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Executive Summary

The LdV WoLLNET project is an initiative designed to research, trial, pilot and develop a web-based, user-friendly Toolkit to enable employers, providers and unions to evaluate the impact of workplace basic skills training programmes on learning, individual work performance and organisational performance.  
Partnership and Steering Group Working

· Partnership working improved over time and transnational partners were more involved and active in the final phase of the project;
· Partner cooperation was described as ‘fantastic’ especially in relation to delivering the extra translation work required and checking the website; 
· There was a close working relationship between BTL and SfW without which ‘the toolkit would not have been delivered to the quality achieved’;
· Partners felt that they could ‘feed back’ but not ‘develop’, which was a function of project design;
· The English version of the Toolkit needed to be available earlier to give Partners more time to develop their own language versions of this, but the complexity of the software development process precluded this.
The LdV WoLLNET Project
· A powerful, unique, self authorising, self access, generic customised Toolkit with both breadth and depth was developed through the project; 
· The Quality of the Toolkit was assured by methodical and rigorous testing by the project team, developers and Partners;
· Trialling was successfully conducted with a variety of stakeholders in the UK but not all feedback from EU trials was positive;
· The complexity of the Toolkit means that it requires some support to use in its current format;  

· Time and resource were severely limited for the translation process, due to the complexity and length of the software development.
Managing the LdV WoLLNET Project 

· Project management has been high quality, diligent, effective and efficient;
· Communication improved in the final phase of the project through Teleconferencing, emails, monthly updates and meetings;
·  SfW used partner feedback to adjust project activities and development 

· All respondents were unified in their opinion that this was an innovative Toolkit and for some a potential market leader;
· There had been difficulties encountered in adhering to original project timetables due to the amount and complexity of development work;
· EU partners had limited time for trialling;
· However trialling for functionality and user interface was effectively carried out in the UK;
· Project design dictated that software development took place in the UK, which restricted the degree to which partners could be involved. 
Dissemination, Exploitation and Added value and Future Developments  

· The Toolkit is a valuable addition to the Skills for Life and wider Training market place as nothing similar exists; 
· The Toolkit supports a mainstream approach to basic skills issues and evaluation and has had a ‘multiplier effect’; 
· The project supports the development of a business case for evaluating basic skills training and could ‘persuade reluctant employers’ ‘the value of engaging around Skills for Life activities’;
· 1348 provider, trainer, employer and policy making body contacts have been made during the life of the project;
· An effective D&E Plan was established but was not as successful at EU policy level;
· Pressures of technical development work meant less resource than was desirable was allocated to the D&E Plan. 
Future Developments  

· Partners are exploring possibilities for future cooperation;
· It is likely that BTL and SfW will continue to work together to support and build upon the toolkit; 
· Additional resource to support this is being provided by Partners;
· Further development work to simplify the toolkit and make it more accessible is currently being undertaken;
· SfW is committed to maintaining the host website for the foreseeable future.
· The Toolkit has significant potential for development and could become an integral part of organisational management systems;
· The results of the project are transferable to other sectors so there is much scope for future development; 
· Further work is planned to promote the Toolkit;
· A draft Sustainability Plan has been circulated to partners for comment;
· Licensing and fee arrangements are yet to be finalised.
Recommendations for the Future 

· The Toolkit simplification process needs to be completed as a priority to make it as accessible and user friendly as possible;
· The D&E Plan needs to be more effective at EU policy level;
· The Toolkit should be promoted as widely as possible;
· The Sustainability Plan needs to be agreed and finalised;
· Licensing and fee arrangements need to be finalised to ensure the future development of the Toolkit in all Partner countries. 
1. Introduction

This section introduces the WoLLNET project exploring progress to date, as outlined in the Interim Evaluation and describes the aims and objectives, and methodology of the Final Evaluation Report.

1.1 UK Background to the Project

The Interim Evaluation Report outlined the background and context to the WoLLNET project. Employers are being encouraged to prioritise the acquisition of basic skills, as an integral part of UK skills policy, which has set targets to raise workforce basic skills levels. However to widen participation in workplace learning and raise basic skills levels, it is necessary to offer employers ways of learning that can be closely aligned to performance objectives, and respect employer constraints, particularly around staff release. In order to generate increased employer, employee uptake and provider delivery of basic skills, it is necessary to monitor the impact of this process on individuals and organizations and demonstrate the beneficial effects of basic skills upskilling in terms of individual, team, organization and business performance and it was intended that this project will make a significant contribution to this process.
The Interim Evaluation Report described the effectiveness of partnership working in the first part of the project.  The partnership was well organised, effective and supported project development and was guided by a strong, policy orientated, UK Steering Group (SG). However basic skills awareness varied significantly between partner countries and it was felt that a lack of resources had put limitations on face to face partner engagement and the SG lacked EU representation. At the time of the Interim Evaluation technical development of the Toolkit had been delayed due to complex licensing and technical issues.  The WoLLNET research report produced was useful, thorough and well planned and underpinned the strategic direction of project development and had helped establish existing practices and needs in relation to workplace basic skills training. Also plans for the trialling process were in place. 
The project has been a very demanding project for a relatively small team, which has made every endeavour to meet the stringent requirements for management and monitoring from three different funding bodies. The SfW team were deemed to be very effective, responsive, inclusive and capable. They had established strong project monitoring systems and communicated with partners through Partner newsletters and updates. Comprehensive CSFs have been identified and developed for the project and it was thought that the project is innovative in terms of its technical design and functionality but that there was a risk that WoLLNET will be a UK centric project. 
It was recognised that the project website and SharePoint are an important dissemination tool for interested parties seeking further project information but that SharePoint has been under utilised by partners and that there were access issues. A robust Dissemination and Exploitation (D&E) Plan has been developed for the project, but both measurement of activities and engagement with EU policy making bodies could have been improved.
The Final Evaluation will explore how effectively the issues identified at Interim Evaluation have been addressed and analyse the areas of activity outlined below. 

1.2 Aims and Objectives

The overall aim of the project is to research, trial, pilot and develop a web-based, user-friendly Toolkit to enable employers, providers and unions to evaluate the impact of workplace basic skills (literacy, language and numeracy) training programmes on learning, individual work performance and organisational performance.  The project will contribute to this by fulfilling the following key objectives to:

· carry out a survey of relevant training impact evaluation methodologies;
· through Stakeholder Consultation Groups, consult with stakeholders across project partner countries to identify existing practices and needs in relation to workplace basic skills training impact evaluation;

· develop a web-based Toolkit to identify the impact of workplace basic skills training, focusing on relevance to stakeholder needs, ease of use, and adaptability to a range of contexts; 

· localise the Toolkit to meet the needs of participating countries;

· trial the Toolkit with stakeholders in 4 project partner countries;

· collect and disseminate evidence of the business benefits of workplace basic skills training gained from trialling;

· publish, disseminate and exploit the Toolkit and other products of the project.

1.3 Methodology

The final evaluation strategy proposed in response to the invitation to tender has been operationalised and ‘scoped’ through interaction between the project management team and the ERA evaluator. It was agreed that the evaluation would address the following key areas: partnership; the Toolkit; project management; dissemination and exploitation and future developments.
Interviews, Survey and Focus Group Activity

Data for the interim evaluation was collected in two stages, the first stage involved in-depth interviews with Steering Group (SG) members, project management team and partners.  Semi-structured, in-depth interviews were employed to explore the views of SG members, project management team, and partners.  These were used to analyse the views of key respondents involved in the project in depth and elicit detailed qualitative information. This approach helped to examine the processes and interactions involved in the real-life context of the initiative. The second stage involved the administration of a shorter Questionnaire to all other partners and SG members.  Five in depth telephone interviews were conducted and 8 Questionnaires were returned from other partners, SG members and associated organisational staff. Also all partner members were further consulted at a round table discussion at the Final Partner meeting, so participation in the final evaluation process was good. 

2. Working in Partnership

This section examines how partnership working has developed in the later stages of the project, whether its composition was adequate, how new partners engaged with the current partnership, networking and partnership activities and the overall effectiveness of partnership working in achieving project outcomes.
2.1 The Partnership and Steering Group 
The LdV WoLLNET partnership has improved over time with transnational partners being more involved and active in this final phase of the project. An SG member explained how a well established partnership had been formed amongst SG members. Difficulties with funding and technology were ‘contained and dealt with by the management team’ and the ‘partnership did what was needed’.  Partner cooperation was described as ‘fantastic’ by the lead partner especially in relation to delivering the extra translation work required and checking the website. There was also a close working relationship between BTL and SfW without which ‘the toolkit would not have been delivered to the quality achieved’.
2.2 Networking and partnership activities
SG members felt that their relationship with SfW had been strengthened through the project but for some this relationship building did not extend to other transnational partners. An SG member described how a strong informal relationship had been built with the Sector Skills Councils and Trade Unions in the UK. An Austrian Partner respondent felt that they had ‘brushed up’ their relationship with the German partner and that ‘this will continue but won’t be as strong’.
2.3 Effectiveness of steering group and partnership working

An SG respondent felt that ‘the Partnership had worked very effectively at each stage of the project’. However, the role of Partners was limited due to the highly specialised and complex nature of the technical development of the Toolkit which has been undertaken in the UK; Partners could ‘feed back but not really develop’. Also, the ‘long waiting period’ for the technical development of the Toolkit meant that partners had to ‘produce translations very quickly’. Not all the Partners involved had connections with policy making bodies at a national and European level and it may have strengthened the project if organisations with these connections could have been involved from the outset.
The inclusion of new Partner members was well managed. This involved extra work for the lead partner supporting new Partners to get up to speed on the project. Partners were greatly appreciative of the time spent and emphasised the importance of this support in terms of maintaining a cohesive partnership. Some Partners felt that the Skills for Life expertise in the partnership was robust and that the SfW team built up their technical expertise as the programme developed. Others felt that it would have been better to have more technical expertise within the partnership and that there was a need for greater knowledge to deal with the technical issues that had arisen. 

The Partnership has been effective in developing the Toolkit. The LDA would, however have preferred greater clarity with regard to expected outputs as there was not always a shared understanding of these.
Improving partnership working 
It would have been helpful to have had more time for reflection to address some of the issues that arose during the project.  Also resource constraints meant that an earlier assessment of the ‘strength of existing relationships with employers in partner countries and more advice to partners about building new ones’, which would have improved Partnership working, was not possible. If the base English language version of the Toolkit had been available earlier there would have been less time pressure on Partners to develop other language versions.
SG members had strengthened their relationship with SfW but not with other Partners and the project may have been improved by facilitating these contacts and building up future networking opportunities for partners. Greater technical expertise on the partnership or SG may have enabled smoother Toolkit development. It would have been useful for some of the Partners involved to have had more robust connections with policy making bodies at a national and European level. 
3. The LdV WoLLNET Project
This section explores the development of the project through analysing the effectiveness of the Toolkit and trialling process, quality assurance and innovation.
3.1 Effectiveness of the Toolkit
A powerful customised Toolkit with both breadth and depth was developed through the project.  ‘It speaks for itself when we demonstrate it’. This output was attributed by the lead partner to the commitment of BTL who ‘over delivered massively’.  ‘It was tough for them commercially as the final product was bigger and more complex than they thought’. An SG member who has a background in basic skills and workplace teaching explained that having a Tool to measure the impact of training is ‘crucial’ and ‘needed in the market place’. The ROI, measuring the economic impact of training, was described as ‘excellent’ and it was thought that this will be a ‘selling point in the long run’. The generic nature of the Toolkit was also praised. Questionnaire respondents rated the effectiveness of the Toolkit on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 was very effective and 5 ineffective six respondents gave a rating of 1 or 2 and two a lower rating of 3.
The complexity of the Toolkit caused issues for some users and it was believed that this ‘limits its effectiveness’. ‘It needs to be easier to use’ and not so ‘reliant on training’. It was thought to be ‘text heavy’ and needed to be more virtual and user friendly for the not so technically equipped.                                                                         
A partner reported that ‘people who aren’t used to evaluation do find it difficult’.  They find it difficult to gather and manipulate the required data and define the necessary criteria.  However plans are in place to deal with these issues and these are outlined in Section 6 below,  
Translation

Questionnaire respondents rated the effectiveness of the translation process on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 was very effective and 5 ineffective, two respondents gave a rating of 2, one 2/3 and three lower ratings of 3, 3/4 and 5. Five Questionnaire, SG and Partner respondents did not feel able to comment.

Due to the length and complexity of the technical development process time and resource were limited for the translation process and for Partners to deliver translations of different parts of the Toolkit. The quality of the professional translation was criticised. This resulted in ‘problems with consistency’ with the first draft versions of the Toolkit but these are currently in the process of being resolved. One Partner felt that there were issues about ‘the translation of specific words which in some cases was difficult’.
Contextualisation

Questionnaire respondents were asked whether the Toolkit recognised the local, national and transnational contexts of recipients. Four of the 8 Questionnaire respondents answered positively.  Partners explained that SfW had ensured that partners gave their feedback at multiple stages in order to develop the toolkit to meet all contexts of recipients and that this feedback had been ‘taken on board’. European Stakeholders had reacted very positively to the Toolkit and were ‘motivated to use the end product’ and the Toolkit had been ‘developed in partnership and met country specifications’, addressing ‘problems often encountered in our country’. Two respondents disagreed explaining in their view the only localisation was in relation to language and there was ‘no changes possible on the functionality side’. The lead partner explained that the Toolkit had been contextualised ‘as far as possible’ in the time available, but an interview respondent felt that ‘the language used in the instructions’ reflected a ‘UK training perspective’. 
3.2 Effectiveness of the Trialling process
Questionnaire respondents rated the effectiveness of the trialling process on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 was very effective and 5 ineffective, three respondents gave a rating of 2, one 2/3 and two a lower rating of 3. One respondent had not been able to start trialling as the German version was available too late in the process for them to do this prior to the preparation of this report although these trials are planned for the near future. 

Trialling was successfully conducted with a variety of stakeholders in the UK.  These trials confirmed to the lead partner that the Toolkit was fully operational though there was insufficient data at Levels 3 and 4 to have a significant amount of comparative data. Trialling was described as ‘really well done’ and the tool was ‘easy to use’ for those familiar with using survey tools. Due to the long and complex technical development process, time was limited for localisation of a Toolkit of 80,000 words when 30,000 had been anticipated.  If the trialling hadn’t ‘gone very smoothly’ in the UK ‘we wouldn’t have been able to do any trailing at all in Romania and Germany’. One respondent felt that the Toolkit had been tested ‘quite extensively and involved a lot of people in the trials’.
One partner commented that ‘the log in didn’t work’ and it was ‘hard to get into the tool – people called us because they couldn’t get in’ but generally the trialling process was ‘fine’. The problem was that the long technical development process meant that the Partners received the Toolkit later than originally planned.  Not all feedback from EU trials was positive. One Partner reported that one company had felt that ‘there was too much information’, it was ‘too confusing’ and ‘people lost their patience’ with the Toolkit.
3.3 Quality 
The Quality of the Toolkit was assured by continuous assessment and monitoring against the Critical Success factors (CSFs) established for the project.  There was ‘methodical and rigorous testing by the project team and developers’ and ‘Partners were asked to give feedback’. Amendments were made to the Toolkit on the basis of this input. ‘All development went through internal QA (in BTL) with a full testing team prior to being released to SfW for sign off and final release. The Toolkit then went through two rounds of trialling’ and to ‘ensure the quality’ was reviewed at each stage. Trialling was key to quality assurance. Effective consultations were conducted through trialling and all evaluation outcomes were logged and any issues that arose dealt with. Going forward the ‘ultimate Quality Assurance will be through customer feedback’, particularly via the website and the Toolkit will need to create value for money for employers and training providers.  A respondent described the Quality of the Toolkit as ‘good’ and thought that ‘clearly a lot of work and attention to detail had gone into the Toolkit to assure it was workable and usable and does what it set out to do.’ The fact that the Toolkit was based on an established model Kirkpatrick’s model and underpinned by robust research also contributed to quality assurance.
Improving the Toolkit and Trialling and translation process
Addressing the complexity of the Toolkit is a priority to promote accessibility. It was thought that the usability interface of the Toolkit could be improved as could its appearance. Specific comments were made in relation to requests for ‘the printable report template from “Reports” section to be filled automatically’ and ‘more possibilities for translation for the buttons “submit” and “send a new password”. Trialling had shown the need for a more ‘concise, simple, easy to use’ Toolkit in certain partner countries. Ideally fully functioning German and Romanian Toolkits needed to be available earlier in the project.
Partners felt that the translation process could have been more carefully planned in the initial stages of the project, better translators were needed, more time to complete translations and ‘a content management system that allows partners to change the language versions themselves’. It was suggested that ‘it may have been more efficient’ to have one German speaking partner being responsible for coordinating the translation into German. Also Partners would have preferred to have had more time for trialling and more employers involved in the trials. 

4. Managing the LdV WOLLNET Project
This section considers project management, work planning and performance, transnationality, innovation and the integration of equality and diversity policies and practices.
4.1 Project Management
Questionnaire respondents rated the effectiveness of project management on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 was very effective and 5 ineffective, 7 respondents gave a rating of 1 or 2 and one a lower rating of 3.  Partners and SG members praised project management.  ‘They managed a tight ship with very limited resources’, ‘they have done a good job in difficult circumstances’, project management has been high quality and the ‘diligence of the team came across’. Project management was ‘very effective and efficient’ and ‘the responses to different issues came back very quickly’. Communication improved in the final phase of the project and Teleconferencing emails and meetings kept partners up to date and involved on a group and individual basis.  Partners praised the level of communication, particularly the monthly updates which were ‘very effective’ and believed that they had been ‘updated’ on all processes also SfW used their feedback to adjust project activities and development. It was a very demanding project and the SfW team had to manage ‘a variety of funding streams’ which was a complex process. ‘They wanted a perfect product but time and funding limited this’. However ‘they did a good job and delivered a product within the set timeframe and in budget’.
The SfW team felt that they had managed to achieve the original objectives of the project and this achievement had been facilitated by the efforts of the SfW administrator who had helped ‘maintain the momentum’ of the project, by being ‘forward thinking’ and ’getting things going’. Fulfilling the day to day requirements of project management had not always been easy for a small team and criticism from BTL regarding the management of the ‘software side’ had resulted in weekly meetings between BTL and SfW being organised to deal with issues more effectively. The lead partner felt that they had ‘got better at meeting the requirements for funders’ during the course of the project. 
Improving Project management
Five Questionnaire respondents believed that project management could not have been improved. The lead partner felt that their knowledge of software development had not been as robust as they would have liked and that and project evaluation had been a learning curve for them. Partners also questioned whether the team had sufficient knowledge and understanding of software to question costings and the ability of BTL – ‘had the company misdiagnosed the project?’ Another respondent felt that ‘financial management could have been better’ and would have been ‘less stressful’ for an organisation ‘with better cash flow’. A Partner believed that SfW adherence to the rules was too stringent and did not feel the 3 monthly reporting format was necessary. 
4.2 Work planning and performance
There was a recognition by the majority of respondents that due to the demands of the lengthy and complex technical development process, there had been difficulties encountered in adhering to original project timetables. The task of producing the Toolkit was far greater than anticipated and the project team lacked the degree of software development and evaluation experience that the project demanded.  ‘It took a lot of time to work out what we had to do’, and identify the right software.  Also the Toolkit produced was much larger than had been anticipated and this had knock on effects when it came to the localisation of the Toolkit.  It was thought that these unexpected hurdles that had to be overcome are part of the nature of developmental projects where Partners are moving into new areas of activity. ‘The timetable communicated in May’ was deemed ‘adequate’. A respondent also described difficulties in engaging stakeholders and experts in the project, which had taken longer than anticipated.   
Questionnaire respondents rated the effectiveness of performance measures on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 was very effective and 5 ineffective, 7 respondents gave a rating of 1 or 2 and one a lower rating of 4. Performance measures such as the dissemination planning requirement helped raise the profile of the project and make it more successful.  Respondents believed that performance measures were effective ‘progress reporting and financial monitoring’ was praised. Performance monitoring was considered an integral part of the reflective process making you revisit activities again. External evaluation also supported this activity and helped ‘change the way we work and plan’. 
Improving work planning and performance 
It was difficult for Partners, who had to wait some time for the technical development of the Toolkit to be completed before they could begin work on localisation and this put time pressure on the trialling of non English language versions of the Toolkit. One Partner felt that a greater degree of expertise and understanding by some Partners might have facilitated the process of engaging stakeholders and experts in the project. An SG member commented that better planning might have prevented project slippage. A respondent suggested that a greater degree of analysis would have improved performance measurement.  Listing the number and type of contacts was not adequate and produced only low level data which needed further investigation to identify the impact of the information in terms of subsequent activity of those contacted.  
4.3 Project Pillars
The interim evaluation explored to what extent transnationality, innovation and Equal opportunities (EO) had been embedded in project activities.
Transnationality

Questionnaire respondents rated the effectiveness of transnational working on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 was very effective and 5 ineffective, 3 respondents gave a rating of 2 and 4 a lower rating of 3. An SG member felt that the transnational aspects of the project had acted as a brake on project development ‘a lot of time was spent on translation and getting understanding in different countries with different skills systems, where there is not the same concept of Skills for Life and a lot of barriers’. This comment demonstrated a misunderstanding of the transnational nature of the project. An SG member thought that ‘at subsequent stages transnational partners have been engaged effectively’, although Partners still mostly felt that most of the work of the project took place in the UK in line with the original project specification. There had been cooperation to deliver project activities between transnational partners, for example, the German speaking partners, Germany, Austria and Switzerland worked together on project tasks and generally partners worked well together.  The complex technical development process meant that work with transnational partners was limited and more resource would have allowed greater interaction and inclusion of Partners. SG members needed to made aware of the importance of transnational working as an underpinning objective of the project. 
Innovation

All respondents were unified in their opinion that this was an innovative Toolkit and for some a potential market leader. The Toolkit is unique in that it is a self authorising, self access tool which has been underpinned by recognised theory and did not exist in this form prior to the project. Respondents thought it was the only tool of this nature on the market, it is ‘breaking new ground’, the Toolkit approach is innovative, unique in its ‘content and functionality’ and its online accessibility was praised. It can be customised, is adaptable and ‘stands apart from other online measurement tools’. ‘A user can create a totally bespoke question item that is relevant to their organisation and then generate reports on the responses’. For some partners ‘the evaluation of basic skills courses and the basic skills issues’ were innovative in themselves. 

Equal opportunities (EO)
Questionnaire respondents rated the extent to which an equal opportunities strategy had been embedded in the project on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 was to a great extent and 5 to a lesser extent, 4 respondents gave a rating of 1 or 2 and three a lower rating of 3. One respondent felt that the project had been ‘very inclusive’ and ‘taken on board equal opportunities policies’ ‘the only issues we would have are in relation to IT capability’. In general terms, the ethos of the project was to support individuals to overcome barriers to learning but the detail of the project did not always deliver this. The LDA, one of the UK project funders, had required SfW to develop an EO policy as part of their contractual obligations, which they did.  However, there is still further work to be completed with regard to the accessibility of the website.  

5. Dissemination and Exploitation 
This section examines the extent and effectiveness of current dissemination and exploitation (D&E) activities and the added value and transferability of the project.
5.1 Analysis of Dissemination and Exploitation Activities 
A D&E Plan was prepared in the early stages of the project. 1348 contacts were noted through dissemination monitoring activities as of 11 February 2010. Approximately 57% of these were UK contacts, 29% were Romanian, 7% German, 3% Czech, 2% Austrian, 1% from Ireland and 0% from Switzerland.  So there was considerable variability in the degree to which partner countries disseminated the project.  List holders accounted for approximately one third of all contacts (450) and employers were the next biggest contact group identified (29% (385) of all contacts). Providers and Trainers accounted for 28% (374) of contacts and these were divided into Basic Skills Trainers and Providers (8%) and other Trainers and Providers (20%). The UK was the only Partner country in contact with Employer representative bodies (6) and Germany was in contact with 44% (14) of the Union representatives listed and the UK with 34% (11) of these.  The UK was also the most successful in making contact with Government and other agencies and represented 60% of these contacts which amounted to 80 in all.   
An analysis of the type of contact made demonstrated that 68% (526) of contacts made outside of the List Holders focused on awareness raising activities, 30% involved delivering detailed aspects of the Toolkit such as demonstrations, consultancy and trialling and 2% (15) of contacts were to those who were interested in or committed to using the Toolkit.   The D&E Plan therefore appears to have been successful although it would have been good to see a higher proportion of employers involved and engagement at a European policy level is not evidenced in the statistics so this is a limitation in terms of the analysis.
The end of project dissemination event attracted 76 registrations including SG members, Partners, Speakers and the Evaluator.  These were drawn from a variety of UK organisations (trainers, providers, employers and government agencies), but as the event was held in Oxford it would have been difficult for EU representatives to attend without funds to support this.  Dissemination Evaluation Questionnaire respondents (28) rated the event on a scale of 1 to 4 where 4 was excellent and 1 poor, 67% of respondents gave a rating of 3 and 19% of 4, so the event was well received.
5.2 Effectiveness of dissemination and exploitation activities
The majority of Questionnaire respondents believed that an effective Dissemination and Exploitation Plan had been established.   The UK Partner also felt that this had been delivered well in the UK, including networking with policy making bodies in related areas and government departments, for example the Sector Skills Councils, Local Government bodies, LSC and London Development Agency, although they had reservations about the effectiveness of the plan at EU policy level. Main European input came from the attendance at the final SG meeting of a Romanian representative from the Ministry of Communication who is committed to promoting the Toolkit at local and national level. SG members had also helped to promote the Toolkit to Regional and Central government bodies. Other inputs noted by Partners were at Czech national level the establishment of a group of interested experts from the commercial, educational, labour market and non profit sector who are committed to supporting the exploitation of the Toolkit.
The UK Partner had contributed to ECOTEC initiatives to raise the profile of the project and promote engagement with other EU projects. A multiplier event had also been attended by BEST and SfW but limited resources had prevented SfW attending a French event and there was little time to promote cross fertilization for the lead partner as most of their efforts had to be concentrated on completing the development of the Toolkit.  The German Partner explained that they had ‘presented the idea of WoLLNET whenever possible’ and particularly at events that dealt with basic skills, including the launch of their own new basic skills project where there were 40 stakeholders, vocational experts and ministry representatives in attendance.  There was a lot of interest in the Toolkit at this event.  The Czech Partner also noted that they had been ‘distributing information about the project and its outputs at international project meetings abroad’.
SharePoint 
SharePoint use was still minimal despite the efforts of SfW to promote this as a means of communication and engagement with SG members and Partners. In the end the lead Partner communicated by email as Partners were generally reluctant to engage through the website. Questionnaire respondents rated the effectiveness of the website for raising knowledge and understanding of the project on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 was very effective and 5 ineffective, 1 respondents gave a rating of 2, four of 3, one of 4 and two of 5. Partners saw no value in using the website unless ‘all project partners use it as their one and only source and place to share and store documents’, ‘in general our partners prefer personal presentation and interaction instead of reading websites’ particularly as ‘a special explanation of the project was necessary because of the lack of knowledge concerning basic skills issues’.
SG members felt that more could be done in relation to dissemination and exploitation of the Toolkit although it was recognised that both time and resource were significant constraints on this.  They thought that there were more opportunities to engage with ‘more general training and development areas’ and that there was a need for the Toolkit to be ‘more widely known outside of the usual people linked in with Skills for Life’. ‘They need to think a bit more laterally – strategically – it isn’t about one event or conference’.  The D&E Plan had ‘skirted around the edge’ of policy making bodies at EU, national and local level and this could have been improved. ‘More buy in from a wider range of organisations’ was needed and SfW were thought to be ‘too focused on development, focused inward when they needed to be focused outward’. Also the D&E Plan should have been operational earlier in the project ‘to ensure that the product is in the market place rather than perceiving that there was a strong possibility that further public funding would be available’. 
Some Partners felt that the Plan was not ‘realistic’ and it was suggested that a dissemination strategy that better addressed the needs of different companies and provided a motivation system to engage was needed.  For example free access for 6 months at all levels.
5.3 Added value and transferability
Partners described the added value of the WoLLNET Project. The Toolkit is a ‘quality product’ and is a valuable addition to the Skills for Life and wider Training market place as nothing similar is in place. For several Partners workplace basic skills training was a relatively new concept, ‘raising awareness with regard to basic skills training, full stop’ was added value for some partners let alone having an actual Toolkit to demonstrate.  The whole project was integral to raising awareness of issues that have not previously been fully considered.  The fact that the Toolkit could be utilised for a wide range of training evaluation and not just Skills for Life was praised as Skills for Life initiatives are too often sidelined as ‘special needs’ and the Toolkit supports a mainstream approach to basic skills issues and evaluation. The fact that there had been this ‘huge multiplier effect’ was praised. The toolkit ‘is a much more useful tool than we originally thought it would be’.  
The project was described as ‘inspiring and useful for further development’ and could be the key to generating a ‘more competent labour market’ and improving ‘company performance’. ‘There is a worrying lack of measurement across Europe (and elsewhere)’ and ‘the added value is the building of the business case within organisations and more broadly as a movement (basic skills) that the project will enable’. The project had the potential to identify patterns across partner countries and whether there are ‘common lessons to be learnt’ and could ‘persuade reluctant employers’ ‘the value of engaging around Skills for Life activities’.
6. Future Development 

This section discusses the future for the partnership, plans for future project activities, particularly D&E and project outcomes. 

6.1 Partnership

An SG member described how a strong informal relationship had been built with the Sector Skills Councils and Trade Unions in the UK and ‘this will continue but won’t be as strong’.  An Austrian Partner respondent explained that they and the German partner were ‘looking into future activities together’ and thought that there might also be future cooperation with the UK and Romanian partners. DIE confirmed this explaining that they would be keeping contact with partners with a view to cooperating on future projects. The UK Partner felt that if other opportunities arose in the future a rapport had been established between Partners that would allow them to work together easily in the future and at the final Partner Meeting there were preliminary discussions in relation to possibilities for future cooperation. 
SG members anticipated continued contact between Partners using the Tool in the future. It is likely that ‘BTL and SfW will continue to work together to support and build upon the toolkit’ and the Czech partner anticipated keeping in contact with SfW as the Toolkit is disseminated in Czechoslovakia. The Romanian Partner was keen to develop the partnership into another workplace learning project, if they are able to secure funding for this. The exact nature of future networking between SfW and the LDA was yet ‘to be decided’ but the implication was that there would be a future relationship.
6.2 Project Activities
In order to deal with employer difficulties in working with the Toolkit the SfW team are planning to simplify the Toolkit to make it as user friendly as possible, specifically by improving navigation and user interfaces.  Training and consultancy packages will be in place to support users.  Accessibility is key to the project and SfW believe that online access and associated supported packages will facilitate this.  It is also intended to make the website more accessible to comply with the best EO standards available for this area of activity. A pricing strategy will also be designed with a view to making the Toolkit accessible to as many users as possible.  
6.3 Project Outcomes and Future Plans
The Toolkit has significant potential for development and could become an integral part of organisational management systems. It was thought that the major value of the Toolkit would be for HR and Training departments but that the Toolkit needed to be further developed to engage a broader clientele.  Once the Irish Partner has the completed Toolkit they felt that they would be more able to then plan ‘where we may be able to use it’.  Although ‘how it’s going to be used’ is still a question for them.  NALA do not deal directly with HR departments although they do engage with employers on a more general basis and need to further explore ways of exploiting the new Toolkit most effectively in the future. An SG member explained that ‘there is a lot more work to be done in terms of promoting the Toolkit’.
Sustainability

The future sustainability of the project is a key issue for Partners. A Sustainability Plan has been developed and is in the process of being agreed by partners. SfW believe that the future sustainability of the Toolkit will be a function of its commercial viability. ‘It will need to respond to client need and compete with other products’ in the market place, particularly those that will try to replicate the Toolkit. Some Partners expressed optimism with regard to the future sustainability and potential markets for the Toolkit although it is anticipated that costs will be a key issue in taking the Toolkit forward.  Two Questionnaire respondents were also confident that the Toolkit was commercially viable.  Others felt that it was but with various qualifications, ‘there is a business case for it, but difficult economic times will affect this’ and ‘it needs to be marketed to the right sectors/organisations’ and one Partner did not feel it was commercially viable in its current form in their own country. 
Other respondents felt that sustainability should have been dealt with earlier in the project and that this may result in the Toolkit not being a viable product in the future. ‘The project management should have started looking at ways to market the product/toolkit a lot sooner in order to ensure that it continues to be developed and utilised’. It’s a small team and although they are now ‘focusing more on sustainability and rolling out’ they needed to do this earlier, ‘my concern is that the project doesn’t get shelved’. Sustainability of the website is key to the future development of the Toolkit and SfW is committed to maintaining the host website for the foreseeable future. Also for some the Toolkit is too complex and they believe this will limit its marketability in its current form, particularly in countries where evaluation and basic skills awareness is more limited than in the UK. ‘It has opened new horizons’ but ‘the sustainability has to be proved in the future’.
Future dissemination and exploitation
All respondents felt that the results of the project are transferable to other sectors so there is much scope for future development. It can be used for all types of training and all sectors which was demonstrated in the variability of organisations and sector types involved in the UK trials and Partners and SG members praise its ‘flexibility’ and  ‘applicability’.
The Czech Partner was ‘prepared to disseminate the tool to potential end users after the end of the project’ and intended to keep in touch with the project coordinator to support this activity. They are thinking of possibly setting up a Czech website to promote the Toolkit and are also interested in teaching this to HR students.  At the final evaluation meeting the Czech partner proposed that a basic level technician would be trained to answer the more straight forward queries and then any more complex issues would be passed to SfW

The Irish Partner was planning more dissemination and exploitation at the beginning of 2010 once the Toolkit is completed and another Partner was considering approaching more companies but was concerned regarding the complexity of the Tool and how it had been received by employers during trialling.
Partners and SG members described their plans for ensuring the Toolkit developed is fully utilised by employers, training providers and unions and embedded in their portfolios.  The degree of influence varied between Partners and SG members and was a function of their organisational roles. They recognised that ‘the project is only going to be a success if we promote it – otherwise it will die a death – it’s up to us to get it about’. The LDA is committed to using the Toolkit and were preparing to promote the Toolkit as a good practice tool to providers, LSC, Job Centre Plus and central government departments. Further PR activity was planned to raise awareness and promote the Toolkit to member companies and it was anticipated that the wider business community would then introduce this to other stakeholders. Partners also planned to publicise ‘its existence through their networks’.  

A Partner explained that they could not ‘ensure the Toolkit is fully utilised’ but could advertise the product through their organisation using the organisational representative who is responsible for HR to advertise and communicate with users and mediate feedback and information between the users and the developers. Another believed that Trial participants would purchase the Toolkit once it was available.
The lead partner emphasised the importance of finding agencies in each Partner country that have a commercial track record in the distribution and promotion of training software products. ‘We’ll have to work together to support this’, as well as updating the non European versions of the Toolkit in order to keep all 3 versions the same and ensure a common tool.  This is a leading edge tool so in terms of marketing and developing the Toolkit there are issues to be addressed such as ‘the readiness of the market place’, as the ‘level of what takes place there isn’t high’. ‘Employers need to put work in to gather data’ to use the Toolkit and so there may be issues in ‘getting employers to use it’. Also, there were issues with regard to the Toolkit being a commercial tool and associated costs and a respondent suggested that there were lessons to be learnt from Tribal with regard to licensing and marketing.
The Business Plan

The lead partner described how they had developed a ‘comprehensive and in-depth’ Business Plan to take the project forward and this has been used as a basis for the Sustainability Plan. SfW are being supported in the planning process by Business Link and University connections.  They also hope to access ‘matched funding that may be available for marketing and technical development’. The Toolkit has been renamed TrainingEvaluatorPro.com in order to achieve the greatest number of website hits.  SfW explained that they intend ‘to do everything we can to make the Toolkit more accessible in German and Romanian’ and believe that there is potential to roll it out in other countries and if all goes well in the UK other country specific plans will follow. The Czech Partner expressed the hope that in order to facilitate the commercial use of the product SfW would maintain a link with their organisation in the future to support engagement of interested parties.  However licensing and fee arrangements are still to be finalised and as a result Partners are still unsure how much it will cost to access the Toolkit.  
7.  Conclusions and recommendations 

In drawing conclusions and making recommendations related to the LdV WoLLNET Project, four themes are addressed: working in partnership, the project, its management, dissemination and exploitation and future development.   

7.1 Working in Partnership

The LdV partnership has improved over time with transnational partners being more involved and active in this final phase of the project. Communication also improved in the final phase of the project and Teleconferencing, emails and meetings kept partners up to date and involved on a group and individual basis. Although the Partnership has worked more effectively in the final stages of the project, Partners felt that they could ‘feed back but not really develop’ the Toolkit, although SfW explained that Partner tasks were assigned in line with the original project specification.  Partners suggested improvements that could have strengthened partnership working described in Section 3 above and recommendations to address these are outlined below 
Recommendations:

· SG members needed to made more aware of the importance of transnational working as an underpinning objective of the project; 
· Greater technical expertise on the partnership or SG could perhaps have ensured a smoother Toolkit development and best value for money; 
· An earlier assessment of the strength of existing relationships with employers in partner countries and more advice to partners about building new ones would have improved Partnership working;
· Partnership working could have been improved if Partners had more robust connections with policy making bodies at a national and European level.
7.2 The LdV WOLLNET Project
A powerful and customisable Toolkit with both breadth and depth was developed through the project. The complexity of the Toolkit caused issues for some people who aren’t used to evaluation. Due to the pressures imposed by technical development processes, time and resource for the translation process were limited, but trialling was successfully conducted with a variety of stakeholders and an innovative Toolkit was Quality assured by continuous assessment and monitoring. Partners had various suggestions to improve the development and trialling of the Toolkit:
Recommendations:

· A fully functioning German and Romanian Toolkits needed to be available earlier in the project:
· The translation process should have been more carefully planned in the initial stages of the project and coordinated later;
· Addressing the complexity of the Toolkit in all its language versions is a priority to promote accessibility;
· SfW needs to ensure that the non English language versions of the Toolkit are completed in the near future to achieve project objectives;
· A content management system that allows partners to change the language versions themselves needed to be in place;
· Partners needed more time for trialling;
· More employers needed to be involved in the trials. 
7.3 Managing the LdV WOLLNET Project
Project management was described as high quality, diligent, effective and efficient. Communication improved in the final phase of the project through Teleconferencing, emails and monthly updates.  There were difficulties adhering to the original project timetables as the task of producing the Toolkit was far greater than anticipated. Although Transnationality improved over time, much of the technical development work was carried out in the UK.  All respondents were unified in their opinion that this was an innovative Toolkit and for some a potential market leader. 
Recommendations:
· It would have been useful if lead partner knowledge of software development had been more robust as this may have affected the pace of project development;
· The English language version of the Toolkit needed to be ready earlier to avoid putting EU Partners under pressure to localise/trial in a very limited time span;
· A greater degree of analysis would have improved performance measurement and generated richer data;
· Due to the pressures of technical development, time to work with transnational partners was limited and more resource would have allowed greater interaction and inclusion.
7.4 Dissemination and exploitation, added value and future development

An effective D&E Plan was prepared in the early stages of the project and a substantial number of individuals and organisations had been contacted during the life of the project although this had not been as successful at EU policy level and time and resource were both viewed as constraints. The Toolkit is a transferable, ‘quality product’ and is a valuable addition to the Skills for Life and wider Training market place as nothing similar exists. There are plans to simplify the Toolkit to make it as user friendly as possible.  A draft Sustainability Plan has been developed and is under discussion amongst Partners and SG members. 
Recommendations:

· The D&E Plan needs to be more effective at EU policy level;
· More work needs to be done to promote the Toolkit;
· The Toolkit needs to be simplified to make it as user friendly as possible; 
· The Sustainability Plan needs to be agreed and finalised;
· Licensing and fee arrangements need to be finalised to ensure the future development of the Toolkit in all Partner countries.












