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EUROPEAN AWARENESS SCENARIO WORKSHOP

LOCAL FASE

CALARASI, July 2009

FINAL REPORT
FIRST PART

1st PLENARY SESSION: START UP OF THE WORKSHOP - INTRODUCTION AND PRESENTATION – PROGRAMME OF THE WORKSHOP

1st  SESSION OF THE ROLE GROUPS: DEVELOPMENT OF POSITIVE SCENARIOS

2nd   PLEANRY SESSION:  PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS OF THE FOUR ROLE GROUPS

SECOND PART

3rd PLENARY SESSION: IDENTIFICATION/DEFINITION/SELECTION OF THE THE MAIN THEMES EMERGED – QUESTION ON THE THEMES – CONSTITUTION OF THE THEMATIC GROUPS

2nd SESSION OF THE  THEMATIC GROUPS  - PROPOSAL OF IDEAS AND ACTIONS

4th PLENARY SESSION: REPORT OF THE THEMATIC GROUPS - COMMON-ELABORATION OF THE FINAL ACTION PLAN  (MASTERPLAN) – INFORMATION ON FOLLOW UP MEETING IN OCTOBER 2009 – FINAL  REMARKS AND COMMENTS

OBJECTIVES

GENERAL: comparision of the premises, methode and results with the pilot workshop methode and with the first applied workshop – Berlin 2009.

PARTICULAR: finding out if this methode is a good response to the local problem solutioning.
PROGRAMME
09.00 – 09.30 Welcoming of the participants

09.30 – 10.00 Plennary session – introduction, presentation

10.00 – 11.00 Participants bonding – division in 4 groups
11.00 -12.00 4 group working

12.00 – 12.30 coffee brake

12.30 – 13.00 Group presentation

13.00 – 14.00 Lunch brake

14.00 – 15.00 Mixed group work

15.00 – Conclusions – discussions, comments

16.00 – 17.00 Masterplan – feedback and practical solutioning

GROUP PRESENTATION

FIRST GROUP – Teachers, educators – this group was formed by 4 people enhanced in the educational system in different paths: one teacher(history professor), one educator(English teacher for adult educational learning), one highschool director and one master planning courses responsable.

SECOND GROUP – Citizen – 4 different ages: 18(pupil), 36(salesman), 55(engineer), 65(retired fireman).

THIRD GROUP – Politicians – 4 different political parties – Social-democrat, Liberal, Conservator, Nationalist.
FOURTH GROUP – Experts – Lawyer(44), Doctor(29), Police officer(36), Local ONG manager(50).

WORKSHOP THEME

Due to the fact that the goal of this local workshop was to compare the results in Berlin with other local results, our idea was to propose the same theme: PARTICIPATION.

The local situation in Calarasi city has influenced citizen behaviour in the way of losing interest in social, economichal and political problems.

09.30 – 10.00 Plennary session – introduction, presentation:

1. introduction and presentation of the workshop’s wider project context and objectives , as well as the specific working modalities;

2. presentation and sharing of the workshop’s programme;

3. self-presentation of participants. This phase signed the start-up of the workshop’s activities. Particularly, participants were asked to express: their name, job, motivation to the participation and personal definition of the concept of LOCAL PARTICIPATION. In fact, the participants, invited to give a first personal opinion on the workshop’s theme, have expressed briefly their motivations and expectations regarding their participation.;

4. distribution of participants in the role groups

11.00 -12.00 4 group working

DEVELOPMENT OF VISIONS AND FUTURE SCENARIOS ON THE BASIS OF THE QUESTION: Living in 2015, everybody has a say in local decision making – How is that possible?

QUESTION ON THE THE SCENARIO OF  2015
1. what are the main steps to develop the scenario of 2020?

2. what are the main factors which contribute to the realization of the scenario?

3. what are the most significant contexts and areas to promote the realization of the scenario?
REPORTING SESSION
1. Report of Group Educators – Stancu Ileana: 

COMMON UTOPIA: School should provide the basic backround for participation in local decision making
STEPS: New learning methods and information

            Separate learning structures

            Family involvement

            Development of common sense of involvement

FACTORS:local econimichal and social involvement of institutions
                  Transparency in birocracy

                  Visualisation of future solutions

AREAS: Education, awareness, direct participation, tolerance

2. Report of Group Politicians – Alina Jipa: 
COMMON UTOPIA- reaching direct democracy through valid ideas and solutions, mixed together with competent local actors.

STEPS –  Providing equality 

              Reaching responsibility through enhancing obligations

               Transparency through eliminating birocracy
                Direct communication

FACTORS – Local decision-making institutions, bireaous

                    Social and educational discrimination

                     Social generation gaps
3. Report of Experts Group – Carmen Constantin

COMMON UTOPIA: decision making based on dividing competences among local experts.

STEPS: revealing problems and finding the best person to solve them

            Establishing educational competences in decision-making

            Eliminating differences between local actors

FACTORS: openness to new competences

                 Discrimination

                 Local culture

                 Awareness of involved institutions

4. Report of Citizen Group – Comsa Adrian

COMMON UTOPIA: participation in all decision-making, regardless of competences, status.

STEPS: attributing importance to all problems revealed

            Attributing importance to all actors involved

            Less birocracy

            More information

FACTORS: discrimination

               Tolerance

               Openness of local administrative institutions

               Access to laws, rules, information, decision-making direct actors.

SECOND PART
Plenary session – revealing common areas of interest:

A) Education

B) Involvement

C) Responsibility

D) Communication
MIXED GROUP WORK
Every group has contained a member of the initial 4 groups.
QUESTION ON THE THE ACTUAL SCENARIO 

1. What is the actual situation – how should it look in the future?

2. What is the UTOPIA?

3. What activities should provide the UTOPIA

4. What obstacoled could jeopardize reaching the UTOPIA?

FIRST GROUP – EDUCATION

NOW: no practical courses in schools and universities(administration, responsibility, decision-making steps)
             No young education in families

             No correlation between teachers and parents

FUTURE: more participation
               Teaching methods

ACTIVITIES: familiy implication – meetings, communication centers and workshops
                         Optional courses in schools

OSTACOLES:   reticence
                       Intolerance

                       Fear of implication

SECOND GROUP – INVOLVEMENT

NOW: no interest in local problems
          No trust in institutions

          Fear of decision solutioning incompetence

FUTURE: direct democracy
               Competence fields with competent people

               Information through media

ACTIVITIES: local actors meetingg
                    Attending practical courses

                    Broadcasting results

OSTACOLES: birocracy
                     Indifference

                     resignation
THIRD GROUP – COMMUNICATION

NOW: no direct dialogure between local actors and citizen
          Few media channels for communication

          No responses to solutions

FUTURE: multiple intercultural dialogue
               New media channels

               Short way from problem to solution

ACTIVITIES: inventing new media 
                    Using existing media and Internet

                     Courses for new users

OSTACOLES: losing feedback on the way
                     Manipulation of weak participants

                     Leader decision making actors

FOURTH GROUP – RESPONSABILITY

NOW: demanding only respecting wrights
         Selfishness in dealing with problems

          Distrust in own forces

FUTURE: focus on obligations in society
               Respecting the other one’s needs            

ACTIVITIES: courses of law, administration, PR
                    Volunteering

                    Creating working local groups

                    Teambuing and brainstorming in decision-making

OSTACOLES: intolerance
                     Sceptic institutions

                     Old prejudices
PLENARY SESSION

MASTEPLAN

The main topics discussed in the workshop have been focused on the principal problem in local community.

The activities that could solve this problems were proposed by people that have a say in the field.

Other participants have only tried to make suggestions to the field experts.

No participant has engaged in solving a problem without competence.

	WHO
	WHAT
	WHEN
	WITH WHOM

	Alina Jipa
	Creating an informational center for citizen problems
	November 2008
	Labour Direction and Local Council

	Romeo Stanciu
	Teaching PR and Communication courses
	Starting September 2oo9
	Local Center for Professional Development


	Marina Grigorescu
	Monthly meetings with sindicate leaders
	January 2010
	Calarasy City Council


	Ileana Stanciu
	Introducing democracy terms in schools for young children
	September 2009
	Local school where she teaches



	Octavian Badiu
	Local media promotion of courses, meetings, activities
	December 2009
	Local TV and Radio Stations


REFLECTIONS AND FEEDBACK
The real surprise of this workshop was the feedback we received from our participants.

Although they were very reticent in the morning and gave us the impression that the first words about the theme were superficial, at the end we’ve concluded that the final reflections were almost identical  with the initial ones.

The final individual conclusions were focused on the fact that the initial revealed problems have been observed by each field participant.

The solutions were different due to the numerous conceptions of the participants, as well as their educational training.

