LLP Grundtvig LP project "iTongue: Our multilingual Future!" 4 th
meeting in United Kingdom 30 October - November 2014

Questionnaire Results

Patterns countries

Germany 0 0%

United Kingdom 2 8%

Lithuania 3 12%

Poland 2 8%

Portugal 2 8%
8 32%
4 16%
4

16%

Turkey
Hungary

Switzerland

Patterns name

e Rita

e (Carla

e |[stuan

o Al

e Askin

e Paolo

e C. Adout
e X

e B. Duparc
e Ralph

e Sandor

e Maria

e Ozge Okumus
¢ Nijole

e Adam

e Katazyna
e Ramute

e Burcu Piri
e Ali Kemal
e Agne Kalendaite
e Serkhan

e Beata



What is your opinion regarding the logistics and organisation of the
meeting?
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How was the balance between leisure time and meeting work?
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How do you rate the supporting material (written, audio, image, devices)?
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How do you access the active learning opportunities for practicing?
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Do you consider you had achievements: new information. new skills, new
products?
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How do you evaluate the monitoring of the program?
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How do you evaluate the monitoring of unexpected challenges?
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Do you consider that the meeting goals were met?
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How do you evaluate the communication, ethnic interconnectivity, and
established contacts?

10
11 4%
8 2 0 0%
6 3 8 32%
4 7 28%

4
5 9 36%

2

0

Poor [ B 1 [ ] Verygood



How do you rate the suitability of the venue / value for money?
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How do you rate the supportiveness (travel arrangements,
accommodation requirements, diets)?
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How do you evaluate the tourist attractions & local characteristics?
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Please add any comments you consider pertinent

e hank you!

e ltis generally difficult to satisfy so many different people with different expectations. |
realise London is a specific place to organise an event (prices are high and the value for
money not always satisfying).

o -

e | felt there were many missed opportunities, very few opportunities for connecting with
each other, share ideas. It seems to me that some targets were more important than
actually allowing people to have and share new ideas and perspectives.

e | would like to thank especially Anna and Agne. They were the conductors behind the
scene and they were very kind to us.

e | enjoyed walking, the amount of 'useful London time' we wasted yesterday was really
excessive. We could have taken public transport and spent the time on sightseeing, |
guess. Almost everybody reached the pub so exhausted that people had little energy for
socializing. However, | do appreciate the hosts efforts in satisfying everybody. Good
choice of the venue (hotel + conference). Thank you!

e Thanks to Maria and Agne for their patience.

e Thanks to Maria and Agne for their patience.

e Thanks for the guides!



