project document, phase 2 – developing local ownership through dissemination. page 25).
7.5.2 It was noted that the major risks indicated in the project document were associated with (i) gaining the cooperation of persons to translate the material in line with the intended vision, and (ii) the teachers gaining sufficient ownership of the model to test the exemplary material in an appropriate fashion. These risks could be minimised by (i) being prepared to involve persons from outside the education network and careful checking by partners, as a network, to ensure the translation is appropriate, and (ii) by using teachers known to the national partner to have the desired strengths, or if appropriate interacting with the national science teacher association in the country, thereby identifying enthusiastic and experienced teachers who will work with the network member. 
7.5.3 It was thus pointed out that the teachers should be selected with care so that they are enthusiastic to help and not simply seeing the job of the teacher as following a standard prescribed format/textbook/curriculum guide. The teachers involved thus see teaching as relating to ‘the student’, not to ‘completion of a curriculum’. 

7.5.4 Having selected the teachers, discussion in the meeting pointed out that the teachers would need an introduction to PARSEL and it s intention plus an understanding of the manner in which the trying out is to be organised and evaluated. It was recommended that the orientation of the teachers is best carried to by means of a seminar to be held as soon as is feasible. The earliest time was seen as mid-October and all seminars should have taken place before the PARSEL meeting in Greece.

7.5.5 To aid the orientation of the teachers, the meeting recognised the importance of a guidebook setting out the main ideas of PARSEL and the role of the teachers both in trying to the modules and in the dissemination of the ideas within the country.(see section 9.3).

7.6  Dissemination

7.6.1
It was note that on page 28 of the project document (7.1.4.3  WP3: Translation and Testing of Exemplar materials) that following the testing, the national network partner ensures dissemination of the exemplars to stakeholders in the country via the website, journal articles and other national mechanisms. Through discussion teachers are guided to take ownership of the approach and share their experiences, first with the other teachers involved and then to stakeholders within the country using the website, seminars, articles and videoconferencing. 
7.6.2
It was agree that plans associated with the local dissemination of PARSEL linked to the testing would form a component of discussion for the Greece meeting and be led by the leader of workpackage 3. 
SECTION 8      WORKPACKAGE 4 (evaluation/local dissemination)
Although it was recognised that workpackage 4 was to be initiated in month 5, practical considerations meant that a start was not made until after the PARSEL meeting in Israel (May, 2007).  It was agreed in Israel that a presentation by a person from the lead institute for workpackage 4 would be made at the Lund meeting.

8.1
Outline of expectations from Workpackage 4 (Outcomes) taken from page 37 of project document

8.1.1
Objectives of workpackage 4.
O4.1  
To utilise suitably developed instruments for determining outcomes from testing of selected teaching/learning materials and/or resources.
O4.2  
To establish the appropriateness of the materials for relevant teaching based on outcomes from testing.
O4.3  
To dissemination outcomes to teachers and other stakeholders nationally.
8.1.2
The following Deliverables are to be expected. 

D4.1   
Development of evaluation guidelines and instruments (to be completed by month 17).   

(current status -  see section 8.2).                       

D4.2   
Outcomes from using the materials and/or resources in the classroom (to be completed by month 27).
(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible).
D4.3   
Interim report of outcomes and any modifications suggested (to be completed by month 18).
(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible).            

D4.4   
Final report on the outcomes from the testing and dissemination of the materials and/or resources ( to be completed by month 30).
(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible).                                    

8.1.3
Milestones and expected result for workpackage 4.
M4.1   
Evaluation guidelines and instruments developed and piloted by month 16.
(current status – see section 8.2).
M4.2   
Outcome results published on the website and through other dissemination channels by month 27.
(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible). 

M4.3   
Interim report on the outcomes and dissemination effected by month 20.
(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible).
M4.4   
Final report on the materials and/or resources and national dissemination methods used by month 30.
(current status – coordination by workpackage leader not yet possible).
8.2  
Evaluation plans

8.2.1 Rachel presented a document on PARSEL Evaluation developed by the Israeli team (Avi, Rachel, Ron and Mira). This document is reproduced in appendix 8.

8.2.2 Discussion on the presentation brought out the following

· Support for the qualitative and quantitative approach to evaluating what happened in the classroom as a result of utilising the module(s).

· General support for gathering date for both teachers and students.
· Strong agreement that the same instruments should be used by each partner.
8.2.3 Claus B suggested that a framework is needed on which to base the evaluation. He proposed the motivational model, which he first presented in the Israel meeting. The slides are reproduced in appendix 9.
8.2.4 The essence of the Claus model is that: 

· we are interested in getting the following 3 components right: (1) subject relevant, (2) giving students the appropriate opportunities to learn and (3) ensuring the learning is at a level which is within the comprehensibility limits of the students;

· if the components above are appropriate, then we can observe (1) class cooperation and (2) a willingness of students to participate;

· with the above being appropriate, the effects are: (1) enhanced performance and (2) greater student satisfaction. 


8.2.5 The suggestion by Claus was well received and was seen as a positive step forward in driving the evaluation process. He sees the following being assessed - 

· Student perception in general (over the whole module).
· Student perception of today’s lesson.
· Student inclinations.
· Difference between student wishes and student reality.
8.2.6 Examples of questionnaire style to achieved the targets in 8.2.5 were suggested as:

· In my opinion, topics covered in class (today) are

Very useful ……………………………  Completely Unimportant

For me (for my everyday life)    (For student perception)

· That topic in (chemistry) as a matter of my everyday life is

Very important ……………………..Completely Unimportant
(For student inclination)
8.2.7
Missing from the evaluation as a whole is:

· How does the teacher use the material (i.e. what sort of ownership does the teacher take?)

· Why, if relevant, does the teacher change the module ?

· What are the changes made by the teacher?

The last question leads to research question – do the changes made affect the module meeting the PARSEL criteria and/or the PARSEL model i.e. is the module, for the viewpoint of the partner, still a PARSEL module ?

8.2.8 Little discussion was held on the gap between the Claus motivation model and the PARSEL model. Appendix 8 tries to draw the distinction and hence the importance of stage 1 in the PARSEL model.
8.2.9 It was agreed that a revised evaluation instrument should be circulated to partners as soon as possible with the goal that this should be finalised at the next meeting in Greece, January 2008.

SECTION 9
 JOURNAL ARTICLES, CONFERENCES, etc

9.1  
The Project Document, page 24/25
9.1.1
This suggests publications are seen as an important form of dissemination and this extend beyond written reports, circulated among stakeholders within a country. The publications need to range from national, regional and international academic articles on the model, and outcomes from testing exemplar materials in the classroom, to presentations in national/international science education conferences. A key document will be the outcomes of the conference (month 29).

9.1.2
Key objectives for the (web-based) resource bank and publications are seen as providing a mechanism for:

· sharing ideas between project members;

· disseminating exemplar teaching/learning materials and/or materials related to the developed model; 

· guiding and sharing feedback; 

· progress of the project between partners and at a national level;

· dissemination of the project and project outcomes to a wider audience. 

9.2 Dissemination


Workpackage 5 highlights ways to facilitate the dissemination of PARSEL at the local level within a country and also at a pan-European (and wider) level. It was noted that actions to date was limited by the need to develop PARSEL as an entity, to obtain PARSEL materials and to establish local networks. But it is now time to consider further steps.
9.3  
Plans for symposia

9.3.1 A symposium was held in ESERA (Malmo, Sweden, 23 August 2007). The symposium was chaired by Wolfgang and included presentations by Jack, Piotr, Claus B., and Martin, with Avi as discussant. The powerpoint presentations made in the symposium will be made available on the PARSEL website. 

9.3.2 A proposal has been submitted for a symposium within NSTA, Boston, USA, March 2008.
9.3.3 A proposal has been submitted for a symposium within NARST, Baltimore, USA, April 2008.
9.3.4  
It was suggested to consider a symposium in the following events:  ICCE20, August 2008, IOSTE, September 2008. 

9.4
Journal Publications/Guidelines

9.4.1
The meeting discussed the need to consider future publications associated with PARSEL and how far such publications should be endorsed by the partners. 
9.4.2
It was agreed that a strong sense of PARSEL identity was essential among all partners and that no partner should publish materials pertaining to PARSEL without the knowledge and consent of the partners.

9.4.3
It was recognised that it was sometimes difficult to determine the dividing line on ownership  - for example a publication n scientific literacy undertaken without reference to PARSEL, in any shape or form, would clearly not come under the PARSEL orbit, even though PARSEL is directly concerned with scientific literacy.  Avi suggested that decisions related to publications by partners outside PARSEL (with potential links to PARSEL) should be a PARSEL management committee responsibility.  See section 12.

9.5
PARSEL Guideline document to teachers

            It was agreed that there is a need to develop a written guidebook for teachers to be used in preparing teachers for trying out materials and for additional local dissemination in in-country seminars, meetings, symposia, conferences (see also section 7. 6.5). No specific plans were put forward, but the leader of workpackage 3 was requested to take the lead (see also section 2.1.2). If possible it would be desirable to have an English first draft of the guidebook by the 15th October 2007. It was recognised that all partners would be expected to contribute to the further development of the guidebook so that it was available as partners began their preparations of teachers.  
9.6
Local Dissemination

As modules are disseminated to teachers and teachers begin to try these out, there is an important need to capitalise on this and enhance local dissemination. This can be undertaken in a number ways e..g via: 

· seminars (set up for the purpose) in which teachers report to other teachers on their efforts using the PARSEL material;
· local publications – newsletters, bulletins, journal etc.;
· regularly held national or regional science education conferences. 


SECTION 10
NEXT MEETING
10.1
Georgios proposed that the next meeting would be held in Athens, Sunday 20 to Tuesday 22 January 2008.  
SECTION 11
PARSEL CONFERENCE 2009
11.1  
Conference plans
Discussions were held on the venue, size and purpose of the PARSEL conference to be held in 2009.  No firm decisions were made, but exploratory steps were expected before the next meeting in Greece. It was expected that firm decisions would be made at the next meeting.
11.2  
Venue

11.2.1 It was noted that it is much easier and cheaper for participants to travel to Berlin than to Kiel and it was thus proposed that Berlin be the venue.

11.3  
Conference Dates

11.3.1 After discussion the suggested dates were the 1st week of February 2009 (The planned timing of the conference was month 29, i.e. February, thus allowing sufficient time for final reports to be written and submitted to the European Commission by the end of the project (March 31, 2009).   It was proposed the conference would last for 2 whole days.
11.4   
Number and Nature of Participants

11.4.1 It was noted that participants were expected to be :  PARSEL partners, teachers involved in the trying out of modules and/or PARSEL dissemination, external evaluators, but invitations could go wider.

11.4.2 The IPN budget includes 40000 Euros for bringing teachers to the conference and also 22000 Euros for the conference organisation, etc. Actual money available could be dependent on the pre-payment made in the next instalment from the European Commission.  (It was noted that this money does not include coverage of cost of partners as this has already been included in the travel budgeted for each partner).
11.4.3 Noting the budget available, and the suggestion that there would be no conference registration fee and coffee break (and lunch?) would be covered for participants, it was proposed that: 
11.4.4 the number of conference participants would be 100.  
11.4.5 Budgetting on average travel costs of 340 Euros and accommodation/per diem at 360 Euros (3 nights @ 120 Euros), cost per participant was calculated as 700 Euros.  
11.4.6 This indicated that the conference per participant would cost 700 x 84 (100-partners)  =  58800 Euros  (slightly less than the 62000 Euros in the budget but not including other costs – estimated at 5000 Euros). 
11.4.7 It was noted that costs would reduce substantially for teachers living in Berlin and that cost could be lower because more teachers would be invited from Germany if the number of teachers invited was determined, per partner. 
11.4.8 The number of teacher per partner was determined to be approximately 8  (9 x 8 = 72 teachers in total and approx 16 as partners and 12 evaluators and guests, giving a total of 100).
11.5  
Purpose of conference
11.5.1 The workpackage states: the conference (month 29) is intended to reflect on the meaning of scientific literacy in the light of achievements related to dissemination of tested materials and/or resources based on the model and seen as enhancing relevant science education. The main purpose of the conference was thus seen as dissemination of PARSEL and its achievements.

11.5.2 This suggested that the main presenters would be the teachers. But this might be more successful by means of well organised poster sessions rather than face to face presentations.
11.5.3 It was suggested that presentations by persons eminent in the field could also be included, although it was noted that 2 days was little time to cover much, especially if discussion time was allowed.

11.5.4  If the purpose of the conference is substantially linked to dissemination of PARSEL findings, a suggested outcome of the conference is an academic, research oriented book, rather than proceedings with the partners as the principle authors (in association with the teachers and others involved, as appropriate).

SECTION 12
 PARSEL COMMITTEES
12.1
Project Management


During the discussion in the meeting, the partners recognised that there was a need to reflect on the management system within PARSEL and the degree to which it has a sufficiently strong management process and sufficient safeguards for future actions.

12.1.1
Section 6 in the project document sets out the project management arrangements. These put forward 3 levels of project management:
· Project Coordinator, PARSEL Steering Committee; Project Internal Management system.
12.2
The Project Coordinator
He is responsible for liaison with the Commission, the overall management of the Project and the distribution of funds received from the EU. 

12.3
The Steering Committee 
This oversees the running of the project and each partner is represented by one person. The Steering Committee is expected to meet (via video-conferencing) on a regular 3 monthly basis. The Steering Committee advises the Co-ordinator on the overall direction of the Project and supports the Project Coordinator in ensuring overall partner coordination. Decision are made at the steering committee level
12.3.1.  Clearly the Steering Committee makes the decision with PARSEL. There is a need to decide whether more frequent decision making times are need than the 4 monthly PARSEL meetings.
12.3.2
It was decided to explore the videoconference possibility, in the first instance via the 4 workpackage leaders. It was proposed this would take place between 11-15th September 2007. 

12.4
Project Internal Management 
Workpackage leaders from the 4 partners form a first tier of management and will have clear responsibilities to the Co-ordinator for the timely sending of deliverables and for the specified reports, etc.  Nevertheless, there is a commitment by all partners to ensure their contribution is well managed at the local level. 
12.5
PARSEL Management Plan
PARSEL has a management plan, but this has not been formally enacted. The Management Plan for PARSEL is outlined below:

· The role of all participants, and the related timelines, is formalised through contracts drawn up between each of the partners by the Coordinator and agreed by the Steering Committee.

· The Project Management Plan is detailed for each component of the project and agreed by the Steering Committee and includes the schedule of financial payments to be made to the partners.

· The Steering Committee draws up plans for dissemination, both at the local and European/ international level, and for future plans beyond the project pertaining to the website and exemplary teaching/learning materials.

12.6
Financial control and reporting 
This is the responsibility of IPN. The Co-ordinator keeps all partners of the project informed of all contractual matters relating to the Commission. 
12.7
Information Flow and Updating of Workplan 

12.7.1
In addition to informal contacts, partners are expected to report orally at each steering/ video-conference meeting and, more formally, in writing, at each workshop meeting of the consortium.

12.7.2
The Project Co-ordinator is expected to work with the work package leaders on the preparation of reports to the Commission; these reports require approval by the project Steering Committee. 

12.7.3
Deliverables are sent to the Project Co-ordinator by the work package leaders by dates specified in the Management plan and in line with the achievement of the delivery dates set out in the table listing deliverables. 

12.7.4
Subject to the formal approval of the Steering Committee, the Project Co-ordinator and work package leaders will agree on any security measures appropriate prior to public access being granted to services and materials developed within PARSEL. 

12.7.5
Formal reports on the manner in which the authorship of the original examples of teaching/learning materials and work of the consortium is recognised and acknowledged during the dissemination of the model and exemplar materials is made to the Steering Committee by the Project Co-ordinator, with extensive reports on exploitation plans being made by the time of the mid-term review (interim exploitation plan) and three months prior to the completion of the Project (final exploitation plan). 

12.8
Quality Assurance Mechanisms 

Quality within PARSEL is assured through the involvement of two groups:

· the project steering committee (all partners)
· an external reference group

12.8.1
The external reference group is to include: senior academics from other institutions, who have had experience as external examiners or assessors related to teaching/ learning materials; and representatives from professional bodies concerned with education and training quality standards. 

At least one member will be from the ICASE management body. 
12.8.2 Procedures for the involvement of the quality assurance teams will be through involvement in the workshops held before the mid-term assessment and the final internal evaluation of PARSEL (workshops 4 and 7).

12.9 
The Need for a Management Committee

12.9.1 It was proposed that a PARSEL management committee be sent up to oversee PARSEL publications and to make decision on request for publications submitted by partners who intend to refer to PARSEL.  
12.9.2 No decision was made at this meeting and the matter was deferred until the next meeting.
12.9.3 It maybe useful to note that the following is in the PARSEL contract, section II.33
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A contractor may publish or allow the publication of data, on whatever medium,
concerning knowledge it owns provided that this does not affect the protection of that
knowledge. The Commission and the other contractors shall be given 30 days prior
written notice of any planned publication. If, before the end of this period, the
Commission and/or the other contractors so request, a copy of this data shall be
communicated to them within 30 days after receipt of such request. The Commission and
the other contractors may object to the publication within 30 days after receipt of the data
envisaged to be published, if they consider that the protection of their knowledge would
be adversely affected by this publication. The planned publication shall be suspended
until the end of this consultation period. In the absence of any objection within the
above-mentioned period, it is deemed that the Commission and the other contractors
agree.

The consortium agreement may specify the practical details of any such right to object.
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