Innovate Teaching Research & Advocacy Consulting (ITRAC) Global
Relational Co Creation Workshop for Competency Development 
(B) Detailed Micro‑Intervention Design Template (for small groups)
Title: ____Student engagement catalyser__________________________________ 
Primary ESD competency (pick one): [ ] Systems thinking [ ] Anticipatory [ ] Normative [ ] Strategic [ ] Collaborative [ ] Critical [ ] Reflexive [ ] Integrated problem‑solving
1. Intervention summary (one line): Igniting Student Engagement through strategic action
2. Duration & cadence: 10 weeks program with 5 1,5hr sessions (e.g., 6weeks; 6× 1.5‑hr sessions).
3. Target learners & context: 2-3 teachers/professors + 5-10 students (age/phase, cohort size, setting — curricular (link to learning outcomes/ co‑curricular / extracurricular)
4. Goal (By the end… observable): students installed an oikos chapter: which means a running and sustainable student organization (tie to primary competency; start with “By the end…”)
5. Relational method & disorienting dilemma (how learners experience relational co‑creation and the challenge):
· Method (e.g., student‑led focus group; photo‑voice with children/families; co‑design advisory): teachers learn to let go: they are only supporters, never in charge	
students take action, form groups and learn leadership methodologies
· Disorienting dilemma (specific real‑world constraint to surface perspective shift): oikos chapter will NOT be reliant on teacher-support
6. Core roles & responsibilities (name roles; 1 line duty each):
· Student lead: students — __________________
· Educator mentor: prof — __________________
· Community/parent partner: oikos International— providing materials and framework and workshops for student skill development
7. One key activity (highest‑impact, stepwise, 2. steps max):
1. Kick-off with students – clear follow ups for 10 weeks
2. 
8. Tangible outputs (what demonstrates competency): Student group action plan; they will organize own initiatives during and after the intervention (e.g., stakeholder map; mini advisory report; photo‑voice gallery; prototype)
9. Minimum evidence package (pick at least two):
· [x] Observation checklist (3 items)
· [x] Learner artefact (photo / map / brief report)
· [x] 1‑Q exit reflection (Yes/Partly/No + 1 sentence)
· [x] Partner feedback slip (1–2 lines)
· [ ] Short audio reflection (≤60s)
10. Simple success criteria (1–2 items linked to competency):
1. oikos chapter launched
1. oikos chapter governed by students (next handover is crucial)
11. Institutional enabler activated (from Context‑Mapping): dean + lecturers (owner / evidence)
12. Risk, ethics, inclusion note (one line): can be handled through the new oikos chapter – training will be delivered in follow up programs
13. Resources / budget (approx.): 5000€ for running the program. Rooms and infrastructure allowance for students (hours / £ / materials)
14. Transfer & governance (how this links to competency transfer pathways and institutional supports):  
· Recognition: __________________ (e‑portfolio badge; micro‑credential; showcase)
· Governance next step: __________________ (who submits evidence to which committee; by when)
15. Immediate next step (owner & date): __________________
Signature (student lead / facilitator): __________________ Date: _______

( C ) Example 
Title: “Family Voices Advisory: Co‑Designing a Play‑based Climate Session” 
Primary competency: Collaborative competency (secondary: Normative, Reflexive) 
Duration: 3 weeks; 3 sessions co‑delivered with primary teachers and families 
Target learners: 20 primary pupils; 6 HE student co‑creators; families invited
Goal: By the end, HE students co‑produce a 1‑page advisory brief with parents and teachers that identifies 3 small classroom practices and documents at least one shift in learners expressed values.
Relational method & dilemma: Student‑led focus groups with parents; dilemma — some parents prefer play not talk about climate (parental resistance) so students must negotiate language and values.
One key activity (3 steps): 1) HE students run 2 focus groups with parents. 
2) Co‑create 3 playful practice ideas with children and test one. 
3) Produce advisory brief and short photo‑voice strip.
Outputs: Advisory brief; photo‑voice strip; 3 practice prototypes.
Evidence: Observation checklist (parent engagement items); artefact (brief); 1‑line parent reflections.
Simple success criteria: 1) Advisory brief co‑signed by at least one parent and the teacher. 
2) At least 60% of participating children show value language in exit reflection.
Institutional enabler: Community liaison post + small micro‑grant (owner: Community Liaison, evidence: funding email).
Transfer & governance: Submit evidence pack to School of Education CPD lead for micro‑credential consideration; host a short showcase to the sustainability office.
Immediate next step: HE student lead — email Community Liaison & teacher to confirm focus group dates by DD/MM.
SMART Indicator (example): “By week 3, 60% of participating children will use at least one value‑based phrase about caring for nature in their exit reflection, measured by a short exit sheet” — metric: exit sheet; threshold 60%; report to programme lead.

