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1. INTRODUCTION
This document provides a comprehensive presentation of the instruments for the evaluationof the activities of the project, namely the interactive career talks, lighthouse activities, localfairs and open schooling activities. The document covers the methodology applied, thepreliminary results obtained from piloting the instruments, the evaluation phases and timeline,and the detailed evaluation procedures that will be followed. Additionally, the document refersto the data analysis processes that will be followed for the analysis of the data that will becollected during the main phase oft he project, and concludes with the instruments.
The report is structured into four main sections:

 Methodology: This section describes the overall approach to the evaluation, includingthe design of the questionnaires, data collection methods and analysis for the piloting.
 Preliminary Results: This section presents the initial findings gathered during the pilotingof the tools in the partner countries.
 Evaluation Phases and Timeline: The report outlines the main stages of the evaluationprocess with a corresponding timeline for each stage.
 Evaluation Procedure: This section details the specific procedures used and data analysisto evaluate each type of activity, including career talks, lighthouse activities, and openschooling activities. Notably, it includes the "Observation Template" created by the IE-Lisboa group specifically for assessing lighthouse activities during the pilot phase.
 Evaluation Instruments: the final evaluation instruments for the different activities andthe different participants/stakeholders are included.

2. METHODOLOGY
This section describes the overall approach to the evaluation, including data collection methodsand analysis techniques.
1.
2.
2.1 Design and Development of the Questionnaires
2.1.1 Explaining the idea behind the evaluation tools
The main purposes of WP 5 according to the proposal are: (a) to ensure activities of the highestquality, and (b) to measure the impact of the activities on participants to give advice to otherpeople interested in open schooling, creating partnerships, providing activities for life longlearning. Furthermore, based on the description of WP5, the questionnaires should contain avariety of questions, such as opinion about the activity, attitudes towards science, sciencecareers, self-efficacy in relation to science, importance of lifelong learning, value of cross-
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sectoral partnerships, importance of cooperation between community and scientists, frequencyof mentoring and value.” From now on these are referred to as the nine dimensions of thequestionnaire. Therefore, the questionnaires for the Light House Activities (LHA), InteractiveCareer Talks (ICT), Local Fairs and conventions were designed to measure the nine dimensionsas stated in the proposal and highlighted above. According to the proposal, the methodology ofthe overall project is based on design research, and through the feedback from the evaluationquestionnaires the partners are invited to make the necessary changes to the activities.Therefore, the questionnaires for LHA, ICT, Local Fairs etc were designed to capture thefollowing: (a) information about the nine dimensions mentioned above above, (b) informationrelated to the activity that will support partners in making the necessary changes to theactivities, and (c) changes in students’ self-efficacy, attitudes towards science and science careeraspirations for two specific situations: (1) when people participate in multiple activities fromthe project, and (2) for the Open Schooling Activities that are longer in duration. These decisionsare based on the proposal which mentions in page 12: “We will evaluate the change inparticipants’ attitudes (e.g. self-efficacy) when participating in several events of the project. Thisallows us to draw conclusions about how effective our events are or which activities, possiblyalso in combination, are effective in achieving individual goals for specific groups.”
Therefore, the questionnaires were not designed to measure impact of each individual activity(with the exception of Open Schooling Activities) because: (a) according to the proposal this wasnot the intention of the evaluation questionnaires for LHA, ICT and Local Fairs, (b) LHA, ICT andFairs are very short in duration (20-60 minutes) and therefore we did not expect to observe anyimpact from short activities, and (c) the time it takes to complete the questionnaire is long, andparticipants did not complete when we tried it in some LHA during the initial piloting. Despitethe aforementioned, for the LHA, ICT and Local Fairs and conventions we aremeasuring possibleimpact from participating in more than one activity from our consortium, as indicated in theproposal. Each participant will generate their personal code when they fill in a questionnaireand at the end of the project we will measure the impact on participants who have participatedin more than one activities in the project and will analyse possible impact on the dimensions ofthe questionnaires mentioned above (i.e. attitudes towards science, self-efficacy in science).
According to the proposal, questionnaires for LHA, ICT and fairs are only completed at the endof the activity (WP5 description, Task 5.2). The impact of the activities, as mentioned in theproposal is linked to activities of longer duration, as for example Open Schooling Activities.Specifically, impact is mentioned in the proposal in relation to the retrospective interviews forOpen Schooling, (page 11 of the proposal, WP 5 description). Therefore, for the Open SchoolingActivities, other than the retrospective interviews, students will be administered thequestionnaire both as a pre and post test. In this way we will be able to measure the impact ofthe Open Schooling Activities.

2.1.2 The process of designing the evaluation tools
The initial discussion on the structure of the evaluation tools took place during the kick-offmeeting of the project in April 2023. UNIC presented a preliminary structure for the


