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Executive Summary

The International Program for Development Evaluation Training, held on campus at Carleton
Universityin June/July 201lwas evaluated using thensa evaluation framework employed
annually since 200Z'he program is sponsorég the Independent Evaluation Group of the
World Bank in conjunction with the Faculty of Public Affairs, Carleton University. As has been
the case in previous years, the program consisted of-wé&k Core Course followed by a set

of workshops in Week 8nd 4.

IPDET has been delivered at Carleton Universitgeid001 and there aoer2000alumni.
Participants in the program come fromwiae diversity of backgrounds and represent public,
private and nefor-profit sectorsOver230 participants frommore thar75 countries were
represented in 2A1The results of the evaluatiaf IPDET 201lare summarized belgw
followed by an overview of the program atas evaluation.

Recurring Pattern of SuccesAs has been the case over the past several, year2011 IPDET

was highly successfalverall. These findings are remarkably consistent and corroborate

evaluation findings from prior IPDET evaluations (Cousins, 2004, 2006a, 2006b,d2007;

Heyer, 2003; Trumpower, 2008, 2009, 2010). IPDET developersnamagers are again to be
commended for their hard work in meeting clie

The achievement test showed significant cognitive growth fromt@posttestintervals for the

Core CourseA statistically significant improvemem test performance was observed. Data

from seltreport questionnaires showed a pattern of almost uniformly positive participant
perceptions about the programbs success i n me
Course as well as Week 3 ane®% 4 segments. Key program quality indicators such as the
extent to which the program meets participant
to colleagues and participant inclination to return for future training, were highly favorable and

for the mostpart as or more favorable than reported in the 28d&luation A majority of the

workshops offered in Weeks 3 and 4 were rated very highly with few, if any, identified as being

a cause for concern. Ratings of specific aspects of individual hapkdqe.g., instructional

pacing) showed a general pattern of improvement relative to recent prior years.

Given | PDETO6s high |l evel of observed effectiyv
incremental changes or fine tuning are offered. Recomatiemd for more fundamental or
substantial program alterations are simply not warranted.

Enrolment pattern®verall enrolment increased again this year, despite a small decline in the
number of applications received. As well, the proportion of paaitgfrom developing

countries was higher than in past years. Increased enrolment may be at least partially attributable
to the record high number of scholarships awarded this year. Whereas the number of
applications for participants seeking funding @ased slightly, the proportion of all applicants

who sought a scholarship remained high. Thus, demand continues to exceed supply in this
regard. In order to continue meeting the high demand for development evaluation training,
especially in economicallgifficult times and for participants from developing countries, IPDET
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management will need to continue to work hard toward procuring donors of scholarships and
partial scholarships, as it has in the past. As well, it is recommended that IPDET continue to
explore other financial incentives like the current practice of offering reduced fees for large
delegations and multiear agreements.

Late cancellations will likely remain a challenge as they have in the past, although IPDET
management virtually eliminatd é no showsdé this year through
communication with, applicants prior to attending IPDET. Continued vigilance toward early
identification of applicants who are likely to have difficulties in attending the program, as well as
follow-up correspondence aimed at determining the cause, will be prudent.

Roundtable learning experiencBoundtable sessions continue to be well received. Over 72%
of all participants attended at least one Roundtable session, and the sessions recayeed very
quality ratings. Both the percentage of participants attending Roundtables and quality ratings
were slightly higher than in 2010. In addition, qualitative comments were extremely positive.
Concerns expressed last year that the Roundtable discusseded to be better structured
and/or better facilitated were virtually nexistent this year. It is recommended that IPDET
management continue its practice of soliciting information from participants about potential
presentations well in advance of {ir@gram using its detailed expression of interest form. It is
further recommended that management continues to provide experienced evaluators as
Roundtable moderators to ensure that the presentations progress expediently from a brief
description of the ealuation context to an idepth discussion of crux issues so that Roundtables
remain an interactive, valuable experience for both presenters and session attendees.

Workshop learning experiend®®v er al | , t hi s year 6s wor kEhdops
proportion of workshops that received highly favorable quality ratings was higher than in
previous years. Few if any of the workshops stood out as a potential concern. In general, it
appears that | PDET managemen tedback gtilizeddor i ce of
renewal decisions is working well and should be continued.

It was noted that the decision made in 2010 to extend the length of several workshops appears
successful, as evidenced by increasing quality ratings. It was also notee thighttst scoring
workshops were more likely to be three days long, as opposed to the three lowest scoring
workshops which were all two days long. Nonetheless, time constraints were the most
frequently identified area suggested for improvement in quabtaésponses. Although it may

not be feasible to extend the length of all workshops while still maintaining the impressive
variety available to participants, it is recommended that IPDET management continue to monitor
the relationship between workshopdgh and quality. It would also be prudent to consider

length when evaluating specific workshops for instructional renewal.

Residential experienceRatings for logistical services, campus environment, and extracurricular
activities remained very favorkh Ratings of dormitory and food services were lower than for
other aspects of the IPDET secretariat and infrastructure of the program, though, as has
historically been the case. Ratings of food services, in particular, were somewhat lower than in
2010.
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Nonetheless, IPDET management received excellent ratings for their responsiveness to
participant concerns regarding their resident
practice of soliciting early feedback concerning food and housekeaspéfigctive at allowing

them to respond quickly to any serious concerns in these areas. The traditionally lower ratings of
food and dormitory services may simply reflect the wide range of expectations held by the

culturally and geographically diverse pdgtion attracted to IPDET, rather than any serious

concerns.lt is recommended that IPDET management continue its practice of soliciting early
feedback from participants during the program regarding food and housing issues. But, in

addition, it may be heful to solicit more specific information regarding food/housing

preferences and expectations from participants before they arrive at IPDET.

General consideration®©verall, IPDET continues to meet its stated learning objectives and to
maintain participat satisfaction extremely well. However, as with any program, there is always
room for improvement. Historically, and again this year, the two most commonly indicated
issues were lack of time (both time available to cover course matedapth in theclassroom

and free time to consolidate newly learned material and complete readings outside of the
classroom) and the availability of a wide range of relevant case studies/examples. Although
participant feedback revealed a trend toward improved ratirthese areas, they were still rated
lower than other aspects of training.

As a result, it is suggested that IPDET management consider limiting the number of mealtime
speakers in order to provide partichagants wit
knowledge in what is currently a denselgcked schedule.

It is also suggested that IPDET management continue to strongly encourage presenters to

provide a wide variety of instructional examples/case studies that are relevant to the diversity of
participant contexts. Curriculum reform preceding IPDET 2007 (see Cousins, 2007), as well as
the recent addition of Morra I mas and Ristos
However, providing participants with an even greater variety and typahgxamples will

likely be positively received. One possibility that IPDET management might find useful is to
actively solicit case studies from alumni via the IPDET listserv. Any examples received could

then be provided to future presenters and/aigdpants in an online repository.
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1. Introduction

This report is on the evaluation of tekeventhannual session of the International Program for
Developnent Evaluation Training (IPDET) held on campus at Carleton University in June and
July, 2011 The program is sponsored by tinelependent Evaluation Growb the World Bank

in conjunction with the Faculty of Public Affaieg Carleton UniversityThe progam continues

to feature a twaveekCore Courssegment followed by series of workshops Week 3and

Week 4 Over 23 participants representingore thar/5industialized and developing nations

took part in either th€ore Coursgone or botrof Week3 and 4 segmenter all of the program
offerings.Participants represented evaluation professionals and program managers working in all
levels of government, bilateral and multilateral development agencies, and international financial
institutions.

1.1 ProgramDescription

The key learning objectives for IPDET are to

1. Developbroad baseinowledge of development evaluation conceptecesses, and
methods;

2. Increase or upgrade current depth or level of evaluatiowledge and skills;

3. Enhance specificls in designing and conducting evakions of development
programs;

4. Meet people from around the globe, who argaged in development evaluation; and

5. Develop networks for future collaboration and knowledge sharing.

Since its inception in 200 IPDET h& offered the program in two segments. The firstiveek
segment, referred to as t@ere Coursgprovides an overview of the evaluation field, tools and
techniquesevaluation desigriessons learne@nd expert guidancParticipants in th€ore
programspend abouf(0% of their time in a classroom settiagd 30% working in small groups
on an applied topicThe composition of the work groupsbased ortontent areas ohterest

that the participants idenyifat the time of their application. The balarwetween lectures and
group work is designed to provide opportunitieseechange among participangspractical
overview of tle development evaluation field and hadspractice doing an evaluation design.
Following the 2005 IPDE;Tthe Core programnderwentsignificant curriculum renewal (see
Cousins, 2006b).

In 2005, IPDET management introduced a new feature into the Core program. As a further way
in which the rich experiences of IPDET participants could be shared, iomethematic
roundtablesvere organizeded by individual participantssivenpositive respongeover the

pastfive years this practice was continued in2D Participants were first asked if they had any
presentations that they wished to share with their colleagues angpstyjaetswere made

available A total oftenpresentations were offereder a tweday period and arrangements
weremade for IPDET participants hear and participate in the presentations widaalged from
about 45 minutes to nearly @@inutes in lengthThese roundtables were highlighted in the daily
newsletter to encourage attendance, which was optional.
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The second segment consists of two weeks of technical workshops designed to build skills in
specificareas. As part of IPDEF commitment to offerraatractivecontinuing professional
development programyorkshop offerings we somewhatnodifiedin 2011. Six workshos
weredroppedtwo at the last minuté one due to low enrolment, the other due to the instructor
not being able to make it to Ottanar)dthreenew workshopsvere added Although thetotal
number of workshopshereforedecreasetb 26, participants were still offered ampressive
variety of choice.

Other changes to ti#11 programincludedthelast minuterecruitmentof a new instruabr
(FrargoiseCoupal)to deliver an existing workshaphen the scheduled instructor fellalhdthe
recruitment ofanothemew instructoto co-deliveranexistingworkshop(Bassirou Chitoy Two
workshoptitles were alsanodifiedslightly in the interesof clarity. In addition,all returning

workshop providers were furnished with wation feedback from their 201d¥ferings with the
expectation that such data would provide a valuable basis for revision, updating and fine tuning.

As mentioned,n all, 26 workshopswere offered inVeeks 3 and 4 of the programith
participants being given ample choice within each time Blrticipants were encouraged to
base their choices on topics most relevant to their work and knowledge areas.

1.2 Evaluation Framegvk

As part of the IPDET program designP DE T 6 s ‘Beveloper] ancevakiation framework
which has been employedery year since 200The framework includes knowledge tests for
learning effectiveness, plus student evaluations fo€tire CoursgWeek 3andWeek 4 for
each of the workshopand the roundtable component

The vast majority of data gathered for the evaluation correspomiaibis commonly

understood as Level 1 evaluation within the training program evaluation literature (e.@yGusk
2000; Kirkpatrick, 1959, 1994) evel 1 evaluation focuses on participant reactions and
satisfaction with the program experience. Included in Level 1 evalsaierselreported
estimates of learning and skill development, intended uses of knovdedgeed, and the like.
The knowledge test, administered at-edposttestintervals, corresponding to ti@ore
Courseoffering, reflects what might be thougtt as Level 2 evaluation. Level 2 evaluation is an
examination of the actual cognitive déament of participants as a result of their engagement
with the program. The test is a more powerful indicator of learning than thegetted
information arising from Level 1. It should be noted that deeper, more penetrating evaluation
guestions areot part of the routine evaluation framework used in the present case. Lawi3
evaluations, which consider the actual transfer and application of learning and skill development
to the workplaceand the impact on organizatiosse a matter for sepdeainquiry concerning
IPDET. Such evaluatios have beenondu¢ed by Buchanan (2004he International
Development Research Centre (IDRC, 20@8)d most recently by Cousins, Elliott, and Gilbert
(201Q 20122 Cousins, et al. (201@011) reported oranon-comparative, retrospective

! LindaMorra Imas and Ray Rist developed and continue to direct IPDET.
% Links to each of these reports are provided on the IPDET website.ipdet.org.
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http://www.ipdet.org/

evaluationdesign, using multiple lines of evidenaecludingan online survey of IPDET alumni
who had attended IPDET since its inception and a multiple case sthdyevaluators concluded
that
o |IPDET is a very succesdfprogram that is unparalleled in its ability to develop
foundational knowledge and skill in development evaluation;
o there is a fairly high degree of knowledge transfer of M&E skills learned at IPDET to the
participantsd home work environment ;
o |PDET is lelping to build local capacity and an appetite for development evaluation.
Through the efforts of alumni who are O0cha
make inroads in contexts which have a readiness for development M&E.

The present repobuilds onthe implementation of thevaluation framework (Level 1 and 2)
over the pastineyears(see den Heyer, 2002, 20@3ousins 2004 2006, 2006b, 2007
Trumpower 2008 2009 2010Q. These data are primarily useful for planning and program
revision decisioimaking from year to year_evel 1 data include seteported perceptions of
1. Learning effectiveness in specific areas of evaluation knowledge;
2. Learning objectives and IPDET effectiveness;
3. Competencies and potential impact;
4. Quality of course design and deary;
5. Faculty;
6. Participants as active learners;
7. Group work;
8. Living on the university campus;
9. Good practices and recommendations for improvement;
10. Future training and services.

Data collection ptailed the administration ofd3juestionnaires and 2 setskmowledge tests
(administered at preandposttestintervals relative to th€ore Coursgeover the course of the 4
week program. This means that typical participants are asked to coaygetximatelyl0
guestionnaires anidstruments throughout the foureek pogram. These sets of evaluation
instrumentglisted in Appendix A provided the basis for this repofithe total number of data
pieces (questionnaire/knowledge test responses) is equ@ktb Qther data gathered for the
purposes of this evaluan were enrolment figures and in@ldout thenfrom program
managers.

Slight modifications were made to some instruments foR@ié evaluation Changes to

instruments from year to year, while helping to improve the quality of data gathered, plase limit
on comparability of findings from one year to the next. Where approphiat@resent report
incorporate comparisons with prior evaluation dateting any changes in measurement items.

1.3 Curriculum Renewal

As described aboveaeh yeathe IPDET workshop curriculum is renewed and updated at least
partially on the basis of input from the annual evaluation. In some cases, new workshops are
added, while others are removed from lteeof options.While program developers and
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implementers also makedremental changes to Core program modules eachigedlQ6the
IPDET Core curriculum underent a significant renewabpecific changes to the curriculum are
reported in Cousins (2006blt should be noted that revisions to materials are ongoing and that
experiences in delivering miPDET programs on aationalfegional basis are a valuable
source of input for material revision.

In addition, one of the mostteh requested changes to IPDE&Sheento addmore examples of
deliverables and documents timaight be involved in arvaluation. Participantsavealso

wanted more harssdon activities to walk tam through the process. This continues to be a focus
for ongoing program developmernih this regard, it should be noted that IPDET patrticipants
receivel atextbookon development evaluati@uthored by wo o f dorPfadallyo s
membergMorra Imas & Rist, 2009) beginning in 2009 and continumg year The text builds
on and expands the instructional modules that comprise the Core Course of IPQATIng
participants with a valuable resource including many practical examples.

1.4 Changes Arising from 20Hyvaluation

Each vyeadredtols@ighiTabnsager address i ssues identifie
evaluation and integrate appropriate aeminto preparations for the following year. In earlier

years, explicit recommendations had been forthcoming from the evaluation report (e.g., Cousins,
2004, 2006a). However, as of the 2006 evaluation, it was observed that the need for explicit
recommedations was no longer essential given the state of maturity of the program. Therefore,
summary thought s wecroen sfirdeemmead i asn 606 ibsys ul ePsD EfTo rma n
2006b). Table 1 lists these matters forsdaration arising from the 20 aluation

(Trumpower, 201Pand presents the response of and/or actions taken by IR2EIgement

It is clear that the matters were given serious consideration and that effort has been made in
responding to them. For some issues, in the face of infmmiaéiyond the evaluation data, it
was decided by IPDET management that no aetias required at thieme.
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Table 1: IPDET Renewal for 2A.1

Matters for Consideration from IPDET 2010
Evaluation Report (Trumpower, 2010)

Management Response

1. Enrolment paerns

Whereas the number of applications for paying
participants has decreased each of the past two ye
perhaps due to recent global economic struggles, t
number of applicants seeking scholarships was up
an alktime high this year. In order tontinue
meeting the high demand for development evaluati
training, especially in economically difficult times ai
for participants from developing countries, IPDET
management will need to continue to work hard
toward procuring donors of scholarships gadtial
scholarships, as it has in the past.

As well, it is recommended that IPDET continue to
explore other financial incentives like the current
practice of offering reduced fees for large delegatig

The increasing presence of alternativeaegl
evaluation training programs may also play a role i
the number of paying applicantd may not seem
cost effective for organizations to send individuals
long distances for training when closer (and in som
cases, less expensive) alternatives aadlable,
especially in financially difficult times. A closer
examination of the characteristics of participants of]
IPDET and of regional training programs is
recommended in order to better understand the
relationship between IPDET and alternatives.

In addition, it may be useful for IPDET to explore th
future possibility of online training options.

The interest in scholarships has grown steadily over the years. This positive tren
been supported by the finding that 85% of participagdsi about IPDET through a

coll eague. Clearly, there is a signi
mout ho. The number of scholarships a
90 in 2011.

In 2011, a management decision wdetato fund 9 full scholarships and 3 new
graduate student scholarships from I P
schol arships to worthy candidates who
Even with the loss of scholarship fundifigm SIDA, IDRC and CIDA, due in the latter
case to a delay in signature of the agreement, IPDET was able to offer scholarships
individuals in 2011. A 3rear agreement with CIDA has since been signed and their
original 3year scholarship contributichas been rallocated over 2 years, so there will
a proportional increase in the number of CHA&ded scholarships in 2012 and 2013.

There were a greater number of participants from Eastern Europe and Central Ag
2011, largelydue tothesbs har i ng partnership with
Eastern Europe and Central Asia, which provided scholarships to 6 individuals. Fur|
SDCbds scholarships supported particip
whom came from these samegions.

IPDET grew steadily since its inception in 2001 to its highest level of enrolment in
2008, when there were a total 251 partéifs. Subsequent years seetosdin
comparison with a total of 207 participants in 2009 and 218 in 2010. \Howenrolment
levels have continued to increase steadily in the past few years and in 2011, the tot
number of participants was 232. This increasing trend seems to contradict some of
assumptions from previous yedraamely, that regional miAPDETs were drawing
participants away from the summer flagship program.

In fact, anecdotal evidence indicathat even thoughmini-IPDETSs being carried out
throughout the worldd.g.,.SHIPDET in ShanghaEPDET in Slovakia) are providing
training b some individuals who timedo not apply to come 1®DET, a considerable
number of the applicants t®DET are doing so because they have heard of or have
participated in a minRiPDET and want to continue their trainirig.2012,IPDET will
face increasedvailabli ty of regional trainingmost notably through CLEAR centers
with multi-donor funding” aninitiative ledby the World Bank IPDET Managememnill
monitor the effects of thed&E training programs on IPDEparticipation.
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Conti

Late cancell ations
issue as it has over the past several years.
vigilance toward early identification ofish
applicants, as well as followp correspondence aime
at determining the cause, will be prudent.

In 2011, the management of applications in the-lgatb the program by the
Registrar, with assistance from a ftithe Caop student, was very systematic and
thorough. There were regular prompts given to applicants on a variety of topics at
different stages of the proceéssompletion of the application with all supporting
documents, acceptance of the offer, payment of the deposit, confirmation of visa an
provision of travel details. This constant communication with participants enabled us
manage risk successfully. More specifically, we made decisions at various points tq
change peoplebds status in our databas
applicant had not paid their deposit by a specific date, it was deemed thabtlidynot
be attending. Further, when it became clear that someone was not going to receive
in time to be able to travel to the p
discussed the status of various applicants at numerous timesl@atiup to the program
and, as such, reduced the number of A
people getting delayed btitey did arrive eventually.

Over the years, participants from certain countries have had difficulty in obtaining
visas to attend. The most recent case€
Afghanistan and Pakistan Task Force provided funds for 4 individuals from Afghanig
to participate in 2010 and they were unsuccessful in obtaining visas. We triedhagair]
2011 and were unsuccessful for a second year. There were also many qualified Afg
applicants whose applications were accepted, but who were kept on a separate list
were highly doubtful that they would succeed in their requests for a vishe énd, 3
individuals did obtain visas to attenohe left after 10 days and the other 2 arrived in th
middle of week 2. None of these 3 people had an optimal learning experience.

2. Roundtabldearningexperience.

€ some participants mentionedattthe discussions
needed to be better structuée®thers, similarly,
expressed a desire for more time for discussion an
more advance information about the topltss
recommended that IPDET management consider
soliciting expressions of interest from potial
presenters further in advance of future IPDETS,
perhaps when they are first notified of acceptance
the program. In addition, it is suggested that
expressions of interest be made in the form of an
abstract which clearly identifies the background
context, as well as the specific evaluation issue an
related questions that the presenter would like to
explore. Example abstracts that highlight each of th
requirements should be provided.

The roundtables were more focused and better modetetedn previous years. The
lessons learned from the past were applied to the organizations of these sessions in
Participants were reminded of the roundtable sessions prior to their arrival and encq
to bring ideas and presentations with the@nce IPDET began, sigip sheets were
posted and individuals werdnasekedttbo f
of 10 people presented, organized over 2 moderated, fboahsessions. IPDET
or gani zandg ofidg rlaubn ¢ h e sakimgghe hestwsa gf the tfime.niEvaluatid
were completed following each session.
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3. Workshop learning experience.

Only a few of the workshops stood out as a potenti
concern. Instructional renewal options for these
particular workshops shéiibe explored. In general,
however, it appears tha
practice of workshop review and feedback utilized 1
renewal decisions is working well and should be
continued.

It was noted that extending several workshops
from two to three dgs was successful, as evidenced
by more favorable ratings of pacing. However,
extending other workshops from 1.5 to 2 days was
as successfal As well, time constraints were the
most frequently identified area suggested for
improvement in qualitative rpsnses. Although it
may not be feasible to extend the length of all
workshops while still maintaining the impressive
variety available to participants, it is recommended
that IPDET management monitor the relationship
between workshop length and qualitywbuld also
be prudent to considered length when evaluating
specific workshops for instructional renewal.

A concerted effort was made to solicit detailed workshop descriptions from the 2(
workshop instructors. This was aimed at reducing the nupftrequests to change
workshops during the program, which will inevitably occur but causes innumerable
logistical challenges as far as textbooks, materials and room capacity is concerned.
is still required in this regard as the more detailed asar¢he workshop description, the
more informed the choices are that are being made prior to arrival.

A management decision was made in 2011 to allow people to register for individy
workshops of either 2 or 3 days. In the past, applicants hagjitster for an entire week
comprised of 2 workshops totaling 5 days. This step was taken as a way of increas
interest among and affordability for local participants, particularly civil servants who
limited training budgets. A total of 16 pdefook advantage of this option in 2011.

As in past years, the detailed information provided in the workshops surveys allo
IPDET management to make decisions on improvements for the subsequent year ir
of topics, content and instructors.

4. Residential experience.

Ratings for logistical services, campus environmen
and extracurricular activities remained very favorak
Ratings of dormitory and food services remained
lower than for other aspects of the IPDET secretari
and infrastucture of the program, though, and were
lower than in 2009. The drop in ratings of the
residential experience coincides with an increase i
enrolment. Continued monitoring of the relationshi
between enrolment and quality of the residential
experienceq, therefore, recommended.

Nonetheless, IPDET management received excellg
ratings for their responsiveness to participant conc
regarding their residential experience. As a result,
is further recommended that IPDET management
continue its practie of soliciting early feedback from
participants regarding food and housing.

Considerable effort was made to work with campua s e d s e r v isceeass (
to improve the preparation for IPDET 2011 and weekly meetings were held with our
and conference services colleagues during tedk program. Specific attention was
given to areas that requiring improvement based on feedback iri 2@&ifely, variety of
food at meal times, availability of Halal meat and vegetarian options, cleardintbes
residence rooms and hours of operation of the maicaompus restaurant. Whereas the
ratings went up in most areas, there is still work to be done in the level of cleanlines
the bathrooms, in particular. This was regularly discussed and &ilaw on, but
without sufficient improvement. As room cleaning is contracted out to a separate
company, steps need to be taken in 2012 to ensure that Conference Services is foll
up on what i s or i s hhbthinthelead gotathddareg then
program.Attention was also paid to assigning an experienced Residence Fellow to i
Program Assistant responsible for 6ého

In addition to the administration of regular housing surveys, the constant pregeng
members of the IPDET Secretariat during the program meant that partibgamtsrns
were being constantly addressed. At
tasks, but it did enabl e us trangeoéareaso n
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2. Registration Demographics

2.1 Enrolment Trends

In 2011, overallenrolmentor IPDET was higher than for the previous year. In particular, an
increase in enrolment in ti@reprogram was observed, whereas enrolment was downlglight
in theWeek 3 and Week Brograns (see Table 2)it should be noted that enrolment wagher
than table 2 suggest?DET managment acceptePd4applicantdor the Core Program,
although onlyl62 actually attendedAlso, the number of scholarship ipentsthis yearwasup
substantiallyto an alttime high of 2. In 2010the number of participants funded partially or
fully by scholarsip was80, compared t&9 schohrship recipients in 200&nd62 in 2008 It
appears that the inases in scholargis awarded over the past tweas may havein part
helpedto reverse the decline in enrolmextedin 2009as perhaps beindue to the poor global
economy(see Trumpower, 2009)

Table 2: Registration Patterns Past 5 Years

Program IPDET IPDET IPDET IPDET IPDET
Component 2007 2008 2000 2010 2011
Core Course 146 169 145 147 162
Week 3 131 155 141 149 140
Week 4 121 140 124 147 142
Total # participants 201 251 207 218 232

Information flom program management sheds sdigte on the enrolment tresénd provide
furtherperspective regarding enrolment considerations

e Application trends: It is important to consider enrolment within the context of total
applicationsOver the last few yearthere hadeen a steady increasethetotal numbers of
applicantsas well aghose seekingcholarship funddn 2006 the total number of
applicationsvas619, of which thetotal number ofapplications for scholarshipsas196
(32%). In 2007thetotal number of applicationsicreasedo 1124 of which thetotal
applictions for scholarships wefd2(39%), and in 200&8he upward trend continued with
1694total applications, ofvhich 597 (35%)were for scholarshipsin 2009and 201Qwhile
thetotal nunbers of applications were down1833and 1514, respecely, the number
seeking scholarshipontinued to rise t625(41%)and 66844%). This year, the total
number of applications wagyaindown to 1334 Althoughthe number seeking scholarships
was also down to 554his still represents a large proporti@2%) of all applicantsAs can
be determined in theskata, the proportions of applicants who seek scholarships have been
higher over the last three years than prior to 200%8se trends seem consistent with the
conjecture that enrolment is affectegthe global economic downturmMonethelesshere
still remains strong intest in attending IPDE Tespecially iffunding is available.
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Scholarship availability and timing: Asindicatedabove, the number of schadaip
applicationgemains high and einuesto represent a largeroportion of all applicants
According to IPDET managemengded on the numbers of worthy scholarship applications,
there is no question that IPDET could attract many more participants if more scholarship
funds were availabléhis yearalthoughthe number of scholarships offereds at an all

time high of92, the number of applic&mwho sought a scholarship, 554, wassiderably
higher. Unfortunately the situation with donor funding of scholarships is a dynamic one
which changedrom year toyear. Despite genuine interest in supporting the program, for a
variety of reasons, IPDET management often does not receive confirmation of donor agency
intentions to offer scholarship funds until fairly late in the application gocCEhis yeara

delay in signing a scholarship agreement led to the ldssmding fromamajor donorfor

2011 However, &-year agreement witthe donoihas since been signed and the
scholarships intended for aygar period have been-destributed eer 2 yearsBoth last

minute confirmatiorof, and loss qgffundingresults innPDET managemerft scramblingo
fulfill offers to eligible candidates who must then obtain their visas, sometimes in a very
limited amount of time.

Special arrangements:In the past few years number of innovative arrangemenéve
beenmade thahasboth enhanced enrolment numbers and ledaatgr evaluation capacity

at the nationdlevelin developing countried=or examplelPDET offers reduced fees as an
incentive b large delegationgaying in a lump sumn both 2007 and 2008, Oxfam

International sponged groups of 10 participantsidiin 2009 the International
DevelopmenResearclCentresponsored over 10 staff members and researchers from partner
organizationgo participate in IPDET IPDET hopea others vill continue to explore this

model

Emergence of competing programs:In previous reports, it was recommended that IPDET
management monitor the impact of competing developeattiation trainingorogramsand
regi onal f onilARDET enrBldBt{seee.g., Trumpower, 2008)addition to
courses, workshops and programs being developed and offered by other orgar(eations
the International Institute for Rural Reconstructithe African Evaluation Asociation) the
Worl d Bank Gr oup 06 sRistdadLihda Mbrrdmas batveobees invitddl ayy
governments, bilateral organizations, and others to dediveior two weekegionalfi mi- n i
IPDETSin Botswana, Uganda, South Africa, the Czech RepuBpain, TunisiaChina,

India, Thailand, Canada, Australia, and Trinidad and Tobago since 2068, a training
program called Shanghai International Program for Development Evaluation Training
(SHIPDET) has beeinstitutionalized with the supportofChna 6 s Mi ni stry of
Asian Development Bank, the Asifacific Finance Development Center (AFDC) and the
World Bank. SHIPDEThas beeimeld twice per yeasince 2007with a twoweek national
offering every April anda twoweek regional offeringveryOctober

As noted i n Ithes programahavi sot seemedto detract from IPDET
enrolmento date(Trumpower, 2010). The overall increase in enrolment observed this year
continues tasupportthis perception.In fact, IPDET managemd has cited anecdotal

evidence indicatinghatregional minilPDETs actually attract participants to attend IPDET
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rather than detracting them from doing Sthe strong interest in both IPDET and these
regional offerings indicates the continuing deméordlevelopment evaluatidnaining
around the globe and particularly in developing countries

Managerial efforts: Despite these forces that bear some influence on IPDET enrolment
patterns, it should be noted that IPDET management has taken very dirpostiveé steps

to address enrolment issues and ensure vialiiyexample, in 2003PDET hireda

consultant to carry out a study of marketing and promotion possibilities for IPDET. The

study included a survey of IPDET graduates conducted througistderV. IPDET
managementontinues to aadn many concrete suggestions which emerged from the, study
such as Ilinking | PDET6s website to that of
as advertising through several evaluatielated electroi listservs. In addition, since 2006

the Secretariat has targeted promotional materidlseiodonorsthe top ten international

NGOs as well as employers who have previously sent participants to IPDET.

In an effort to address the significant probleinteate cancellationdPDET management
introduced in 2004 new administrative procedure aimed at more quickly identifying
accepted participants who maymeé s k s f o rReaSamofor Rdniouteparticipant
cancellationsre most often associated jiroblems in procuring visasecuring the
necessary funds from government Ministries to attenteing granted time away from
work to attend the trainingAlthough IPDET management advertises a closing date for
registrations at least three weeks befitre program starts, in reality, applications -
particularly from paying applicants are accepted for several days after the closing date.
Nonetheless, in 201there were44 applicants acceptddr the Core Progranbut only162
attended.However, ly recognizing characteristics of high risk participants from previous
years, and by maintaining frequent communication with accepted applicants in the time
leading up to IPDET, management was able to minimize the difficulties associated with late
cancellaions and eliminate unexpected no shows this year.

Networking: In-country networking and contacts are also likely to play a role in enrolment.
The past success of IPDET, in terms of the growing number of participants and their ratings
of the quality of he program, may be its best marketing tool. More satisfied alumni create the
potenti al folemo unohroe afidwededd,ibest@atreimbter.of applications

has exceeded 1000 every year since 2@G/noted above, regional miiPDETs may also

be creating enhanced awareness of, and interest in, IPDET.

In the future, pblication ofMo r r a | ma gextldoakdn d&elgpmentsevaluation may

also have an impaon enrolment.The expressed aim of the textbook is to expand and share
the Core Corse content of IPDET with others interested in development evalu&iome

readers othe text maythereforefeel that they haviitlet o gai n by aCdrendi
Course ltis perhaps more likely, howevgdhatthe textmay generatencreasednterest in
handson training and further professiorggvelopment
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2.2 2011Participant Demographics

Country of Origin

Participants in the 20 program cene from all regions of the worlanhcluding citizens from 75
different countries in the Core Caar, 71 in Week 3, and 68 in Weel=gure 1 shows a similar
patternacrosgprogram components with the majority of participants originatmgerms of their
workplace,from developing countrieI.hese breakdowriadicate a increasingproportion of
paricipants from developing countriebservedcross all three program componemisr the
pastthreeyeass (seeTrumpower,2009, 2010.

Core

Industrialized
28%

Developing
2%

Week 3 Week 4

Industrialized
25%

Industrialized
28%

Developing

Developin
ping 2%

75%
Figure 1: IPDET 2011participant country of origin by program component

Organizational Context

Participants wererém a variety of organizational contexts as shown in FgRiesd3. As in
years pastgovernmentmultilateral, norgovernmentaland bilaterahgencies were among the
most frequently identified organizational affiliatioimsthe core coursewith relatvely fewer
participants identifying niversity sector, evaluatiosearch organizationsr private sectofsee
Figure2).

% Organizational affiliation was not obtained for particpants of thekv@eand week 4 component of the program
again this year in order to streamline the evaluation process.
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Core Course

Other Bilateral development
4% agency
12%

Government
36%

Evaluation and
research institution
1% University

2%

Figure 2: IPDET 2011core courseparticipant organizational affiliation

Private sector
2%

Figure3 shows the breakdown of organizatiofctions across the various components of the
program. IPDET continues to attraatiae mix of people with varying interests in development
evaluation. As was the case in recent yetirs most frequently identified roles and functions
were associated witthanagng evaluation unitsusingevaluation for program improvemeiaind
designing and conducting evaluatiofdentified less frequently were those wise evaluation
for policy makingfollowed bythose whaequest evaluatioandthose with teaching
responsildity. These observations were consistent across components of the preghathe
exception othe Core coursehen a slightly greater frequency of participants who use
evaluation for policy making exceeded the frequency who design and conduct evaluation

100

80
S %)
QO =
g § 60 = @ Core
© 0 ) course
58 40 . K. OWeek 3
o :? 1 b

20 - E‘; > i N OWeek 4

Zuie ; o Z
o | KA ] 1 [ i
Designand  Request Use for policy Manage Use for Teach
conduct evaluation making evaluations  program evaluation
evaluation services improvement
IPDET component
Figure 3: IPDET 2011 organization function of participants by program
component
e 12
uOllawa Centre de rechiehe sur les services educatifs et communautaires
| I el

Centre for Research on Educational and Community Services



3. EvaluationFindings

3.1 KeyRatings

As has beetthe case iprior yearssee, e.g., Cousins, 20@D06, 2006b, 200 7Trumpower,
2008 2009 2010, mostIPDET participantg92%) continue to selfeport thathe chances of
them using the knowle@gand skills acquired during IPDEaFe6 h i (¢ dr 6 on the 5 point
Likert-type scalg). Less than 1%ndicated that this likelihood would be low. Participantye
also of the view that th€ore Program met the@ixpectation87%), which marks alight
increase from the previous yg&86% in 2010. Responses td/eek 3and 4 questionnaires
revealed thathe majority of participantdeld the view that IPDET workshops met their
expectation$87% for Week 3 91% for Week 4. In 201Q this opinion was less varablefor
bothWeek3 (81%), andWeek4 (86%) workshopqsee Trumpower2010).

100%

-1 'S
240%? % é%Y
DA DA A A A D

IPDET component

Figure 4: IPDET 2011 quality indicators by program component

Other keyindicators included respondsainclination to recommend the program to a colleague
and the likelihood they would return for additional trainihfyinding were &ailable Figure4
compares response patteatsoss the three program componew{s.was the case in prior
years,ahigh proportion of participanisdicatedthat they would recomand theCore Courséo
acolleagug92%). These resultare consisterdcross all components of IPDE@ndaresimilar

to the2010data.Responseabout the prospect of returning for morertnag if funding were
availablewere also quite higtwith 87% of Core, 85% of Week 3, and 90% of Week 4 program
participantgesponding tat they wouldreturn These percentages are also similar to 20§

with the exception of Week#last year a smaller percentage of participants (84%) indicated
that they would return Although there was small percentage of participants who indicatieat
they would not return for additional training if funding were availgks#®6), someof themwere
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taking partin their second or third IPDET program which may have diminished their interest in
returningby virtue of their needs being met

3.2 Progran Objective Attainment

In order to estimate the extent to which participants believed that IPDE&figasve in

meeting pogram objectives, scale variables were computed for (1) learning objectives, (2)
enhancement of par t ation gné(4)gualdy ofbicoursé designend , ( 3) u
delivery.With the exception of utilization,aeh of these scale variables was based on several

element items, althougheywere eliminated from th&/eek 3andWeek 4instruments irthe
2004evaluationin the irterest of streamlining data collectiofhey were however, retained for

individual workshop evaluationsFigure5 compares th€ore Coursever the pastour years

on these scale variabléhe pattern of selfeported ratings across years is virtuadigntical

Rated highest were anticipated use of knowledge and skill developed followed by the extent to

which | earning objectives were met typelshadese r at
Next, with ratingsequal to oapproaching 4véasthe extent to which IPDET enhanced
participantsdéd abilities and competencies and
Participantsd r at i n gvereverpaonsseataevith thpt obsegvedaim?20l®b j e c t
5
o
4 ’*r/:: 7 ﬁ #2008
Average || in
rating 3 %-—- g %__ 02009
;ﬁ::: 17 ;,’:: 2010
4] 1= l L]
2 %___ ol VTR %__ B2011
|1} 3 (A o L in
1 Fa y -.u - = ey X
Learning Abilities Liklihood of Quality
Objectives Use

IPDET program objectives

Figure 5: Average rating of IPDET program objectives by year

The scale variable for learnimipjectives was based gix questionnaire item#s shown in
Appendix B, Table B, the highest rated items were:

C Meet people engaged in development evaluation from all over the (eth=450)

C Develop networks or contacts for future collaborafiglean=432)

C Increase knowledge of evaluation approaches and methteds=4.22)

C Increase or upgrade your current depth or level of evaluation @lilan=4.17)

Also shown inAppendix B, Table Bdeventhe lowest rated items were rated quite highe.,
above4 on afive-point scal¢ and are not, therefore, a cause for concern
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The extent to which IPDET was effective in enhancing participant abilities and competencies
was based osix items as wel(see Table B). The highest rated items were
C Other competeries as a result of the trainitflylean=424)
Manage better the design and conduct of evaluations (Mean=4.05)
More effectively interpret and use results for program improvement (Mean=3.99)
Design highe quality evaluations (Mean=3.98
More effectively interpet and use results for policy making (Mean=3.97)

OO0 O0

Thelowest rated itemalthough stillrelativelyhigh on thefive point scalewas
C Conduct higher quality evaluatiofidlean=389).

As suggested ipreviousyeasdrepors, these resultsnay indicate thiaby attending IPDET,
some participants come to recognize what they previously did not know concerning the effective
conduct of evaluations.

Participantéself-report on the likelihood that they would use knowledgeskilts developed at
IPDET wasratedwith a single item. As shown in Figubetheaverageating for this variable
was 446 on thefive point Likerttype scale.Thisis quite favorable, and is nearly identical to
last year

Theestimate ofjuality of IPDET design and delivery was basedme element itemgsee
Table B5). Highest rated among these were:

C Content of éctures / presentatio§lean=4.2)

C Guest lectures (Mead=10)

C Optional question and answer session with the instructor (Mean=4.03)

C Delivery of lecures / presentations (Mean63).

The lowest rated itemsalthough still relatively high on tHeve point scalewere:
C Balance of time between the various subj¢glsan=3.62)
C Depth of coverage of the sessions (Meaid6)3.
C Pacing of the various sessions (Mean=3.70)

In addition,its houl d be noted that r aPaoghsgdarmare 6 Dept h
similar to that observed in 2010, which marked an improvemen2®@& These were two

aspects of design and delivery that were specifically targeted for improveynEHDET

managemenver the past two years

3.3 Qualitative Assessments

Several operended items were included on each of@loee CoursendWeek 3and 4

instruments. These asked participants to commentha they found most and least useful

about the progim, what they would suggest to improve IPDET, and future valued training and
services that might be offered by IPDET. A content analysis of thesecoped responses was
conducted and summarized in Appendices B (TaBlesB16, B19, C (Tables C4C7) andD

(Tables D4D7). The following themes emerged from an analysis of these comniesit®uld

be noted that these comments were scattered topically and therefore should be understood as
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suggestiongor consideration as opposed to tretitht represent thdews of significant
numbers of participants (see the appendices for a breakdown of frequency of responses
according to emergent themes).

¢ Found to be most usefulThe most frequently observed comments were about the specific
knowledge and skills coverea the Core and Week 3 and 4 program componebdsirse
content was found to be relevaptactical and well delivered Next most frequently
observed comments were associated natworking and interaction with peers. Related to
this theme wreresponé nt s6 f avor abl e andthedsverstyprmut gr oup
sharingof experienceamongparticipantsin addition, participants appreciated the valuable
resources they receivadcludingMor r a | mas and Ristos textboo
evaluation and othe course materiald hese themes are entirely consistent with those that
emergd in 2010

¢ Found to be least useful suggested improvementsParticipants offexd significantly
fewer comments on drawbacks associated with IPDET than was the case concerning
benefits(less tharhalf as many)lt is, thereforejmportant tokeep in mind that some of the
observatios described below are based on a small percentage of all participants.

Most frequently identifiedvere concerns about timarticipants indicatedat the

program was fAintenseo with |littleHea@gtertuni
most prevalent recommendation was to allow more tonw®vercourse/workshop content

in depth Others felt rushednd/or fatiguedindicating a desiréor more free time outside

of class. Several suggested reducing or eliminating mealtime speakiensotimer

activities.

Participants also expressed a desire fditemhal practical examplesdse studies, although
this recommendation was more prevalenthe Core Course than in Weeks 3 and 4. There
was also a desire among some participants in the Core Course for more group work.

In general, these suggestions are consistent with those made by participants in 2010. Of
note, however, there appears todaeen fewer concerns about content issues, the
organization of roundtable discussions, and a need for more advance information on
workshops this year.

3.4 Core Coursé&pecific Data

Perceptions of Knowledge and ll Gains

Table B3 in Appendix B provide detailed information about the extent to which participants

believed they had gained in knowledgel akill as a result of the IPDET Core prograhhere

were 17 individual knowl edge and skill it ems
TableB3 indicates that there was significant selported growth relative teveryknowledge

andskill item.
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Items for which the highest rate of se¢fported growth was reported were:
C Types of evaluatioguestion{Mean difference2.22
C Developingan evalationdesign matri{Mean difference=2.03
C The theory of change (Mean difference=1.92)
C Types of evaluatioapproaches (Mean difference=1)78

These were the same four items with the highest rate efegifted growth as observed in last
yearo0s report.

Thefour items for which the smallegyet statistically significantahmount of selreported
growthwasreported were:
C Identifying and involving stakeholders (Mean difference=1.05)
C Developing an eval u@eandfferentdt€3 ms of referenced
C Commuicating and reporting evaluation findinfidean difference£.15)
C Evaluation ethic§Mean difference.21).

These, too, were the same four items with the smallest amount-cditeelfgrowth as observed
in | ast year 6s r e pheseiemsalsAlad thdiour2iOd e s th owkearfear, e G
indicating that participants had less room for growth in these areas.

Knowledge Test

As in previous years, parallel forms of a 25 item multiple choice knowledge test were

administered to all participants the Core CourseBoth forms of the test have been shown to

have moderately high levels of internal consistency, as indicat€dbg nbachés st andar
alphacoefficients in the64- .72range (Trumpower, 2008; 2009) hese figures reveal adequate
reliability for the present purposéNo changes to the instruments were made since 2005.

Approximately talf of the respondents received Form A prior to instruction and Form B
following instruction. The othereceived the reverse sequence. Participants aged to
indicate their name on each test such thatgmdposttestresponses could be linkedData
were available fol44 participantsas not all participants completed both forms of the
instrument at the respective pend postestintervals.

Figure6 shows the mean scores on the knowledge test -aaipdepostest intervals over the past
four yearsTest forms were observed to be of essentially equal difficultyeapregst interval
from 2008 to 2011In 2011,as in prior yearstelated ttests revealed significant growth in
development evaluation knowledge from-teposttestintervals regardless of test sequefice

* Form A pre/Form B post(80) = 5.71p < .001; Form B pre/Form A post62) = 11.32p < .001.
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a) Form A pre / Form B post b) Form B pre / Form A post
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Figure 6: Pre- and posttest average knowledge test score by test form and yesdte: All pre
post differences areattstically significant ap < .001.

Instructor Ratings

Each instructor was rated tieir overall quality of instructionAs has been the case for the past

number of years;orefaculty memberseceived high ratings and praisem respondents

althoudh somevariability across members was observed (see Appendix B, TabiBS)BTwo

of thethreecore facultyreceived a mean ratinbatexceeded4 whi |l e t he ot her <co
mean ratingapproached 4 otne 5 pointLiket ype scal elowbamgiomg ghdom 6

Group Work
Ratings concerning group work waaksoconsistentlyhigh. All threeitems addressing this
dimenson of theCore Courseeceived rafigs that exceededoh the 5point Likerttype scale.
The ratings for these items were all slightigre favorable than in 2010, and emekordered as
follows:

C How important was the hanas application of class learning to the group work projéd&an=.39)

C To what extent did the group work project challenge you to think about new ways of degyelogxaluation
designAMean=.14)

C How applicable was the group work project to your work environm@nean=.05).

Participants weralsoasked to rate the quality of facilitation provided by the small group
facilitator. Averaged across all facilitagpthe mean rating waguite favorable a4.06 (see
Appendix B, Table B1D In additionnearlythree fourth®f participanty74%) indicated that
the amount of g rmrawgdfttheerwko differesimodeanticated that there
was 0k &I itthtaln &%)gmupmwark Thé opt{mal size for groups, as
expressed b§7% of the participaniavas 47 members These figures amoughlyconsistent
with the pastew years (Cousins, 2007; Trumpower, 202809 2010Q.

Roundtables

In 2011, tenRoundtable luncheon sessions were held ande variety otopics. These sessions
permitted IPDET participants to share their rich experiences through interactive, informal
exchanges with interested peers. Participants were asked to comnteggeosdssions on a
brief questionnaire. Results from kégms are summarized in Table Bh7Appendix B.
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Although some patrticipants did not attend these optional e{@res72% of participants

attended at least one Roundtable sessibis)clear thathose who did attend the roundtables
received them favorablyPar t i ci pant sdé mean ratingsbleor the
was 3.9 on a 5point Likert scale, which is impressive considering that they are presented by
participants rather tharxperiencednstructors. This rating is slightly higher than in 201A.

very slightmajority (63%) thought that the number of roualite topics should be increased,

whichis similar to that observed in thpgevious year (see Trumpowe10.

Qualitativecomments revealed an overwhelmingly positive experience shared by those who
attended roundtable sessions. Roundtable attendees found them to be an excellent platform for
sharing of ideas in an interactive format. They found the array of topics to batintgrearied,

and practical. In previous years, sizeable numbers of participants suggested that Roundtable
sessions required more tighyructured presentatioasidbetterfacilitation. Such concerns
wererarelyvoiced this year. It appears that IPDE@mage ment 6s ef forts to
(e.g.,by soliciting information from potential roundtable presenters in advance, providing
presentes with clearly structured templatés help them organize their presentaticarsdhaving
session moderators ¢ presentations focused on a brief introduction to the evaluation context
andaclear statement of the problem so that ample time is available for discussion of potential
solutiong havebeen successiul

3.5 WorkshopSpecific Data

The workshops wereery well received as indicatdaly key selfreportmeasures of participant
satisfaction and opeended questions about program qualitye Week 3andWeek 4

instrumens askedfor ratings on the learning experience (outcomes), the quality of design and
delivery, andtheinteraction and exchange with other participalkigure7 showsresponses for
three key indicatorg1l) whether expectations were met) {@hether the workshop would be
recommended to a colleague if given agamd (3) whether the participanbuld return for
additional trainingf funding was availableThe data are displayed over a 4 year period.
general, resultior 2011 are consistent with prior years; workshops were perceived to be of high
guality. The proportion ofvorkshop participnts indicating that their expectations were vt
slightly higherfor Week4 thanWeek3. The observed proportiomegeerehigher tharobtained in

the previous two yeaffsr bothWeek 3and Week 4 The proportion of workshop participants
indicating thathey would recommend the workshop to a colleague and that they would return
for additional traning showed a similar patterwith slightly higher proportions obtained for
Week 4 than Week 3.
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Figure 7: Workshop quality indicators by year and IPDET conponent

A comparative chart showing workshepecific summaries foelatedindicators appears in

Table3. These indicators are: (1) the likelihood of using knowledge and skills developed in the
workshop; (2) whether the workshop would be recommendeddbiesgue if given again and

(3) whether the participant would return for additional trainfrignding were availableAs can

be deduce from examination of Tabl8, thesandicatorsare correlated; workshops receiving

high ratings on one indicator wdrkely to receive high ratings on the others, and vice versa.

Theaverageroportion of responses within the favorable categargss the three indicators
wasquite high, althouglsomevariation in ratigs across workshops was evidefteraged
acrosshe three indicatorsiearly thredourths(73%) of theworkshopsproduced proportions in
the favorable categothatexceeded 8. This proportion is higher than in any of the piast
years (see Cousins, 2006b, 2007; Trumpower, 2008, 2009). In fact, over half (54%)f the
twenty-six workshops received proportions that exceeded 90% in the favorable category.

The top scoring workshops on the thoeemensios combined ¢rderel by rating$ were:
C ll-a. Designing and Conducting Focus Graujasmet MancinBillson (Mean= 100%)
[I-f. Evaluating HIV/AIDS Program®avid Wilson(Mean= 100%)
lIl -c. Case Study Methods for Development Evaluatigmda G. Morralmas & Ray C. RisfMean= 100%)
IV -a. Designing and Conducting Surve8siresh BalakrishnaMean =100%)
I-e. Introduction to Quantitative Data Analysigene SwimmeiMean = 96%)

OO0 00

The nineadditional workshops found teroduce favorablproportionsthatexceeded 9%
averagedcross the threadicatorswere:
C IV-e. Approaches for Evaluating Developm&atsults of Multilateral Development Bankgartha Ainsworth
& Sidney J. Edelman(Mean = %)
C Illl-g. Developmental EvaluatiamApplying Systems Thinking and Complexity Concepts to Enhance
Innovation and UseéMichael Q. Pattor{Mean = 91%)
IV -f. Quantitaive Impact Evaluationlose GalddMean = 3%)
I-d. Evaluating Humanitarian Assistandéargie BuchanarSmith & John CosgraviMean =92%)
I-c. Designing and Building ResulBased Monitoring and Evaluation SystefRgy C. Ris{Mean =92%b)
[Il -d. Conductng International Joint Evaluatioriels Dabelstein, Ted Kliest, & Ted Freem@tean = 92%)
IV-g. Qualitative Methods and Analysis for Development Evaluattichael Q. Pattor{Mean = 92%)

OO0 00
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C IV-d. Governance, Corruption and Development Evaluation: Rdledafators and Empirical Tool®aniel
Kaufmann(Mean = 91%)
C I-a Designing Impact Evaluationsider ConstraintsMichael BambergefMean = 91%).

In similarly collapsing across indicators, timeeelowest scoring workshops were:

C ll-c. The Use of Evaluains in Public and International Governance: Evidence for Decision Making
Indran Naidoo & Robert D. van den Beffglean = ®%)

C ll-e. Positioning Evaluation in Your Organizatidrerry SmutylqMean =70%)

C llI-g. Logic Models in Development Evaluatiodang/ Porteous & Steve Montag(Elean =77%).
Although these are the lowest scoring workshops in 2011, they are nonetbekEderably
higherthanthe lowest scoring workshops in previous years. For example, lagtwear
workshops received an average ratoelow 50% and in 2009 four workshops did so
(Trumpawer, 2009,2010.

Detailed workshop specific findings are summarized in Appendices E thRIDgimong
thesesummaries are content analyses of epeded comments. Such comments at a more

general leel were provided in responses to Week 3 and 4 questionnaires (see Appendices C and
D). From these datand similar to prior years, perceived béts of the workshops included

mostly sgcific course content, the real world examplesexygeriene provide by the

instructor(s), andhe handson, interactive nature of growpork.

Participants were also asked about drawbacks to the workshiops.constraints were the most
frequently identifieddrawback and area suggested for improvement, indicatingahahough

time was available fasuch things as agphtion and irdepth discussionsThere werelso

indicatiors thatcontent was too specifin some workshop&.g., focusing primarily on a

US/Canadian context, direct at the manageribdvel, etc) with recommendations thatomoader

range of examplesould be helpfulAgain, however, it should be noted that perceived benefits
vastly outnumbered drawbacks, and that many of the suggested improvements identified here are
based on a small number of peiggant comments.

Historically, instructional pacing has been one of the most frequently cited areas of concern
within workshops.As a result]PDET managememhade a decision to extesdveral

workshops from 1.5 to 2 days aaotthers from 2 to 3 days iegthbeginning in 2010.0f note,
participant rating of the pacing of individual workshops has increased from a mean of 3.92 in
2009 to 4.01 in 2010 and 4.14 this year. In fact, mean ratings of most all aspects of the
workshops were higher this year thia the previous two years, in particular with respect to the
delivery, content, and logical progression of workshop matétribpears that the general
decision to lengthen workshops Hmesen associated with positive outcomes

Also with respect to wdsshop length, it is interesting to mothat9 of the 14workshopgated

highest on the composite measure of quality were 3 days in length. In contrast, all three of the
lowest rated workshops were only 2 days in lendthis pattern is consistent witima
observati on mad eAlhough it may hot be éeasiblé fer alf wonkshapg to be
extended, it is recommend#tht IPDET management continue to monitor the relationship
between workshop length and qualityw#&reness of such a relationshigy be useful when

making instructional renewal decisions.
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Table 3: IPDET 2011 Relative Workshop Ratings

Centre de recherche sur les services educatifs et communautaires
Centre for Research on Educational and Community Services

\Workshop N? Likely use of  [Expectations me| Recommendation to
knowledge/skills % 4 or 5° a colleague
% 4 or 5° % Yes

I-a. Designing Impact Evaluatiors under Constraints
Michael Bamberger 31 87 o1 94
I-b. CostBenefit Analytic Tools for Development Evaluation
Philip Joyce & William Duncombe 8 75 75 87
I-c. Designing and Building ResultsBased Monitoring and Evaluation
Systems

. 55 96 85 94
Ray C. Rist
|-d. Evaluating Humanitarian Assistance
Margie Buchanan-Smith & John Cosgrave 13 77 100 100
I-e. Introduction to Quantitative Data Analysis
Gene Swimmer 18 89 100 100
Il -a. Designing and Conducting Focus Groups
Janet Mancini Billson 9 100 100 100
Il -b. Performance Budgeting
Philip Joyce 19 78 79 79
Il -c. The Use of Evaluations in Public and International Governance:
Evidence for Decision Making 25 68 61 77
Indran Naidoo & Robert D. van den Berg
Il -e. Positioning Evaluation in Your Organization
Terry Smutylo 14 92 S8 61
Il -f. Evaluating HIV/AIDS Programs
David Wilson 10 100 100 100
Il -g. Logic Models in Development Evaluations
Nancy Porteous & Steve Montague 23 83 76 71
Il -h. Building Evaluation Capacity within Ministries: Lessons Learned
and GoodPracticein Industrialized and Developing Countries 18 78 78 83
Frédéric Martin
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Il -a. Sampling Techniques for Development Evaluation
Bassirou Chitou & Gregg B.Jackson 13 92 92 84
Il -b. Managing Evaluation
Penny Hawkins 18 88 89 89
Il -c. Case Study Mettods for Development Evaluation
Linda G. Morra Imas & Ray C. Rist 15 100 100 100
Il -d. Conducting International Joint Evaluations
Niels Dabelstein, Ted Kliest, & Ted Freeman 4 75 100 100
Il -f. Intermediate Quantitative Data Analysis
Gene Swimmer 14 79 85 100
Il -g. Developmental Evaluation: Applying Systems Thinking and
Cqmplexity Concepts to Enhance Innovation and Use 22 95 95 91
Michael Q. Patton
Il -h. Assessing the Outcomes and Impacts of Complex Programs
Michael Bamberger & Frans L. Leeuw 14 79 86 92
IV -a. Designing and Conducting Surveys
Suresh Balakrishnan 13 100 100 100
IV -b. Assessing Organizational Performance
Marie-Héléne Adrien, Charles Lusthaus, & Nancy MacPherson 11 82 82 91
IV -c. Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation
Francois Coupal 1 82 73 82
IV -d. Governance, Corruption and Development Evaluation: Role of
Indicators and Empirical Tools 16 86 87 100
Daniel Kaufmann
IV -e. Approaches for Evaluating Development Results of Multilateral
Development Banks
1 1

Martha Ainsworth & Sidney J. Edelmann 6 83 00 00
IV -f. Quantitative Impact Evaluation
IV -g. Qualitative Methods and Analysis for Development Evaluation
Michael Q. Patton 35 97 87 91
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3.6 IPDET Secretariat

The proportion of IPDET participants providing/éaable responses to ratings of the IPDET
Secretariat and the infrastructure for fregramappear in Tabld. The table shows a
comparison beteen IPDET2010and 2A.1. Observed is a patternwéry high satisfaction on
most of the criteria across theelk program componeritspecifically, logistical services, extra
curricular activities, and campus environmefs was the case in 201fdod services and
dormitory life were rated somewhat lower than the other criteria.

Althoughfood services andormitory life are typically rated lower than other aspects of the
program, IPDET management strives to be responsive to participant concerns in these areas. In
this regard, prticipantsareasked to provide specific feedback regarding food and housekeeping
ealy in the program. Responses to these brief surveys are used by IPDET management to take
quick action in the event thatyserious concerns are rais&gginning in 2010, participants
werealsoa s k e d t oesporsiveaess ohlRDET secretariatdoryconcerns regarding

quality of life on campusat the end of each program componehs with last year, almost all
participants (92, 95, and 99in the Core, Week 3, and Week 4 respectively) responded

favorably to this itenagain this year

Openendedcomments obtaed from Wre,Week 3and 4 andWorksh@ questionnaires (see
Appendice¥revealed very few comments concerning logistics or infrastrudilary

participants provided accolades for the secretariat for a job wel) ttorexampleiOverall
excellent organisation and lectures and very dedicated and professional staff. Everyone was very
friendly and cared. You really took care of evenghmllest details. Keep up the great work
AThis has been a dream come true! Very impressed with alattkgiound work which has gone
in to support us al andfiThis is one of the best exper@ss | have ever had in my lifevery

well organised and great friendly people fromazdinators to ppgram managers to the

lectures. Thank youio. A few participatsindicated that rooms were too ca@dda fewothers
expressed a desire fagreater variety of foodOtherwise, very fevgpecificconcerns were
expressed about accommodations and sereitélsese questionnaires, which are completed at
the end of edtIPDET component

Table 4: Infrastru cture and Campus Life: Percent hdicating High Quality* by Year

Core Week 3 Week 4
Criterion 2010 | 2011 | 2010 | 2011 2010 | 2011
Campus, environment 84 86 86 | 81 88 89
Dormitory life 69 64 62 67 65 67
Food services 63 65 66 58 65 57
Logistical services (registration, office hedic.) 92 94 87 94 94 96
Extracurricularactivities(tours, boat rides, etc.)| 95 93 93 91 94 91
Responsiveness of IPDET secretariat to conce| 93 92 93 95 97 99

"Percentage of respondemtsh o answered 646 or 656 (high)
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3.7 Fellow Participants

Participantswere asked to rate their fellow colleagues on several critesizh of the respective
guestionnaires asked participants to rate their pediweecriteria: (1)readiness to learii2)
willingness to share knowledge askills, and(3) bringing ofdifferent views and perspectives
aboutevaluation

Figure8 shows thathese ratingarehighly favorable For all three attribute85% or moreof
the respondents ratéloeir colleaguest 6  o(high)o the fivepoint Likert scale.Further,
parti ci pant s éendeéqupstonssaged involwedrcgreabout fellow
participants. These findings are veryasistent with those obtained over the past few years

A number of paicipants mentioned group work as a benefit of tftegmm andas shown in

Table B12of Appendix B,74.30 bel i eved that the amoudt of
This proportion is slightly higher than observed in 2023 in previous years goticipantsalso
indicated thatheybenefited from networking with their peers, including the sharing of ideas,
contacts, and interactions

100
Percent of ?’
respondents
answering '4' or '5'80 / % B2008
(high) / //} 2009
% % {2010
é g 2011
5o L7 = A
Readiness to learn amongWillingness to share Bringing different
participants knowledge & skill views/perspectives on
evaluation
Participant attributes
Figure 8: Ratings of participants by year
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4. Summary Findings and Recommendations

A considerable amount of data wgegthered for tis evaluation, mostlfrom selfreport
guestionnairebut alsoparallel forms ofa knowledge tesand archival information obtained
through interactions with program managem@stwith past evaluationshe knowledgeest
revealed significant cognitive growth in developmerdleation knowledgéollowing
completionof theCore Course

The selfreport questionnaires on tlimre CoursgWeek 3andWeek 4sessions, and thé2
workshops offeredlmost uniformlypositive evidence in support tife attainment gbrogram
objectives and participant satisfactio@urriculum renewatemains armngoingprocesgor
IPDET. The present data provide evidence that curriculum renewal actnatisiue to bavell
received by program participant¥he program continues to be relevant antdighly perceived
quality.

It seems evident that program organizers and workststuctorshave been sensitivand
attentiveto feedback from the prior cohedndthatstepshave beemaken to improve instruction
for the currentyear. Several indicatorgvealed that such efforts had been rewarded with
favorablefeedbackrom participantsIPDET continues to be a very strong program that is
meeting the development evaluation needs of a wide ranging target populationdrym
countriesaround the world.The program has reached a level of maturity and stability and has
become globally recognized as a source of evaluation knowledge and skolwifg are
suggestions ancbnsideratioafor ongoing planning of IPDET.

4.1 Matters for Consideration

As has been the case over the past several years, IROEIWwas highly successfalverall.

These findings are remarkably consistent and corroborate evaluation findings from prior IPDET
evaluations (Cousins, 2004, 2@)@006b2007;den Heyer, 2003; Trumpowez008 2009

2010. IPDET developers and managers are again to be commended for their hard work in
meeting clientsé diverse | earning needs.

The achievement test showed significant cognitive growth fromt@posttestintervals for the

Core CourseA statistically significant improvemem itest performance was observed. Data

from selfreport questionnaires showed a pattern of almost uniformly positive participant
perceptions about the programdés sucde€me i n me
Course as well as Week 3 and Week 4 segments. Key program quality indicators such as the
extent to which the program meets participant
to colleagues and participant inclination to return for futwaimiing, were highly favorable and

for the mospart as ormore favorable thareported inthe 2010evaluation A majority of the

workshops offered in Weeks 3 and 4 were rated very highly withifemy, identified as being

a cause for concerrRatingsof specific aspects of individual workshops (e.g., instructional

pacing) showed a general pattern of improvement relative to recent prior years.
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Given | PDETO6s high | evel of observed effectiyv
incremental changeor fine tuning are offered. Recommendations for more fundamental or
substantial program alterations ammply not warranted.

Enrolment pattern®©verall enrolmenincreasedgain this yeardespite a small decline in the
number of applications receid As well, the proportion of participants from developing
countries was higher than in past yeargrdasd enrolmenimay be at least partially attributable
to therecord high number of scholarships awarded this ya#rereas the number of

applicatiors for participantsseeking fundinglecreasedlightly, the proportion of all applicants
who sought a scholarship remained higthus, demand continues to exceed supply in this
regard. In order to continue meeting the high demand for development evaltitioing,
especially in economically difficult times and for participants from developing countries, IPDET
management will need to continue to work hard toward procuring donors of scholarships and
partial scholarships, as it has in the past. As wall,rdcommended that IPDET continue to
explore other financial incentives like the current practice of offering reduced fees for large
delegationgand multiyear agreements

Late cancellationwill likely remaina challengasthey haven the past, althagh IPDET
management virtually eliminated 6éno shows6 th
communication with, applicants prior to attending IPDET. Continued vigilance toward early
identification of applicants who are likely to have difficultiesttending the program, as well as
follow-up correspondence aimed at determining the cause, will be prudent.

Roundtable learning experiencRoundtable sessions continue to be well receiv@eer 726

of all participants attended at least one Roundtaddsisn, and the sessions received/ good
guality ratings.Both the percentage of particigarattending Roundtables aqdality ratings
were slightly higher than in 2010 addition,qualitative comments were extremelgsitive.
Concerngxpressedthst yearthat theRoundtabladiscussions needed to be better structured
and/or better facilitated were virtually nexistent this yearlt is recommended that IPDET
management continue its practice of soliciting information from participants about gbtenti
presentations well in advance of the program usgggetailed expression of interest form. It is
further recommended that management contitu@sovide experienced evaluators as
Roundtable moderatots ensurethat the presentations progress expettidrom a brief
description of the@valuation contexto an inrdepthdiscussiorof cruxissuesso thatRoundtables
remain an interactivejaluableexperience for both presenters and session attendees

Workshop learning experiend®v er al | , drkBhopsverg also vedy svelleceived. The

proportion of workshops that received highly favorable quality ratings was higher than in
previousyears. Few if anyof the workshops stood out apatentialconcern.In general, it

appears that IPDET manageme 6 s practice of workshop review
renewal decisions is working well and should be continued.

It was noted thahe decision made in 2010 to extehd length okeveraworkshopsappears
successfylas evidenced bycreasingyualty ratings It was also noted that the highest scoring
workshops were more likely to be three days long, as opposed to the three lowest scoring
workshops which were all two days lonjonethelesstime constraints were the most

e 27
| uOtlawa Centre de recherche sur les services educatifs et communautaires
I Centre for Research on Educational and Community Services




frequently identifiedarea suggested for improvement in qualitative responses. Although it may
not be feasible to extend the length of all workshops while still maintaining the impressive
variety available to participants, it is recommended that IPDET manageorgimue tamonitor

the relationship between workshop length and qualitywould also be prudent twonsider
lengthwhen evaluating specific workshops for instructional renewal.

Residential experienceRatings for logistical services, campus environment, and extradarr
activities remainederyfavorable. Ratings of dormitory and food servieeselower than for
other aspects of the IPDET secretariat and infrastructure of the pragoamgh as has
historically been the case. Ratings of food servioggartiaular, were somewhat lower than in
2010.

Nonetheless, IPDET management received excellent ratings for their responsiveness to

participant concerns regardittieir residential experiencé.t seems t hat | PDET m
practice of soliciting early feddck concerning food and housekeeping is effective at allowing

them to respond quickly tanyserious concerns in these ared@be traditionally lover ratings of

food and dormitory services may simply reflect the wide range of expectations held by the

culturally and geographically diverse population attracted to IPDET, rather than any serious
concerns.lt is recommended that IPDET management continue its practice of soliciting early
feedback from participantiuring the programegarding fed and housingssuesBut, in

addition, it may be helpful tsolicit more specifianformationregarding food/housing

preferenceand expectationsom participants before they arrive at IPDET

General consideration®©verall, IPDET continues to meet its stated leagrobjectives antb

maintain participant satisfaction extremely well. However, as with any program, there is always
room for improvement. Historically, and again this year, the two most commonly indicated
issues were lack of time (both time availabledwer course materialddepth in the classroom

and free time to consolidate newly learned material and complete readings outside of the
classroom) and the availability of a wide range of relevant case studies/examples. Although
participant feedback reated atrendtoward improvedatingsin these areasheywerestill rated

lower than other aspects of training.

As a result,tiis suggested that IPDET management condilaiing the numbef mealtime
speakers in order to provide participants withenioee time¢ o fAdi gest 0 their new
knowledgein what is curretly a denselypacked schedule.

It is also suggested that IPDET management continsdngly encourage presenters to

provide awide variety of instructionadxamplef&ase studiethatare relevant to thdiversity of

participant contextsCurriculum reform precedindPDET 2007 (see Cousins, 200@¥ well as

the recent addition of btfral mas and Ri st déds textbook, have mad
However, providing participantsith an even greatsfariety and quantity of examples will

likely be positively receivedOne possibility thatPDET managememhight find useful igo

actively solicitcase studieom alumniviathe IPDET listserv Any examplegeceived could
thenbeprovided to future presenters and/or participants in an online repository.
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Appendix A: IPDET Instruments

Instrument N
Pretest: Knowledge Test Form A 81
Pretest: Knowledge Test Form B 63
Posttest Knowledge Test Form A 63
Posttest Knowledge Test ForrB 81
Core Course Questionnaire 157
Roundtable Survey 118
Week 3 Questionnaire 110
Week 4 Questionnaire 99
I-a. Designing Impact Evaluationsider Constraints
i 31
Michael Bamberger
I-b. CostBenefit Analytic Tools for Development Evaluation 3
Philip Joye & William Duncombe
I-c. Designing and Building ResulBased Monitoring and Evaluation Systems 55
Ray C. Rist
I-d. Evaluating Humanitarian Assistance 13
Margie Buchanatsmith & John Cosgrave
I-e. Introduction to Quantitative Data Analysis 18
Gene Swimrar
II-a. Designing and Conducting Focus Groups 9
Janet Mancini Billson
II-b. Performance Budgeting
i 19
Philip Joyce
II-c. The Use of Evaluations in Public and International Governance: Evidence for Decision Mg o5
Indran Naidoo & Robert D. van den Ber
II-e. Positioning Evaluation in Your Organization
14
Terry Smutylo
II-f. Evaluating HIV/AIDS Programs 10
David Wilson
Il-g. Logic Models in Development Evaluations 23
Nancy Porteous & Steve Montague
[1-h. Building Evaluation Capacity within Minisés: Lessons Learned and Good Practice
Industrialized and Developing Countries 18
Frédéric Martin
[l -a. Sampling Techniques for Development Evaluation 13
Bassirou Chitou & Gregg B. Jackson
lIl-b. Managing Evaluation
. 18
Penny Hawkins
[l -c. Case Stdy Methods for Development Evaluation 15
Linda G. Morraimas & Ray C. Rist
[Il-d. Conducting International Joint Evaluations 4
Niels Dabelstein, Ted Kliest, & Ted Freeman
[l -f. Intermediate Quantitative Data Analysis 14
Gene Swimmer
Il -g. DevelopmentbEvaluation: Applying Systems Thinking and Complexity Concepts to Enhar 22
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Innovation and Use
Michael Q. Patton

[l -h. Assessing the Outcomes and Impacts of Complex Programs

Michael Bamberger & Frans L. Leeuw 14
IV -a. Designing and Conducting Surveys 13
Suresh Balakrishnan
IV-b. Assessing Organizational Performance 11
Marie-Héléne Adrien, Charles Lusthaus, & Nancy MacPherson
IV -c. Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation 11
Frarcois Coupal
IV-d. Governance, Corruption and Development Evaluatiore Biolndicators and Empirical Tools 16
Daniel Kaufmann
IV -e. Approaches for Evaluating Development Results of Multilateral Development Banks 6
Martha Ainsworth & Sidney J. Edelmann
IV -f. Quantitative Impact Evaluation

10
Jose Galdo
IV -g. Qualitative Mdtods and Analysis for Development Evaluation 35

Michael Q. Patton
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Appendix B: Core Course Questionnaire

Table B1: Demographics

Country Frequency Percent Job Position Frequency Percent
Industrialized 43 27.9 Program/Project Officer or Manager 51 33.6
Developing 111 72.1 Monitoring and/or Evaluation Officer/Specialist 57 37.5

Monitoring and/or Evaluation Unit Manager 14 9.2
Total 154 100 Consultant 11 7.2

Other 19 12.5

Total 152 100

Type of Organization Frequency Percent Primary Evaluation Function Frequency Percent
Bilateral development agency 18 12.3 Design and conduct evaluation directly 45 28.8
Multi-lateral development agency 45 30.8 Manage the design and conduct of evaluations 69 44.2
Private sector 3 21 Use evaluation results for pn@gn improvement 87 55.8
Non-governmental organization 18 12.3 Use evaluation results for policy making 51 32.7
University 2 14 Teach evaluation theory and methods 28 17.9
Evaluation and research institution 2 14 Request evaluation services 40 25.6
Government 52 35.6 Other 19 12.2
Other 6 4.1
Total 146 100
Table B2: Core Course Quality Indicators
N' [ %40r5 | %1or2® | NA*| Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev!

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills? 157 92.4 .6 0 4.46 5 .66
'To whatdegree did the IPDET meet your expectations overall? 157 87.3 2.5 0 4.26 4 74

Would you recommend this program to a colleague? Yes: 92.2% Not sure: 5.8% No: 1.9%

Would you return for additional training if funding were available? Yes: 86.5% Natkls% No: 1.9%
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Table B3: Learning Effectiveness in Specific Areas of Evaluation Knowledge

How much do you believe you have gained in % 4 or 5° % 1 or 2° Mean® Mean | Std. t df p
Igg%"gfg%iﬁ:ﬁ:f ;;ir? i[fjg"jr";;?t?cﬂfgf e Before| After | Before| After | Before | After | Diff Dev*

situation, by rating your level of knowledge

before and after the training.)

Norms and standards for development evaluati¢ 11.6 84.5 54.2 1.3 2.47 4.07 | 160 78 2542 | 153 | .000
Issues in development evaluation 17.4 89.0 45.2 2.60 421 -1.60 86 2318 | 153 | .000
Designing and using performance based M&E | 16.8 84.4 45.2 0 2.58 410 | 4157 90 2091 | 153 | .000
system

Types of evaluation approaches 10.2 80.1 61.1 1.3 2.28 4.06 1.78 86 2573 | 155 | .000
'The theory of change 17.9 87.2 61.5 1.3 231 4.23 1.92 113 | -21.04 | 154 | .000
The evaluation process 22.7 86.5 40.3 .6 2.74 4.16 1.42 95 1854 | 153 | .000
Identifying and involving stakeholders 36.1 83.9 29.0 .6 3.06 4.10 -1.05 97 13.44 | 153 000
Types of evaluation questions 12.6 82.0 60.9 0 2.25 447 | 599 | 415 650 | 147 | .000
Developing an evaluation design matrix 7.8 76.8 75.2 .6 1.95 3.99 203 85 2971 | 152 .000
Managing the evaluation 20.8 76.1 48.1 1.9 2.60 4.03 1.4 92 1910 | 152 | .000
Devel oping an evaluat 31.0 75.5 39.4 1.3 2.81 4.05 1.23 97 15.70 | 153 000
Communicating and reporting evaluation finding 32.3 82.7 335 1.3 2.95 410 | 415 92 1547 | 154 | .000
Assessing the quality of avaluation 13.6 70.3 51.3 2.6 2.39 390 | 151 93 20.02 | 151 | .000
Complex evaluations 6.5 45,5 68.4 10.9 2.03 3.43 -1.40 92 1895 | 153 | .000
Evaluation ethics 25.6 76.1 36.5 1.9 2.81 403 | 121 | 104 | -1456 | 153 | 000

34




Table B4: Learning Objectives and IPDET Effectiveness

To what degree has IPDET helped you meet the following objectives? N* %4or5 | %1or2® | NA* | Mean’ Mode® Std.Dev!
(Please indicate if the statement does not apply to your situation.)
Develop broad based knowledge of develophaaluation 155 80.3 .6 2 4.14 4 74
Increase knowledge of evaluation approaches and methods 157 87.3 .6 0 4.22 4 .67
Increase or upgrade your current depth or level of evaluation skills 156 81.4 .6 1 4.17 4 .73
Learn relevant techniques in the fieifidevelopment evaluation 156 79.5 1.9 0 4.07 4 .75
Meet people engaged in development evaluation from all over the wor 157 90.4 .6 0 4.50 5 .69
Develop networks or contacts for future collaboration 157 82.2 1.3 0 4.32 5 .79
Table B5: Competenciesand Potential Impact
To what degree has IPDET enhanced your abilities or competencies { N* %4or5 | %1or2® | NA*| Mean® Mode® Std.Dev!
do the following? (Please indicate if the statement does not apply to

our situation.)
Design higher quality evaluahs 156 77.8 .6 3 3.98 4 .67
Conduct higher quality evaluations 157 71.1 1.3 8 3.89 4 72
Manage better the design and conduct of evaluations 156 81.3 1.3 6 4.05 4 .69
More effectively interpret and use results for program improvement 156 75.5 6.0 5 3.99 4 .85
More effectively interpret and use results for policy making 157 73.5 6.1 10 3.97 4 .86
Demonstrate any other competencies as a result of the training 75 87.3 1.8 20 4.24 4 72
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Table B6: Quality

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of th N? %a4o0r5 | % 1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev’
program?

Content of lectures/presentations 154 88.3 1.9 0 4.21 4 .69
Delivery of lectures/presentations 156 76.9 2.6 0 4.02 4 77
Use of examples in lectures/presentations 154 71.4 9.7 0 3.95 4 .96
Pacing of the various sessions 155 60.0 11.6 0 3.70 4 .98
Depth of coverage of the sessions 153 56.9 8.5 0 3.70 3 .92
Small group activities within the plenary 152 74.1 7.2 13 3.91 4 .99
Guest lectures 156 78.7 4.5 1 4.10 4 .84
Balance of time between the various subjects 157 58.6 15.3 3.62 4 1.00
Optional question and answer session with the instructor 156 74.1 55 29 4.03 4 91
Applied, handson learning in project groups 157 76.9 9.0 1 3.96 4 .97
Table B7: Core Faculty:Linda Morra Imas

How would you rate this IPDET core faculty member on: e %a4or5 | % 1or2° | NA? | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev’
Overall quality of instruction 157 76.4 4,5 0 3.98 4 .80

Strengths: Depth of knowledge/experience (58), good presentation skillsfgg&fljtation skills (8), friendly (5), participatory approach (3), theory (3), use ¢
examples (2), good humour (1), uses current information (1)

Improvements: More case studies/examples (31), more focused (16), more time for questioning/discussjapeékdlower/more clearly (8), engage
participants more (7), faster pace (7), moreépth descriptions (4), less repetition (1), prepare extra materials in advance (1)

Table B8: Core Faculty: Ray C. Rist

How would you rate this IPDET core faculty manber on:

Nl

% 4 or 5°

% 1 or 23

NA*

Mean®

Mode®

Std.Dev!

Overall quality of instruction

157

93.6

2.5

0

451

5

.69

participants (2), repetition of key messages (2),-patied (1)

with secretariat team (1)

Strengths: Presentation skills (61), experience/depth of knowledge (41), use of examples (19), good humour (11), professionapmsi8gmess to needs

Improvements: Better time management/pace/less repetition (18), additional relevant case studies (17), stay focused on topic (fpipstanisotiuring
lecture (7)deeper content/descriptions (5), more theory (1), more on evaluation designs (1), more discussions (1), avoid criéicizindedth(1), more carir
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Table B9: Core Faculty: Jose Galdo

How would you rate this IPDET core facuty member on:

Nl

% 4 or 5°

% 1 or 2°

NA*

Mean®

Mode®

Std.Dev!

Overall quality of instruction

153

88.2

2.0

0

4.25

4

71

Strengths: Depth of knowledge/experience (41), presentation skills (33), technical skills (23), good pace/structure (10), usdesf @aanswering questio
in limited time (4), focused (3), clear learning objectives (1), good humour (1), openness (1)
Improvements: Speak slower/more clearly (41), less technical/tailor lecture to level of audience (27), additional practical €t@mphese on evaluation

designs/methods (4), focus on key topics (2), more parallel sessions (2), provide information prior to class (2), usetRajyeénfarmation on sampling (2),
balance quantitative and qualitative techniques (1), more time@¥ quantitative data (1)

Table B10: Small Group Facilitators

How would you rate your IPDET small group facilitator on:

Nl

% 4 or 5°

% 1 or 2°

NA?

Mean®

Mode®

Std.Dev/’

Overall quality of facilitation

156

72.9

4.5

1

4.06

5

.93

Strengths: Group suport/guidance/feedback (40), knowledge/experience (20), presentation skills (17), friendly/patience (16), conflict rekitiki(@)
dedication to subjeanatter (3), good humour (2), flexibility (2), technical skills (2), good pace (2), clear exaipl@rganization (1)

Improvements: More involvement/interest (11), fewer groups (7), more time with groups (5), better time management (4), less contthdliet¢dy,a
knowledge of certain subjects, such as gender issues and development commyBicatnpmove feedback (3), more technical guidance (2), increased
confidence (2), better purpose/structure (1), fewer emails (1), more focus on answers (1)

Table B11: Participants as Active Learners

Please rate your fellow participants on the followig characteristics: N1 %A4o0r5 | % 1or2° | NA? | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev’
A readiness to learn among participants 156 87.2 .6 1 4.14 4 .63
\Willingness to share knowledge and skills 154 90.9 0 0 4.25 4 .61
Bringing of different views and perspectives on evituna 155 85.8 1.9 0 4.22 4 73
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Table B12: Group Work

Group work project N' | %4o0r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev!
How important was the hands application of class learning to the gr{ 156 89.1 1.3 0 4.39 5 72
work project?

'To what extet did the group work project challenge you to think aboy 157 81.5 5.7 1 4.14 4 .89
new ways of developing an evaluation design?

How applicable was the group work project to your work environmer| 155 76.1 6.5 1 4.05 4 .99
The amount of time given to goup work was: Frequency Percent

Too little 34 21.7

About the right amount 117 74.5

'Too much 6 3.8

Total response 157 100

The optimal size of a work group is: Frequency Percent

Less than 4 10 6.4

a4-7 136 86.6

8-11 11 7.0

Total response 157 100

Table B13: Living on a University Campus

Rate the quality of: N' | %4o0r5° | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev!
Campus environment 155 85.6 1.3 3 4.30 5 74
Dormitory life 156 64.4 8.7 7 3.81 4 .96
Food services 156 65.4 10.5 3 3.76 4 .92
Logistical serices (registration, IPDET Secretariat support, etc.) 156 94.2 0 2 4.59 5 .60
Extracurricular activities (weekend events such as tours, boat rides,| 156 92.7 7 7 4.54 5 .65
Responsiveness of IPDET secretariat to your concerns regarding qy 156 92.4 2.0 10 451 5 .73
of life on campus

38




Table B14: Benefits

\What did you find most useful about the course?

Frequency Percent
Specific topics (e.g., evaluation approaches, sampling, theory of change) 41 18.5
Overall content 30 135
Relevance to work 22 9.9
Diversity of participants/sharing experiences 21 9.4
Networking 17 7.7
Evaluation tools/methods 16 7.2
Instructors (knowledge/facilitation) 15 6.8
Small group work 14 6.3
Practical examples 14 6.3
Textbook/other resources 13 5.9
Structure ofprogram 7 3.1
Other 12 5.4
Total response units (ideas expressed) 222 100.0
Table B15: Projected improvements
\What are suggestions for improvements to enhance the effectiveness and usefulness of the course? Frequency Percent
Better time managememdcing, free time, long lectures, etc.) 39 27.1
Need more realvorld case studies/examples 24 16.7
Need more group work 18 12.5
Deeper explanations 9 6.2
Create participant groupings based on level of prior knowledge 8 5.6
Fewer activities per day 7 4.9
Better control/facilitation during question and answer sessions 7 4.9
More focus on key ideas during lectures 5 35
Fewer reading assignments/more summaries 3 2.1
Other 24 16.7
Total response units (ideas expressed) 144 100.0
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Table B16: General

General comments and recommendations Frequency Percent
Excellent program/experience 26 25.2
\Well-organized 13 12.6
Useful skills’lknowledge gained 8 7.8
Group participants according to prior knowledge level 8 7.8
Expensive (food/activities/etc. could less luxurious) 7 6.8
\Very good facilitators 4 3.9
More time for small group work 4 3.9
More examples/case studies 4 3.9
Other 29 281
Total response units (ideas expressed) 103 100.0

Table B17: Roundtable Quality Indicators

Nl

% 4 or 5°

% 1 or 2°

NA*

Mean®

Mode® | Std.Dev/

How would you rate the Roundtable overall?

118

77.1

2.5

3.99

4 .78

Should the number of Roundtable topics be increased? Yes: 53.4% No: 46.6%
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Table B18: Suggested Future Offerings

\What type of future training in evaluation would you like to see offered by IPDET?

Frequency Percent
More advanced training 33 37.5
Specific groups/regions 10 11.4
Emphasis of evaluation strategies 10 11.4
Basic knowledge for beginners 6 6.8
Qualitative and quantitative methods 5 5.7
Use of statistical software 4 4.5
Online courses 3 3.4
Impact evaluation 3 3.4
Monitoring 3 3.4
Other 11 12.5
Total response units (ideas expressed) 88 100.0
\What type of future servicedn evaluation would you like to see offered by IPDET? Frequency Percent
Regional/international training 7 25.0
Mentoring/consultant referrals 4 14.3
Pool of experienced evaluators to conduct evaluations 3 10.7
Networking/sharing ideas 3 10.7
Online membership 2 7.1
Job opportunities 1 3.6
Specialist dataase 1 3.6
List of evaluation conferences 1 3.6
Other 6 21.4
Total response units (ideas expressed) 28 100.0
\What type of other needsn evaluation would you like to see offered by IPDET? Frequency Percent
Practical experience for participants 3 37.5
Follow-up with participants 2 25.0
Other 3 37.5
Total response units (ideas expressed) 8 100.0
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Appendix C: Week 3 Questionnaire

Table C1: Demographics

Country Frequency | Percent Primary Evaluation Function Frequency | Percent
Industrialized 27 245 Design and/or conduct evaluation 46 42.2
Developing 83 75.5 Manage the design and/or conduct of evaluations 58 53.2
Total 110 100 Use evaluation results for program improvement 58 53.2

Use evaluation results for policy making 44 40.4
Teach evaluatin theory and/or methods 28 25.7
Request evaluation services 32 29.4
Other 9 8.2
Table C2: Week 3 Quality Indicators
N' | %40r5 | %1or2® | NA*| Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev!
'To what degree did the Week 3 meet your expectations overall? 107 86.9 1.9 0 4.12 4 .67
Woul d recommend Week 36s program to a colleague? Yes: 89.5
\Would you return for additional training if funding were available? Yes: 85.4% Not sure: 10.7% No: 3.9%
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Table C3: Living on a University Canpus

Rate the quality of: N' | %4o0r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev!
Campus environment 110 80.7 9 1 4.27 5 .79
Dormitory life 108 67.3 9.6 4 3.88 4 .96
Food services 105 57.7 12.5 1 3.63 4 1.01
Logistical services (registration, IPDET Secretiasigpport, etc.) 104 94.2 0 1 4.56 5 .61
Extracurricular activities (weekend events such as tours, boat rides,| 106 91.2 2.0 4 4.44 5 71
Responsiveness of IPDET secretariat to concerns regarding quality| 107 95.0 0 9 4.65 5 .56

on campus

implement visiting hours for rooms (1pnger beds (1)

Suggestions for improvement: More thorough/frequent cleaning of rooms/showers (10), options for private accommodatioesstajf/signs to help
participants with directions (4), wider variety of food (4), temperature/restrict use of air conditionifeyyer) extracurricular activities/more free time (3),
improve food quality (2), provide shuttle buses downtown (2), more options for exercise/physical activities (2), inctrde rooms (1), WAFi in rooms (1),

Table C4: Benefits

\What did you find useful about the course? Frequency Percent
Specific topics (e.g., designing evaluations under constraints, building #easéd M&E, etc.) 45 39.5
Depth/focus of workshops 15 13.2
Practical/handsn aspect 14 12.3
Sharing experiences and knowledge 13 114
Small breakout sessions 11 9.6
Usefulness of information to work 8 7.0
Course materials/tools/resources 3 2.6
Instructors 3 2.6
Meaktime lectures 1 9
Graduation ceremony 1 9
Total response units (ideas expressed) 114 100.0
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Table C5: Drawbacks

\What did you find least useful about the course? Frequency | Percent
Mealtime lectures 6 22.2
Repeat of core material in workshops 4 14.8
Not enough time 4 14.8
Small group work 3 11.1
Lack of materials provided (in advance) 3 111
Other 7 25.9
[Total response units (ideas expressed) 27 100.0
Table C6: Projected improvements

\What are suggestions for improvements to enhance the effectiveness and usefulness of the course? Frequency Percent
Allow more time for workshops 10 19.2
Provide more course information in advance 7 135
More free time 5 9.6
Improved pedagogy 4 7.7
Less small group work 4 7.7
Group participants by prior level of knowledge 3 5.8
More complex/deeper explorationisgues 3 5.8
Limit group sizes 3 5.8
More case studies 3 5.8
More question and answer/discussion 3 5.8
Eliminate speakers during meals 2 3.8
Other 5 9.6
Total response units (ideas expressed) 52 100.0

44




Table C7: General

General comments and recommestations Frequency Percent
'Too much information/too little time 4 14.3
Continue these workshops 4 14.3
Helpful staff 3 10.7
\Well-organized 7.1
More free time 7.1
Better consideration of different cultures 2 7.1
Provide session summaries 2 7.1
IAdd more engaging facilitators 2 7.1
Other 7 25.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 28 100.0
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Appendix D: Week 4 Questionnaire

Table D1: Demographics

Country Frequency | Percent Primary Evaluation Function Frequency | Percent
Industrialized 27 27.6 Design and/or conduct evaluation 45 45.0
Developing 71 72.4 Manage the design and/or conduct of evaluations 56 56.0
Total 98 100 Use evaluation results for program improvement 43 43.0

Use evaluation results for policy making 33 33.0
Teach evalation theory and/or methods 25 25.0
Request evaluation services 33 33.0
Other 9 9.0
Table D2: Week 4 Quality Indicators
N' [ %40r5 | %1or2® | NA®| Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev/
'To what degree did the Week 4 meet your expectations overall? 99 90.9 1.0 0 4.39 5 .68
Woul d recommend Week 46s program to a colleague? Yes: 93.0
\Would you return for additional training if funding were available? Yes: 89.6% Not sure: 4.2% No: 6.3%
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Table D3: Living on a University Campus

Rate the quality of: N' | %4or5 | %1or2°| NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev!
Campus environment 96 89.3 2.2 4.22 4 .73
Dormitory life 96 67.1 8.0 3.81 4 .98
Food services 95 56.5 9.8 3.61 4 .92
Logistical services (registration, IPDET Secretasigiport, etc.) 95 95.6 0 4.52 5 .58
Extracurricular activities (weekend events such as tours, boat rides, 97 90.5 2.4 13 4.46 5 73
Responsiveness of IPDET secretariat to concerns regarding quality 96 98.8 0 12 4.64 5 51

on campus

Suggstions for improvement: Greater variety of food (12), more thorough/frequent cleaning of rooms (7), more free timetasscekiraevents (6), more
sports/athletic options (5), more facilities (i.e., internet, tv, phone) in common rooms (4), opiioproved/private accommaodations (5), match roommates
geographical location (2), limit visiting hours (1), use swipe card at bookstore (1), provide quick intervention inlchsaltsf (1)

Table D4: Benefits

\What did you find useful about the couse? Frequency Percent
Specific workshops/topics (e.g., development evaluations, qualitative analysis, evaluating complex programs) 38 44.7
Practical handsen training 17 20.0
Sharing experiences 7 8.2
Overall design of course 5 5.9
Small classes/alify to network 4 4.7
Engaging 4 4.7
Participatory nature 4 4.7
Small group work 3 3.5
Lunch speakers 3 35
Total response units (ideas expressed) 85 100.0
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Table D5: Drawbacks

\What did you find least useful about the course? Frequency | Percent
Mealtime speakers 9 321
'Too rushed 5 17.9
'Too much theory in first session 3 10.7
Tired by week 4 3 10.7
Specific workshops 3 10.7
Misleading workshop titles 2 7.1
Lack of advanced courses 1 3.6
Other 2 7.1
Total response units (ideas expressed) 28 1000
Table D6: Projected improvements

\What are suggestions for improvements to enhance the effectiveness and usefulness of the course? Frequency Percent
More time 14 26.4
Make last day shorter/less structured 9 17.0
More detail/practical/less theory 6 11.3
More free time/less evening events 5 9.4
Allow switching to new workshops if not suitable 4 7.5
Improve workshop description 3 5.7
Require participants to have certain level of prior knowledge 2 3.8
Provide more reference materials 2 3.8
Other 8 15.1
Total response units (ideas expressed) 53 100.0
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Table D7: General

General comments and recommendations Frequency Percent
Excellent program/experience 12 26.7
'Too rushed/review time allocation 5 11.1
Fewer mealtime speakers 4 8.9
IAcquired usail skills 3 6.7
\Well-organized 3 6.7
No new information learned 2 4.4
Link workshops with core course 2 4.4
Engage in more environmentally and budfyetndly practices 2 4.4
Improve variety of food 2 4.4
Other 10 22.2
Total response units (ideas gxessed) 45 100.0
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Appendix E. Workshop Ratings:i-a. besigning Impact Evaluations mder Constraints

Michael Bamberger

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N [ % 40r5° | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 31 87 6 0 4.42 5 .89 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 31 90 6 0 4.29 4 .82 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed tonea 30 77 7 0 4.03 4 .89 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objecti 31 87 6 0 4.23 4 .85 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 31 94 3 0 4.55 5 72 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the folowing aspects of the N [ % 40r5° | %1or2°| NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 31 93 0 0 4.52 5 .63 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 31 84 0 0 4.48 5 a7 4.44
Question and answer sessions with thledgroup of participants 13 61 0 0 4.08 5 .95 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 31 90 3 0 4.39 5 .76 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 31 97 3 0 471 5 .64 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 31 90 0 1 4.52 5 72 4.49
Logical progression of therorkshop 31 84 0 0 4.19 4 .70 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 31 55 10 0 3.65 3 91 4.14
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Small group activities 31 71 3 1 4.06 4 .93 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N [ % 40r5° | % 1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine| 30 87 0 0 4.47 5 .73 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 32 91 6 0 4.38 5 .83 4.34

Would you recommend thworkshop to a colleague? Yes: 94% Not sure: 6% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Practical examples/facilitator experien(dd.)
Mixed methods of evaluation)(8

Materials provided7)

Small group activities/netwoitkg (4)
Discussions/lecture contef®)

Logical progression of presentatifit

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Time allocation (too much statistical evaluation design, not
enough discussior{B)

High number of specifiexamples/exercis€8)

Group presentations (too many, poorly presented problhs)
How to analyze the problefd)

Attribution theorieq1)

Too many storie§l)

Other comments and suggestions

Fantastic facilitator (keep facilitator on thigemda/add to core courg®)
Workshop should be more in depth/less chapters

Longer workshof3)

More examples (new challenging evaluation of issues, site score mat(3)ing
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Overall great workshofi)
Have the classroom better organi£&yl
Include public sector reforms and polich)

PresenterMichael Bamberger

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | %1or2®| NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 32 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 32 97 0 0 491 5 .39 4.67
Presentation skills 32 87 0 0 4.38 5 71 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 32 91 3 0 4.56 5 .76 454
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 32 91 3 0 4.50 5 .76 452
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participay 32 87 3 0 4.47 5 .80 4.43

Strengths: Experience/Redife examples (15); Diversity of Knowledge of Subject (8); Positivity/Enthusiasm for subject (4); Lecturing skills (Y, #@bili

manage class (1)

WeaknessesTime Management (allocation of time, balance needs, time used for answering questidisig@mall group activities (2Reduce repetition
in presentation (3)Provide more feedback (1Diversify training methods (1)
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Appendix F. Workshop Ratings:i-b. CostBenefit Analytic Tools for Development Evaluation

Philip Joyce & William Duncombe

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N [ % 40r5° | %1or2°| NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.’ | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 8 75 13 0 4.00 4 1.07 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 8 75 13 0 4.00 4 1.07 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed tonear 8 87 0 0 413 4 .64 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objecti 8 87 0 0 4.38 5 .74 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 8 63 13 0 3.75 4 1.03 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the follaving aspects of the N [ % 40r52 | %1or2°| NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 8 87 0 0 4.13 4 .64 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 8 100 0 0 4.38 4 .52 4.44
Question and answer sessions with thedtdlup of participants 8 100 0 0 4.50 4 .53 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 8 87 0 0 4.25 4 71 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 8 87 0 0 4.25 4 71 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 8 100 0 0 4.38 4 .52 4.49
Logical progression of the waskop 8 100 0 0 4.38 4 .52 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 8 75 13 0 3.88 4 .99 4.14
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Small group activities 8 75 0 0 413 4 .83 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [%4o0r5° | %1or2® | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine{ 8 75 25 0 3.75 4 1.17 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 8 75 13 0 413 5 1.13 4.34

Would you recommend this wkshop to a colleague? Yes: 87% Not sure: 13% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Costbenefit analysi$2)

Group work(2)

Clarity and flow of presentatiofi)
Exampleq1)

New knowledge gainefl)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Irrelevant to professio(2)

Expects little previous knowledge (should be begin(iBr)
Textbook(1)

Group work(1)

Time allocation(1)

Other comments and suggestions

Time allocation (more in deptimalysis, focus on CBAR)
Take attendance (make those accountable for their abgéhce)

Enjoyable experiencgl)
Should be beginner levél)
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PresenterPhilip Joyce

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N [ % 40r5° | %1o0r2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 8 87 0 1 4.38 4 .92 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 8 100 0 0 4.50 4 .53 4.67
Presentation skills 8 87 0 0 4.50 5 .76 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 8 100 0 0 4.63 5 .52 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 8 100 0 0 4.50 4 .53 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participar 8 100 0 0 4.57 5 .53 4.43
Strengths: Good presenter (presentation skills, delgB); Positivity/Wit (1); Knowledge of subjeatl); Experience1)

WeaknessesBe more concise (1); Time allocation (1)

PresenterWilliam Duncombe

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N [ %40r5° | %1o0r2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 8 87 0 1 4.25 4 .89 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 8 100 0 0 4.38 4 .52 4.67
Presentation skills 8 87 0 0 4.25 4 71 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 8 87 0 0 4.38 5 74 4,54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 8 87 0 0 4.38 5 74 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa) 8 87 0 0 4.38 5 74 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge of subject/experien€®); Presentation skills (friendly, delivg (3)

Weaknesses:
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Appendix G. Workshop Ratings: i-c. besigning and Building ResultsBased Monitoring and Evaluation

Systems
Ray C. Rist

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40or5° | %1or2® | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 55 93 0 0 4.67 5 .61 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 55 78 4 0 4.15 5 91 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specificatigeded to learn 55 82 5 0 4.15 4 .85 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectiy 55 84 0 0 4.31 5 74 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 51 84 0 0 4.45 5 .76 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the qualty of the following aspects of the N' | %40or5° | %1or2® | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 55 91 2 0 4.56 5 71 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 55 93 0 0 4.55 5 .63 4.44
Question and answer sesss with the full group of participants 55 85 4 1 4.33 5 .84 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 55 91 2 0 455 5 71 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 54 93 0 0 4.59 5 .63 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 55 98 0 0 4.67 5 51 4.49
Logical progession of the workshop 53 93 0 0 4.55 5 .64 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 54 85 6 0 4.11 4 .79 4.14
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Small group activities 55 71 5 0 3.98 4 .95 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [%40r5° | % 1or2° [ NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained 53 96 0 1 4.64 5 .59 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 55 85 4 0 4.29 5 .81 4.34

Would yourecommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 94% Not sure: 4% No: 2%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Diversity and usefulness of experience/exam(83
Small group work10)

Focus on resultbased system®)

Performance monitoring (10 steps, theory of chan@g)
Discussion/class participation/feedbd6l
Reinforcement of core materig)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Small group work (some people were disruptive, irrelev@ht)
Time allocation (long presentations, introduction, repetit{@h)
Not enough small group work/case studi2s

Certain chapters (data collection, outcome/out(f)t)
Facilitator management (need more feedback, more r{@gs)
Specific exampleéSouth African)(1)

Other comments and suggestions

Group was too largéb)

More time/better organization for group wdf

Thankful to facilitator/of coursés)

All participants should first attend core course (reduce repetitg)n)
More examples of best practic€®)
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Pace was too slow/poorly allocated to irrelevant is¢Rps
Longer workshof2)

Many students using laptops for naorkshop usé2)

In description include 'a tool for public sector managengét'
Introduce tools uskin RBM systen(1)

Go more in deptlil)

PresenterRay C. Rist

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5 | %1or2® | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 55 98 0 0 491 5 .35 4.66
Methodologicaknowledge and skills 55 100 0 0 4.87 5 .34 4.67
Presentation skills 55 98 0 0 4.80 5 .45 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 55 94 0 1 4.75 5 .58 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 55 93 0 0 4.69 5 .61 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan 51 90 2 0 4.53 5 73 4.43

Strengths: Experience/practical examplézl); Presentation skills (capturing interest, humour, communication, obje¢t®g)Depth of knowledge (12); Open
discussion (1)

WeaknessesTime allocation (anecdotes, stori€6); Balancing all needs (peer learning/esreone)(5); Complexity of assignments/more examples/group wo
(5); Focus training on results/indicatd®); Different lecture budget, program, andlipy evaluationg1); Repetition of examples used in cdfg
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Appendix H. Workshop Ratings: i-d. Evaluating Humanitarian Assistance

Margie BuchananSmith & John Cosgrave

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 12 100 0 0 4.67 5 49 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 13 69 0 0 4.08 5 .86 4.28
Focus of this aotity on what you specifically needed to learn 13 77 0 0 4.08 4 .76 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectiy 13 100 0 0 4.58 5 51 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 13 100 0 0 4.46 4 52 4.38
Design and Deliery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 13 100 0 0 4.62 5 51 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 13 100 0 0 4.69 5 48 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 13 92 0 0 4.54 5 .66 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 13 92 0 0 4.54 5 .66 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 13 92 0 0 4.46 5 .66 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 13 100 0 0 4.54 5 .52 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 13 100 0 0 4.54 5 .52 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 13 85 0 0 4.08 4 .64 4.14
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Small group activities 13 85 8 0 4.23 5 .93 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the fdlowing aspects of the N' [%40r5% | % 1or2® [ NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained 13 77 0 0 4.38 5 .87 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 13 100 0 0 4.46 4 .52 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Methodology and case studi¢s
Clarity/openness of presentation and facilita{@)s
People met during the workshop/group w¢Bk
Use of feedback from participan®)

Materials on USB keyl)

Small clasg1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Various backgrounds of participants (needs more bald8te)
Length of workshop (should be longég)

Not enough practical examplék)

Generic discussiofi)

Other comments and suggestions

Continue this workshop (very useful and relevé))
Compliments to facilitatorg3)

Consider norEnglishspeakergl)

Small number of participants was godd
Availability of extra resourcefl)

Discuss structural/mamade crisig1)
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PresenterMargie BuchananSmith

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mear? | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 13 100 0 0 4.77 5 44 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 13 100 0 0 4.77 5 44 4.67
Presentation skills 13 100 0 0 4.46 4 .52 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 13 100 0 0 4.7 5 44 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 13 100 0 0 4.77 5 44 452
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan| 11 91 0 0 4.18 4 .60 4.43

Strengths: Presentation skills (engaging, livehgferencing)5); Knowledge and experience in Monitoring and Evaluafi®n Use of examples with theory (2);

Good feedback (1)

WeaknessesPacing presentation (slow down, repeat complex words, be aware-&hgtiah speakerg}t); More handson/relevanexampleg2); Focus on UN

agency perspective (1)

PresenterJohn Cosgrave

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 12 92 0 0 4.58 5 .67 4.66
Methodobgical knowledge and skills 11 100 0 0 4.73 5 A7 4.67
Presentation skills 12 92 0 0 4.58 5 .67 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 12 92 0 0 4.50 5 .67 454
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 12 92 0 0 4.67 5 .65 452
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan| 12 83 0 0 4.50 5 .80 4.43

Strengths: Presentation skills (clarity, good pace, responsiée Knowledge in Monitoring and EvaluatidB); Use of examples/experience (3)
WeaknessesMore exampleg§l); Focus on notUN agency perspective (1); Be aware of 1imglish speakerfl)
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Appendix I. Workshop Ratings: i-e. introduction to Quantitative Data Analysis

Gene Swimmer

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met theoflowing criteria? N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 18 78 6 0 4.17 5 .92 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 18 100 0 0 4.56 5 51 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 18 94 0 0 4.44 5 .62 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectiy 18 100 0 0 4,72 5 46 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 18 100 0 0 4.72 5 46 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 18 100 0 0 4.83 5 .38 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 18 100 0 0 4.67 5 .49 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 2 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 17 94 0 0 4.53 5 .62 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 18 89 0 0 4.61 5 .70 4.36
Obijectivity of the pesentation 18 100 0 0 4,72 5 .46 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 18 100 0 0 4.78 5 .43 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 18 83 6 0 4.17 5 .86 4.14
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Small group activities 17 90 6 7 4,94 5 1.30 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate thequality of the following aspects of the N' [%40r5% | % 1or2® [ NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained 18 89 0 0 4.56 5 71 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your etqt@ns overall? 18 100 0 0 4.72 5 46 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Use of SPSS/data analysis meth@)
Applicability to real lifefeal world example#t)
Clear explanationgl)

New skills learnedl)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Lack of examples on handout/textbo@
Retrieval of calculator§l)
Too many calculationgl)

Other commentsand suggestions

Excellent facilitator and workshq(3)
Provide SPSS for participants to bring hofhe
Include STATA(1)
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PresenterGene Swimmer

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 17 100 0 1 4.82 5 .53 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 18 100 0 0 4.94 5 24 4.67
Presentation skills 18 100 0 0 4.94 5 24 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 18 88 0 1 4.61 5 .78 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 18 100 0 0 4.72 5 46 452
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan| 17 94 0 0 4.71 5 .59 4.43

Strengths: Knowledgeable/experienced in data anal{8)sClear presentation (easy formatg)); Responsive to participant®)

WeaknessesPace of the workshop (too fast/shdg); Have participants answer more ofi@n
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Appendix J. Workshop Ratings: i -a. Designing and Conducting Focus Groups

Janet ManciniBillson

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 9 89 0 0 4.33 4 71 4.31
Extent to which you haacquired information that is new to you 9 100 0 0 4.78 5 44 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 9 78 0 0 411 4 .78 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectiy 9 100 0 0 4.33 4 .50 438
Overall usefulness of this workshop 9 100 0 0 4.33 4 .50 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 9 100 0 0 4.22 4 .44 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 9 100 0 0 4.67 5 .50 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 4 100 0 1 5.00 5 0 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 9 67 0 0 4.11 5 .93 4.42
Usefulness of the traiimg materials 9 89 0 0 4.44 5 .73 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 9 100 0 0 4.44 4 .53 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 9 89 0 0 4.33 4 71 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 9 78 0 0 4.22 5 .83 4.14
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Small group activities

100

4.67

.50

4.26

Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the

workshop?

% 4 or 5°

% 1 or 2°

NA?

Mean®

Mode®

Std.Dev/

W Mean®

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained

100

0

4.67

.50

4.38

To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall?

100

0

4.44

.53

4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Small group wok/mock focus grouigs)
Experience, tips, examplé3)

Balance between theory and practitg
Resource materiald)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Time allocation (too rushed})
Nothing as this was all ne{t)

Other comments and suggestions

Should be 3 day&)
Compliments to workshofi)
Provide a bibliographyl)

PresenterJanet Mancini Billson

How would you rate the presenter on the following:

% 4 or 5°

% 1 or 2°

NA*

Mean®

Mode®

Std.Dev/

W Mean®

Expeience in development evaluation

©|Z

100

0

4.56

.53

4.66

Methodological knowledge and skills

100

0

4.89

.33

4.67

Presentation skills

100

4.67

.50

4.44

Ability to promote open discussion

100

4.89

.33

4.54
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Ability to provide meamgful feedback to participant comments

100

4.78

44

4.52

Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan

100

4.67

.50

4.43

Strengths: Practical experience from the fig(tl)
WeaknessesWorkshop will be better wh 3 dayq1)
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Appendix K. Workshop Ratings: i1 -b. Performance Budgeting

Philip Joyce

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop your current work or functions 19 79 5 0 4.16 5 .90 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 19 68 11 0 3.84 4 .96 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 18 72 6 0 3.89 4 1.02 4.21
Extent to vhich content of this activity matched the announced objectivi 19 84 11 0 4.21 5 .98 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 19 84 5 0 4.16 4 .83 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [ %40r5° | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 19 79 5 0 4.00 4 .82 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 19 79 5 0 4.32 5 .95 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 7 86 14 0 4.29 5 1.13 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 19 74 11 0 4.05 5 1.03 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 19 95 5 0 4.32 4 .75 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 19 84 0 0 4.47 5 77 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 19 79 5 0 4.16 5 1.07 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 19 74 5 0 4.26 5 .99 4.14
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Small group activities 19 79 5 0 4.21 5 .92 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [%40r5% | %1or2® [ NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained 19 78 0 1 411 4 .81 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 19 79 5 0 3.89 4 .94 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: R@¥sure: 21% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Performance budgeting (overall, key concefi3)
All new conceptg3)

Group work(3)

Presentation content (useful, easy to rg€ay)
Reinforcing existing knowledggl)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Group work(3)
Some cases irrelevant/repetitil®
Lack of technical knowledggl)

Other comments and suggestions

Should be 3 days lond2)

Focus on donor and government perspectiog just one)1)
Language used was too technigl

The course was not as expecteyl

Merge with costanalysis workshogl)
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PresenterPhilip Joyce

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev. | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 19 84 0 0 4.21 4 71 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 19 89 5 0 4.37 5 .83 4.67
Presentation skills 19 84 5 0 4.37 5 .89 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 19 89 0 0 4.58 5 .69 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 19 89 0 0 4.53 5 .70 452
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan| 18 83 0 0 4.39 5 .78 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge/experience in performance budge{B)gPreserdtion skills (orderly, clear delivery, opef#); Open discussion/Q&A1)
WeaknessesMore examples/debatég); Group work (2); More focus on budget (1); More time (1)
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Appendix L. Workshop Ratings: ii-c. The Use of Evaluations in Public and Internatioal Governance:

Evidence for Decision Making
Indran Naidoo & Robert D. van den Berg

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %4o0r5 | %1or2® | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to yocurrent work or functions 25 56 4 0 3.88 3 97 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 25 52 4 0 3.64 3 .81 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 25 56 12 0 3.60 4 91 4.21
Extent to which ontent of this activity matched the announced objectivg 24 54 0 0 3.71 3 .75 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 25 52 0 0 3.72 3 .79 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [ %40or5 | % 1or2 | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 25 64 4 0 3.84 4 .85 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 25 76 4 0 3.92 4 .76 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 25 72 4 0 3.92 4 .81 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 25 80 0 0 4.20 4 .76 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 25 63 8 1 3.92 4 1.04 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 25 76 4 0 4.04 4 .84 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 25 72 0 0 3.92 4 .70 4.36
Pacing ofthe workshop 25 68 4 0 3.76 4 72 4.14
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Small group activities 25 44 16 0 3.40 3 1.04 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [%40r5% | % 1or2® [ NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained| 25 68 4 0 4.04 5 .93 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 23 61 0 0 3.70 4 .63 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 77% MNot23% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Exchanging experiences/examp{&®)

PowerPoint presentation (parallel presentation of issues, redatjs between stakeholders gradtners)3)

Group discussion/group wokR)
How to apply M&E in public sector manageméh}

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Too much talk on concepts/not enough reshbiétsed examplg8)

More learning from a broader range of countries/sKd)s

Group work(3)

Not enough focus on challenges in formulating governance outqdmes
Combination of both presentations (should be sepafhte)

Other comments and suggestions

Include more practical case studies (developing countdés)
Introduce public policigovernance balance examp(8%
More time for group work2)

Lengthen workshof2)

Avoid small group worK1)

Don't give homework1)

Some participants are not as fluent in English
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Presenterindran Naidoo

How would you rate the presenter orthe following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 25 92 0 0 4.56 5 .65 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 25 92 0 0 4.44 5 .65 4.67
Presentation skills 25 100 0 0 4.64 5 49 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 25 88 4 0 4.24 4 .78 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 25 88 4 0 4.32 5 .80 452
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan| 24 87 4 0 4.21 4 .78 4.43

Strengths: Experience and knowledd&0); Presentation skills (humorous, clarity, communicati@) Resources (2); Understands participant needs (1)
WeaknessesWider knowledge of topic beyond specific country (South Afr{@&) Consider nofEnglish speakerfl); Focus on outcomes (1)

PresenterRobert D. van den Berg

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 25 92 0 0 4.60 5 .65 4.66
Methodological knowledgand skills 25 92 0 0 4.56 5 .65 4.67
Presentation skills 25 84 0 0 4.20 4 71 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 25 80 0 0 412 4 73 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 25 80 0 0 4.20 4 .76 4.52
Ability to manage he diverse needs and interests of various participanty 24 83 0 0 4.17 4 .70 4.43

Strengths: Experience and knowledd#?2); Presentation skills (effective, provides feedbgdh) Resources (1)
WeaknessesWider knowledge beyond specific organizatigds Consider the nofEnglish speakefl); Presentations are a bit derf&g Include public

policy exampleg1)
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Appendix M. Workshop Ratings: ii -e. Positioning Evaluation in Your Organization

Terry Smutylo

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the wrkshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 14 71 7 0 4.07 5 1.00 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 14 64 7 0 3.79 4 .89 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 14 57 0 0 3.93 3 .92 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectiy 14 57 0 0 4.07 5 1.00 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 14 64 0 0 4.00 3 .89 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 14 79 0 0 4.00 4 .68 4.41
Delivery of lectures presentations 14 71 7 0 3.86 4 .86 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 14 71 0 0 4.07 4 .83 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 14 79 7 0 4.00 4 .88 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 14 64 0 0 3.93 3 .83 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 14 100 0 1 4.29 4 .61 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 14 64 7 0 4.00 5 1.04 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 14 57 21 0 3.57 4 1.28 4.14
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Small group activities 14 71 7 0 4,14 5 1.03 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [%40r5% | % 1or2® [ NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained 13 92 0 0 4.38 4 .65 4.38
To what degree did the woitkap meet your expectations overall? 12 58 0 0 3.92 3 .90 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 61% Not sure: 39% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Workshop content (key issues, matrix on making geaten
conditions of welpositioned evaluation())

Small group work/discussior{s)
Strategic opportunity and building confiden (@
Materials/articles providefll)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Materials of present®n (definition of M&E) (2)
Diverse organizations/different needs of participgh}s
Lack of case studigd)

Small group work1)

Other comments and suggestions

Needs to be more in depth and structy@d
Very useful course for certain peofg®)
Workshop ended before allocated time (would like to know this in advéhce)
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PresenterTerry Smutylo

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development duation 13 92 0 0 4.38 4 .65 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 13 83 0 1 4.38 4 .87 4.67
Presentation skills 13 54 0 0 4.00 3 1.00 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 12 83 0 0 4.50 5 .80 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to paiiant comments 13 69 0 0 4.08 5 .86 452
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan| 12 58 8 0 3.83 3 1.03 4.43

Strengths: Presentation skills (strategic, focus on objective, reassu@gpersonality (opeminded)(1); Experience (1)

WeaknessesMore personal experience/relevant exampBsStructuring the workshof®); Slow pace/needs more enel@y
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Appendix N. Workshop Ratings: i -f. Evaluating HIV/AIDS Programs

David Wilson

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree ha the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 10 80 0 0 4.50 5 .85 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 10 90 0 0 4.50 5 71 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 10 78 11 1 4.30 5 1.16 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectiy 10 90 0 0 4.60 5 .70 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 10 90 0 0 4.80 5 .63 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 10 100 0 0 4.60 5 .52 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 10 100 0 0 4.70 5 .48 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 0 - - 0 - - - 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 10 100 0 0 4.90 5 .32 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 10 90 0 0 4.60 5 .70 4.36
Obijectivity of the presentation 10 100 0 0 4.70 5 .48 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 10 100 0 0 4.60 5 .52 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 10 100 0 0 4.70 5 .48 4.14
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Small group activities 10 100 0 6 4.25 4 ,50 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [%40r5% | % 1or2® [ NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained 10 100 0 0 4.80 5 42 4.38
To what degree did the wishop meet your expectations overall? 10 100 0 0 4.70 5 .48 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Content (relevance, focus on MARPSs, how dallestgpower of
evaluation)5)

Examples/Dat#4)
Materials provided1)
Personal contac{d)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Other comments and suggestions

Don't give reading assignments before graduation/wiere's no
coffee(1)

Increase time allocatgd)
Participants must have an opeind (1)
Facilitator has very good training approddh
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PresenterDavid Wilson

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 10 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 10 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.67
Presentation skills 10 90 0 0 4.60 5 .70 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 10 100 0 0 4380 5 42 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 10 100 0 0 4.80 5 42 452
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan| 9 100 0 0 4.89 5 .33 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge and experience/real life exales(6); Great presenter (highly professional/engagi@g) Analytical skills (1)

WeaknessesWorkshops too short (1); Presentation style (1)
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Appendix O. Workshop Ratings: i -g. Logic Models in Development Evaluations

Nancy Porteous & Steve Montagu

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 23 91 0 0 4.26 4 .62 4.31
Extent to which you have agijed information that is new to you 23 65 4 0 3.78 4 .79 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 23 74 4 0 3.83 4 72 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectiy 23 74 0 0 3.96 4 71 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 23 74 0 0 4.04 4 g7 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 23 74 0 0 4.09 4 .79 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 23 65 0 0 3.91 4 .79 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 23 70 9 0 3.87 4 .92 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 23 70 0 0 4.09 5 .85 4.42
Usefulness of the traing materials 23 87 0 1 4.30 4 a7 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 23 91 0 0 4.22 4 .60 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 23 74 4 0 4.09 5 .90 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 23 61 4 0 3.83 3 .89 4.14
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Small group activities 23 91 0 0 4.22 4 .60 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [%40r5% | % 1or2® [ NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained 23 83 4 0 4.26 5 .86 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 21 76 10 0 3.95 4 .92 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 71% Not sure: 24% No: 5%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Logic model(range of approaches, applicatio()

Small group work4)

Workshop content (program theory, theory of change, Ressidts plan)3)
Variation in teaching methods/skilf)

Lottery draw(1)

Exampleg1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least usefil in the workshop?

Differing levels of knowledge among participaf43
Time allocation(3)

Logic models with too many examplé3)
Repetition of core courgd)

Other comments and suggestions

Make it intermediate level/restructure curricul (@)

Workshop is too sho(2)

Compliments to the workshop/faciliatq2)

Clearer instructions and more defined scope of group (grk

Provide suggestions on how to communicate/advocate for more eval{dation
More group work(1)

Harmonize slides withaurse materialél)
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PresenterNancy Porteous

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 23 87 0 0 4.30 4 .70 4.66
Methodological knowledge and sksll 23 78 0 0 4.30 5 .82 4.67
Presentation skills 23 70 0 0 4.13 5 .87 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 23 87 0 0 4.30 4 .70 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 23 83 0 0 4.30 5 a7 452
Ability to manage the diveesneeds and interests of various participants| 20 75 0 0 4.15 5 .81 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge/expertise and experier{@; Guidance of issues/incorporating comme#js Enthusiasm (3); Pace of presentation (1)
WeaknessesMethodology of teaching (managarticipants, more orderly, harmonize cont€b}) Some slides had too much té%); Email group ahead of time

if they need to presefit); Don't chew gun{l)

PresenterSteve Montague

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev/ | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 23 91 0 0 4.57 5 .66 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 23 87 0 0 4.39 5 72 4.67
Presentation skills 23 78 0 0 4.26 5 .81 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 23 91 0 0 4.35 4 .65 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 23 87 0 0 4.26 4 .69 452
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan| 22 82 0 0 4.14 4 71 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge and experien¢@); Open discussion/incorporating commei3; Enthusiasm (2); References (2)
WeaknessesVocabulary used (too complex, not consi&®)) Training methods (pace was quick, more interactive activiggBspiversify examples (more
international)(1); Email partcipants if facilitator wants hard exampl@g; Don't chew gun{l)
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Appendix P. Workshop Ratings:ii -h. Building Evaluation Capacity within Ministries: Lessons Learned and

Good Practice in Industrialized and Developing Countries

Frédéric Martin

Work shop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %4o0r5 | %1or2® | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 18 89 6 0 4.28 4 .83 4.31
Extent to which you have acquiretférmation that is new to you 18 83 6 0 4.22 5 .88 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 18 67 11 0 3.94 5 1.06 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectiy 18 83 11 0 4.17 5 1.15 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 18 78 11 0 4.22 5 1.06 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [ %4or5 | %1or2® | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 18 72 6 0 4.00 4 91 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 18 72 6 0 4.00 4 91 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 7 43 14 0 3.43 3 .98 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 18 67 6 0 3.83 4 .86 4.42
Usefulness of the traingnmaterials 18 67 17 0 3.72 4 1.02 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 18 83 6 0 4.00 4 77 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 18 83 0 0 4.22 4 .73 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 18 72 11 0 3.89 4 .96 4.14
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Small group activities 16 73 19 5 3.73 4 1.50 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [%40r5% | % 1or2® [ NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained 18 78 11 0 4.06 5 1.16 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 18 78 11 0 3.78 4 1.00 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 83% Not sure: 0% No: 17%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Expeaiences/case studi€g)

PowerPoint presentation (concrete, issued of ECB, identifying challe(@es
Discussions (public theory, capacity buildir{g)

Technical theory1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Lack of practial practice and lessons/prolonged leci{®e
Canadian examples (too specifi2)

Technical issues of M&FE1)

Inadequate handout$)

Models(1)

PowerPoint formaf1)

Other comments and suggestions

Needs more improvement in content/more casdes(8))
Workshop was welbrganized1)
Low-quality workshop(1)

84




PresenterFrédéric Martin

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 18 100 0 0 4.72 5 .46 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 18 100 0 0 4.44 4 .51 4.67
Presentation skills 17 82 0 0 4.06 4 .66 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 18 72 11 0 4.06 5 1.05 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comtsen 18 78 6 0 417 5 .92 452
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan| 18 82 6 0 4.06 4 .83 4.43

Strengths: Experience and knowledd#1); Structure of presentation/ideas/detéd} Friendliness/humouf2); Listening anccommunication skill§1)
WeaknessesTiming (answering questions, allocatidd); Handouts linked with presentati¢2); More applicable lessons/discussi@@¥ Presentation skills

(engaging, tools}2); Lengthen workshogl)
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Appendix Q. Workshop Raings: il -a. sampling Techniques for Development Evaluation

Bassirou Chitou & Gregg B. Jackson

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this wéshop to your current work or functions 13 100 0 0 4.46 4 52 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 12 92 8 0 4.25 5 1.14 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 12 92 8 0 4.17 4 1.11 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectivy 12 92 0 0 4.33 4 .65 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 12 92 8 0 4.17 4 1.11 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 12 83 0 0 4.42 5 .79 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 13 61 0 0 3.92 3 .86 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 2 50 0 0 3.50 3 71 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 13 92 8 0 4.23 4 .83 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 12 83 8 0 4.08 4 .90 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 13 92 0 0 4.31 4 .63 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 13 69 0 0 4.00 4 .82 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 13 77 15 0 3.92 4 1.04 4.14
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Small group activities 13 85 0 0 4.38 5 g7 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [%40r5% | % 1or2® [ NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained 12 92 8 0 4.50 5 91 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 12 92 8 0 4.25 5 1.14 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague®: 84% Not sure: 8% No: 8%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Group/handson exercise$4)
Content of worksho$3)
Sampling techniques (importance of evaluation, various metiidyls)

Drawbacks
What did you find least usefil in the workshop?

Too much talk on concepts/not enough resbitsed examplg8)
More learning from a broader range of countries/sKd)s
Group work(3)

Not enough focus on challenges in formulating governance outqdmes

Combination of botlpresentations (should be separ#18)

Other comments and suggestions

Lengthen workshofb)

Curriculum design must be changed (needs to be split for participants who have done core cours

nortcore coursej2)

Time allocation (slow 1st day,$82nd day, use table of contents to stay on pdge)

Training workbook needs revisidfh)
Facilitators need to improve on practical examglgs

87




PresenterBassirou Chitou

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 12 92 0 0 4.25 4 .62 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 12 83 0 0 4.25 4 75 4.67
Presentation skills 12 58 0 0 3.92 3 .90 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 12 83 0 0 4.25 4 .75 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 12 83 0 0 4.25 4 .87 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan| 11 73 0 0 4.18 5 .67 4.43
Strengths: Knowledge and experiengb); Presentation skills (3); Personality (enthusiasm) (2); Accessibility (1)
WeaknessesCommunication/presentation ski(l8); Need more time (1Participatory teaching for adult learnij; Keep it detailed (1)

PresenterGregg B. Jackson

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 12 92 0 0 4.58 5 .67 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 12 92 0 0 4.42 5 .67 4.67
Presentation skills 12 75 0 0 4.17 5 .83 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 12 83 0 0 4.33 5 .78 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 12 92 8 0 4.33 5 .89 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan| 12 83 8 0 4.17 5 1.19 4.43

Strengths: Experience and knowledd@); Well-prepared/able to explain difficult issu@y; Accessibility (1)
WeaknessesTeaching methodology (more engagement with participéBtsiComplex vocabulary used (1)
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Appendix R. Workshop Ratings: i -b. Managing Evaluation

Penny Hawkins

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 18 78 6 0 4.28 5 .96 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 18 78 6 0 4.06 4 .87 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 18 83 6 0 4.17 4 .86 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the annodimdgectives 18 89 0 0 4.33 4 .69 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 18 89 6 0 4.28 4 .83 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 18 94 0 0 4.39 4 .61 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 17 82 0 0 4.18 4 .73 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 8 75 0 0 4.13 4 .83 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 18 94 0 1 433 4 .69 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 18 83 0 0 4.00 4 .59 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 18 100 0 0 4.56 5 51 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 18 94 6 0 4.28 4 .75 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 18 89 6 0 4.22 4 .81 4.14
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Smal group activities 18 94 0 0 4.44 5 .62 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [%40r5% | % 1or2® [ NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knegbe and skills gained? | 17 88 0 0 4.53 5 72 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 18 89 6 0 417 4 .99 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 89% Not sure: 11% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Detailed/realife exampleg6)

Discussions with colleagues/expert paEgl
Group work(3)

Structure of learning modulgg)

Ethical evaluatior{2)

Size of clasgl)

White packagél)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Focus on commissioners/managers of evalugfipn
Discussion on hypothetical cage

Evaluation budgefl)

Information too generdll)

Handout(1)

Other comments and suggestions

Lengthen the workshofi)

Make presentation slides available to participdhjs
Enjoyed international perspectiyE)

Enjoyed some case studies/examilgs

Provide better description of workshop on webglfe
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PresenterPenny Hawkins

How would you rate the presenter on tie following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 17 94 0 0 4.76 5 .56 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 18 94 0 0 4.61 5 .61 4.67
Presentation skills 18 83 6 0 4.22 5 .88 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 18 94 6 0 4.61 5 .78 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 18 100 0 0 4.67 5 .49 452
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan| 17 94 0 0 4.47 5 .62 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge of content/experien(®); Open/approachable/identifies with participafty Good pace (2Providing resources/takeome tipq2);

Group management/discussi®); Feedback (1)

WeaknessesTraining material (presentation, indexing, hando(%)Pacing (started slow) (2); More examples (1)
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Appendix S. Workshop Ratings:ii -c. case Study Methods for Development Evaluation

Linda G. Morra Imas & Ray C. Rist

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 15 93 0 1 4.80 5 .68 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 15 93 0 0 4.67 5 .62 4.28
Focus of this activity omwhat you specifically needed to learn 14 93 0 0 4.71 5 .61 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectiy 15 93 0 0 473 5 .59 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 14 100 0 1 4.93 5 A7 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 15 100 0 0 4.87 5 .35 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 15 100 0 0 4.80 5 41 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 15 93 0 1 4.67 5 72 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 15 93 0 0 4.60 5 .63 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 15 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 15 100 0 0 4.87 5 .35 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 15 93 0 0 4.67 5 .62 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 15 93 0 0 4,53 5 .64 4.14
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Small group activities 15 93 0 0 4.47 5 .64 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the following asgcts of the N' [%40r5% | % 1or2® [ NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained 15 100 0 0 4.80 5 41 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 15 100 0 0 4.80 5 41 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Software application/lab demonstrati(d)
Usefulness/Relevance of case studis
Group exetises(4)

Reading material&)

Two facilitators(1)

Current informatior(1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Time limitation(2)
Reading material€l)

Other comments and suggestions

Lengthen workshop (one week, moab time)(5)
Very useful/excellent workshao(3)
Schedule 3 days for case stydy
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PresenterLinda G. Morra Imas

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in devefiment evaluation 15 100 0 0 4.93 5 .26 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 15 93 0 0 4.87 5 .52 4.67
Presentation skills 15 93 0 0 4.87 5 .52 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 15 100 0 0 4.80 5 41 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedbadk participant comments 15 93 0 0 4.73 5 .59 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan| 15 93 0 0 4.80 5 .56 4.43
Strengths: Knowledge and experien€B); Participatory approacfl); Clear presentation (1)

WeaknessesMore practical case studi€®); Time allocation (more time, open discussi@); Have more emphasis on certain arggs

PresenterRay C. Rist

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 14 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 14 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.67
Presentation skills 14 100 0 1 5.00 5 0 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 14 100 0 1 5.00 5 0 4.54
Ability to provide meaimgful feedback to participant comments 14 100 0 0 4.93 5 27 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participan| 13 100 0 0 4.92 5 .28 4.43

Strengths: Practical applications/experien(®); Personality (humourous, kin@@); Participatory approach (1§urrent and researatriented(1)

WeaknessesMore case studigd); More time needed (1)
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Appendix T. Workshop Ratings: i -d. Conducting International Joint Evaluations

Niels Dabelstein, Ted Kliest, & Ted Freeman

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 4 50 0 0 3.75 3 .96 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired infaation that is new to you 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectiy 4 100 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.38
Overall usetilness of this workshop 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 4 100 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 4 100 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 4 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 4 75 0 0 4.00 4 .82 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 4 100 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 4 100 0 0 4.25 4 .50 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 4 100 0 0 4.25 4 .50 4.14
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Small group activities 4 100 0 0 450 4 .58 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [%40r5% | % 1or2® [ NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained 4 75 0 0 4.25 5 .96 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Small group/close interactiowith facilitators(4)
Joint evaluation (examples, managemé¢ay)
Level of expertis€l)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Time allocation on last dail)
Amount of theory(1)

Other comments and suggestions

Bring moreexamples on challenging joint evaluatiqt}
Best facilitatorq1)
Would love to keep in touch after workshgp
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