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Executive Summary

The International Program for Development Evaluation Training, held on campus at Carleton
Universityin June/July 201,0was evaluated using thensa evaludon framework employed
annually since 200Z he program is sponsored by the Independent Evaluation Group of the
World Bank in conjunction with the Faculty of Public Affairs and Management, Carleton
University. As has been the case in previous yeargrdggam consisted of a twweeek Core
Course followed by a set of workshops in Week 3 and 4.

IPDET has been delivered at Carleton Universitgeid001 and there aoer2000alumni.
Participants in the program come fromwiae diversity of backgroundand represent public,
private and nefor-profit sectorsOver200 participants fron¥4 countries were represented in
2010 The results of the evaluatiai IPDET 2010are summarized belgvollowed by an
overview of specifications of the program ahas evaluation.

Recurring Pattern of SuccesAs has been the case over the past several years, the 2010 IPDET
program was highly successtwlerall. These findings are remarkably consistent and corroborate
evaluation findings from prior IPDET evaluatior@3ousins, 2004, 2006a, 2006b, 200&n

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

The achievement test showed significant cognitive growattm fore to post tesintervals for the

Core CourseA statistically significant improvemem itest performance was observed. Data

from seltreport questionnaires showed a pattern of almost uniformly positive participant
percepti ons a bugcedssinindéetng ik olgegtivea. Missvasshe case for the Core
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 colleagies and participant inclination to return for future training, were highly favorable and

for the most part more favorable than the 2009 evaluationajority of the workshops offered

in Weeks 3 and 4 were rated very highly with very few identified agl@etause for concern.

Given | PDETO6s high |l evel of observed effectiyv
incremental changes or fine tuning are offered. Recommendations for more fundamental or
substantial program alterations are, again, simptywvarranted.

Enrolment patternsrhe drop in enrolment observed in IPDET 2009 reversed this year. In 2010,
overall enrolment was up across all program components, and was higher than any previous year
in which IPDET has been offered except 2008. ihlbeease may be at least partially attributable

to the record high number of scholarships awarded this year. Whereas the number of
applications for paying participants has decreased each of the past two years, perhaps due to
recent global economic struggl, the number of applicants seeking scholarships was up te an all
time high this year. In order to continue meeting the high demand for development evaluation
training, especially in economically difficult times and for participants from developing

counties, IPDET 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
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IPDET continue to explore other financial incentives like the current peagtioffering reduced
fees for large delegations.

The increasing presence of alternative regional evaluation training programs may also play a role
in the number of paying applicantg may not seem cost effective for organizations to send
individualslong distances for training when closer (and in some cases, less expensive)
alternatives are available, especially in financially difficult times. A clegsamination of the
characteristics of participants of IPDET and of regidrahing programss recommendeth

order to better understatiae relationship between IPDET and alternatives. In addition, it may

be useful for IPDET to explore the future possibility of online training optiétisough it may

be premature to expect applications from payadicipants to continue to drop, such

considerations will prepare IPDET in the event that it does.

IPDET management does not hold an expressed goal of maximizing enrolment numbers; rather,
their goal is to optimize enrolment in the interest of providjaglity programming (Cousins,

2007). In previous reports, it has been suggested that increasing enrolment, and subsequent
increases in the size of workshops, may have played a role in decreased quality indicators.
Although the size of individual workspe in 2010 was not inversely related to quality of

training, it remains possible that overall enrolment affects the quality of other aspects of the
program (e.g., food services, administration, etc.). In light of this suggestion, it is interesting to
notet hat this yeards increase in enrolment coin
program infrastructure and campus life, whereas the opposite pattern was observed in the
previous year (Trumpower, 2009¢ontinued monitoring of the relationshptween enrolment

and quality of infrastructure and campus lifetigereforesuggested.

Late cancell ations and O06no shows6 continues t
Continued vigilance toward early identification of such apptsass well as followip
correspondence aimed at determining the cause, will be prudent.

Roundtable learning experience.

Roundtable sessions continue to be well received. Over 70% of all participants attended at least
one Roundtable session, and theisessreceived very good quality ratings. In addition,

gualitative comments were highly positive. However, some participants mentioned that the
discussions needed to be better structurggending less time detailing background context and
more time to early define and explore the evaluation problem being addressed. Others,
similarly, expressed a desire for more time for discussion and more advance information about
the topics.

Current practice involves soliciting proposals from potential Roundpabkenters on a brief
Aexpression of interesto sheet that includes
presenterds relationship to the question. On

participants for sigiup, and thdirst Roundtable sessions are presented the next day.

It is recommended that IPDET management consider soliciting expressions of interest from

potential presenters further in advance of future IPDETS, perhaps when they are first notified of

acceptancéo the program. In addition, it is suggested that expressions of interest be made in the
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form of an abstract which clearly identifies the background context, as well as the specific
evaluation issue and related questions that the presenter would I¥@dree Example

abstracts that highlight each of these requirements should be provided. These recommendations
may serve multiple purposes. Providing the abstracts to other participants would allow them to
make more informed choices about which Roundtabksions to attend. Providing such

information about the background context in advance would also allow presenters to move more
quickly to discussion of the crux issues during their presentations. And, requiring a more
detailed abstract may help prets prepare more structured presentations.

Workshop learning experience Over all , this year6és wor kshops
ratings. Only a few of the workshops stood out as a potential concern. Instructional renewal

options for these padillar workshops should be explored. In general, however, it appears that

| PDET management 6s practice of workshop revie
is working well and should be continued.

It was noted that extending several workshopsiftwo to three days was successful, as

evidenced by more favorable ratings of pacing. However, extending other workshops from 1.5

to 2 days was not as successful. It was also noted that the highest scoring workshops were more
likely to be three days longs opposed to the three lowest scoring workshops which were all

two days long. As well, time constraints were the most frequently identified area suggested for
improvement in qualitative responses. Although it may not be feasible to extend the fexligth o
workshops while still maintaining the impressive variety available to participants, it is
recommended that IPDET management monitor the relationship between workshop length and
quality. It would also be prudent to considered length when evaluai@wifis workshops for
instructional renewal.

Residential experienceRatings for logistical services, campus environment, and extracurricular
activities remained very favorable. Ratings of dormitory and food services remained lower than
for other aspestof the IPDET secretariat and infrastructure of the program, though, and were
lower than in 2009. The drop in ratings of the residential experience coincides with an increase
in enrolment. Continued monitoring of the relationship between enrolmenuafity @f the
residential experience is, therefore, recommended.

Nonetheless, IPDET management received excellent ratings for their responsiveness to
participant concerns regarding their residential experience. As a result, it is further
recommended thdPDET management continue its practice of soliciting early feedback from
participants regarding food and housing.

> ii
Ll { ]| lAawa Centre de recherche sur les services educatifs et communautaires
I Centre for Research on Educational and Community Services

-|II|
L




Table of Contents

Executve Summag/é e é e ¢ ééééeééeééeééeéecécécéecéeceéeé. .
Tabl e of Conétéeénétéscebéecéée éecéeéeéeéeéeéeé . ééliv
Acknowledgemen é é € é ¢ é éééééeéeéééecécécécééé. éév
Listof TablesandFigue seéé ¢ é é ¢ é e éeéeéeééeéeéeéeéeééuw
List of Adpégerdiccecééccécécéeéeéeéeéecécé. .eé.v
1. I ntroductionééééeéécécécécéeééeéeéeéecédéleéc
1.1ProgramDescriptiort 6 é € € é e e éééeééecéeééeééeeé . ééeée.e. 1l
1.2 Evaluation Frameworkééeeééeéeéeeéewee@ee
1.3 Curriculum Renewal ééééeééeééeéeéecéédecée
1.4Changes Arisinfrom 20@ Evaluatiot é € € e € € € € é e eceeéeéeéééél
2. Registration Demographics. éééeéééeééd@édécece
2.1EnrolmentTreths € éééécéééecécéééééeéeéeéeéeéecé
222010Parti ci pant Demographicsééééeéeéeécé&e.drééeé
3. Evaluati éeckEicreicegeéécécécéec.ééeéeé.é 13
31Key Ratingsé@&&@e&éeéeceéecéeécéeéeceéeéee.el1l3
3.2 Program Obj ééteceeéechceeénrmentécécéé. .15
3.3 Qualitative Assessment. € é e éeéeéeéeéeéeéeée. eéeeéé. 7
3.4Core Cours&pecificDaté € € € .€.€ € €€ €€ éé . éééééééee .éé .18
35WorkshopSpecificDaté é e e é e éeéeéeééeéeéeéeéeéeée. €20
361 PDET Secr. ettéabréieadte.é.e.éec.éééécécécéeééécée?r
37FellowParti cip.@artec@& éecéeéeéeéeéeéeéeeeée?s
4.Summary of Findings and Recommendat i.®20s é é
41Matters for Consiédécacéodonééeééeéecéeé. 30 éé
5. Refereabceba&cécécéecéeéeéeécécécéeeceéeeéd2
Acknowledgement

This report benefited significantly from support services provided by Proactive Information
Services, Inc. and byr. Kyle McClymont Ms. Merike Vist, and Ms. Keri Hoffman

e v

T uOllawa Centre de recherche sur les services educatifs et communautaires

, Centre for Research on Educational and Community Services

([N
([N

M~ D
M~ D
M~ D

D~
D~
D~



List of Tables and Figures

Tables

Table 2 Registration Pattes Past 5 Year s écéééceécéeécéeceee € ¢ €9
Tabl e 3: Percentage of Favorabl e Respolbses to

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

////////////////////////

/////

Figures

Figure 1: IPDET 2010participant ountry of originby program component........................ 12

Figure 2:IPDET 2010core course participant oganizational affiliatioé é¢ ¢ ¢ .6 . . . . . . éé. 13

Figure3l PEDT 2010 organization function of parti

Figure4!l PDET 2010 quality indicators by program

Figure 5:Averageratingb | PDET program objectives by year ¢

Figure 6: Pre and post test average knowledge test score by test form and
year éeée. . éeéeéeécéeéecéececeéeéeéeéeéeée. . ...

Figure 7Wor kshop qual ity indicators by year and | |

Figure 8:Ratingsofpr t i ci pants by yearééé&é&éeeceecééeéeé&é. . 2

List of Appendices

Appendix A:IPDET Instruments

Appendix B:Core Cours&uestionnaire

Appendix C Week 3Questionnaire

Appendix D Week 4Questionnaire

Appendix E: {a. Designing Impadevaluations under Constrair(tsevel 1) Michael Bamberger

Appendix F: tb. Evaluating Communitased Development Initiativésevel Il) Sulley
Gariba, Rieky Stuart, & Elizabeth Whitmore

Appendix G: {c. Designing and Building ResulBased Monitoring ad Evaluation Systems
(Level I & 1) Ray C. Rist

Appendix H: td. Qualitative Methods and Analysis for Development Evaludtienel | & II)
Michael Q. Patton

Appendix I: Fe. Designing and Conducting Focus Gro(lpsvel | & 1) Janet Mancini Billson

Apperdix J: Ii f. Applying the Theory of Change to Environmental and Sustainable Development
Impact EvaluatiorfLevel 11) David Todd & Rob Malpas

Appendix K: Ila. CostBenefit Analytic Tools for Development Evaluatidrevel 1) Philip
Joyce

Appendix L: IFb. Bvaluating PubliePrivate Partnershigé&evel Il) Frans L. Leeuw

Appendix M: Ikc. Introduction to Quantitative Data Analygisvel 1) Gene Swimmer

Appendix N: Ikd. Designing and Conducting Survedy®vel 1) Suresh Balakrishnan & Gregg
B. Jackson

e \Y;
1 Ll { ]| lAawa Centre de recherche sur les services educatifs et communautaires
I Centre for Research on Educational and Community Services




Appendk O: ll-e. Upstream / Downstream: Evaluation Approaches in the World @awkel |
& II) Cheryl Gray & Arup Baneriji

Appendix P: . Positioning Evaluation in Your Organizati@evel Il) Terry Smutylo

Appendix Q: llta. Intermediate Quantitative Data Aysis (Level 1) Gene Swimmer

Appendix R: llkb. Conducting International Joint Evaluatiqhsvel I1) Niels Dabelstein, Ted
Kliest, & Ted Freeman

Appendix S: llkc. Participatory Monitoring and Evaluatigdbevel | & 1) Sulley Gariba &
Kathy Durand

Appendx T: Ill-d. Assessing Organizational Performafiocevel 1) Marie-Hélene Adrien,
Charles Lusthaus, & Nancy MacPherson

Appendix U: llle. Evaluation for PosConflict SituationgLevel 11) Mari Fitzduff

Appendix V: llI-f. The Use of Evaluations in Publicaimternational Policief_evel II) Indran
Naidoo & Robert D. van den Berg

Appendix W: IV-a. Performance Budgetirfgevel | & II) Marc Robinson

Appendix X: IV-b. Improving Training Skills: Using An Adult Learning Modglevel | & II)
Edward E. Jones

Appendx Y: IV -c. Sampling Techniques for Development Evaluaflaevel | & II) Gregg B.
Jackson

Appendix Z: IV-d. Managing Evaluation and Evaluation Ur{itevel | & Il) Penny Hawkins &
Velayuthan Sivagnanasothy

Appendix AA: IV-e. A ResultsBased Framework fdEvaluating Advisory Servicegdevel I1)
Geeta Batra & Alexis Diamond

Appendix BB: IV-f. Evaluating HIV/AIDS Program@_evel II) David Wilson

Appendix CC: \Va. Case Study Methods for Development Evaluati@vel 11) Linda Morra
Imas & Ray C. Rist

AppendixDD: V-b. Citizen Report Cards: Community Evaluations and Civic Engagement
(Level I & Il) Suresh Balakrishnan

Appendix EE: \fc. Evaluating Governandeevel Il) Harry Garnett & Marie Laberge

Appendix FF: \d. Evaluation with Hidden and Marginal Populatighsvel II) Andrea Rossi

Appendix GG: \fe. Evaluating Private Sector Proje(tsvel | & 1) Marvin TaylorDormond &
Sidney J. Edelmann

Appendix HH: \Af. Logic Models in Development Evaluatioflsevel | & 1) Nancy Porteous

-’—‘- Vi
Ll { ]| lAawa Centre de recherche sur les services educatifs et communautaires
I Centre for Research on Educational and Community Services

-|II|
L




1. Introduction

This report $ on the evaluation of thenthannual session of the International Program for
Development Evaluation Training (IPDET) held on campus at Carleton University in June and
July, 2010 The program is sponsored by tinelependent Evaluation Growb the WorldBank

in conjunction with the Faculty of Public Affairs and Mayement at Carleton Universifijhe
program continues to feature a tweekCore Courssegment followed by series of

workshopsn Week 3andWeek 4 Over 2@ participants representimyer 0 industrialized and
developing nation§74 countries by citizenshi®8 by country of work)took part in either the

Core Coursgone or botlof Week 3 and 4 segments; all of the program offerings. Participants
represented evaluation professionals mrmdjram 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 deglopment evaluation concepfgocesses, and
methods;

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

3. Enhance specific skills in designing and conductinguatains of development
programs;

4. Meet people from around the glolveho are egaged in development evaluation; and

5. Develop networks for future collaboration and knowledge sharing.

Since its inception in 200 IPDET has offered the program in two segments. The firsirtesk
segment, referred to as t@ere Coursgprovides an overview of the evaluation field, tools and
techniquesevaluation desigriessons learne@nd expert guidancParticipants in th€ore
program spend abou% 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 balance between lectures and
group work is designed to provide opportunitieseechange among participanégyractical
overview of tle development evaluation field and hadspractice doing an evaluation design.
Following the 2005 IPDE;Tthe Core program underwesignificant curriculum renewal (see
Cousins, 2006b).

In 2005, IPDET management introduced a fieature 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 pactice was continued in 20. Participants were first asked if they had any
presentations that they wished to share with their colleagues andpsgireetsvere made

available A total oftwelve presentations were offereder a tweday period and arragements
weremade for IPDET participants hear and participate in the presentations widaalged from
about 45 minutes to nearly @@inutes in length. These roundtables were highlighted in the daily
newsletter to encourage attendance, which was optional.

e 1
T Ll { ]| lAawa Centre de recherche sur les services educatifs et communautaires
I Centre for Research on Educational and Community Services




The second segment consists of two weeks of technical workshops designed to build skills in
specificareas. As part of IPDEF commitment to offerraattractivecontinuing professional
development programyorkshop offerings we somewhatnodifiedin 2010. Eightworkshos
weredroppedandfive new workshopsvere added Although thetotal number of workshops
thereforedecreasetb 27, participants were still offered an impressive variety of choice. Also,
in an effort to allow greater depth of coverage more effective pacthe length okeven
workshops was increased from 1.5 to 2 days and the lengtleatitiers was increased from 2

to 3 days

Other changes to t#910 programincludedthe recruitmenof two new instructors taleliver
new workshps (Fédéric Martin, Daniel Kaufmann), three new instructorstedeliver new
workshops Gale Berkowitz, Jon Cosgrave, Margie Buchan&mith), one new instructor to
deliver an existing workshogdse Galdp andthreenew instructosto co-deliverexisting
workshogs (Ruilin Ren, Steve Montague, Nestorine P. Compaore

In 2010, fourworkshoptitles were alsanodified slightly in the interest o€larity. Finally, t

should be noted that all returning workshop providers were furnished witlragua feedbek

from their 20@ offerings with the expectation that such data would provide a valuable basis for
revision, updating and fine tuning.

As mentioned,n all 27 workshops (with two different sections of one workshopje offered in
Weels 3 and 4 of the ppgramwith participants being given ample choice within each time slot.
Participants were encouraged to base their choices on topics most relevant to their work and
knowledge areas.

1.2 Evaluation Framework

As part of the IPDET program design,P D E Tirécsors Beveloped an evaluation framework
which has been employedery year since 200The framework includes knowledge tests for
learning effectiveness, plus student evaluations fo€Ctire CoursgWeek 3andWeek 4 for
each of the workshopand tke 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.g., Guskey,
2000; Kirkpatrick, 1959, 1994) evel 1 evaluabn focuses on participant reactions and

satisfaction with the program experience. Included in Level 1 evaluation aresatfed

estimates of learning and skill development, intended uses of knowledge acquired, and the like.
The knowledge test, admitesed at preandpost test intervals, corresponding to tGere
Courseoffering, reflects what might be thoughf as Level 2 evaluation. Level 2 evaluation is an
examination of the actual cognitive development of participants as a result of theirreagage

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 are not part of the routine evaluation framework ughd present case. Leveb8d 4
evaluations, which consider the actual transfer and application of learning and skill development

! Linda Morra Imas and Ray Rist developed and continue to direct IPDET.
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to the workplaceand the impact on organizatio@se a matter for separate inquiry concerning
IPDET. One such evaluation waondud¢ed by Buchanan (2004nd another, more recently, by
the International Development Research Centre (IDRC, 2008 IDRC document reported

on an independent tracer study, which followed up with IBfRGnsored IPDET participants.
Generally, regsondents reported substantial transfer of knowledge and skills to their workplace,
as well as other benefits such as networking.

The present repobuilds on the implementation of tlegaluation framework (Level 1 and 2)
over the pastightyears(see derHeyer, 2002, 2003Cousins 2004 2006, 2006b, 2007
Trumpower 2008 2009. These data are primarily useful for planning and program revision
decision making from year to yedrevel 1 data include seteported perceptions of

1. Learning effectivenessispecific areas of evaluation knowledge;

2. Learning objectives and IPDET effectiveness;

3. Competencies and potential impact;

4. Quality of course design and delivery;

5. Faculty;

6. Participants as active learners;

7. Group work;
8. Living on the university campus;
9. Good pratices and recommendations for improvement;
10. Future training and services.

Data collection etailed the administration of33juestionnaires and 2 sets of knowledge tests
(administered at preandpost testntervals relative to th€ore Coursgover the carse 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 thieport.The total number of data
pieces (questionnaire/knowledge test responses) is equ@ktb Qther data gathered for the
purposes of this evaluation were enrolment figures and atpuit thenfrom program
managers.

Slight modifications were made some instruments for tt&10 evaluation Changes to

instruments from year to year, while helping to improve the quality of data gathered, place limits
on comparability of findings from one year to the next. Where approphiat@resent report
incorporates 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 annuallagtion. In some cases, new workshops are
added, while others are removed from lteeof options.While program developers and
implementers also make incremental changes to Core program modules each2gédithe
IPDET Core curriculum undesent a sigificant renewal Specific changes to the curriculum are
reported in Cousins (2006blt should be noted that revisions to materials are ongoing and that

% Links to each of these reports are provided on the IPDET website.ipdet.org.
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http://www.ipdet.org/

experiences in delivering miPDET programs on aationalfegional basis are a valuable
source ofmput for material revision.

In addition, one of the mostteh requested changes to IPDEaSheento addmore examples of
deliverables and documents that might be involved ievatuation. Participantsavealso

wanted more harsbon activities to walkhiem through the process. This continues to be a focus
for ongoing program developmernh this regard, it should be noted that IPDET participants
receival atextbookon development evaluati@uthored by wo o f dorPfadalilyo s
membergMorra Imas & Rst, 2009) beginning in 2009 and continuihgs year The text builds

on and expands the instructional modules that comprise the Core Course of IPDET, providing
participants with a valuable resource including many practical examples.

1.4 Changes Arisopfrom 20® Evaluation

Each vyeadredtols@rishilabnsager address i ssues identifie
evaluation and integrate appropriate changes into preparations for the following year. In earlier
years, explicit recommendations had beethfioming from the evaluation report (e.g., Cousins,

2004, 2006a). However, as of the 2006 evaluation, it was observed that the need for explicit
recommendations was no longer essential given the state of maturity of the program. Therefore,
summary thoughs wer e f r amean saisd &ri astsiueersé floy | PDET man
2006b). Table 1 lists these matters forsidaration arising from the 20@valuation

(Trumpower, 200) and presents the response of and/or actions taken by IRl2aEdgement

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 information beyond the evaluation data, it
was decided by IPDET management that no action is required afrtéis t
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Table 1: IPDET Renewal for 2A.0

Matters for Consideration from IPDET 2009
Evaluation Report (Trumpower, 2009)

Management Response

1. Enrolment patterns

The pattern of increasing enrolment in IPDET from
2006 to 2008 ended this year. In 2009,ralle
enrolment was down across all program componer,
This decrease may be at least partially attributable
the recent global economic downturalthough the
total number of applications initiated was lower in
2009 than in 2008, the number of applisaseeking a
scholarship was up. The increasing presence of
alternative regional evaluation training programs m
have also played a role in the drop in enrolmant
may not seem cost effective for organizations to se
individuals long distances fordining when closer
(and in some cases, less expensive) alternatives a
available, especially in financially difficult times. A
closer examination of the characteristics of
participants of IPDET and of regional training
programs is recommended in ordebtiter
understand the relationship between IPDET and
alternatives. In addition, it may be useful for IPDE
to begin to explore the future possibility of online
training options. Although it may be premature to
expect enrolment to continue to drop, such
considerations will prepare IPDET in the event that
does.

Whereas the number of scholarship seeking applic
increased this year, the number of scholarships
awarded was down slightly from 2008. IPDET
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 othe
financial incentives like the current practice of
offering reduced fees for large delegations.

The dropin enrolment observed this year might not

necessarily be viewed as a negative. IPDET

Regional training programs such as SHIPDET in Shangh@zechDET in
Eastern Europe are gaining in reputation and profile. While possibly drawing
some candidates away from IPDET due to reduced cost and shorter duratig
these training programs also generate demand for IPDET with its internatiof
reputation ad in-depth workshops. Theie some evidence that the latter
influence at least offsets the former, as theas no significant change in the
regional distribution of IPDET participants in 2010 with the exceptionlafger
group from Eastern Europe andAsiadue to scholarships from UNFPA.

Althoughonline training optionsvere notactively developdfor IPDET 2QL0,
the Secretaridt as started to produce s o.fRa
the present, IPDEManagemerintendsfor these to beasources for profession
development through its websitghile making them available to others for
online training. Mindful thatmorelearning willtake place onlinén the future,
management notes thabre electronic opportunities will be degpkdthrough
initiativesassociated with IPDET.

IPDET management was successful in this regartheasumber of partial and
full scholarships increased from 71 in 2009 to 80 in 204@rld Bank staff
played a strong rolim this areaassising in accessing NORADrtist funds for
2010.

In recent years, IPDEMmanagemertiasincreased the discount twganizations
thatsend 11 or more stafAs budgetgighten around the globe, IPDET
management intends torther considerthis recommendation
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management does not hold an expressed goal of
maximizing enrolment numbers; rather, their goal is
optimize enrolment in the interest of providing qual
programmingCousins, 2007) .
was suggested that increasing enrolment, and
subsequent increases in the size of workshops, mg
have played a role in decreased quality indicators.
light of that suggestion, it is interesting to note that
thisyear 6s decline in enr
ratings on several quality indicators. Continued
monitoring of the relationship between session size
and quality of training is suggested.

Late cancellatonsah 6 no showsd c
issue as it has over the past several y&uostinued
vigilance towad early identificatiorof such
applicants, as well as followp correspondence aime
at determining the cause, will be prudent.

In addition, it is recommmaledthat:
a) the deadline for deposits from paying participant
strictly enforced,

b) the number o&cceptances/scholarships to
applicants where pahtstory strongly indicates that
visas will be groblem is limited,

c) IPDET management consult thengdistrative
procedures and lessolesrned from other
organizations that & faced similar issues, and

dal so focust onieg sahifycthes g
characteristics of thtse who are most likely to show
up. Suchndividuals could be placed onaiting list

and, perhaps, begin the visa application proabsad
of time so that in thevent d late cancellations they
are ready to fill in.

While managemernecognize the potential forlarger workshop sizet® result in
lower quality ratingsthis has not typicallyoccurredwith IPDET anddoes not
appear to be an issue in 2010. Examinatiofadfle 4 actudy reveals a weak
positiverelationship between the number of participants and quality of
workshops.

Management notes thtite hiring of a o-op studenin early 2010allowed the
registrar and financial officer more time to identify potentialshows.

In addtion to additional administrative suppogatnew policywas implemented
in 2010 that required payment of the $500 deposit within 15 days of the datq
acceptance to the program. Failure to submit deposit payment within 15 day
resulted in a follow ugmail stating that if proof of payment or at the very leag
details of payment arrangements were not provided to the Finance Officer
seven days, registration was automatically cancelled. In the end there were
individuals whose registration waarccelled, and another 26 individuals (of
whom six had paid their deposits) who withdrew for a variety of reasons priq
the start of the program. Whil e tHh
of the program, this is probably less of an ishan in earlier years.

Although it isundesirable talenyeligible applicans access to thprogram one
possibilitywasexplored in 2010n which a newdonoragencywas identified that|
acceptedthe riskof sponsoringa group of apptants from a highrisk country

Other Canadian conferences and training prograemsconsultedhat

experience similar challenges beyond its corgralthat are difficult to mitigate.

A list of countries for which Canadian visas are not required was helpful in
making scholasip offers in the last couple of weekgforelPDET 201Q

2. Depth of coverage and instructional pacing.

One of the more common concerns expressed in th
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gualitative questionnaires (across all program
components) was that there is not enough time
available in sessions for as in depth coverage of th
material as desired. A few participants indicated th
presentations were too basic. Consistently, one of
most frequent recommendations made in the
workshopspecific questionnaires was to extehd
length of the workshop. In addition, the lowest rate
items regarding design and delivery of the program
were 6Pacing of various
coveragebd. Therefore,
management consider the possibility of extagdhe
time allotted for individual sessions. Exploration of
reducing the number of different sessions attended
each participant (although maintaining the admirab
number of options from which to choose) while
increasing the length of time devotedetach topic
might be worthwhile. This could allow for both a
more comfortable pace and increased opportunity 1
in-depth exploration of critical issues and
applications.

IPDET eliminated the 1.5 day workshop, and extended the duration of work
to twoand three days. Feedback suggests that most participants were more
satisfied with workshops this year compared to previous years (especially w
4). Nonetheless, scores for pacing and depth of coverage in some cases a
low, andmanagement intends toake an dfort once again for 2011 to encoura
workshop instructors to provide more advanced material to participants.

3. Workshop learning experience.

Overall, this yearods wog
quality ratings. Only a few of the workshops stood
out as a reason for concern. It was noted that one
these was a new offering and two were taught by n
instructors. In addition, it was suggested that the u
of multiple instructors (especially when they are ne
instructors) may adversely affect thenkshop
learning experience. Instructional renewal options
these particular workshops should be explored. In
general, however, it appears that IPDET
management 6s practice 0
feedback utilized for renewal decisions is working
well and should be continued.

As in the pastevduation feedbek fromIPDET 2009 was utilized by
management to make deaiss about instructional renewalnd was provided to
all returningworkshopinstructors

4. Roundtable experience

Roundtable sessions continue to be well received.
However, some participants mentioned that the

discussions needed to be better structiirggending
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less time detailing background context and nione
to clearly define and explore the evaluation problen
being addressed. Providing roundtable presenters
sample outline and soliciting from them a brief
description of the context and evaluation problem t
be discussed in advance (which would thegiben

to other IPDET participants in advance of the
roundtable) is recommended. IPDET managemen
should also consider assigning an experienced
instructor to moderate each roundtable.

Roundtable pesentersvereasked to submitreexpressia of interest form that
included a brief description of theontext andevaluation problem to be
discussed Examples of theseereprovided on the form.

IPDET instructoravereassigned to modate each roundtable.

5. Residential experience.

Ratings for logistical sergés, campus environment,
and extracurricular activities remained extremely
favorable. Ratings of dormitory and food services
were higher this year than in 2008, but remained
lower than for other aspects of the IPDET secretari
and infrastructure of therpgram. It is recommended
that IPDET management continue its practice of
soliciting early feedback from participants regarding
food and housing.

Given the success of this practice, it might be
worthwhile to consider the adoption of a more gene
commen/suggestion box to be monitored on a daily
basis. This could allow IPDET management to be
aware of and respond quickly to a range of issues,
limited to food and housing (e.qg., the desire for

Roundtable facilitators, to change workshops after

first day, etc.).

IPDET continued its practice of surveying participants at the end of week or
ard actingquickly wherepossibleto address basic issues of housekeeping, d¢
life and food. Nonethelessnmanagement notes thatioreswerestill lower than
desiredand will continue to explore possibilities to improve the residential
experience of future IPDET participants

A comment box wamtroduced a couple of yeango into the lecture hall, but
did not generatananycomments last yeakManagement has indicated thavitl
continue tlis practice andwvill explore the possibility ofdding asimilar system
for registering comments and complaints in residence and the dining hall.

-|II|
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2. Regqistration Demogiphics

2.1 Enrolment Trends

In 2010, enrolmentfor I P D E CodesWeek 3, and Week Brograns washigherthanfor the
previousyear, with the largest increase in the Week 4 progfs@e Table 2)it should be noted

that enrolment was slightlyigher thartable 2 suggestdPDET managment acceptea26
applicantdor the Core Program, although o7 actually attendedAlso, the number of
scholarship recipienthis yeamwasupto an alttime high of 80. In 200¢he number of

participants funded partiglor fully by scholarskp was just 59, compared to 62hohrship
recipients in 2008 and 44 in 2Q0It appears that the increase in scholarships awarded this year
was able to reverse the decline in enrolntdrsterved last yeawhich wasperhapsiue tothe

poor global economgsee Trumpower, 2009)

Table 2: Registration Patterns Past 5 Years

Program IPDET IPDET IPDET IPDET IPDET
Component 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Core Course 113 146 169 145 147
Week 3 114 131 155 141 149
Week 4 104 121 140 124 147
Total # participants 175 201 251 207 218

Information flom program management sheds sdigte on the enrolment tren@sd provide
furtherperspective regarding enrolment considerations

e Application trends: It is important to consider enrolment withthe context of total
applicationsThere hadeen a steady increageerthe lastfew yearsin thetotal numbers of
applicantsas well aghose seekingcholarship funddn 2006 the total number of
applicationsvas619, of which thetotal number ofapgdications for scholarshipsas196. In
2007thetotal number of applicationsicreasedo 1124 of which thetotal appli@ations for
scholarships weré42, and in 200&he upward trend continued willt94total applications,
of which597were for scholargps. In 2009 while the total number of applications was
down to 1533, the number seeking scholarsips wasup. This year, the total number of
applications, 1514, wasearly equivalentvith last year, but the number seeking scholarships,
668, was hgher tha ever(Daily Report, 201Q)Also o note,there were 14paying
participantsn each of the past two year§hese trends seem consistent with the conjecture
that enrolment is being affected by the global economic downturn. There remains strong
interest in attending IPDE Tespecially iffunding is available.

e Scholarship availability and timing: As mentionedabove, the number of schahip
applications continues to increagecording to IPDET managemengded on the numbers
of worthy scholarsip applications, there is no question that IPDET could attract many more
participants if more scholarship funds were availalbleis year,althoughthe number of
scholarships offeredvas at an altime high of 80Q the number of applicants who sought a
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schdarship, 668, was also higher than eveinfortunately the situation with donor funding

of scholarships is a dynamic one which charfg@® year toyear. Despite genuine interest

in supporting the program, for a variety of reasons, IPDET management dufés not

receive confirmation of donor agency intentions to offer scholarship funds until fairly late in

the application process. In turn, this means that candidates who are then offered the funds
are pressed to get their visa applications submittectimely way. If a potential candidate is
declined a visa, IPDET management is left scrambling to offer the funds to the next most
worthy candidate in the hopes that they can make the personal arrangements necessary in a
very short span of time and accépe offer.

Special arrangements:In the past few yeayg number of innovative arrangemenéve
beenmade thahasboth enhanced enrolment numbers and ledeatgr evaluation capacity
at the nationdlevelin developing countried-or examplelPDET dfers reduced fees as an
incentive to large delegations. In both 2007 and 2008, Oxfam International sgEbgsoups
of 10 participants,ra in 2009 the InternationaDevelopmenResearctCentresponsored
over 10 staff members and researchers from paotganizations to participate in IPDET
This year, the UNFPA sent a delegation of 12 particip#ABET hopes others vill continue
to explore this model

Emergence of competing programs:Development ealuation training opportunitiesre not
yet widelyavailable in deve@ping and industrializd countries but there are some emerging
programs that may be attracting potential IPDET candidates. For example, the International
Institute for Rural ReconstructiolRR, Yen CentrePhilippineg offers a varietyf

workshops and training options on participatory monitoring and evaluation and related
international development topics. The programs are offered ihifippinesas well as on

site locations (e.glJganda, KenyaEthiopig. Other training opportunés are being made
available through the African Evaluation Association (AfriAjhe form of short courses
and ongoing professional development opportunities in South Africa and elsewhere (e.qg.,
Kenya, Ethiopia). Othdrainingopportunities include pograduate diploma programs at
universities in South Africahe UK, and elsewhesnd free online courses in monitoring

and evaluation offered by the Inrttmerican Development Bank.

In addition to courses, workshops and programs being developed ared dffeother
organizationsthe World BankGr o u p 6 s | P DRayRistlandr LimdatMorrreas
have been invited bgovernments, bilateralrganizationsand othersto deliver several
regional IPDETsSn locations such ashina, India, the Czech Regigdy Uganda, Tunis, and
South Africasince 2004These programs are not considered by IPDiahagemenb be
competitorsto IPDET | n f a odirectord bEliBvE thalt the regionRDETS help rae
interest in attending IPDET. They note thatowing the regionalPDETs, some
organizations have sent key peoaettend thee or four weeks of IPDET.

Also, a training program called ShanghaternationaProgram forDevelopmenEvaluation
Trainingor SHIPDET is now institutionalized withesupporof Chi nad6s Mi ni stry
Finance, the Asian Development Batile AsianPacific Finance Development Center

(AFDC) and the World Bank. SHIPDET is held twice per year, with every April being a
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two-week national offering and every October being aweek regioal offering.
Annually, SHIPDET aspires to train 120 participants

The emergence of such programs indicates the defoaddvelopment evaluatiamaining

around the globe and particularly in developing count@e®r the past few years, these
programs hve not seemed to detract from IPDET enrolment. As nateal|es scale

regional IPDETs maiaveactually creaté awareness gaindinterest in IPDET in the past
However,in difficult economic times, lovcostlocal programsnight draw paying

participans away. Although the increase in scholarships awarded to attend IPDET 2010 may
have offset this issué? DET managemenghould continue to monitor the growth of

alternative programs and their impactfature IPDETS.

Managerial efforts: Despite these foes that bear some influence on IPDET enrolment
patterns, it should be noted that IPDET management has taken very direct and positive steps
to address enrolment issues and ensure viability. In an effort to address the significant
problem of late cancell@ains,IPDET managemenitroduced in 2004 new administrative
procedure aimed at more quickly identifying accepted participants whomay ek s f or
s h o Weasons for laghinuteparticipantcancellationsre most often associated with

problems in pocuring visassecuring the necessary funds from government Ministries to
attend or being granted time away from work to attend the trainkay. examplepver a

dozen approved applicants frame particular countryere late cancellatiorlastyear due

to difficulties in obtaining visas and receiving permission from their government to attend
training.Although IPDET management advertises a closing date for registrations at least
three weeks before the program starts, in reality, applicatiggasticularly from paying

applicants- are accepted for several days after the closing ddédeetheless, in 201ibere
were226applicants acceptddr the Core Progranbut only147 attended.

In 2005 IPDET hireda consultant to carry out a study of markgtand promotion

possibilities for IPDET. The study included a survey of IPDET graduates conducted through
the listserv. IPDET managememgntinues to aadbn many concrete suggestions which

emerged fromthestudy such as | i nki ng dtherineerhaienalwebsi t e
evaluation associations as well as advertising through several evaiugéited electronic

listservs.In addition, since 2006 the Secretariat has targeted promotional materials to the top
ten international NGOs as well as employer®waave previously sent participants to

IPDET. French and Spanish language brochures have also been printed and distributed at
several large international events (e.g., RELAC and AfrEA conferences).

Networking: In-country networking and contacts areodli&ely 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 the program, may be its best marketing tool. More satisfied alumni create the
potenti al folemo umdroe aiftlw dadedd)ihs tetaheumber of applications

this year wasigher than any other year that the program has been offered, with the
exception o008

In the future, pblicationofMo r r a | ma gextlroaokdn d&elgmentsevaluationay
also have an impaon enrolment.The expressed aim of the textbook is to expand and share
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the Core Course content of IPDET with others interested in development evaluation
Thereforeyeaders othe text mayeel that they have nothingoreto gain ty participatingin
the Core Course. Perhaps more likely, howetertextmay generatencreasednterest in
handson training and further professiorddvelopment

2.2 2010Participant Demographics

Country of Origin

Participants in the 2 program cene from all regions of the worldFigure 1 shows a similar
patternacrosCore,Week 3 andWeek 4program components with the majority of participants
originating at least in terms of their workpladegm developing countrie3.hese breakdowns
indicatea larger proportion of participants from developing countries thaervedast yeay
across all three program compongseseTrumpower,2009).

Core

Industrialized
29%

Developing
71%

Week 3 Week 4

Industrialized
26%

Industrialized
31%

Developing

Developing 69%

74%
Figure 1: IPDET 2010participant country of origin by program component

Organizational Context

Participants were from a variety of organizational contexts as shown in Bigaed3. As in
years pasfgovernment, noigovernmentalmnultilateral and bilaterahgencies were among the
most frequently identified organizational affiliatioimsthe core coursewith relatively fewer
participants identifying niversity sector, evaluatiosearch organizationar private sectofsee
Figure2). The proportiorof participantsvho identifiedmultilateral or bilateral agen@s their
organizational affiliatiorbeganto decreasewhereas the proportidhatidentified NGO as their
organizational affiliationncreased following two years of the opposite tréseeTrumpower,
2008 2009.

% Organizationahffiliation was not obtained for particpants of the week 3 and week 4 component of the program
again this year in order to streamline the evaluation process.
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Evaluation and

research institution\core Course
8%

Bilateral
development
agency
12%

Nongovernmental Multilateral
organization development

29% Private secto. agency
2% 41%

Figure 2: IPDET 2010core courseparticipant organizational affiliation

Figure3 shows the breakdown of organizatiofaictionsacross 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 identifieroles and functions
were associated with designiagd conducting evaluationsanaging evaluation unjtand
usingevaluation for program improvement. Identified less frequently were thoseseho
evaluation for policy makingpllowed bythose whaequest evaluatiorandthose with teaching
responsibility.These observations were consistent across components of the program.

100
80
60
Percentage of o @Core
participants N course
4 2 = BWeek 3
& ey
:_,, ,
20 - N BWeek 4
o o AT
% %
0 | / 2 ] AL
Designand  Request Use for policy Manage Use for Teach
conduct evaluation making evaluations  program evaluation
evaluation services improvement
IPDET component
Figure 3: IPDET 2010 organization function of participants by program
component

3. EvaluationFindings

3.1 KeyRatings

As has beetthe case iprior yeargsee, e.g., Cousins, 20@D0&, 2006b, 2007Trumponer,
2008 2009, mostIPDET participanty89%) continue to seifeport thathe chances of them
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using the knowledge and skills acquired during IPREIO h i (¢ dr 6 on the 5 point Likert
type scalg). Less than 1%ndicated that this likelihood wouldedow. Participantsvere also of
the view that th&€ore Program met the@ixpectation85%), which marks amallincrease from
the previous yeai82% in 2009. Responses td/eek 3and 4 questionnaires revealed ttnet
majority of participantdield the vew that IPDET workshops met thexpectation$81% for
Week 3 86% for Week 4. In 2009, this opinion was roughly the sarf@ Week3 (80%), but
lessfavorablefor Week4 (81%) workshopgsee Trumpowei2009).

100%

80% % / ’yl ;I /s
e A 7 % 0 7 o
40% Z 2 % Z Z

Figure 4: IPDET 2010 quality indicators by program component

Other keyindicators included respondsainclination to recommend the program to a colleague
and the likelihood they would return for additional trainihiyinding were availableFigure4
compares response patteatsoss the three program componer{s.was the case in prior
years,ahigh prgortion of participantindicatedthat they would recomend theCore Cours¢o
acolleagug91%). These resultare consisterdcross all components of IPDEAndareslightly
higher tharR009 data.Responseabout the prospect of returning for morertnag if funding
were availablevere also quite highwith 89% of Core program participantesponding that they
wouldreturn This, too, isslightly higher tharR009 data. The percentagef participants
indicating that they would return for more trainimg/Veek 3 87%) was higher than in Week 4
(84%) -- a trend which wasonsistent wittthat found in 3 of the past 4 yea2806 2007,and
2009 (Cousins, 2006, 2007; Trumpower, 2002009. Although there was amall percentage
of participants who indicatetthat they would not return for additional training if funding were
available(<4%), someof themweretaking partin their second or third IPDET program which
may have diminished their interest in returningvirtue of their needs being methis may ao
help explain why a smaller proportion of Week 4 participants would réttiray may feel that
they have learned all that they will need.
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In 2008,feedback from participants indicated a need for more M@€xfic content in the Core
Courseas NGO paitci pant sé6 responses to the key qualit
responss of NnoANGO participants{rumpower 2008) The problem seems to have been

resolvedast year however(see Trumpower, 2009), and is a fissue again in 2010A

comparison of NGO and neNGO participant8responses to the key quality indicatoesealed

that NGO participants wermorelikely thannon-NGO participants to report that their

expectations were mdtring the Core Coursthat they wouldeconmmend the progim to a
colleagueandthat they wouldeturnfor additional training if funding were availableee Table

3).

Table 3 Percentage of Favorable Responses Q@uality Indicators by NGO Status

Core Course

ol o
To what degree did the IPDET meet you 90 | 85
expectations overaft?
Would you recommend this program to a 100| 90
colleague?
Would you return for additional training if funding 100 | 87
were available®

aPercentage respondi 040 rr 656 (high)

ng o
b.Percentage responding O6yesbo

3.2 Program QOjective 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 part i cngnd(4) gualidy ofcduise dedignand , ( 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 4dinstruments irthe
2004evaluationin the interst of streamlining data collectigithey werehowever, retained for

individual workshop evaluationsFigure5 compares th€ore Coursever the pastour years

on these scale variabléhe pattern of selfeported ratings across years is virtually toksad.

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 ratingsapproaching 4viasthe extenttowi h | PDET enhanced part.
abilities and competencies and the quality of course designand del®ery. t i ci pant sd r a
each program objectiwgerevery consistent with that observed in 2009
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Figure 5: Average rating of IPDET program objectives by year

The scale variable for learning objectives Wased orsix 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 (Mbelh=447)

C Increase knowledge of evaluation approaches and methteds=4.22)

C Developbroad based knowledge of development evaluation (Mean=4.15)

C Develop networks or contacts for future collabora(ilean4.14).

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

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 competencies as a result of thentrag (Mean=410)

C Design higher quality evaluations (Mean=3.92)

C Manage better the design and conduct of evaluations (Me&ak)=3.9

C More effectively interpret and use results for program improvement (Mean=3.95).

The two lowest rated itemalthough stillrelaively high on thefive point scalewere:
C More effectively interpret and use results for policy making (Mears}3.7
C Conduct higher quality evaluatio@§lean=375).

As suggested ipreviousy e a r 0 s, theserpsaltmay indicate that by attending IPDET,
some participants come to recognize what they previously did not know concerning the effective
conduct and management of evaluations.

Participantéselfreport on the likelihood that they would use knowledgeskilts developed at
IPDET wasrated with asingle item. As shown in Figuke theaverageating for this variable
was 447 on thefive point Likerttype scale.This marks a smatlecreaséom last year, but is
still quite favorable andonsistent with théhree previous years.
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Theestimate ofjuality of IPDET design and delivery was basedme element itemgsee
Table B5). Highest rated among these were:

C Content of éctures / presentatiofi§lean=4.23)

C Guest lectures (Mead=06)

C Delivery of lectures / presentations (Mean=4.01).

The lowest reed items although still relatively high on tHeve point scalewere:
C Balance of time between the various subjéetean=3.61)
C Small group activities within the plenafylean=364)
C Depth of coverage of the sessions (Meaf83.

In addition, itshould®é noted that ratingsPdoirn@dewdrhe oli ¢l
year than in 2009 These were two aspects of design and delivery that were specifically targeted
for improvemenby IPDET management.

3.3 Qualitative Assessments

Several operendad items were included on each of @ere CoursandWeek 3and 4

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

about the program, what they would suggest to improve IPDET, and future valued training and
services that might be offered by IPDET. A content analysis of these-epéad responses was
conducted and summarized in Appendices B (TaBlésB18, B20, C (Tables C3C7) and D
(Tables D3D7). The fllowing themes emerged from an analysis of these comniesit®uld

be noted that these comments were scattered topically and therefore should be understood as
fodder for consideration as opposed to tegthdt represent the views of significant numbers of
participants (see the appendices for a breakdown afdrexy of responses according to

emergent themes).

¢ Found to be most usefulThe most frequently observed comments were about the specific
knowledge and skills covered in the Core and Week 3 and 4 program compdaunise
content was found to be relevanseful and well delivered Next most frequently
observed comments were associated watworking and interaction with peers. Related to
thisthemewrer espondent s6 f avor abrbuaedtabléesanailtee about gt
diversity of participantsThese themes are entirely consistent with those that emerged in
2009. In addition, participants appreciated the valuable resources they received, most
notably Morra Imas and Ristodos textbook on d

¢ Found to be least usefulParticipants deredsignificantly fewer comments on drawbacks
associated with IPDET than was the case concerning befadfitssthalf as many)Most
frequently identified in th€ore Courseverecontent issues, such asense thatome of
the lectures were too basiccarepetitive with the book, and thabreapplied examples
andpracticalexercisesvere neededConsistently, there were concerns voiced about time
managemerit too much time allocated to covering the basics in lecture and not enough
devoted to irdepth overage through application and examples. In addition to wanting
more time for group work, there wals@adesire for it to benorestructuredwith smaller
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groups In the Week 3 and 4 questionnajramilar themes emerged. Most commonly
cited were isges concerninthe content of individual workshops.ge too
organization/situatiospecific, redundant with core program or earlier workshapd)the
need for more timéor applied exercisesThe desire for more practical examples ak®
indicatedby severabparticipants

c Suggested improvementsMany of thewritten suggestions for improvemesiere
reflective of the above mentioned thentesr example, a desire for more time for
discussion and covering courses in greater depth was the focus o$uwgastions for
improvement irboththe Core Coursand workshopslt was also suggested tlgroup
work and workshopbe moreclearlydifferentiatecbasedop ar t i ci pant s6 pri or
knowledge In addition, a sizeable number of participants acrogbraé program
components expssed a desire for more advamdermation about sessions to be made
available (in order to select workshops and roundtables, prepare for courses, and facilitate
deeper coverage of issueg)nd, as in years past, there wesveral recommendations for
more practical exampledt is important to keep in mind that some of these obsenstion
are based on a small percentage of all participants

3.4 Core Coursé&pecific Data

Perceptions of Knowledge and il Gains
Table B3 in Appendix B provides 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 sé&i dl basissms
TableB3 indicates that there was significant selported growth relative teveryknowledge
andskill item. Items for which the highest rate of sedfported growth was reported were:

C The theory of chang@ean difference2.02

C Types of evluationquestiongMean difference.95)

C Developingan evaluatiordesign matri{Mean difference=1.94)

C Types of evaluation approaches (Mean difference=1.81)

Thefouritems for which the smalle§yet statistically significantamount of selreported
growth wasreported were:
C Identifying and involving stakeholders (Mean difference=1.05)
C Developing an eval u@®eandifferencat249 ms of referencebd
C Communicating and reporting evaluation findirilyean difference.24)
C Evaluation ethicgMean differerce=1.29)
These items, however, had fioerh i ghest O6bef oredé ratings, indic
room for growth in these areas.

Knowledge Test

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

administeredo all participants in the Core CoursBoth forms of the test have been shown to

have moderately high levels of internal consistency, as indicat€dbp nbachdés st andar
alphacoefficients in the64- .72range (Trumpower, 2008; 2009) hese figure reveal adequate

reliability for the present purpos@&lo changes to the instruments were made since 2005.
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Approximately lalf of the respondents received Form A prior to instruction and Form B
following instruction. The othereceived the reverse seque. Participants were asked to
indicate their name on each test such that prepasttestesponses could be linkedata were
available forl28 participantsas not all participants completed both forms of the instrument at
the respective preand pat testintervals.

Figure6 shows the mean scores on the knowledge test-aapaepost test intervals over the past
four yearsTest forms were observed to be of essentially equal difficultyeapregst interval

from 2007 to 2010As in prior yearsin 2010related ttests revealed significant growth in
development evaluation knowledge from pr@tst tesintervals regardless of test sequefice

a)Form A pre /Form B post b)Form B pre / Form A post
100 100
g0 g0

60

Average 60
test score
40

Average @Fre

testscore A0 A

BFost

20 A

M.

5 DI

0 4+ 7 7 0 7 . 7
2007 2008 2009 2010 2007 2008 2009
Year Year

Note: All prepost differences are statistically significant at p0&l.
Figure 6: Pre and post test average knowledge test score by test form and year

Instructor Ratings

Each instructor was rated timeir overall quality of instructionAs has been the case for the past
number of years;orefaculty memberseceived igh ratings and praisieom respondents
althoughsomevariability across members was observed (see Appendix B, TabiB4®.

Threeof thefour core facultyreceived a mean ratirtgatexceeded Awhile the other core
facul t y 0 swasstllabowethanmidpoingf the 5 point Likertype scale ranging from
dowd t o Ibivwoghméting thathetwo highestscoringthe instructors wereeteran core
faculty whereas the other two warew members of the core faculty in 2010.

Group Work
Ratingsconcerning group work wemdsoconsistentlyhigh. Two of the threetems addressing
this dimengn of theCore Courseeceived ratings that exceeded 4, whereas the remaining
itembdbs mean r at i n-gointalixerttyme scale. &lekse demge mankorteeed 5
in terms of their average rating as follows:

C How important was the handas application of class learning to the group work proj@dan=.30)

C To what extent did the group work project challenge you to think about new ways of developivajuation
designAMean=.07)

C How applicable was the group work project to your work environm@n¢an=3.89.

* Form A pre/Form B post(70) = 7.13p < .001; Form B pre/Form A post43) = 10.14p < .001.
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Beginning this year, participants were asked to rate the quality of facilitation provided by the
small group facilitator. Averaged acroskfatilitators,the mean rating waguite favorable at
4.13(see Appendix B, Table B11)n addition, @ertwo thirdsof participantg69%) indicated
thatt he amount of g rmrawdfttkdserwko differesimode anbicated that

t her eoavalsk86jtl ebha GBWwogmupwark Thé opt{mal size for groups, as
expressed by9% of the participantavas 47 members These figures are fairly consistent with
the pasfew years (Cousins, 2007; Trumpower, 202809.

Roundtables

In 2010, twelve Roundtable 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 camrtiesge sessions
on a brief questionnaire. Results from kigyris are summarized in Table BhAppendix B.
Although some participants did not attend these optional e{erds 70% of participants
attended at least one Roundtable sessibis)clearthat those who did attend the roundtables

received them favorablyPar t i ci pant sdé mean ratings for the

was 3.89 on a-point Likert scale, which is impressive considering that they are presented by
participants rather #n experiencethstructors. A very slightmajority (61%) thought that the
number of roundtable topics should be increadduds percentage is down considerably from the
previous two years (see Trumpower, 2008, 2009). However, there were two morelieundta
topics offered this year than in 2008 @02.

Qualitative comments revealed that an overwhelming majority of those who attended roundtable
sessions found them to be useful and sfigzinatted. Nonetheless, a sizeable number of

participants felt thathe presenters took too much time before explaining the main issue of their
presentatiorand/or that there was not enough time for discusdrerhaps as a result, many
suggested that Roundtables should be longer. Others suggested that summaries of the
presentations could be made available in advance of the Roundtable, or that more structure could
be provided for the presenters (either through facilitators or written guidelifles}e

suggestions are similar to those magearticipantdast year (Trurpower, 2009).

In the future IPDET management may want to consider providing presenters with a sample
outline to use while preparing their discussions. In addititerestegresenters might be
required to complete an abstract, including a brief detson of the context and statement of the
evaluation problem to be examined, before arriving at IPDERis abstract could then be made
available to the other IPDET participants in advance of the Roundtables.

3.5 WorkshopSpecific Data

The workshops @ere generally well received as indicatedkey selfreportmeasures of
participantsatisfaction and opeended questions about program qualitye Week 3andWeek
4 instrumens askedfor ratings on the learning experience (outcomes), the quality ofrdasdy
delivery, andtheinteraction and exchange with other participalkigure7 showsresponses for
three key indicatorgl) whether expectations were met) {Zhether the workshop would be
recommended to a colleague if given agamd (3) whether thparticipant would return for
s 20
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additional trainingf funding was availableThe data are displayed over a 4 year period.

general, resultkor 2010 are consistent with prior years; workshops were perceived to be of high
quality. The proportion ofvorkshop participants indicating that their expectations werewast
slightly higherfor Week4 thanWeek3. The observed proportiomgere nearly identical to that
obtained in20M for Week 3, butvere highefor Week 4 The proportion of workshop

participarts indicating that they would recommend the workshop to a colleague and that they
would return for additional traing showed a similar patteris will be discussed further in the
following sections, several workshops in Week 4 were extended from 2nd2989 to 3 days in
2010. This may have been partially responsible for the increase in quality indicators for Week 4
this year.

_, 3) Met expectations b) Recommend to a ¢) Return for additional training
(% agreelstrongly agree) colleague (% yes) (% yes)
100 100 100
80+ : o A - @ - B o m
S ¥ BEON I ¥ o N RS 130007
_ BN V! == I i W N v 60 - W N Iy .
60 ST ¥ o 60 HE Y » N O /__ N a
BN ¥ VN o= ¥ o= PR AR | B2
40 1 :é S > 5 40 1 EE :'i b2a" ::iiii A 4 E: %:é :::i /;E :é ::: i
25 > O e Rk s (82010
2 TR F Y TUHE & T TULE Gk
0 / SR A 0 / oI pY% iii‘g ; 3 :iii‘g— 0 //__ b Ao
Wyeek 3 Week 4 Wieek 3 Week 4 Week 3 Week 4

Figure 7. Workshop quality indicators by year and IPDET component

A comparative chart showing workshepecific summari forrelatedindicators appears in

Table4. These indicators are: (1) the likelihood of using knowledge and skills developed in the
workshop; (2) whether the workshop would be recommended to a colleague if given again and
(3) whether the participant woutdturn for additional training funding were availableAs can

be deduce from examination of Tablé, thesendicatorsare correlated; workshops receiving

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

Theaverageroportion of responses within the favorable categorgss the three indicators
wasquite high, although considerable variation in ggiacross workshops was evident.
Averaged across the three indicatorgrawo-thirds (71%) of theworkshopsproduced
proportions in the favorable categahatexceeded 8. This proportion is higher than in any of
the past four years (see Cousins, 2006b, 2007; Trumpower, 2008, [a0@gj, enof the
twenty-eightworkshops received proportions that exded 90% in the favorable category.

The top scoring workshops on the thoémensios combined ¢rderal by rating3 were:

C IV-b. Assessing Organizational Performaridarie-Héléne Adrien, Charles Lusthaus, & Nancy MacPherson
(Mean=98%)

C IV-g. GovernanceCorruption and Development Evaluation: Role of Indicators and Empirical .Toatsel
Kaufmann(Mean= 97%)

C I-a. Designing Impact Evaluations under Constraiiishael Bamberge(Mean= 97%)
C IV-d. Evaluating Humanitarian Assistandehn Cosgrave & Marg BuchanarSmith(Mean = 96%)
C lll-g. Logic Models in Development Evaluatiodancy Porteous & Steve Montag{Mean = 95%)
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The five additional workshops found toroduce favorablperoportionsthatexceeded 9%
averagedcross the threadicatorswere:
C I-c. Designing and Building ResulBased Monitoring and Evaluation SystefRay C. Ris{Mean =
93%)
C |-b. CostBenefit Analytic Tools for Development Evaluation Initiativehilip Joyce & William
DuncombgMean = 3%).

C lll-b. Improving Performance Assessm&valuation and Learning in Foundations and-féotProfit
Grant Making Organizationdlancy MacPherson & Gale Berkowi{flean = 2%)

C lll-a. Sampling Techniques for Development Evaluatiaregg B. Jackson & Ruilin R€Mean =91%)

C IV-f. Approaches for #aluating Development Results of Multilateral Development Ba@keryl Gray,
Marvin TaylorDormond, & Sidney J. Edelmariiiean =91%).

In similarly collapsing across indicators, timeeelowest scoring workshops were:

C ll-c. Evaluating Publi®rivate PanershipsFrans L. LeeuwMean = %)

C ll-e. Evaluation with Hidden and Marginal Populatiofhsdrea RossjiMean =52%)

C llI-d. Conducting International Joint Evaluatiohiels Dabelstein, Ted Kliest, & Ted Freenm@fean =

61%).

The average ratings of thethreeworkshops ar@igherthan in 20@ whenfour of the
workshops received an average rating below $0@@mpower, 200). It might also be noted
that these same three workshops were offered in 2009 and all received average ratings above
80% (see Trumpamer, 2009).

Detailed workshop specific findings are summarizeAppendices E througBB. Among these
summaries are content analyses of epeded comments. Such comments at a more general
level were provided in responses to Week 3 and 4 question(seeed\ppendices C and D).
From these datand similar to prior years, perceived béts of the workshops included mostly
specific course content, the real world examplesexpkriene provided by the instructor(s),
and workng with other participants

Participants were also asked about drawbacks to the workshipps.constraints were the most
frequently identifieddrawback and area suggested for improvement, indicating that not enough
time was available fasuch things as application, discussiomugr work, and, particularly in

We ek 4, A.dTbererwastsomm éndication that more advance information about
workshops would be helpfuln addition, espondentgs some workshops mentioned that

material was repetitivevith the Core coursand/orwastoo basic

At least in part due to similar drawbacks mentioned in 2009, it was recommended that IPDET
management consider the possibility of extending the time allotted for individual sessions
(Trumpower, 2009)In response, several workshops were edgdrfrom 1.5 to 2 days

(workshops Hb, lI-e, II-g, lll-a, lll-c, lll-g, and Ilkh) and others were extended from 2 to 3 days
(workshops b, IV-a, IV-b, IV-c, and I\te). Both in 2009 and 2010, participants were asked

how they would rate the pacing of #geworkshops. For those workshops that were extended to

3 days, the average rating for this item increased from 3.68 in 2009 to 4.12 in 2010. In fact,
average ratings of pacing improved for all 5 of these workshops. In contrast, the average rating
for the pacing of the workshops that were extended to 2 days declined slightly from 4.15 in 2009
to 4.04 in 2010. It may be that lengthening workshops by only half of a day was not sutfficient
allow improved pacing Alternatively, instructors, knowing théte workshops would be longer,
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may have attempted to add too much new content/activities, thereby maintaining a hurried pace
in these two day workshops (whereas extending to three daybawe allowed a more effective
paceeven if more content/activitiegere added).

Also with respect to workshop length, it is interesting teeribat 7 of the 1&orkshopgated

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 tangAlthough it may not be feasible for all
workshops to be extended to 3 days, it is recommendetPDET management monitor the
relationship between workshdgngthandquality (specifically with respect to pacing and depth

of coverage) Awareness o$uch a relationship may be useful when making instructional
renewal decisions.

It has also been recommended that IPDET management monitor the relationship between session
sizes and quality of training (Trumpower, 2009), based on the suggestion thawairghop

sizes may have resulted in lower quality ratings in previous years@eugins, 2007;

Trumpower, 2008). This does not appear to be an issue in 2010. Examination of Table 4 actual
reveals a weafositiverelationship between the number oftpapants and quality of

workshops.
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Table 4: IPDET 2010 Relative Workshop Ratings

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

I-a. Designing Impact Evaluations under Constraints
Michael Bamberger 21 95 100 95
I-b. CostBenefit Analytic Tools for Development Evaluation Initiatives
Philip Joyce & William Duncombe 10 78 100 100
I-c. Designing and Building ResultdBased Monitoring and Evaluation
Systems

. 4 4
Ray C. Rist o % %0 o
I-d. Qualitative Methods and Analysis for Development Evaluation
Michael Q. Patton 32 78 80 93
I-e. Using the Theory of Change to Evaluate the Environmental and
Social Impacts of Sustainable Development Projects
Rob Malpas & David Todd 11 73 55 82
Il -a. Introduction to Quantitative Data Analysis
Jose Galdo 11 82 90 90
Il -a. Introduction to Quantitative Data Analysis
Gene Swimmer 13 7 82 100
Il -b. Performance Budgeting
Philip Joyce 15 67 80 73
Il -c. Evaluating Public-Private Partnerships
Frans L. Leeuw 15 27 27 29
II-d. The Use of Evaluations in Public and International Governance:
Evidence for Decision Making
Indran Naidoo & Robert D. van den Berg 22 77 81 86
Il -e. Evaluation with Hidden and Marginal Populations
/Andrea ROSSi 9 44 44 67
Il -f. Positioning Evaluation in Your Organization
Terry Smutylo 15 87 80 87
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Il -g. Evaluating HIV/AIDS Programs

David Wilson 10 90 60 90

[l -a. Sampling Techniques for Development Evaluation

Gregg B. Jackson & Ruilin Ren 12 100 92 82

Il -b. Improving Performance Assessient Evaluation and Learning in

Foundations and Notfor-Profit Grant Making Organizations

Nancy MacPherson & Gale Berkowitz 4 100 75 100

Il -c. Case Study Methods for Development Evaluation

Linda G. Morra Imas & Ray C. Rist 19 79 68 81

[l -d. Conducting International Joint Evaluations

Niels Dabelstein, Ted Kliest, & Ted Freeman 10 44 60 80

[l -e. Building Evaluation Capacity within Ministries: Lessons Learned

and Good Practice in Industrialized and Developing Countries

Frédéric Martin 20 95 85 84

Il -f. Assessing Program Impacts When a Statistical Evaluation Design

Not Possible

Michael Bamberger & Frans L. Leeuw 20 % 84 82

[l -g. Logic Models in Development Evaluations

Nancy Porteous & Steve Montague 14 100 93 92

lll -h. Managing Evaluations and Evéuation Units

Penny Hawkins 17 81 53 65

IV -a. Designing and Conducting Surveys

Suresh Balakrishnan 23 87 82 82

IV -b. Assessing Organizational Performance

Marie -Hélene Adrien, Charles Lusthaus, & Nancy MacPherson 16 100 100 93

IV -c. Participatory Monitor ing and Evaluation

Sully Gariba & Nestorine P. Compaore 13 7 69 64

IV -d. Evaluating Humanitarian Assistance

John Cosgrave & Margie BuchananSmith 16 94 93 100

IV -e. Intermediate Quantitative Data Analysis

Gene Swimmer 18 67 89 100
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IV -f. Approaches for Evaluating Development Results of Multilateral
Development Banks
Cheryl Gray, Marvin Taylor -Dormond, & Sidney J. Edelmann 15 86 87 100

IV -g. Governance, Corruption and Development Evaluation: Role of
Indlgators and Empirical Tools 12 100 92 100
Daniel Kaufmann

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 06406 or 0656 (high)
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3.6 IPDET Secretariat

The proportion of IPDET participants providing favorable responses to ratings of the IPDET
Secretariat and the infrastructure for fregramappear in Tabl&. The table shows a
comparison beteen IPDET 209 and 2A.0. Observed is a patternwéry high satisfaction on
most of the criteria across the three program compoiiesgscifically, logistical services, extra
curricular activities, andampus environmentAs was the case in 200dormitory life and food
services were rated somewhat lower than the other criteria.

Although dormitory life and food services are typically rated lower than other aspects of the
program, IPDET management g8 to be responsive to participant concerns in these areas. In
this regard, prticipantsareasked to provide specific feedback regarding food and housekeeping
early in the program. Responses to these brief surveys are used by IPDET management to take
quick action in the event thataserious concerns are rais&gginning in 2010, participants
werealsoa s k e d t oesporsiveaess ohlRDET secretariat to your concerns regarding
quality of life on campusat the end of each program componeikimost all participants (93,

93, and 97% in the Core, Week 3, and Week 4 respectively) responded favorably to this item.

Openended comments obta&id from Wre, Week 3and 4 andWorkshop questionnaires (see
Appendices) revealed very few comments conceraigigtics or infrastructurdviany

participants provided accolades for the secretariat for a job wel) ftorexampléi Super t eamo
AFantastically well organizégandfSecretariat was extremely hard working and enjoyable

group- Thanks for everythiny Severabparticipantsecommended improvementsdormitory
accommodations armdeaning serviceanda fewothersexpressed a desire fagreater variety

of food (e.g., more vegetables, healthier options, buffet,aatd. pxtended food court hours

Othemise, very fewspecificconcerns were expressed about accommodations and sexvices

these questionnaires, which are completed at the end of each IPDET component

Although the general pattern of responses was similar to previolss ngtngs on all crigria
werenoticeablylower relative to 200. After declines in ratings from 2006 to 2008, the trend
was reversed in 20Q¢his year, ratings are more consistent with those observed in 2007 and
2008. It is possible that the high ratings seen in 2009 areemnomalyAlternatively,it is
possiblethat there is an inverse relationship between enrolment levelyuatity of
infrastructure and campus life, as suggested previously (Trumpower, 2008, IRIDE)l
management is advised to continue to monitar ikliationship in an effort to meet thigh
demand for development evaluation training while maintaininignigsessivequality standards.
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Table 5: Infrastru cture and Campus Life: Percentl ndicating High Quality* by Year

Core Week3 Week 4
Criterion 2009 | 2010 | 2009 | 2010 | 20 | 2010
Campus environment 93 84 94 86 93 88
Dormitory life 77 69 73 62 78 65
Food services 69 63 67 66 75 65
Logistical services (registration, office hegc.) 96 92 93 87 93 94
Extra-curricularactivities(tours,boat rides, etc.) 98 95 95 93 95 94

'Percentage of respondents

3.7 Fellow Participants

wh o

answered

6406

or 0656 (h

Participantswere asked to rate their fellow colleagues on several critesizh of the respective

guestionnaires asked participatdsate their peers dhreecriteria: (1)readiness to learii?)

willingness to share knowledge askills, and(3) bringing ofdifferent views and perspectives

aboutevaluation

Figure8 shows thathese ratingarehighly favorable For all three atibutes,84% or moreof
(high) o thé fivepoint Likert scale.Further,

the respondents ratélaeir colleagues 4 6

parti ci pant s éendeéqupstonssaged involwedrrgreabout fellow

participants.These findings are very congst with those obtained in 2009.

A number of participants mentioned group work as a benefit ofrtigggm and as shown in
Table B13of AppendixB69% bel i eved
too, is consistent with 20Q9 Particpantsalso indicated thaheybenefited from networking with
their peers, including the sharing of ideas, contacts, and interactions
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120

Percent of 100
o
respondents /

answering '4' or '5' / / 02007
(high) % 02008
8017 % % 2009
% g m2010

60 4 i "."J. e

Readiness to learn amon¢ Willingness to share Bringing different

participants knowledge & skill views/perspectives on
evaluation

Participant attributes

Figure 8: Ratings of participants by year

4. Summary Findings and Recommendations

A considerable amount of data wgathered for tis evaluation, mostly froreelf-report
guestionnairebut alsoparallel forms ofa knowledge tesand archival information obtained
through interactions with program managem@stwith past evaluationshe knowledgeest
revealed significant cognitive growth in development evadugknowledge as a consequence of
theCore Course

The selfreport questionnaires on tlimre CoursgWeek 3andWeek 4sessions, and the32
workshops offeredimost uniformlypositive evidence in support tife attainment gbrogram
objectives and paiitipant satisfactionCurriculum renewatemains armngoingprocesgor
IPDET. The present data provide evidence that curriculum renewal acttitisiue to bavell
received by program participant¥he program continues to be relevant and of higklgg@ved
quality.

Specific mnor concerns and issuedout program management thatsurfacedn earlieryears
(e.g., room temperaturédjsappeared in the 2005 evaluation and continue to bésesoadive
years later It seems evident that program argzers and workshadpstructorshave been
sensitiveand attentiveéo feedback from the prior cohedndthatstepshave beemaken to
improve instructiorfor the currentear. Several indicators revealed that such efforts had been
rewarded with favorableeedbackrom participants.

IPDET continues to be a very strong program that is meeting the development evaluation needs
of a wide ranging target population from ovércountriesaround the world. The program has
reached a level of maturity and statyiland has become globally recognized as a source of
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evaluation knowledge and skill.ofowing are suggestions amwnsideratioafor ongoing
planning of IPDET.

4.1 Matters for Consideration

As has been the case over the past several years, iO&PZIET program was highly successful
overall. These findings are remarkably consistent and corroborate evaluation findings from prior
IPDET evaluations (Cousins, 2004, 2a60@006h2007;den Heyer, 2003; Trumpower, 2008

2009. IPDET developers and managars again to be commended for their hard work in
meeting clientsdé diverse | earning needs.

The achievement test showed significant cognitive growth fromt@post tesintervals for the

Core CourseA statistically significant improvemem itest perdrmance was observed. Data

from selfreport questionnaires showed a pattern of almost uniformly positive participant
perceptions about the programds success 1in
Course as well as Week 3 and Week 4 sagm Key program quality indicators such as the

me

extent to which the program meets participant

to colleagues and participant inclination to return for future training, were highly favorable and
for the most pamore favorable than the 2@@valuation A majority of the workshops offered
in Weeks 3 and 4 were rated very highly witry few identified as being a cause for concern.

Given | PDET6s high I evel of obser vtedfoef fect
incremental changes or fine tuning are offered. Recommendations for more fundamental or
substantial program alterations aagain,simply not warranted.

Enrolment patternsThedrop inenrolmentbservedn IPDET 2009 reversethis year. 2010,
overall enrolment was ugcross all program componenasd was higher than any previous year

in which IPDEThas beemffered except 2008. Thedrease may be at least partially attributable

to therecord high number of scholarships awarded thas.yé&/hereas the number of

applications for payingarticipantshas decreased each of the past two yparsaps due to

recent globaéconomic struggles, the number of applicants seeking scholarships was up+o an all
time high this yearln order to corihue meeting the high demand for development evaluation
training, 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 p#al 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.

Theincreasingoresence oélternativeregional evalation trainingorograms may also play a role
in the number of paying applicante may not seem cost effective for organizations to send
individuds long distances fdraining when closr (and in some cases, less expensive)
alternatives are availahlespecially in financially difficult timesA closerexamination of the
characteristicsef participants of IPDET andf regionaltraining programss recommendeth

order to better understatige relationshipbetween IPDET and alternativeln addition, t may

be useful for IPDET to explore the future possibility of online training optisiisough it may
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be premature to expeapplications from paying participartts continue to drop, such
considerations will prepare IPDET in the event that it does.

IPDET management does not hold an expressed goal of maximizing enrolment numbers; rather,
their goal is to optimize enrolment in the interest ofvimg quality programmingqousins,
2007). Inpreviousrepors, it has beesuggested that increasing enrofmpeand subsequent
increases in the size of workshops, may have played a role in decreased quality indicators.
Although the size of individual workshops in 2010 was not inversely related to quality of
training, it remains possible that overall enrolmédfecs the quality of other aspects of the
program (e.g., food services, administration, etc.). In light ofstiggestion, it is interesting to
not e t ha increaasen enrolmentacoirides with losy ratings a criteria related to
program infratructure and campus life, whereas the opposite pattern was observed in the
previous year (Trumpower, 2009¢ontinued monitoring of the relationship betwesmolment
and qguality of infrastructure and campus lifg thereforesuggested

Latecancelatons and 6éno showsd® continues to be an i
Continued vigilance towardarly identification osuch applicants, as well as follawp
correspondenceraied at determining the cause, will freident

Roundtable leaing experience.

Roundtable sessions continue to be well recei@eer 70% of all participants attended at least
one Roundtable session, and the sessions recavedood quality ratings. In addition,
gualitative comments were highly positivloweve, some participants mentioned that the
discussions needed to be better structurggending less time detailing background context and
more time to clearly define and explore the evaluation problem being addré&xbeds,

similarly, expressed a desii@ more time for discussion and more advance information about
the topics.

Current practice involves soliciting proposals from potential Roundtable presentelsieh
Aexpression of interesto sheet taddeessed, andtheud e s
presenterds relationshi p tpoposettopicaraiagrsunced n . On
participants for sigiup, andthe first Roundtable sessioase presentethe next day.

It is recommended that IPDET management considkciting expressions of interest from
potential presenters further in advawtdéuture IPDETS perhaps when they are first notified of
acceptancéo the program In addition, it is suggested that expressions of interest be made in the
form of an abstact which clearly identifies the background context, as well as the specific
evaluation issue and related questions that the presenter would like to explore. Example
abstracts that highlight each of these requirements should be proVideske recommermtions
mayserve multiple purposesroviding the abstracts to other participants would allow them to
make more informed choices about which Roundtable sessions to @t@witing such
information about the background context in advance would alse pfiesenters to move more
quickly to discussion of the crux issues during their presentations. And, requiring a more
detailed astract may help presenters prepare more structured presentations.
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Workshop learning experience Ov er al | , t h reseived geayrdesisablergoalitk s h o p s
ratings. Only afew of the workshops stood out ap@entialconcern. Instructional renewal

options for these particular workshops should be explored. In general, however, it appears that

| PDET man age mewotkshep repiewaandtfaedback wiilized for renewal decisions

is working well and should be continued.

It was noted that extendisgveraWworkshops from two to three days was succesatul

evidenced by more favorable ratings of pacing. Howeséendingother workshops from 1.5

to 2 days was not as successful. 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 long. As well, time constrésnvere the most frequently identifiadea 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
recommendd that IPDET management monitor the relationship between workshop length and
quality. It would also be prudent tonsideredengthwhen evaluating specific workshops for
instructional renewal.

Residential experienceRatings for logistical servicesampus environment, and extracurricular
activities remainederyfavorable. Ratings of dormitory and food servicamained lower than

for other aspects of the IPDET secretariat and infrastructure of the praboamgh,and were

lower than in 2009.The dop in ratings of the residential experience coincides with an increase
in enrolment. Continued monitoring of the relationship between enrolment and quality of the
residential experience,itherefore, recommended.

Nonetheless, IPDET management receieckllent ratings for their responsiveness to
participant concerns regarding their residential experience. As a resfityiher

recommended that IPDET management continue its practice of soliciting early feedback from
participants regarding éml andhousing.
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Appendix A: IPDET Instruments

Instrument N
Pretest: Knowledge Test Form A 97
Pretest: Knowledgedst Form B 61
Post testkKnowledge Test Form A 59
Post testkKnowledge Test Form B 96
Core Course Questionnaire 142
Roundtable Survey 119
Week 3 Questionnaire 115
Week 4 Questionnaire 69
Ii a. Qualitative Methods and Analysis for Development EvaluatiLevell) Michael Q. Patton 47
I b. Designing and BuildingesultsbasedVionitoring and Evaluation Systems. (Levels | & II) 44
Ray C. Rist

Ii c. World Bank Country, Sector, and Project Evaluation Approaches (Levels J&hit) Johnson 9
Patrick G. Giasso, & Dale Hill

I-d. Participatory Monitoring and Evaluatighevels | & Il) Sulley Gariba& Kathy Durand 10
I-e. Conducting Impact Evaluations Under Constraints (Levelithael Bamberger 16
II-a. CostBenefit Analytic Tools for Development Ewation (Level 1)Philip Joyce& James Edwin| 35
(Jed) Kee

II-b. Evaluating Publi®rivate Partnerships (Lev#) Frans L. Leeuw 18
Il-c. Positioning Evaluation in Your Organizatifirevels | & 1) Terry Smutylo 15
II-d. Designing and Conducting Surveykevel ) Gregg B. Jacksoand Rashmi Agrawal 26
Il-e. A ResultsBased Framework for Evaluating Technical Assistance (Levels | &dgta Batra, 24
Linda Morralmas, & Alexis Diamond

Il -a. Logic Models irDevelopment Evaluati@{Level I) Nancy Poréous 31
Il -b. Improving Training Skills: Using an Adult Learning Model (LevelBjiward E. Jones 16
Il -c. Quantitative Data Analysis Part | (LevelQEne Swimmer 29
Il -d. Citizen Report Cards: Community Evaluations and Civic Engagment (Le$af¢Bh 12
Balakrishnan

Il -e. Conducting International Joint Evaluations (LeveNiBls Dabelstein, Ted Kleist, and Ted 28
Freeman

Il -f. Evaluating HIV/AIDS Programs (Level IDavid Wilson 13
IV-a. Performance Budgetirfgevelll) Philip Joyce 20
IV-b. TheUse ofEvaluations in Public and International Policfesvel Il) Rob D. van den Berg & | 16
Indran Naidoo

IV -c. Sampling Techniques for Development Evaluation (Lev@régg B. Jackson 19
IV-d. Case Study Methods for Development Evaluation (LBughda Morralmas and Ray C. Rist| 22
IV -e. Evaluation with Hidden and Marginal Populati¢ibsvel Il) Andrea Rossi 14
IV -f. Evaluating Private Sector Projects (LevelNtarvin TaylorDormond& Sidney J. Edelmann 12
V-a. Managing Evaluation and Evation Units (Level ) Penny Hawkins & Niels Dabelstein 10
V-b. Assessing Organizational Performaifcevel 1) Marie-Hélene AdrienCharles Lusthaus& 15
Nancy MacPherson

V-c. Advanced Quantitative Data Analysis Part Il (LeveldBne Swimmer 14
V-d. Evaluating Community Development Initiativlsevel Il) Sulley Gariba, Rieky Stuart, & 14
Elizabeth Whitmore

V-e. Evaluation for PogConflict Situations (Level IIMary Fitzduff 16
Vif. Designng and Condudhg Focus Groups (Leve) Janet Mancini Billenand Martin Steinmeye| 14
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Appendix B: Core Course Questionnaire

Table B1: Demographics

Country Frequency Percent Job Position Frequency Percent
Industrialized 41 28.9 Program/Project Officer or Manager 36 25.9
Developing 101 71.1 Monitoring and/or Ealuation Officer/Specialist 48 34.5

Monitoring and/or Evaluation Unit Manager 26 18.7
Total 142 100 Consultant 11 7.9

Other 18 12.9

Total 139 100

Type of Organization Frequency Percent Primary Evaluation Function Frequency Percent
Bilateral deelopment agency 9 6.4 Design and conduct evaluation directly 53 37.0
Multi-lateral development agency 28 19.9 Manage the design and conduct of evaluations 30 21.0
Private sector 2 14 Use evaluation results for program improvemen 27 18.9
Nornrgovernmendl organization 20 14.2 Use evaluation results for policy making 14 9.8
University 6 4.3 Teach evaluation theory and methods 4 2.8
Other 9 6.3
Total 141 100
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? 141 89.4 7 0 4.47 5 .70
To what degree did the IPDET meet youpeetations overall? 138 85.2 4.9 0 4.21 4 .84
Would you recommend this program to a colleague? Yes: 91% Not sure: 8% No: 1%
Would you return for additional training if funding were available? Yes: 89% Not sure: 10% No: 1%

1. Number of Respondents

2. Pecentage of respondents who answered 0646 or 056 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0156 or 6206 (1l ow)

4. Respondents answering 6Not applicabl ebd. Removed from analysis

5, Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring oesvation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1stahdev from the average (mean)
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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 51 % 1 or 2° Mean® Mean | Std. t df p
knowledge and skills as a result of the training? Diff | Dev?
(Please indicate this gain in your particular Before| After | Before| After | Before | After '
situation, by rating your level of knowledge
before and after the training.)
Norms and standards for development evaluati¢ 13.3 82.5 59.4 7 2.31 4.04 1.73 90 23.02 | 142 | 0001
Issues in development evaluation 10.6 85.2 48.6 2.1 2.49 4.09 1.60 92 20.64 | 141 | .0001
Designing and using performance based M&E 9.8 73.4 53.8 2.8 2.31 3.94 1.63 96 20.26 | 142 | .0001
system
Types of evaluation approaches 10.5 78.7 60.8 2.23 4.04 1.81 96 2247 | 140 | .0001
The theory of change 14.4 84.4 61.9 2.17 4.20 202 1.16 20.44 | 137 | .0001
The evaluation process 19.6 81.0 44.9 0 2.62 4.07 1.45 92 18.41 | 136 | .0001
Identifying and involving stakeholders 28.3 72.7 32.6 2.2 2.92 3.97 1.05 1.05 11.77 | 137 | .0001
Types of evaluation questions 10.4 81.5 65.2 0 2.12 4.07 1.95 90 2499 | 132 | .0001
Developing an evaluation design matrix 7.1 74.3 70.9 3.6 2.01 3.95 1.94 91 2521 | 139 | .0001
Managing the evaluation 17.5 68.8 55.5 5.8 2.45 3.85 1.40 1.03 15.93 | 135 | .0001
Devel oping an evaluat 23.4 72.1 41.1 3.6 2.72 3.96 1.24 1.08 1350 | 138 | .0001
Communicating and repontj evaluation findings| 31.2 83.8 38.3 2.8 2.86 4.10 124 1.05 14.06 | 140 | 0001
IAssessing the quality of an evaluation 114 63.6 55.7 2.9 231 3.77 1.46 95 18.14 | 139 | 0001
Complex evaluations 7.0 47.9 69.7 9.2 2.03 3.46 1.44 o1 18.80 | 141 | 0001
Evaluatio ethics 29.6 78.7 46.5 2.8 2.77 4.06 1.29 1.04 14.75 | 140 | 0001

1. Percentage of respondents who answered 04606 or 656 (high)

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 016 or 626 (1 ow)

3. Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

4. Standard deviation: spad of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between +1lastd dev from the average (mean)
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Table B4: Learning Objective and IPDET Effectiveness

To what degree has IPDET helped you meet the following objectives? N' | % 4o0or5° | % 1o0r2° | NA* | Mean’ Mode® Std.Dev!
(Please indicate if the statemendoes not apply to your situation.)
Develop broad based knowledge of development evaluation 141 85.0 2.1 1 4.15 4 72
Increase knowledge of evaluation approaches and methods 142 86.6 1.4 0 4.22 4 71
Increase or upgrade your current depth or level of evaluation skills 141 80.0 1.4 1 4.06 4 72
Learn relevant techniques in the field of development evaluation 141 74.5 1.4 0 4.03 4 .80
Meet people engaged in development evaluation from all over the worl 141 91.4 7 1 4.47 5 .67
Develop networks or contacts for future collaboration 142 81.0 3.5 0 4.14 4 .85
Table B5: Competencies and Potential Impact
To what degree has IPDET enhanced your abilities or competencies { N* %4or5 | %1lor2®| NA*| Mean® Mode® Std.Dev!
do the following? (Please indicatef the statement does not apply to
lyour situation.)
Design higher quality evaluations 141 74.6 2.2 7 3.92 4 75
Conduct higher quality evaluations 141 65.7 8.2 7 3.75 4 .86
Manage better the design and doat of evaluations 140 72.5 5.1 2 3.91 4 .81
More effectively interpret and use results for program improvement 140 71.9 5.2 5 3.87 4 .84
More effectively interpret and use results for policy making 142 65.2 8.3 10 3.75 4 .93
Demonstrate any other coetencies as a result of the training 83 79.7 3.4 24 4.10 4 .80

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 04606 or 0656 hig

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 016 or 0626 | ow

4, Respondents answering OMHmlysisapplicabl eb Removed from

5, Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1stahdev from the average (mean)
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Table B6: Quality

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of th NI %Aaor5 | % 1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev’
program?

Content of lectures/presentations 142 83.1 1.4 0 4.23 4 .76
Delivery of lectures/presentations 142 75.4 5.6 0 4.01 4 .88
Use of examples in leateis/presentations 141 66.7 5.0 0 3.86 4 91
Pacing of the various sessions 140 65.9 7.2 2 3.77 4 .86
Depth of coverage of the sessions 140 63.6 9.3 0 3.68 4 .95
Small group activities within the plenary 139 58.3 12.9 7 3.64 4 1.06
Guest lectures 140 79.3 3.6 0 4.06 4 .84
Balance of time between the various subjects 138 60.1 10.9 0 3.61 4 .88
Optional question and answer session with the instructor 139 74.2 5.5 11 3.98 4 .85
Applied, handson learning in project groups 142 65.7 8.6 2 3.82 4 .95
Table B7: Core Faculty: Linda Morra-Imas

How would you rate this IPDET core faculty member on: NI %aor5 | % 1or2° | NA? | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev’
Overall quality of instruction 143 84.6 2.8 0 4.29 5 .79

Other (6)

Strengths: Background Experience/Knowledge (29); TaaghApproach/Delivery (21); Attitude/Demeanor (21); Communication (20); Use of examples

Improvements: More practical/realife examples/case studies (22); More interactive/interesting (7); Communication (simple language, specificitiy&(6)
(4); Balance time between slides/studies/discussion (3); Facilitation skills/delivery (3); Connecting theory with apfilication

Number of Respondents
Percentage of w
Percentage of respondents who answérddd or 02
Respondents answering ONot
Average score on a scale of
Most frequently occurring observation

respondent s

Nogkrwbr

h

o answered
(1 ow)
pplicabl ebd
61 (1 ow)
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Table B8: Core Faculty: Ray C. Rist

How would you rate this IPDET core faculty member on:

Nl

% 4 or 5°

% 1 or 2°

NA?

Mean®

Mode®

Std.Dev’

Overall quality of instruction

143

95.1

1.4

0

4.64

5

.65

Other (6)

Strengths: Teaching Approach/Delivery (35); Background Experience/Knowledge (30); Attitude/Demeanor (21); Use of examples (17); Caom{isigat

Improvements: Time management/more focused/less tangents (24); Nothing (14); More practitiéd/reedmplestase studies (10); Keep it up/Perfect (6);
Cover all material (3); Balance time between slides/studies/discussion (2); Statistical Knowledge (1)

Table B9: Core Faculty: Katherine Graham

How would you rate this IPDET core faculty member on:

Nl

% 4 or 5°

% 1 or 2°

NA?

Mean®

Mode®

Std.Dev!

Overall quality of instruction

142

52.1

20.4

0

3.38

4

1.04

Strengths: Background Experience/Knowledge (37); Teaching Approach/Delivery (18); Attitude/Demeanor (11); Communication (9); Usple$ é¢&gm
Other (2)

Improvements: More practical/realife examples/case studies/project info (34); More engaging/inteea@5); Balance questions and delivery/content and
examples (6); Other (6); Speed of presentationAima@agement (5); Nothing (5); Check for understanding of audience (4); projection of voice (3); Cove
expectations (2);

Table B10: Core Faculty: Jose Galdo
How would you rate this IPDET core faculty member on:

N* | %4o0r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev!’
141 84.7 3.6 4 4.13 4 .78
Strengths: Background Experience/Knowledge (30); Teaching Approach/Delivery (24); Communication (11); Attitude/Demeanor (10); Abitiyify
complex ideas (9); Use of examples; @}her (7)

Improvements: Reduce rate of speech (11); Nothing (10); Tm&nagement (8); Language barriers/articulation (6); Use of practical examples (6); Othe
Knowledge of audience expectations and level of knowledge (4); Less technical (2)

Overall quality of instruction

Most frequetly occurring observation.
Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1st@hdev from the average (mean)

1. Numberof Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 064506 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 016 or 6206 (1 ow)

4. Respondents answering O6Not applicabl ed. Removed from anal ysis
5. Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

6.

7.
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Table B11: 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

142

79.6

3.5

0

4.13

4

.89

managemetn(4); Use of examples (2)

more practical/field based examples (2)

Strengths: Availability/Attitude/Demeanor (39); Facilitation skills/delivery (26); Communication (18); Experience/Knowledge (10){®)theme-

Improvements: More facilitation (time) spent within the group/more advice/more guidance (22); Nothing (11); Clear instructions/expéttitmseased
background knowledge on issues (4); Decrease number of groups peatéadi); Know your audience (3); Provide quicker feedback (3); Other (3); Proy

Table B12: Participants as Active Learners

Please rate your fellow participants on the following characteristics: | N? %aor5 | % 1or2° | NA? | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev’
A readiness to learn among participants 142 83.8 1.4 0 4.15 4 71
\Willingness to share knowledge and skills 142 87.3 0 0 4.23 4 .66
Bringing of different views and perspectives on evaluation 141 87.1 14 4.24 4 71

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 064606 or 656 (high)

3. Percentage of responddowt s who answered 06106 or 06206 (

4, Respondents answering ONot applicabl ebd. Removed from analysi s

5. Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 st@hde from the average (mean)
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Table B13: Group Work

Most frequently occurring observation.

Group work project N' | %4o0r5 | %1or2° | NA" | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.’
How important was the handas application of class learning to the grj{ 142 84.5 2.1 0 4.30 5 .78
work project?
To what extent did the group work project challenge you to think abq 142 76.1 9.2 0 4.07 5 1.00
new ways of developing an evaluation design?
How applicable was the group work project to your work environmer| 140 70.0 12.1 0 3.89 4 1.07
The amount of time given to group work was: Frequency Percent
Too little 40 28.4
IAbout the right amount 97 68.8
Too much 4 2.8
Total response 141 100
The optimal size of a work group is: Frequency Percent
Less than 4 7 5.0
a4-7 110 78.6
8-11 23 16.4
Total response 140 100
Table B14: Living on a University Campus
Rate the quality of: N' [ %4o0r5 | %1or2® | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev!
Campus environment 141 84.2 14 2 4.27 5 .76
Dormitory life 140 68.7 13.7 9 3.75 4 1.05
Food services 141 63.3 10.8 2 3.68 4 .94
Logistical services (registration, IPDET Secretariat support, etc.) 140 92.1 2.9 0 4.55 5 72
Extracurricular activities (weekend events such as tours, boat rides,| 139 94.7 0 6 4.62 5 .58
Responsiveness of IPDET secr&hto your concerns regarding quality 139 92.5 7 5 4.56 5 .65
of life on campus
1. Number of Respondents
2. Percentage of respondents who answered 0456 or 6506 (high)
3. Percentage of respondents who answeérddo or 06206 (Il ow)
4. Respondents answering 6Not applicabl ebd Removed from analysis
5. Average score on a scale of 061 (low) to 656 (high)
-
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Table B13: Benefits

'What did you find most useful about the course? Frequency Percent
Modules/content (M&E, Theory of Change, Evaluation Design, RBMs) 68 38.4
Practicdwork/activities: group work, round tables, case studies 23 13.0
Delivery, design and teaching methods (i.e.: balanced approach between theory and practiost &ppasach) 20 11.3
Networking opportunities (coffee breaks, extracurricular) 17 10.0
Knowledge and experience of Faculty Staff/Lecturers/Facilitators/Panelists/Guest speakers 16 9.0
Resources (i.e.: Road to Results) 11 6.0
Knowledge, experience and diversity of participants 5.0
Other 4.0
Emerging and current thinking in field of duation 6 3.3
Total response units (ideas expressed) 177 100.0
Table B14: Drawbacks

\What did you find least useful about the course? Frequency Percent
Nothing 29 33.3
Lectures: repetition of 1infor mat isented;ieadindfror Hides; tosbagsicelackedh 3 15 17.2
practicality; remove presenting of results

Content: too much time spent on policy issues, complex evaluations, module 10, gender analysis; not enough on mormitty 11 12.7
be more critical of evaluan; include diploma information

Design and Organization of activities: round table organization, group size was too large and unorganized, groups were { 11 127
heterogeneous, groups lacked efficient time with a facilitator, small working groups

Time Management: Pace too slow, more discussion opportunities, schedule too busy, a lot of information in a shortriougl 8 9.2
time for practical work

Guest Lectures (more engaging) 5 5.7
Second week and last 3 days were not used to thiepofiential (except modules 4114); need for more practical examples 4.6
Other: disappointed overall; not clear, use simpler language; dinner lectures, use of technology (clickers did not work) 4 4.6
Total response units (ideas expressed) 87 100.0
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Table B15: Projected improvements

\What are suggestions for improvements to enhance the effectiveness and usefulness of the course? Frequency Percent
Logistics/Organization: decrease number of students per class (max. 50); know schedule in advioost;eparation; get 23 19.3
material in advance; choice for groups, working groups in morning; overcommitted (i.e.: dinner lectures)

Increase time for: preparation/reading; concluding meeting; data collection/analysis and evaluation and desigtime¢8ule 21 17.6
weeks); discussions in group work, relaxing/exercise, presentation of research findings; guest lectures; and, core course

Activities: field trips to evaluation officer/IDRC or Ontario province for small work group project; small groupaivtité 15 12.6
beginning; group work after each presenter; practical work, work group with full time facilitator, life experiencesaaadiulg le

techniques; simulation exercises; data analysis and computer based programs

Format: more optional lecturdsave last week for exam (certificate if pass exam); have two levels of training available (be 14 11.8
\vs. experienced); build workshops into core program; divide few areas in core programs with other areas in monitoridg; €

weeks core course

More resources: professional case studies; practicalfieaxamples; evaluation reports; use of participant experience; more 11 9.2
in first two weeks; more people with experience in evaluation; and, scholarship opportunities

Content: clearljink Theory of Change with REM principles; quantitative analysis; ethical procedure; methodology of evall 10 8.4
and data analysis; social and government policies; advanced topics with development evaluation; and, policy and project

information; Critial analysis of issues that have worked/not worked in different countries

Lectures: question period at the end; shorter in duration; increase pace; delivery; use of more examples; combindalecture 9 7.6
practical; less repetition with book/readings

Nothing 5.9
Increase accessibility: for people with a disability; to printing; to computers 4.2
Other: clear expectations/explanations; reduce amount of food; regional IPDET; maintain standards 3.4
Total response units (ideas expressed) 119 100.0
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Table B16: General

General comments and recommendations

Frequency

Percent

Excellent: would recommend, useful, well organized

59

43.1

IPDET team/staff/Secretariat, Lecturers, facilitators: Excellent; Thank you; Great speakere Raicipants have different
backgrounds and important not to assume always understand issue to development evaluation of course; Go beyond the
Dondt read slides

30

22.0

Logistics: More access to printing, Increase time between sessigmectss information, meet with groups, guest speakers &
personal time; Quality of | ife on campus was good; fDi ¢
sponsorship; Questionnaires too early to answer properly; Reigistpatinful and poor IT relatively; Recommendations for fing
support for more participants from developing countries to attend

13

9.5

Future offerings/considerations: Further global opportunities; More information on programs to non ME officiaidapidgv
countries; Make it a diploma awarding or credits for degree course; Selection criteria focus on junior employees inglevelq
countries rather than senior; This training for specific topics of M&E; Incorporate monitoring trianing and prepé&id&dh o
strategies/manual; Increase training on Monitoring; More practical or exercise for trainees to apply themselves

5.8

Contribution of participants/Networking: Thank you, made new friends

51

Delivery/Design of sessions: Use experience of paditipas examples to strengthen lecture delivery like Ray and Linda; M
engaging approaches; More concrete examples and brief case studies; Quality needs vast improvement to maintain repu

4.4

Format: More optional lectures; Groups too large;gatime should not involve other learning events; Decrease number of
students in theatredetracted from learning; Limit dinner speakers

3.6

Other: See prpost test scores; Considering cost it fell short of my expectations; Option to have toweied ukily

3.6

Nothing

2.2

Resources: fRoad to Resulto excellent text

0.7

Total response units (ideas expressed)

137

100.0

Table B17: Roundtable Quality Indicators

N | %40r5° | % 1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode®

Std.Dev/

How would you rate the Rodtable overall? 231 71.2 5.7 2 3.89

.87

Should the number of Roundtable topics be increased? Yes: 51% No: 49%

Number of Respondents

Percentage of respondents who answered 04506 or 6506
Percentage of respondents who answérddd or 06206 (I ow)

Respondents answering O6Not appl

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656
Most frequently occurring observation.

igh)

NogakrwnrE

44

(high)

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall betwaet-15td dev from the average (mean)

icableb6. Removed from analysis
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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
\Workshops on: Impact evaluation, Sustainable community development, Environmental impacting projects, Policy makin 17 27.4
Geopolitical analysis, Theory of change model, Integrating M&E systems, Management misc.

IAdvanced courses in Evalisn 11 17.8
Practical session/training on: STATA; SPSS; Outcome mapping; Case studies; Using Evaluating log frames; Questionna| 10 16.1
and stats packages

More topics on efficiency of/use of Monitoring; Ethics, UN reform; Qualitative 10 16.1
Diploma in Evaluation/Followup training/Advance IPDET-8 months 5 8.1
Other (N/A, excellent, weak, for now its okay) 5 8.1
Emerging approaches/Innovative/New age theories 2 3.2
Offer in French 1 1.6
More specific to officers of government 1 1.6
Total response units (ideas expressed) 62 100.0
\What type of future servicesn evaluation would you like to see offered by IPDET? Frequency Percent
Regional networks; Online Suppetivisor; Evaluation helgesk/TA in M & E; Followup/Post workshop tiaing; 12 30
Connect/develop a IDPET alumni; Country level evaluation workshop/conference

Other (N/A, fine, perfect, IPDET 2010 a legacy, okay) 9 22.5
Online material/resources/services/job postings 4 10.0
Certification/MA degree in evaluation; Evaluati societies membership; Acceleration of M & E professionals 4 10.0
Improve Accommodations (i.e.: have room phones, private bathrooms, single rooms, cleaning services were very bad) 3 7.5
Activities: Off campus meetings; Interruptions for IPDET gradgrectice evaluations; Include temporary assignments to pra 3 7.5
evaluation in a relevant job

Include: Meta evaluation, evaluation sources 2 5.0
Consulting services to enrich case studies 1 2.5
Presentation to the Board of Education to push evaluan their agenda 1 2.5
More space for yoga 1 2.5
Total response units (ideas expressed) 40 100.0
'What type of other needsn evaluation would you like to see offered by IPDET? Frequency Percent
Improved: group gathering area to set up groupseeahd collaborate; dormitory services; access with swipe cards; ethnic f 4 25.0
Other (N/A, none) 3 19.0
Evaluation certification/Online Degree 2 12.5
Sustained networking/Follow up with IPDET graduates 2 12.5
Refresher courses 1 6.2
Evaluation @partment/office 1 6.2
Closing the loop knowledge management 1 6.2
Climate change 1 6.2
Allow visitation 1 6.2
Total response units (ideas expressed) 16 100.0
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Appendix C: Week 3 Questionnaire

Table C1: Demographics

Country Frequency | Percent Primary Evaluation Function Frequency | Percent
Industrialized 29 26.4 Design and/or conduct evaluation 56 51.9
Developing 81 73.6 Manage the design and/or conduct of evaluations 24 22.2
Total 110 100 Use evaluation results for prognamprovement 10 9.3

Use evaluation results for policy making 11 10.2
Teach evaluation theory and/or methods 1 .9
Request evaluation services 2 1.9
Other 4 3.7
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? 109 80.6 2.8 1 4.10 4 .81
Would you recommend Week 36s program to a coll eague? Yes: 92%
'Would you return for additional training if funding were available? Yes: 8¥8t sure: 9% No: 4%
Number of Respondents
Percentage of respondents who answered 04590 or 6506 (high)
Percentage of respondents who answered 01606 or 6206 (1 ow)
Respondents answering ONot applicabl eb. Removed from analysi s

Average
Most frequently occurring observation.
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Table C3: Living on a University Campus

Rate the quality of: N' | % 40r5 | %1or2®| NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev!
Campus environment 108 86.0 3.7 4.27 5 .80
Dormitory life 108 61.6 9.1 3.68 4 .95
Food services 109 65.7 8.3 3.77 4 .86
Logistical services (registration, IPDET Secretariat support, etc.) 109 87.2 0 4.41 5 71
Extracurricular activities (weekend events such as tours, boat rides,| 107 92.6 1.1 12 4.57 5 .66
Responsiveness of IPDET secretariat to concerns regarding quality| 108 93.2 0 5 4.59 5 .62

on campus

speakers from develapj countries (1)

Suggestions for improvement: 8tiard, Quality, and Maintenance of Dorms/Bathrooms (18); Nothing (10); Food Quality/Diversity/have option to skip
and have card loaded with essential cash only (9); Excellent experience/Maintain friendly support (7); Extend time farHoodrspetween afternoon
sessions and evening events, opening restaurant hours, to socialize (5); Extracurriculars: sports, appealing to nelmkeuspikantellectual with mental
recreation, physical health and tourism (4); Format: integrate campugtdifgaining, access to email, more information on canadian phone system and
international calls (2); Other: Provide lockers for participants not staying on campus, speed up reimbursements ofaxme{®e $peakers: more female

Table C4: Benefits

'What did you find useful about the course? Frequency Percent
Wor kshops: Bo nmddd&wmatiigaunder CoBsfraints] qualitative and quantitative methods; CEF and South Af 43 42.2
(PSC) workshops; Mr. Vadenbérg ; Ray Rist; Roti; Designing results ba

Evaluation; Michael Patton; Performance Budgeting; Hidden & Marginal

Modules/Content: Discussions on TPP and Roti method; Résasexd Model; Working goveance evaluation; Reporting findin 12 11.8
and making recommendations for improvement; Practical steps in building evaluation; Ten steps towards RBE; HIV; Cos

analysis; Evaluations on public and private partnerships

Practical work/activitiesinteractive work; use of excel spread sheet in assessing performance of public organizations; gro 10 9.8
case studies; and, sequencing reform process

Knowledge, ability, and experience of Faculty Staff/Lecturers/Facilitators/Panelists/Guestspaasentation skills; practical 10 9.8
knowledge

Delivery, design and teaching methods: use of real life examples; level of detail; methodological 7 6.9
Other: all, excellent 7 6.9
Networking opportunities (grad ceremony) 4 3.9
Resources/Tools: Castudy in African Environmental and Social Evaluation; Qualitative evaluation tools; two tools for mo 3 2.9
HIV/AIDS

Knowledge, experience and diversity of participants 3 2.9
Emerging and current thinking in the field of evaluation 3 29
Total response units (ideas expressed) 102 100.0
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Table C5: Drawbacks

\What did you find least useful about the course? Frequency | Percent
Nothing 19 32.8
Workshops/Content: Evaluation of PPP not adequate; Repetition of same core cedte@tvérnance; Phaning Evaluation; 14 24.2
Lacked focus on developed countries/donors; Workshops in core not as exciting in Week 3; Quant difficult for beginners

Time Management: Too intense to accommodate all information; Stick to time; Limited time for introductigemtita@ve; Too 9 155
short- at least 3 days need for Introduction; Too many functions/receptions; Two days too short for second workshop

Design and Organization of Event/Activities: Group work lacked concentration; Divide group into capacity/IHi@vestmall 6 10.3
discussions of workshop; 3 day seminar; Big classes leading to long discussions not relevant to topic; discussionmeptsid
Lecturers/Presenters/Facilitators/Lunch and Dinner Speakers: Lack of effort to build participargts Faeittator lacked 6 10.3
experience on planning evaluation, only had IDRC; PPP workshop badly deklveretheoretical; presentation at lunchtime; dir

speakersdi dnét | earn a | ot

Other: earthquake; Review the book in first workshop 3 5.2
Reources: some readings 1 1.7
Total response units (ideas expressed) 58 100.0
Table C6: Projected improvements

\What are suggestions for improvements to enhance the effectiveness and usefulness of the course? Frequency Percent
Format/Organization: Cege a section on website with participants review of workshops/Lecturers; Upload comment from { 12 22.2
survey; Have one workshop for entire 5 days; Ability to replicate high demand workshops; Adaphaquase approach; Need

flexibility; Consider knowledgéevel of participant; Substitute 3 last days in Week 2 with Gene Swimmers Introduction; Les

lunchtime; Extend week professional activities; Consider 2 + 2 + 1 design (2 seminars of 2 days each and one on one da

\Workshops/Lectures: Make larger make Bomleugu and Pattons classes into an introduction and advanced sessions; Son 9 16.7
repetitive if attended core; Design and Building M & E by Rist almost the same as in core; Make lectures more practd®,;

Introduce an intermediate qualitve course as an option (emphasis on interviewing and analysis skills); Workshop in Core

focus on practical examples in lessons during seminar

Il ncrease time for: Workshops; Terryos stmgvath Hidden Margindlg3ydays 9 16.7
Computer use for quantitative

Content: Broaden scope of case studies used in public and international governance; Injection or inclusion of otheorcount 7 13.0
organization into study; Need more examples from ldgieg countries; More practical cases; More emphasis on topic behin

not just exercises; Need intro to software to handle qualitative data

Activities: More structure/focused group discussion plan; Key speakers to inform about technicditaadl Reserve one day fg 5 9.3
a visit to industrial practitioners and discuss case study on topical areas in M&E; Add trips mid week; Have group work fqg

quantitative data analysis

Logistics: Provide materials prior to arrival; Processing of mdseniat done by all 3 5.5
Nothing 3 5.5
Resources/Reading Material: PPP slides not legiltlsystematically in reading material and some missing; Participants to b 2 3.7
own reallife case studies to work out

Facilitators: inexperienced/needs todrethe top of his game; Change instructor for PPP 2 3.7
Other: limit number of evaluation questions; shorten discussion on basic theoretical concepts 2 3.7
Total response units (ideas expressed) 54 100.0
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Table C7: General

General comments and recommndations Frequency Percent
Overall: Great experience; Good; Had great fun; Thank you; Very useful; Program was good; Maintain good standard 9 18.8
IPDET: Great team and accommodating; Excellent; Thanks for the good efforts; Excellent organizatiterj@egas extremely 6 125
hard working and enjoyable grodf hanks for everything

Facilitators: Well facilitated; Thank you; Great time keeping; Appropriate time taken by instructors; some too fast aed not 6 125
enough time given on slides; Wigltepaed; Useful resources

Nothing/N/A 125
Content: Use case studies regarding use of major down agencies; Vary content of workshops; Keep discussions at higth 5 10.4
session not very useful; Week 3 very useful; Interesting

Format: Morethan 2 days on quantitative; Vary the format; Plan for Closing plenary right (grad on Thursday with classes ( 5 104
and 6éputtering outd at end of | PDET was a bit of a | et

experienced m@actitioners; Be more demanding in terms of work out of class hours

Overcommitted: Limited time to pass through all workshops; Fewer workshops and bigger classes preferable to worksho 4 8.3
not well designed/taught; Too many evening progranmid/eek 3; Decrease the number of activities (particularly some partic

have paid a lot of money to attend the course & the number of scholarships)

Participants: New colleagues coming in Week 3 almost lost since had some background from seressco@how disadvantagg 3 6.25
Quality of people very impressive; Good contacts

Other: Provide summary of workshops at registration for better orientation; Provide information beforehand; Provide exte 3 6.25
number of IPDET participants included in lgdtparticipants

Food/Accommodations: Good but could be more salads and vegetables; Rooms B uikkdg need to be cleaner 1 2.1
Total response units (ideas expressed) 48 100.0
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Appendix D: Week 4 Questionnaire

Table D1: Demographts

Country Frequency | Percent Primary Evaluation Function Frequency | Percent
Industrialized 35 31.3 Design and/or conduct evaluation 61 54.5
Developing 77 68.8 Manage the design and/or conduct of evaluations 13 11.6
Total 112 100 Use evaluation resultsif@rogram improvement 3 2.7

Use evaluation results for policy making 16 14.3

Teach evaluation theory and/or methods 2 1.8

Request evaluation services 14 12.5

Other 3 2.7
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? 108 86.1 9 0 4.20 4 .69
Would you recommend Week 46s program to a coll eague? Yes: 92%
'Would you return for additional training if funding were availab¥e®: 84% Not sure: 13% No: 3%

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 06406 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 016 or 6206 (1 ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl eb Removed from analysi s

5. Averagescoreonadce of 0616 (low) to 06586 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 kt@hdev from the average (mean)
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Table D3: Living on a University Campus

Rate the quality of: N' | %4o0r5 | %1or2®°| NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev!
Campus environment 111 87.6 2.9 6 4.27 4 .79
Dormitory life 112 65.3 12.2 14 3.70 4 .96
Food services 113 64.5 4.7 6 3.85 4 .89
Logistical services (registration, IPDET Secretariat support, etc.) 113 93.6 1.8 4 4.55 5 .67
Extracurricular activities (weekend events such as tours, boat rides,| 112 93.8 3.1 15 4.60 5 .70
Responsiveness of IPDET secretariat to concerns regarding quality| 110 97.0 1.0 11 4.68 5 .57

on campus

Suggestionsfo i@ mpr ovement : Quality/ Maintenance/ Standard of Dor ms/ ibadailg, cleag

bathrooms daily or every other day, have floor managers (21); Access to: hotel to come to class everyday, gathenimgahrea, home telephone serviceg
place to post books, information on Carleton resources and opportunities, bikes (9); Nothing (9); Food quality/divefisitifetaiealthier (fruits), more diet
coke (8); Good/satisfactory (6); Extend time fimod from 6am to midnight, last day to pack, leisure time (3); Format: half day on friday, 2 people per rg
weeks too long (3); Staff: some unclear with questidméef them or have Q &A for staff and participants, Yoga instructor late -ehow (39; Extracurricular:

more evening activities (2); Other: donét force participants out ¢
Table D4: Benefits

What did you find useful about the course? Frequency Percent
\Workshops: Theory of Change to PM & E; Cakelg; Frederic Martin (Building evaluation with ministries); HEG; 31 32.3
Humanitarian Evaluation; Advanced; Daniel Kaufmauns; Assessing organizational performance; OVG; Quantitative & Sa

Better survey and intermediate data analysis; Gene Swimmembd&ted qualitative; Design evaluation without statistical

design; Conducting surveys; Thematic; Participatory on M&E; M&E for foundation and non for profit organizations

Modules/Content: Public and private sector operations evaluation; MDB; R&E of governance; Going into details of week 17 17.7
2; Introduction; Regression; Impact Evaluation; Sampling; Stages which governments of developing countries are implen

Practical work/activities: Evaluating results of MDB by two groups f\orld Bank; Practice of real Case studies; program 15 15.6
evaluations; group work, Regressions analysis application; Logic models and designing and conducting surveys

Knowledge, ability and experience of Faculty Staff/Lecturers/Facilitators/Panelisit/§eakers: impressed with quality; lunc 14 14.6
presenters; efficient; professional; high level of experience & quality of instruction; Outside speaker was outstanding

Delivery, design and teaching methods: practicality; participatory nature 6 6.3
Other: all, excellent 5 5.2
Networking opportunities 4 4.2
Resources/Tools: Methodological tools rarely used with economies; resource material (books) given 3 3.1
Knowledge, ability, experience and diversity of participants 1 1.0
Total response units (ickas expressed) 96 100.0
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Table D5: Drawbacks

\What did you find least useful about the course? Frequency | Percent
Nothing 21 33.9
Workshops: Sampling; Too detailed for relevance, organizational specific; Case studies; have survey workshop not focusg 15 24.2
evaluation typical survey; Second day of M&E workshop for foundations and non for profit organization; Torars Luvav @n (

tactics; Fran and Michaels because repeated Michaels ¢

unit; Design of WS should have been peer reviewed before launching; Assessing programs if statistical methods are not g

Survey course was more beginner level than intermediate as advertised

Format/Logistics: Too many good programs to choosef Would like more background material; Workshop time allocated tq 8 12.9
small; Poor agenda; Increase time to practice tools; More free time during lunch; 145 hours listening in 20 days!

Content: Case studies; Have qualitative options in week 4; Ntamagaluation and evaluation units; Limited information on ho 6 9.7
indicator is developed and what comprises it; Too basic and clear focus on single subject; Need to be based on grolyasen

on practical examples

Lecturers/presenters: Plenapesakers from Ghana; Need to be told exactly about having to end early; Instructor for corrupti 6 9.7
government doesndt appear to be well organi zed,; Facil i

Other: Wish could take survey workshopoalSome participants controlled discussions, made the discussions highly exclusi 3 4.8
important

Speeches/Lunch presentations 2 3.2
Time Managementfast pace 1 1.6
Total response units (ideas expressed) 62 100.0
Table D6: Projected improvenents

\What are suggestions for improvements to enhance the effectiveness and usefulness of the course? Frequency Percent
Format: Reduce group work sjaeeep small groups in first two weelGlearer separation betwekavels of courses; Half day 11 18.4
Friday; Day off on Canada Day; Establish groups by special interest of work or region

Workshops: Keep Humanitarian actions; fdwariety; Michaels workshojstrengthen donor agencies relearning workshop; 11 18.4
Increase options for qualitative methods; Combine positioning evaluation with managing evaluation; more advanced cou

needs strengthening or cut to oragydLeave new workshops to last week when participants are tired

Increase time/opportunity for: Participant interaction; Small group work; Connection with Canadian Companies and publi 9 15.0
constitution that deal with evaluation; Personal time; Morégyants from developing Countries and more Sponsorship for

participants; Visits to offices, organizations, institutions to see practical examples

Logistics: Provide conterih advance to select workshop and grade; Check backgrdyradtizipants to confirm knowledge on | 6 10.0
to attend week 4 only; More clear about levels oflgrewledge required; More advice given for program of returning worksh

Delivery/Design of Lectures: Use real examples; More variety; Structure; Takesuy wor kshop as a 0614 6 10.0
More case studies and video presentations

Content: Focus on qualitative methods rather than equal weight between qualitative and quantitative; Evaluators amd eva 5 8.3
units not well done; Moren qualitative/quantitative and mixed approaches with examples; Case studies more in depth

Other: Slow pace in week 4 as participants are tired; Great 5 8.3
Nothing 5 8.3
Lecturers/Facilitators: Better quality control; Take time to prepare aod taiurse content as curreiad academic 2 3.3
Total response units (ideas expressed) 60 100.0
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Table D7: General

General comments and recommendations Frequency Percent
Overall: Good program; Excellent; Thanks a lot; Good and useful; IPDET iserfobsontribution to the effects on building a 12 20.7
more equitable humanity respectful of the environment and diversity; IPDET enjoys a reputation as one of the premidre g

evaluation in the world; Comprehensive; Super networking; Fantastically \gaktiaed; Keep fire burning; Very useful

Logistics/Decrease number of commitments: 4 weeks evaluation training extremely lengthy; Guidance on workshop sele 10 17.2
should be provided to participants prior to arrival and more efforts to collect itffomua actual needs to tailor program

accordingly. In general the program is very comprehensive but provide no time for assimilation of knowledge; Release lig

workshops; Circulate select readings prior to course; More free time/flexibility, actiatidsecreation; Make last day half day

Narrow down programs as head towards end; Trimming down sessions; One afternoon for shopping only

Nothing 13.8
Staff: Thank you Ms. Dixon, Fana, Anelk, Chelsea, Pene, Emily, Paul, all of them; Adffiexstlent; Super team; Secretarid 12.1
great work

IAccommodations/Food/Extras: Improve housing; Too much food too often; Too many items that can be omitted (frames, 5 8.6
certificates, bags); less excursions and alcohol; Too many eggs for breakfase, sardines, peanut butter can be other optio

Future suggestions: Geographical information syst ends;; 5 8.6
Improve one for evaluation units; Secure faculties who are special@ibject matter; Allocate more time to workshops

Content: Very useful and relevant; Good illustration program for development evaluation; Fantastic but loaded 4 6.9
Other: Expecting more up to date knowledge on stats (outdated); For workshops 3veeek4) always facilitators to come up 3 4 6.9
the end with "take home" distilled from various group work; Make available a table during the whole course at the room 2,

store the materials provided with each of the workshops

Cost: Very expensivarticipation limited to those with access to sponsors, reduce luxury costs (receptions, galas); Less 2 3.5
expensive/more scholarships

Outstanding questions: How do findings from evaluations actually improve IPDET next year? 1 1.7
Total response unitg(ideas expressed) 58 100.0
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Appendix E. Workshop Ratings:i-a. besigning Impact Evaluations under Constraints

Michael Bamberger

Table E1: Workshop Outcomes

54

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 20 95.0 0 0 4.65 5 .59 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 21 90.5 0 0 4.19 4 .60 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifiganeeded to learn 21 90.5 0 0 4.24 4 .62 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 21 100.0 0 0 4.38 4 .50 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 20 95.2 0 0 4.50 4 51 4.22
Table E2: 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 21 100.0 0 0 4.43 4 51 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 21 90.5 0 0 4.48 5 .68 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 15 100.0 0 0 5.00 5 .00 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 21 95.2 0 0 4.48 5 .60 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 21 100.0 0 0 4.48 4 51 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 21 100.0 0 0 4.62 5 .50 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 21 100.0 0 0 4.48 4 51 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 21 81.0 4.8 0 3.95 4 74 4.01
Small group activities 19 73.7 0 0 4.00 4 74 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who amswe d 6 4 0 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0616 or 626 (1 ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysis

5. Average score on a scale of 6106 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: sgad of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between +1lastd dev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.




Table E3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' | %40r5 | %1or2® [ NA®|[ Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gainel 21 95.2 0 0 4.52 5 .60 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 21 100.0 0 0 4.52 5 .60 412
Would you recommend this workshop to a collez® Yes: 95.2% Not sure: 4.8% No: 0%
Table E4: Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency | Percent
Practical examples/experience 10 66.7
Small group activities 3 20.0
Clarifying issues related to core 2 sessions 2 13.3
Total response units (ideas expressed) 15 100.0
Table E5: Drawbacks
'What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Rushing through slides/time allocation of slides 4 445
Small group exercises/discussion 3 33.3
Handouts 1 11.1
Lecturestyle of workshop 1 111
Total response units (ideas expressed) 9 100.0
Table E6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent

Lengthen time of workshop 5 55.6
Instructor is knowledgeable 1 111
Broaden information to western world 1 11.1
Provide follow-up discussions 1 111
Best wishes/thank yous 1 111
Total response units (ideas expressed) 9 100.0
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Table E7a: PresentetMichael Bamberger

Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observ#ibbetween +1 and std dev from the average (mean)

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 21 100.0 0 0 5.00 5 .00 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 21 100.0 0 0 4.95 5 22 4.57
Presentation skills 21 90.5 0 0 | 429 4 .64 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 21 100.0 0 0 4.71 5 46 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 21 95.2 0 0 4.71 5 56 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 21 95.2 0 0 4.62 5 59 4.34
Strengths: Experience (13), Communication (2), Responsiye (1
Improvements: Ti me management (allocation of ti me, l onger wor ks ho pvpice(13) ,

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respoecht s who answered 616 or 6206 (1 ow)

4, Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysi s

5. Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

6.

7.

8.

56
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Appendix F. Workshop Ratings:i-b. CostBenefit Analytic Tools for Development Evaluation Initiatives

Philip Joyce & William Duncombe

Table F1: Workshop Outcomes

Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1st@hdev from the average (mean)

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 77.8 0 0 411 4 .78 435
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 10 70.0 0 0 4.00 4 .82 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 10 90.0 0 0 4.30 4 .67 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announcgsties | 9 88.9 0 0 4.44 5 .73 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 10 100.0 0 0 4.40 4 .52 4.22
Table F2: 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 0 4.60 5 .52 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 10 100.0 0 0 4.60 5 .52 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 10 90.0 0 1 4.60 4 .70 4.40
Usefulness of thexamples 10 90.0 0 0 4.50 5 71 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 10 80.0 0 0 4.20 4 .79 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 10 90.0 0 0 4.30 4 .67 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 10 90.0 0 1 4.80 5 .63 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 10 90.0 0 0 4.40 5 .70 4.01
Small group activities 10 90.0 0 0 4.50 5 71 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0616 or 0626 (1 ow)

4, Respondents ans weRemovgd fronNamdlysiem ppl i cabl e 6.

5. Average score on a scale of 6106 (low) to 656 (high)

6.

7.

8.

Average score foWeek 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
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Table F3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' | %40r5 | %1or2® [ NA®|[ Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.! | W Mean®
\What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gainel 9 77.8 0 0 4.00 4 71 4.28
'To wha degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 10 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 .53 412
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%
Table F4: Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Case studies/practical examples 4 50.0
Small group exercises 2 25.0
Experience 1 125
Basic concepts 1 125
Total response units (ideas expressed) 8 100.0
Table F5: Drawbacks
\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Length of answers to questions (too long) 2 50.0
Length of workshop (too short) 1 25.0
Introduction was too long 1 25.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 4 100.0
Table F6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent

Share more real exangg/cases (ex. NGO, CBA) 4 80.0
Good course 1 20.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 5 100.0
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Table F7a: PresenterPhilip Joyce

Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1tstahdev from the average (mean)

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experierce in development evaluation 10 90.0 0 0 4.30 4 67 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 10 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 53 4.57
Presentation skills 10 100.0 0 0 | 470 5 48 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 10 90.0 0 0 4.50 5 71 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 10 100.0 0 0 4.70 5 48 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participal 10 90.0 0 0 4.50 5 71 4.34
Strengths: Knowledge (3), Communication skills (1), Availability/willingnessanswer questions (1)
Improvements: More real life examples (1), more depth of knowledge (1)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 640 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 016 or 626 (1 ow)

4. Respondents answegn 6 Not applicabled. Removed from analysis

5. Average score on a scale of 0616 (low) to 656 (high)

6.

7.

8.
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Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.




Table F7b: PresenterWilliam Duncombe

Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-tstahdev from the average (m¢a

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in devepment evaluation 10 80.0 10.0 0 4.10 4 99 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 10 100.0 0 0 4.60 5 52 4.57
Presentation skills 10 90.0 0 0 | 420 4 .63 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 10 90.0 0 0 4.30 4 67 4.41
Ability to provide meaningifl feedback to participant comments 10 100.0 0 0 4.60 5 52 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participal 10 100.0 0 0 4.70 5 48 4.34
Strengths: Knowledge/Experience (3), Communication skills (1), Receptive (1), Semaarafur (1)
Improvements: Be more clear in explanations (1), more in depth/realistic content (2)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 640 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 62086 (1l ow)

4. Respondentsanswemg O Not applicabl ed. Removed from analysis

5. Average score on a scale of 0616 (low) to 656 (high)

6.

7.

8.
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Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.




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

Systems
Ray C. Rist

Table G1: Workshop Outcomes

To what degree hashe 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 49 93.9 0 0 4.73 5 .57 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 49 73.5 8.2 0 4.00 4 1.00 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 48 85.4 4.2 1 4.25 4 .81 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 49 93.9 4.1 0 4.39 5 73 4.18
Overall usefulness of thisorkshop 48 91.7 0 0 4.56 5 .65 4.22
Table G2: 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 49 98.0 0 0 4.53 5 .54 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 49 93.9 0 0 4.59 5 .61 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 48 95.8 0 0 4.52 5 .58 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 49 98.0 0 0 4.67 5 .52 4.36
Usefulness of the training neatals 49 98.0 0 0 4.61 5 .53 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 49 93.9 0 1 4.61 5 .61 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 49 100.0 0 0 4.55 5 .50 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 49 87.8 6.1 0 4.29 5 .84 4.01
Small group activities 49 83.7 4.1 0 410 4 .85 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 640 or 656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 6206 (1 ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysis

5. Average score ono&o6scalighof 616 (low) to

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 stahdev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
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Table G3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' | %40r5 | %1or2® [ NA®|[ Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.! | W Mean®
What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine| 49 95.9 2.0 0 4.59 .64 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 49 89.8 4.1 0 4.45 .79 412
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 94% Not sure: 4% No: 2%
Table G4: Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency | Percent
Content of presentation/handouts (ex. Theory of Chargyérmance matrix) 10 285
Open discussions/examples 9 25.7
In depth explanation of material that was learned in first two weeks 7 20.0
Small group work 5 14.3
Step by step approach 2 5.7
Having time for feedback/brainstorm 1 2.9
Skills/experience fanstructor 1 29
Total response units (ideas expressed) 35 100.0
Table G5: Drawbacks
\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Repetition of core program information 3 30.0
Time allocation/more group work 2 20.0
Slow pacg(needs to be quicker) 2 20.0
Casespecific exercises (too many) 1 10.0
'Too many powerpoint slides 1 10.0
Introduction (too long) 1 10.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 10 100.0
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Table G6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent

Great experience/course 8 47.1
More group exercises 4 235
Pace of class considering repetition from core course 3 17.6
Be aware of difference in people who did versus peopl 1 59
knowledge) '
Include a field visit to Canadian Institute 1 5.9
Total response units (ideas expressed) 17 100.0
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Table G7a: PresenterRay C. Rist

interesting (6)

Improvements: Organization of small groups (1), more focus on specific cases (5), Needs to be less rushed (time allocation) (2)

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Expefience in development evaluation 49 100.0 0 0 4.92 5 28 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 48 100.0 0 0 4.85 5 36 457
Presentation skills 48 100.0 0 0 | 485 5 .36 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 49 93.9 0 0 4.73 5 57 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 48 93.8 0 0 4.71 5 58 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 48 93.8 0 0 4.69 5 59 4.34
Strengths: Knowledge/experience (11), Wallustrated examples (5), Intese¢ i n parti ci pantsdé needs (1), Well

Number of Respondents
Percet age of responde

Respondents answer.
Average score on a
Most frequently occurring obseation.

ONog~wWNE

nts who

Percentage of respondent s

answered

040

who answered
ng ONot applicabl ed.
scale of 616 (1| ow)

t

0

o

or
16

Re mo
656

6506 ( hi
or 062606

gh)
(1 ow)

ved from anal ysi s

(high)

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-t ktahdlev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.




Appendix H. Workshop Ratings:i-d. Qualitative Methods and Analysis for Development Evaluation

Michael Q. Patton

Table H1: Workshop Outcomes

Percentage of respondents whovaesr e d 06 1 06 or
Respondents answering 6Not a
Average score on a scale of
Most frequently occurring observation.

ONogal~wWNE

626

616

65

(1 ow)
pplicabl eéd.
(low) to

Removed
656

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 workkunctions 30 86.7 6.7 0 4.47 5 .01 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 32 78.1 6.3 0 4.16 5 .92 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 32 81.3 6.3 0 4.31 5 .93 4.01
Extent to which conta of this activity matched the announced objectiv] 31 83.9 6.5 0 4.32 5 1.01 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 29 82.8 6.9 0 4.48 5 1.06 4.22
Table H2: 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 32 90.6 3.1 0 4.41 5 .87 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 32 90.6 3.1 0 4.56 5 .88 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of paatitip 32 93.8 0 1 4.66 5 .60 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 32 93.8 6.3 0 4.69 5 .90 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 32 93.8 0 1 4.59 5 .61 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 31 77.4 6.5 2 4.45 5 .99 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 32 90.6 3.1 0 4.28 4 .85 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 32 65.6 6.3 1 4.06 5 1.10 4.01
Small group activities 32 65.6 9.4 0 3.84 4 .95 4.12

Number of Respondents

Percentage of respondents who answered 04506 or 6506 (high)

from anal ysi s
(high)

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations falehetdvand1 std dev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.




Table H3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' | %40r5 | %1or2® [ NA®|[ Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.! | W Mean®
What is the likelihood that you will use tkeowledge and skills gained?| 32 78.1 6.3 0 4.31 5 1.06 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 30 80.0 6.7 0 4.27 5 1.14 412
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 93% Not sure: 7% No: 0%
Table H4: Bendits
What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency | Percent
Insightful/relevant/concrete examples 10 52.7
Systems hierarchy 2 10.5
Knowledge/experience 2 10.5
System approach to evaluation 2 10.5
Clear communication/explanation 2 10.5
Realing materials 1 5.3
Total response units (ideas expressed) 19 100.0
Table H5: Drawbacks
'What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Lack of time given for workshop/Time allocation for morediepth explanation 4 66.6
Off-subject examples 1 16.7
Could have gone faster 1 16.7
Total response units (ideas expressed) 6 100.0
Table H6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent

/Add more time to workshop 8 53.3
Excellent workshop 3 20.0
Provide a more advanced workshogollow this one 2 13.3
Better classroom set up 1 6.7
Clearer information on content before course 1 6.7
Total response units (ideas expressed) 15 100.0
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Table H7a: PresenterMichael Q. Patton

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %4o0r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 32 100.0 0 0 5.00 5 .00 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 32 96.9 3.1 0 4.81 5 74 457
Presentation skills 32 96.9 3.1 0 | 4.75 5 .76 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 32 96.9 0 0 4.78 5 49 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 32 96.9 0 0 4.78 5 49 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participal 30 93.3 3.3 0 4.63 5 85 4.34
Strengths: Experienced/knowledgeable (6), Adround excellent (4), Use of engaging examples/clear and simple explanations (5)
Improvements:Shoul d provide slides (1), Move |l ogically to keep participse

1. Number of Rspondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 62086 (1l ow)

4, Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysi s

5. Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequentlyoccurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-tbt@hdiev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
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Appendix I. Workshop Ratings: i-e. Using the Theory of Change to Evaluate the Environmental and Social

Impacts of Sustainable Development Projects
Rob Malpas & David Todd

Table I1: Workshop Outcomes

Most frequently occurring adervation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1st@hdev from the average (mean)

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 11 81.8 0 0 4.09 4 .70 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 11 63.6 18.2 0 3.45 4 1.13 4.05
Focus of this activity on wat you specifically needed to learn 11 36.4 27.3 0 3.18 3 1.25 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 11 455 18.2 0 3.36 3 .92 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 10 60.0 10.0 0 3.70 4 .95 4.22
Table 12: 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 11 54.5 18.2 0 3.55 4 1.04 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 11 45.5 0 0 3.64 3 .81 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 11 63.6 0 0 3.91 3 .83 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 11 81.8 9.1 0 4.09 4 .94 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 11 63.6 0 1 4.09 4 .94 4.29
Objectinvity of the presentation 10 70.0 10.0 0 3.90 4 .99 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 11 63.6 0 0 3.82 4 .75 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 11 90.9 9.1 0 3.73 4 .90 4.01
Small group activities 11 54.5 18.2 0 3.55 4 1.04 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 0640506 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 6206 (1 ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysis

5. Average score on a scale 616 (low) to 06506 (high)

6.

7.

8.
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Table 13: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' | %40r5° | % 1or2 | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gainel 11 72.7 9.1 0 4.00 4 1.00 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 11 54.5 9.1 0 3.64 3 .92 412
Would you ecommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 82% Not sure: 18% No: 0%
Table 14: Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Case studies 4 40.0
Step by step tools/methods 2 20.0
ROTi evaluation process 2 20.0
Sharingexperiences 2 20.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 10 100.0
Table 15: Drawbacks
\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Lack of sustainable development examples and exclusiveness of ROTi 3 50.0
Theory of methodologtoo long 2 33.3
'Too much covered in Theory of Change 1 16.7
Total response units (ideas expressed) 6 100.0
Table 16: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent

More diversity in examples 4 66.6
Slides should be on handout 1 16.7
'Too manyslides and/or bad slide layout 1 16.7
Total response units (ideas expressed) 6 100.0
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Table I7a: PresenterRob Malpas

Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1tstahdev from the average (mean)

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in developmeavaluation 11 81.8 9.1 0 4.18 5 98 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 11 72.7 0 0 4.09 4 83 4.57
Presentation skills 11 54.5 0 0 | 373 3 79 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 11 54.5 9.1 0 3.73 3 1.01 4.41
Ability to provide meaningfuldedback to participant comments 11 54.5 9.1 0 3.64 3 92 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participal 11 54.5 9.1 0 3.55 4 82 4.34
Strengths: Insight on examples/discussion (2), Listening (1), Planning (1)
Improvements: Provide more feedback/be more engaging (2)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 640 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 62086 (1l ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ebd. Removed from analysis

5. Averagesore on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

6.

7.

8.

Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop ptese combined.
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Table 17b: PresenterDavid Todd

Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-tktahdlev from the average (mean)

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 11 90.0 0 0 4.36 4 67 4.60
Methodologcal knowledge and skills 11 81.8 0 0 4.18 4 75 4.57
Presentation skills 11 72.7 0 0 | 4.00 4 77 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 11 81.8 9.1 0 4.00 4 89 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 11 54.5 18.2 0 3.45 4 93 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participal 11 455 0 0 3.64 3 81 4.34
Strengths: Insights on methodologies (1), Acceptance to varying views (1),
Improvements: Methodology (1), More listening/less talking (1)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 62086 (1l ow)

4, Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysi s

5. Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

6.

7.

8.
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Appendix J. Workshop Ratings: ii -a. Introduction to Quantitative Data Analysis

Jose Galdo

Table J1: Workshop Outcomes

Most frequently occurring observation.

72

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 sty from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

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 curtrerork or functions 11 81.8 0 0 4.45 5 .82 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 11 90.9 0 0 4.55 5 .69 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 11 81.8 0 0 4.45 5 .82 4.01
Extent to which comnt of this activity matched the announced objectiy 11 90.9 0 0 4.55 5 .69 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 9 77.8 0 2 4.44 5 .88 4.22
Table J2: 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 11 90.9 9.1 0 4.55 5 .93 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 11 90.9 9.1 0 4.55 5 .93 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 2 100.0 0 9 5.00 5 - 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 11 81.8 0 0 4.55 5 .82 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 11 81.8 0 0 4.55 5 .82 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 11 81.8 0 0 4.55 5 .82 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 11 81.8 0 0 4.45 5 .82 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 11 90.9 9.1 0 4.36 5 .92 4.01
Small group activities 10 81.8 0 1 4.73 5 .79 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respond@owkts who answered 016 or 0626

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysis

5. Average score on a scale of 6106 (low) to 656 (high)

6.

7.

8.




Table J3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' [ %40r5 | %1or2° | NA*| Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.! | W Mean®
What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge antissgained? | 11 81.8 0 0 4.45 .82 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 10 90.0 0 1 4.60 .70 412
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 90% Not sure: 0% No: 10%
Table J4: Benefits
'What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Relevance of material 3 33.4
Everything 2 222
Instructor (e.g., onen-one support) 2 222
Examples 1 111
STATA 1 11.1
Total response units (ideas expressed) 9 100.0
Table J5: Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Not long enough 2 66.7
STATA 1 33.3
Total response units (ideas expressed) 3 100.0
Table J6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent

Allow more time for workshop (3 days) 4 57.1
Use more evaluation data 1 14.3
Relate statistical findings and interpret same to evaluation environment 1 14.3
Important workshop 1 14.3
Total response units (ideas expressed) 7 100.0
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Table J7: PresenterJose Galdo

How would you rate the presenteron the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 11 90.9 0 0 4.64 5 67 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 10 90.0 0 1 4.80 5 63 4.57
Presentation skills 11 90.9 9.1 0 | 445 5 .93 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 10 90.0 10.0 1 | 473 5 1.01 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 11 90.9 0 0 4.73 5 65 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participal 10 90.0 0 1 4.70 5 68 4.34
Strengths: Experience/knowledge (2)
Improvements: Go slower (1)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 62086 (1l ow)

4, Respondents answer iavedfram\nalysisappl i cabl ed. Rem

5. Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-tbt@hdiev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Weekand Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
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Appendix L. Workshop Ratings: i -a. Introduction to Quantitative Data Analysis

Gene Swimmer

Table L1: 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 13 84.6 0 0 4.23 4 .73 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 13 76.9 7.7 0 4.15 5 .99 4.05
Focus of this activity omhat you specifically needed to learn 13 84.6 0 0 4.46 5 .78 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 13 84.6 7.7 0 4.31 5 .95 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 11 90.9 9.1 2 4.27 4 91 4.22
Table L2: Desgn 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 13 84.6 7.7 0 4.15 5 1.14 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 13 84.6 7.7 0 4.15 5 1.14 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 0 - - 13 - - - 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 13 84.6 0 0 431 5 .75 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 13 84.6 0 0 4.23 4 .73 4.29
Obijectivity of the pesentation 12 91.7 0 1 4.54 5 .78 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 13 84.6 0 0 4.46 5 .78 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 13 53.8 23.1 0 3.46 4 1.27 4.01
Small group activities 9 55.6 22.2 4 4.25 5 1.66 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentageokrs pondents who answered 06460 or 6506 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 6206 (1 ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysis

5. Average score on a scale of 6106 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between -A1sthdev from the average (mean)
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8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

Table L3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA*| Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev. | W Mean®
What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine| 13 76.9 0 0 4.23 .83 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 11 81.8 9.1 2 4.09 .94 412
'Would you recommend this wkshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%
Table L4: Benefits
\What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Everything 3 20.0
Step by step approach 3 20.0
Exercises 2 13.3
Textbook 2 13.3
Refresher of basic statissiand/or SPSS 2 13.3
Relevance of material (e.g., real datasets) 2 13.3
Specific statistical techniques 1 6.8
Total response units (ideas expressed) 15 100.0
Table L5: Drawbacks
\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Falur e to consider | earnersd prior knowledge | evels 3 60.0
Better explain how to describe results in 6laymands t 1 20.0
Lack of presence/guidance during problem solving 1 20.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 5 100.0
Table L6: Other commentsand suggestions

Frequency Percent

Allow more time for workshop (3 days) 4 80.0
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Use more evaluation data 1 20.0

Total response units (ideas expressed) 5 100.0

Table L7a: 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 12 100.0 0 1 4.42 4 52 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 13 92.3 7.7 0 4.46 5 1.13 457
Presentation skills 13 92.3 0 0 | 431 4 .63 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 13 61.5 7.7 0 | 362 4 1.04 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 13 84.6 0 0 4.15 4 69 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 12 75.0 8.3 1 3.75 4 1.06 4.34
Strengths: Organization/structured (2), Clear explanations (1)
Improvements:Observe knowledge | evel of the students (2), Al Il ow nmdisaission (1

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentageofrespn dent s who answered 046 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 010 or 0626 (1 ow)

4, Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysi s

5. Average score on a scale of 0616 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standad deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between +IL stdddev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
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Appendix M. Workshop Ratings: i -b. Performance Budgeting

Philip Joyce

Table M1: 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 14 64.3 0 1 4.21 5 .97 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 15 53.3 6.7 1 4.00 3 1.13 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 15 66.7 6.7 1 4.07 4 1.03 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the annedrabjectives | 15 73.3 0 1 4.27 4 .88 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 14 85.7 0 0 4.14 4 .66 4.22
Table M2: 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 93.3 0 0 4.27 4 .59 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 15 86.7 0 0 4.20 4 .68 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 4 75.0 0 0 4.25 5 .96 4.40
Usefulness of th examples 15 73.3 0 0 4.07 4 .80 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 15 93.3 0 0 4.27 4 .59 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 15 100.0 0 0 4.33 4 .49 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 15 93.3 0 0 4.33 4 .62 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 15 86.7 0 0 4.13 4 .64 4.01
Small group activities 15 80.0 0 0 4.20 4 77 4.12
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Number of Respondents

Percentage of respondents who answered 064506 or 05
Percentage of respondents who answered 061506 or 62
Respondents answebr.i nRge ndfoNvoetd afprpolmi caanball ysi s

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)
Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 s@hdeev from the average (mean)
Average scoredr Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

O

(high)
(1 ow)

O

ONogOh~wWNE

Table M3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N | %40r5° | %1or2® [ NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®

\What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine| 15 66.7 0 1 4.20 4 .94 4.28

'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 15 80.0 0 0 4.07 4 .70 412

'Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 73% Not sure: 20% No: 7%

Table M4: Benefits

'What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
IAdvice on implementing performance budgets in developing countries 4 44.5
Examples/case studies/experience from other countries 3 33.3
Using results to determine Resource allocation 2 22.2
Total response units (ideas expressed) 9 100.0
Table M5: Drawbacks

\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Exercises/case studies 2 50.0
Introduction (too long) 1 25.0
Performance budgeting 1 25.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 4 100.0
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Table M6: Other comments andsuggestions

Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spad of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between +1lastd dev from the average (mean)

Frequency Percent

More focus on budget officials 2 50.0
Preset three case studies (best, worst and middle) 1 25.0
Needs to be more in depth 1 25.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 4 100.0
Table M7a: 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 14 92.9 0 0 4.14 4 53 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 15 93.3 0 0 4.47 5 .64 4.57
Presentation skills 15 86.7 0 0 | 433 5 72 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 15 93.3 6.7 0 4.33 4 82 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 14 85.7 0 0 4.29 4 73 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various partgipa 15 86.7 6.7 0 4.20 4 86 4.34
Strengths: Time management (3), Knowledgeable (7), Participatory approach (2)
Improvements: Improve definitional questions (1), More live experiences/examples (4)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who amswe d 0 4 6 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0616 or 626 (1 ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from anal ysis

5. Average score on a scale of 06106 (low) to 6506 (high)

6.

7.

8.

Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
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Appendix N. Workshop Ratings:ii -c. Evaluating Public-Private Partnerships
Frans L. Leeuw

Table N1: 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 46.7 13.3 0 3.47 3 1.30 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 15 20.0 40.0 1 2.93 3 1.39 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 15 26.7 46.7 0 2.53 1 1.36 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched theamrted objectives| 15 20.0 53.3 0 2.40 1 1.12 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 15 26.7 53.3 0 2.40 1 1.40 4.22
Table N2: 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 20.0 40.0 0 2.60 3 1.24 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 15 26.7 40.0 0 2.73 3 1.39 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 4 25.0 50.0 0 2.50 1 1.9 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 15 20.0 33.3 2 3.07 3 1.58 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 15 26.7 40.0 0 2.73 3 1.22 4.29
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Obijectivity of the presentation 15 33.3 33.3 0 2.87 3 1.25 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 15 20.0 46.6 0 247 1 1.30 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 15 20.0 46.7 0 2.47 1 1.30 4.01
Small group activities 15 20.0 46.7 1 2.67 1 1.59 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 656 (high)

3. Percentage of r espondd2eont(sl owh)o answered 016 or

4, Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysi s

5. Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-t$tdngkev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

Table N3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev. | W Mean®
What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge skitls gained? | 15 26.7 53.3 0 2.40 1 1.40 4.28
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 15 26.7 60.0 0 2.40 1 1.35 4.12
'Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 29% Not sure: 29% No: 43%
Table N4: Benefits
'What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Nothing 5 71.4
General review of PPP arrangements 1 14.3
Shared experiences 1 14.3
Total response units (ideas expressed) 7 100.0

Table N5: Drawbacks
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\What did you find least useful in he workshop? Frequency Percent
Lack of examples/handsn knowledge/group work 3 75.0
Condescending tone of instructor 1 25.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 4 100.0
Table N6: Other comments and suggestions
Frequency Percent

Change the instictor/course 5 83.3
Use case studies 1 16.7
Total response units (ideas expressed) 6 100.0
Table N7a: PresenterFrans L. Leeuw
How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40or5° | % 1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experiencan development evaluation 15 40.0 20.0 0 3.20 3 1.37 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 15 40.0 20.0 1 3.33 3 1.34 4.57
Presentation skills 15 33.3 40.0 0 2.73 1 1.33 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 15 33.3 20.0 1 | 3.27 3 1.49 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 14 35.7 42.9 0 2.79 4 1.31 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 13 38.5 46.2 0 277 1 1.54 4.34
Strengths: Knowledge (3), Openness to views (1)
Improvements: Provide more practical knowledge/examples (3), Delivery of material/communication (4)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 62086 (1 ow)

4. Respondents ampiwiecamlge ® NoRemoved from analysis

5. Average score on a scale of 06106 (low) to 6506 (high)
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6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-%+stahdev from the average (mean)

8. Averag score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

Appendix O. Workshop Ratings:ii-d. The Use of Evaluations in Public and International Governance:

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

Table O1: 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 24 87.5 4.2 0 4.17 4 .76 4.35
Extent to which you have acged information that is new to you 24 75.0 12.5 0 3.88 4 .95 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 24 62.5 16.7 0 3.63 4 .97 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 23 65.2 8.7 0 3.78 4 1.04 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 24 83.3 4.2 0 4.08 4 .93 4.22
Table O2: 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?
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Content oflectures / presentations 24 79.2 4.2 0 4.13 4 .85 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 24 79.2 0 0 4.21 5 .78 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 24 87.5 4.2 1 4.54 5 .83 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 24 79.2 0 0 4.17 4 .76 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 24 83.3 8.3 0 4.17 4 .92 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 24 79.2 8.3 0 4.00 4 .88 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 24 70.8 4.2 0 3.92 4 .83 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 24 70.8 0 0 3.92 4 72 4.01
Small group activities 24 79.2 12.5 0 3.96 4 1.08 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0610 or 6206 (1l ow)

4, Respondents answeri ng romMmalysisappl i cabl ed. Removed f

5. Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 6506 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 stahdev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 aldeek 4 workshop presenters combined.
Table O3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N | %40r5° | %1or2® | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®

\What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaing 22 77.3 4.5 0 4.00 4 .82 4.28
'To what degredid the workshop meet your expectations overall? 21 81.0 9.5 0 3.86 4 .96 412
'Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 86% Not sure: 9% No: 5%
Table O4: Benefits
\What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Shaing experiences (from facilitator and between students)/practical examples 9 45.0
Interactiveness/ Group work 4 20.0
Content of presentation (ex. Governance evaluation) 4 20.0
IAssessment tool of South African public organization 2 10.0
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How to presentesults 1 5.0

Total response units (ideas expressed) 20 100.0

Table O5: Drawbacks

\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Lack of variety in examples (only focused on two cases) 4 40.0
Limitations in small group work (ex.dss managed, low concentration) 2 20.0
Context of GEF example 2 20.0
Time (need an extra day) 1 10.0
'Too much reading 1 10.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 10 100.0

Table O6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent

Have beter structured exercises/broader range of examples 2 33.2
/Add an extra day to give more time 1 16.7
Clearer description before enrollment (i.e. about evaluating governance rather than using evaluation in governance) 1 16.7
Each topic presented is wortlseparate workshop 1 16.7
Good use of documentation 1 16.7
Total response units (ideas expressed) 6 100.0
Table O7a: Presenterdndran Naidoo

IHow would you rate the presenter on the following: | N' | %40r5° | % 1or2® [ NA*| Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! [ W Mean® |
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Experience in development evaluation 24 100.0 0 0 4.63 5 .49 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 24 95.8 0 0 4.58 5 .58 4.57
Presentation skills 24 91.7 0 0 4.54 5 .66 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 23 100.0 0 0 457 5 .51 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 24 87.5 8.3 0 4.33 5 92 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 23 875 8.7 0 4.35 5 88 4.34

Strengths: Passion/Enthusiastic (2), Knowledgeable/ExperienceltiBAfrica (12), Exceptional teacher (1), Good communication/articulate (3)
Improvements: Try to include more than South Africa (2), Time management (1), More listening (1)

Most frequently occurring observation.

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respo
3. Percentage of respo
4, Respondents answer.i
5. Average score on a

6.

7.

8.

ndents who answered 04
ndents who answered 01
ng ONot applicabl ed. R
scale of 616 (low) to

Table O7b: PresenterRobert D. van den Berg

o

or
0] or
emoved
656 (h

050
6206

(high)
(1 ow)

from anal ysi s

i gh)

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Twadthdf the observations fall between +1 ahdtd dev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5 | %1or2® | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! [ W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 24 100.0 0 0 4.54 5 .51 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 24 91.7 0 0 4.54 5 .66 4.57
Presentation skills 24 83.3 0 0 4.29 5 .75 4.34
Ability to promote operdiscussion 23 95.7 0 0 4.39 4 .58 4.41
/Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 23 95.7 0 0 4.48 5 59 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 22 90.9 0 0 4.41 5 67 4.34

Strengths: Diverse eperience (6), Good delivery (3), Knowledge/skills (1), Good listener (2)
Improvements: Clarification in small group work (1), More learning material (ex. video presentation) (4), Stay focused (1), Share mereeg{é)
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Number of Respondents

Percecrmge of respondents who answered 0646 or 0656 (high)
Percentage of respondents who answered 61506 or 06206 (Il ow)
Respondents answering 6Not applicabl e Removed from analysis

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)
Most frequently occurring observai.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1stahdev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

ONogO~wWNE

Appendix P. Workshop Ratings:ii -e. Evaluation with Hidden and Marginal Populations
Andrea Rossi

Table P1: 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 fiomst 9 44.4 33.3 0 3.22 2 1.09 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 9 88.9 0 0 4.44 5 .73 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 9 44.4 33.3 0 3.11 4 .93 4.01
Extent to which content of thictivity matched the announced objectivg 9 77.8 0 0 411 4 .78 4.18
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Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1ktahdlev fromtte average (mean)

‘Overall usefulness of this workshop ‘ 9 | 66.7 11.1 ‘ 0 | 3.67 | 4 ‘ .87 4.22
Table P2: 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 88.9 0 0 4.00 4 .50 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 9 55.6 11.1 0 3.67 3 1.00 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 9 44.4 111 1 3.89 3 1.54 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 9 66.7 0 0 4.00 3 .87 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 8 62.5 0 0 3.75 4 71 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 9 55.6 22.2 2 4.22 4 1.48 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 9 66.7 0 0 3.89 4 .78 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 9 66.7 0 0 4.00 3 .87 4.01
Small group activities 9 77.8 0 1 4.44 4 .88 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 6206 (1 ow)

4, Repondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from anal ysi s

5. Average score on a scale of 0616 (low) to 656 (high)

6.

7.

8.

Table P3: Workshop Quality Indicators

Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

N' | %40r5 | %1o0r2° | NA® | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.! | W Mean®
\What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills g&ine 9 44 .4 22.2 0 3.33 3 1.00 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 9 44.4 0 0 3.56 3 .73 412

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 67% Not sure: 33% No: 0%
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Table P4: Benefits

\What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Challenging students to think more broadly (i.e. techniques, methods) 3 50.0
Sampling hidden populations 1 16.7
Group exercises 1 16.7
Clarification of concepts 1 16.6
Total response units (ideas expressed) 6 100.0
Table P5: Drawbacks
'What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Long discussions 1 25.0
Qualitative methods 1 25.0
Not very practical 1 25.0
Mathematical content 1 25.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 4 100.0
Table P6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent
More focus on qualitative methods (less on quantitative) 2 66.7
Link with more programming 1 33.3
Total response units (ideas expressed) 3 100.0
Table P7a: PresentelfAndrea Rossi
How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 8 87.5 0 1 4.63 4 74 4.60
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Methodological knowledge and skills 9 88.9 0 0 4.44 5 73 4.57
Presentation skills 9 55.6 11.1 0 | 3.78 3 1.09 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 9 66.7 111 0 4.00 5 1.12 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 9 66.7 11.1 0 3.89 5 1.36 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of variousipartts 9 88.9 0 0 411 4 60 4.34
Strengths: Experience/knowledge (4), Open/nice (1), Clarity (1)
Improvements: More material (1), Less bias towards quantitative methods (1), Listen more to participants (1)

Number of Respondents

Percentage of respomilé s who answered 6460 or 6506 (high)

Percentage of respondents who answered 01606 or 6206 (1 ow)

Respondents answering ONot applicabl eb6. Removed from analysis

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 6506 (high)
Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard dviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between +1 sibddev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

ONog~wWNE

Appendix Q. Workshop Ratings:i -. Positioning Evaluation in Your Organization
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Terry Smutylo

Table Q1: Workshop Outcomes

Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1st@hdev from the average (mean)

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 93.3 0 0 453 5 .64 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 15 86.7 0 0 4.20 4 .68 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 16 68.8 6.3 0 3.88 4 .88 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched #mmounced objectives 15 73.3 6.7 0 4.00 4 .93 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 16 81.3 0 0 4.00 4 .63 4.22
Table Q2: 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 16 81.3 0 0 4.13 4 72 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 16 81.3 0 0 4.13 4 72 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 5 80.0 0 0 4.20 4 .84 4.40
Usefuhess of the examples 16 93.8 0 0 4.38 4 .62 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 15 86.7 0 0 4.27 4 .70 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 16 81.3 0 0 431 5 .79 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 16 75.0 6.3 0 3.94 4 .85 4.23
Pacing of tle workshop 16 81.3 6.3 0 4.00 4 .82 4.01
Small group activities 18 87.5 0 0 431 4 .70 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 0640 or 6506 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0610 or 6206 (1l ow)

4. Respondent Noansawetiocabted. Removed from analysis

5. Average score on a scale of 6106 (low) to 656 (high)

6.

7.

8.
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Table Q3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA*| Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev. | W Mean®
\What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine| 15 86.7 0 0 4.53 74 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 15 80.0 0 0 4.27 .80 412
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 87% Not sure: 13% No: 0%
Table Q4: Benefits
'What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Process and content (integrating evaluation) 5 45.4
Group work 3 27.3
Practical nature of workshop 2 18.2
Freedom to ask questions 1 9.1
Total response units (ideas expressed) 11 100.0
Table Q5: Drawbacks
\What did you find leagt useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Some group work/handouts (group work/discussion too long) 6 85.7
More focus on IDRC 1 14.3
Total response units (ideas expressed) 7 100.0
Table Q6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent

Allow more time for workshop 2 66.7
Get better room 1 33.3
Total response units (ideas expressed) 3 100.0
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Table Q7a: PresenterfTerry Smutylo

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 16 87.5 0 1 4.63 5 72 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 16 87.5 0 0 4.38 5 72 457
Presentation skills 16 93.8 0 0 4.38 4 .62 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 16 93.8 0 0 4.38 4 .62 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 15 93.3 0 0 4.27 4 .59 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 14 85.7 7.1 0 4.21 4 .89 4.34
Strengths: Knowledge of content (2), Good presentation skills (4), Expedd3)
Improvements: More context/feedback (3), More energetic (1), Balance lecturing and groupwork (1)
Number of Respondents
Percentage of respondents who answered 646 or 0656 (high)
Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 626 (1 ow)
Respondentanswer i ng ONot applicabled. Removed from anal ysis

ONogrwNE

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 6506 (high)
Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1ktahdev from the avega (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
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Appendix R. Workshop Ratings:ii -g. Evaluating HIV/AIDS Programs

David Wilson

Table R1: Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the followingriteria? N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 10 90.0 10.0 0 4.30 5 .95 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 10 80.0 10.0 0 4.00 4 .94 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 9 66.7 11.1 0 3.78 4 .97 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 10 70.0 10.0 1 4.10 4 1.10 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 10 70.0 10.0 0 3.90 4 .99 4.22
Table R2: 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 10 90.0 0 0 4.40 5 .70 4.25
Delivery oflectures / presentations 10 70.0 0 0 3.90 4 74 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 10 100.0 0 0 4.70 5 .48 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 10 100.0 0 0 4.70 5 .48 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 10 70.0 0 0 4.20 5 .92 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 10 80.0 10.0 0 4.10 4 .99 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 10 80.0 10.0 0 4.10 4 .99 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 10 80.0 0 0 4.10 4 74 4.01
Small group activities 10 50.0 10.0 0 3.50 3 .85 4.12

1. Number of Respondents
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2. Percentage of respondents who answered 640 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 06206 (Il ow)

4, Respondents answering O6Not applicabledé. Removed from analysis

5. Average score on a scale of 6106 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 stahdev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
Table R3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N | %40r5° | %1or2® | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®

\What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine 10 90.0 0 0 4.30 4 .67 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 10 60.0 10.0 0 3.80 3 1.03 412
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 90% Not sure: 0% No: 10%
Table R4: Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Depth and clarity of information 4 40.0
Examples (ex. Learning whaiterventions worked in different countries) 3 30.0
M&E methods 1 10.0
Background information 1 10.0
Materials provided (handouts, powerpoints, data) 1 10.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 10 100.0
Table R5: Drawbacks
\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Build-up background 2 50.0
Lack of time provided to ask questions 1 25.0
Delivery of information 1 25.0
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Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1stahdev from the average (mean)

Total response units (ideas expressed) 4 100.0
Table R6: Other comments and suggestions
Frequency Percent

Provide bibliography 2 50.0
Faster pace 2 50.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 4 100.0
Table R7a: PresenterDavid Wilson
How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Expetience in development evaluation 10 90.0 10.0 0 450 5 .97 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 10 100.0 0 0 4.70 5 48 4.57
Presentation skills 10 80.0 0 0 4.40 5 .84 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 10 100.0 0 0 4.70 5 48 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 10 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 53 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participal 10 100.0 0 0 4.56 5 53 4.34
Strengths: Experience/knowledge of HIV/AIDS (8), Challenging to pagaoits (1)
Improvements: Could improve speed (2), Presentation of materials (2), Keep focus (1)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 640 or 056 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0616 or 0626 (1 ow)

4. Respondents answeriggNot applicabl ed. Removed from analysi s

5. Average score on a scale of 06106 (low) to 6506 (high)

6.

7.

8.

Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
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Appendix S. WOI’kShOp Ratings:m -a. Sampling Techniques for Development Evaluation

Gregg B. Jackson & Ruilin Ren

Table S1: 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 12 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 .52 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 12 1000 0 0 4.25 4 .45 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 12 58.3 0 0 3.92 3 .90 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 11 90.9 0 0 4.36 4 .67 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 11 100.0 0 0 4.36 4 .50 4.22
Table S2: 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 75.0 0 0 4.17 5 .83 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 12 50.0 0 0 3.67 3 .78 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 11 0 100.0 0 2.00 2 - 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 12 66.7 0 0 4.00 3 4.00 4.36
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Table S3: WorkshopQuality Indicators

Usefulness of the training materials 12 83.3 0 0 4.25 4 4.25 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 12 91.7 0 0 4.42 5 4.42 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 12 100.0 0 0 4.42 4 .51 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 12 75.0 0 0 4.08 4 .79 4.01
Small group activities 12 91.7 8.3 0 4.42 5 .90 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 640 or 656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 62086 (1l ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ebd. Removed from analysis

5. Average score on aig)ale of 0616 (low) to 6506 (h

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 stahdev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

N | %40r5° | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
\What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine 12 100.0 0 0 4.58 5 51 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 12 91.7 0 0 4.17 4 .58 4.12
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 82% Not sure: 18% No: 0%
Table S4: Benefits
'What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Group exercises 4 40.0
Tools given (ex. Sampling without compyter 3 30.0
Examples 2 20.0
Time given to train 1 10.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 10 100.0

Table S5:; Drawbacks
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\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Too technical (ex. Software) 3 42.8
Unrealistic/fake cases 1 14.3
Lack of examples 1 14.3
Unrelated questions 1 14.3
Too much reliance on presentation 1 14.3
Total response units (ideas expressed) 7 100.0
Table S6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent
Great workshop/very useful 2 40.0
IPDETreeds to train facilitators who arendét fluent in EI 1 20.0
Include real case studies 1 20.0
Lack of connection between instructors 1 20.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 5 100.0
Table S7a: PresenteiGregg B. Jackson
How would you rate thepresenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 12 75.0 0 1 4.50 5 .90 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 12 100.0 0 0 4.58 5 .51 457
Presentation skills 12 91.7 0 0 4.58 5 .67 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 12 83.3 0 0 4.42 5 .79 441
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 12 91.7 0 0 4.50 5 67 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 12 91.7 0 0 458 5 67 4.34

Strengths: Clear/engaging presentation (4), Highly experienced/knowledgeable (3), Good communication (2)
Improvements: More small group exercises/case studies (3) Be less dominant (1),

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondentswhem s wer ed 0646 or
3. Percentage of respondents who

6506 (high)
answered

100

616




Respondents answering ONot
Average score on a scale of
Most frequently occurring observation.
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Table S7b: PresentelRuilin Ren

applicabl eb.

616

(low) to

Re mo
6506

ved

from analysis
(high)

Standard deviatiarspread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between +1L atdl dev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

How would you rate the presengr on the following: N' | %40r5° | % 1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 12 83.3 0 1 4.50 4 .80 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 12 83.3 0 0 4.50 5 .80 4.57
Presentation skills 12 25.0 16.7 0 3.08 3 .67 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 12 66.7 0 0 3.92 4 .79 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 12 41.7 8.3 0 3.33 3 65 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 11 63.6 18.2 0 3.55 4 93 4.34

Strengths: Experience/knowledge (7), Good in small groups (1), Good technical aspect (1)
Improvements: Communlcation/Fluency in English (5), Presentation skills (4), Methodological knowledge (1)

1. Number of Respondents
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Percentage ofrespoacht s who answered 646 or 0656 (high)
Percentage of respondents who answered 61506 or 06206 (Il ow)
Respondents answering 6Not applicabl eo. Removed from analysis

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)
Most frequently occurring observation.

Standarddeviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between +1 staddev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
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Appendix T. Workshop Ratings: i -b. improving Perfor mance Assessment Evaluation and Learning in
Foundations and Notfor-Profit Grant Making Organizations
Nancy MacPherson & Gale Berkowitz

Table T1: 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 4 100.0 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 4 75.0 0 0 4.00 4 .82 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifigatieeded to learn 4 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 4 75.0 0 0 4.00 4 .82 4.18
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‘Overall usefulness of this workshop ‘ 4 | 75.0 0 ‘ 0 | 4.25 | 5 ‘ .96 4.22
Table T2: 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 75.0 0 0 4.00 4 .82 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 4 100.0 0 0 4.25 4 .50 4.25
Queston and answer sessions with the full group of participants 4 100.0 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 4 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 4 100.0 0 0 5.00 5 .00 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 4 100.0 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 3 66.7 0 0 3.67 4 .58 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 3 100.0 0 0 4.00 4 .00 4.01
Small group activities 4 25.0 25.0 1 3.75 2 1.71 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondéfdos(whghpnswered 0406 0

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 6206 (1 ow)

4, Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysi s

5. Average score on a scale of 0616 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of Two thirds of the observations fall between +1-4rgtd dev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
Table T3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N* | %40r5° | % 1or2° | NA*| Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine| 4 100.0 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 4 75.0 0 0 4.25 5 .96 412

'Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 180%sure: 0% No: 0%
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Table T4: Benefits

What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Open discussions 2 66.7
How to assess grantees and organizational assessment 1 33.3
Total response units (ideas expressed) 3 100.0
Table T5: Drawbacks
'What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Risk assessment 1 100.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 1 100.0
Table T6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent
More encouragement to attend this ksirop 1 33.3
More group work (i.e. impact evaluations) 1 33.3
Have a bigger group learning 1 334
Total response units (ideas expressed) 3 100.0
Table T7a: PresenterNancy MacPherson
How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 4 75.0 0 0 4.50 5 1.00 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 4 75.0 0 0 4.50 5 1.00 457
Presentation skills 4 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.34
Ability to promote open dis@sion 4 100.0 0 0 5.00 5 .00 4.41

104




Table T7b: PresenterGale Berkowitz

Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 4 100.0 0 0 5.00 5 .00 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 3 100.0 0 0 5.00 5 .00 4.34
Strengths: Allows open disussion/feedback (1), development and evaluation experience (1)
Improvements: Use more real world case studies (1), Have a logical sequence of topics (1)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 640 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentageofreepn dent s who answered 06106 or 626 (1l ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysis

5. Average score on a scale of 0616 (low) to 6506 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the ob&ersdiall between +1 and std dev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 4 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 4 75.0 0 0 4.50 5 1.00 457




Presentation skills 4 75.0 0 0 | 4.25 5 .96 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 4 1000 0 0 4.50 4 58 4.41
/Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 4 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 58 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 3 100.0 0 0 4.00 4 .00 4.34
Strengths: Foundation and evaluatidmowledge (1)
Improvements: Presentation skills (1)
Number of Respondents
Percentage of respondents who answered 04506 or 6506 (high)
Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 626 (1 ow)
Respondents answering ONot applicabl eb. Removed from analysis

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)
Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-tktahdlev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 wodgspresenters combined.
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Appendix U. Workshop Ratings:li -c. Case Study Methods for Development Evaluation
Linda G. Morra Imas & Ray C. Rist
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Table Ul: Workshop Outcomes

Most frequently occurring adervation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1st@hdev from the average (mean)

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 19 68.4 5.3 0 4.00 5 .94 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 19 68.4 5.3 0 3.68 4 .88 4.05
Focus of this activity omhat you specifically needed to learn 19 89.5 5.3 0 4.16 4 .76 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 19 78.9 5.3 0 411 4 .87 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 18 88.9 5.6 0 411 4 .76 4.22
Table U2: 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 84.2 5.3 0 4.21 4 .85 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 19 78.9 10.5 0 4.21 5 1.03 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 19 84.2 0 2 4.68 5 75 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 19 84.2 5.3 0 4.26 5 .87 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 19 94.7 5.3 0 4.21 4 .92 4.29
Objedivity of the presentation 19 84.2 0 0 4.26 4 73 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 19 84.2 0 0 4.21 4 71 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 19 73.7 10.5 0 3.84 4 1.07 4.01
Small group activities 19 78.9 5.3 0 421 5 .92 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 6506 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0616 or 626 (1 ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysis

5 . Average score on a scale of 6106 (low) to 656 (high)

6.

7.

8.

Table U3: Workshop Quality Indicators
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N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA*| Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev. | W Mean®
What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gainel 19 78.9 0 0 4.16 .76 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 19 68.4 5.3 0 3.95 91 412
Would you reommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 81% Not sure: 13% No: 6%
Table U4: Benefits
'What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Group work 5 38.4
Case studies/tools 4 30.8
Reading materials 2 15.4
Software introduction 2 15.4
Total response units (ideas expressed) 13 100.0
Table U5: Drawbacks
'What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Lack of time to go irdepth 2 40.0
Long introduction 1 20.0
Weak power point presentation 1 20.0
Unclear disinction between inference and description 1 20.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 5 100.0
Table U6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent

More time for workshop (ex. More cases studies, participation, repqutadiical) 5 71.4
Use examples only from developing countries 1 14.3
Offer material ahead of time 1 14.3
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Total response units (ideas expressed) 7 100.0
Table U7a: Presentei_inda G. Morra Imas
How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40or5° | % 1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 19 89.5 0 0 4.53 5 70 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 19 94.7 0 1 4.68 5 .58 457
Presentation skills 19 84.2 0 0 4.26 4 .73 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 19 89.5 5.3 0 4.42 5 84 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 19 89.5 0 0 4.32 4 67 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 19 89.5 5.3 0 4.21 4 98 4.34
Strengths: Clear explanations (2Energetic (1), Strutured/organized (1), Experience (1)
Improvements: Rely less on powerpoint (1), Time management (1), More direct skills training (1)

Number of Respondents

Percentage of respondents who answered 04506 or 6506 (high)

Average score on a scale
Most frequently occurring observation.
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Percentage ofrespoacht s who answered
Respondents answering ONot

of

616 or
applicahb
616 (1o

109

626 (1 ow)

| e 6.
w) to

Re mo
656

ved from anal ysi s

(high)

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observ#ibbetween +1 and std dev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.




Table U7b: Ray C. Rist

Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-tstahdev from the average (mean)

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 19 94.7 0 1 4.74 5 56 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 19 94.7 0 0 4.53 5 61 4.57
Presentation skills 18 88.9 0 0 | 439 5 .70 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 19 89.5 5.3 0 4.42 5 84 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 19 89.5 0 0 4.58 5 69 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 19 89.5 0 0 4.47 5 70 4.34
Strengths: Interesting/friendly (2), Clear/easy to unsiand (1),
Improvements: More diverse examples/content (2), Flexibility (1)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 6406 or 656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 6206 (1 ow)

4. Respondents ans weRemovgd fronNamdlysie ppl i cabl e 6.

5. Average score on a scale of 0616 (low) to 656 (high)

6.

7.

8.

Average score foweek 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
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Appendix V. Workshop Ratings: i -d. Conducting International Joint Evaluations

Niels Dabelstein, Ted Kiliest, & Ted Freeman

Table V1. Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshopnet the following criteria? N' | %40or5° | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 10 50.0 10.0 0 3.60 3 .97 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 9 66.7 11.1 0 3.89 5 1.36 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 10 70.0 10.0 0 3.80 4 .92 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 9 77.8 11.1 0 3.89 4 1.27 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workgho 9 66.7 0 0 3.89 4 .78 4.22
Table V2: 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 80.0 10.0 0 4.10 4 .99 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 10 80.0 0 0 4.10 4 74 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 10 90.0 10.0 0 4.00 4 1.15 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 10 90.0 10.0 0 4.10 4 .88 4.36
Usefulness of the trainingaterials 9 77.8 0 0 4.00 4 71 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 10 80.0 10.0 0 4.00 4 .94 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 10 50.0 20.0 1 3.80 4 1.32 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 10 60.0 10.0 0 3.70 4 .95 4.01
Small group activities 10 50.0 10.0 0 3.70 3 1.34 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 056 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0610 or 0626 (1 ow)
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Respondent s
Average
Most frequently occurring observation.

answering
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Table V3: Workshop Quality Indicators

O0Not
scorlebd o(nl caw)s ctad ed &

applicabl eb.
(6hi gh)

Re moved

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 st@hdeev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

from analysis

N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA*| Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev. | W Mean®
\What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine 9 44 .4 111 0 3.44 .88 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectativesall? 10 60.0 20.0 0 3.50 1.27 412
'Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 80% Not sure: 20% No: 0%
Table V4: Benefits
'What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Group work 3 37.5
Content/Tools/insightéex. To formulate point evaluations) 2 25.0
Case study (ex. On Tanzania) 2 25.0
Facilitator experience 1 125
Total response units (ideas expressed) 8 100.0
Table V5: Drawbacks
\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
\Workshop activities/group work 3 50.0
Lack of learning in joint evaluation 1 16.7
Having long discussions 1 on 1 (neglecting class as whole) 1 16.7
Lack of examples 1 16.6
Total response units (ideas expressed) 6 100.0
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Table V6: Other comments and sugestions

Most frequently occurring obsenrvai.
Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1st@hdev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
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Frequency Percent

Provide more on joint evaluations 2 50.0
Could have been better structured (ex. Disperse presentation and group work, more examples) 1 25.0
Provide 1 hr lunch 1 25.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 4 100.0
Table V7a: PresenterNiels Dabelstein
How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 9 88.9 0 1 4.89 5 .60 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 10 100.0 0 0 4.56 5 53 4.57
Presentation skills 9 66.7 0 0 3.89 4 .78 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 9 88.9 11.1 0 4.00 4 87 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 9 88.9 111 0 4.11 4 93 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse neednd interests of various participants| 9 77.8 11.1 0 4.00 4 1.00 4.34
Strengths: Range of experience (1), Knowledge of content (2)
Improvements: Delivery (l.e. speak louder, be more active) (3), Share more experience (1)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percemge of respondents who answered 6406 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0616 or 626 (1 ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from anal ysis

5. Average score on a scale of 06106 (low) to 6506 (high)

6.

7.

8.




Table V7b: PresenterTed Kiliest

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 9 88.9 0 0 4.56 5 73 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 8 875 0 0 4.25 4 71 457
Presentation skills 9 88.9 0 0 | 433 4 71 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 9 88.9 11.1 0 4.22 4 97 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 9 88.9 11.1 0 4.11 4 93 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 9 77.8 11.1 0 4.11 5 1.05 4.34
Strengths: Range of experience (1), Knowledgeable (1), Lecturing (1)
Improvements: Share more experiendecused case studies (1)

Number of Respondents

Percentage of respondents who answered 64606 or 656 (high)

Percentageaf espondent s who answered 0106 or 6206 (1 ow)

Respondents answering ONot applicabl eb. Removed from analysis

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 6506 (high)
Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of thereatons fall between +1 andl std dev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
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Table V7c: PresenterTed Freeman

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40or5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 10 100.0 0 0 4.70 5 48 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 10 100.0 0 0 4.60 5 52 457
Presentation skills 10 90.0 0 0 4.40 5 .70 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 10 90.0 10.0 0 4.20 4 .92 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 10 90.0 10.0 0 4.20 4 92 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 10 90.0 10.0 0 4.20 4 92 4.34

Strengths: Practical apects of large evaluation (1), Good feedback (1), Knowledgeable/Experienced (1)
Improvements: Lecture delivery (1), Provide book with course (1), Be more prepared (1)

Number of Respondents

Percentage of respondents who answered 04590 or 6506 (high)
Perceh age of respondents who answered 0106 or 626 (1 ow)
Respondents answering ONot applicabl eb. Removed from anal ysis

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)
Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirdb®bbservations fall between +1 afidstd dev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

ONogarwNE
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Appendix W. Workshop Ratings: i -e. Building Evaluation Capacity within Ministries: Lessons Leaned and

Good Practice in Industrialized and Developing Countries
Fredric Martin

Table W1: 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 20 100.0 0 0 4.60 5 .50 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 19 89.5 10.5 0 4.16 4 .90 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 19 89.5 5.3 0 4.32 5 .82 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object] 19 94.7 5.3 0 4.42 5 .96 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 19 94.7 5.3 0 4.47 5 a7 4.22
Table W2: Design and Delivery

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

Content of lectures / presentations 20 90.0 5.0 0 4.40 5 .82 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 20 95.0 5.0 0 4.55 5 .76 4.25
Question and answer sessions with thedtdlup of participants 3 100.0 0 0 4.33 4 .58 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 20 95.0 0 0 4.55 5 .60 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 20 85.0 0 1 4.40 4 75 4.29
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Obijectivity of the presentation 20 95.0 5.0 0 4.35 4 74 4.34
Logical progressionf the workshop 20 90.0 0 0 4.50 5 .69 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 20 80.0 5.0 0 4.30 5 .92 4.01
Small group activities 20 95.0 0 0 4.55 5 .60 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondes who answered 016 or 626 (1 ow)

4, Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysi s

5. Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observéilbbstween +1 andl std dev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

Table W3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N | %40r5° | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
\What is the likelihood that you willse the knowledge and skills gained| 20 95.0 5.0 0 4.50 5 .76 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 20 85.0 5.0 0 4.30 5 1.03 412
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 84% Not sure: 11% No: 5%
Table W4: Benefits
\What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Reatlife examples (ex. Being exposed to other country experiences, Canadian example) 11 52.4
Group work 3 14.3
M&E discussions 14.3
Level of interaction between instroctand participants 9.5
Capacity building 95
Total response units (ideas expressed) 21 100.0
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Table W5: Drawbacks

\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Presentation materials 2 66.7
Some experiences fragmented 1 333
Total response units (ideas expressed) 3 100.0
Table W6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent
Improve time management (need breaks, more class days) 3 60.0
More elaborate case studies 1 20.0
Good for people who work in ministries 1 20.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 5 100.0
Table W7a: 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 20 100.0 0 0 4.85 5 .37 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 20 95.0 0 0 4.75 5 .55 4.57
Presentation skills 20 90.0 5.0 0 4.65 5 .81 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 20 95.0 0 0 4.65 5 .59 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comrsent 20 95.0 0 0 4.70 5 57 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 19 895 0 0 4.68 5 67 4.34

Strengths: Knowledge of content/Experience (8), Provides practical examples (3), Organized (2), Clear explanatiolsipngdgnt
Improvements: Include case studies (1), Time management (ex. more time to respond to needs, reduce length of discussions) (4)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents wh
3. Percentage of respondents who ansdered 1 0 or 62
4. Respondents answering ONot a
5. Average score on a scale of
6.

Most frequently occurring observation.

0O answered
6 (1 ow)
pplicabl eb.
616 (low) to
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7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall betivaed-% std dev from the average (mean)
8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

Appendix X. Workshop Ratings:ii -f. Assessing Program Impacts When a Statistical Evaluation Design is Not
Possible
Michael Bamkerger & Frans L. Leeuw

Table X1: 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 20 90.0 0 0 4.30 4 .66 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 20 80.0 5.0 0 4.00 4 .97 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 20 50.0 10.0 0 3.55 3 1.05 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched theamted objectives| 19 78.9 0 0 4.16 4 .76 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 20 70.0 5.0 0 3.85 4 .99 4.22

Table X2: Design and Delivery
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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 20 80.0 5.0 0 4.05 4 .83 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 20 85.0 0 0 4.10 4 .64 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 19 78.9 0 0 4.05 4 .70 4.40
Usefulress of the examples 20 75.0 0 0 4.10 4 .79 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 20 90.0 5.0 0 4.10 4 72 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 19 84.2 0 1 4.37 4 .76 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 19 57.9 5.3 0 3.84 3 .96 4.23
Pacing of he workshop 18 50.0 11.1 0 3.67 3 1.03 4.01
Small group activities 20 75.0 5.0 0 3.95 4 .83 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 640 or 656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 016 or 626 (1 ow)

4. Respondentsanswemg ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysis

5. Average score on a scale of 6106 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 stahdev from the average (mga

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
Table X3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' | %40r5 | %1o0r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev. | W Mean®

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gainel 20 90.0 0 0 440 5 .68 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 19 84.2 5.3 0 4.05 4 .78 412
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 82% Not sure: 18% No: 0%
Table X4: Benefits
'What did you find most useful in the woikshop? Frequency Percent
Wide range of approaches (ex. Qualitative methods, menu of strategies to use) 6 40.0
Presentation (ex. How evidence can be judged, impact evaluations) 5 33.4
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Instructor experiences

13.3

Group work 13.3
Total response units(ideas expressed) 15 100.0
Table X5: Drawbacks
\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Needs to be more idepth (time constraints) 4 40.0
Repetition from Session 1 Impact Evaluation 3 30.0
Lack of real case studies/exalep 2 20.0
Counterfactual theory 1 10.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 10 100.0
Table X6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent
Longer workshop (avoid overlap and go moraépth) 4 66.6
Pace is too fast 1 16.7
Refine group rercises 1 16.7
Total response units (ideas expressed) 6 100.0
Table X7a: 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 19 100.0 0 0 4.89 5 31 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 18 100.0 0 0 4.78 5 43 457
Presentation skills 19 84.2 5.3 0 4.16 4 .83 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 19 89.5 0 0 4.42 5 69 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to parfleint comments 19 89.5 0 0 4.42 5 69 4.35
/Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa, 18 100.0 0 0 4.56 5 51 4.34

Strengths: Knowledge/Experience (8), Time management (1), Good lecturer (1)
Improvements: More dynamic (1), bBss overlap with previous class (1), Clarity (1)
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Number of Respondents

Percentage of respondents who answered 064506 or 6506 (high)
Percentage of respondents who answered 61506 or 06206 (Il ow)
Respondents answering ONot applicabl eb. Removed from analysis

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 st@hdeev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workspagsenters combined.

ONoOh~wWNE

Table X7b: PresenterFrans L. Leeuw

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 18 83.3 11.1 0 411 5 1.13 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 18 83.3 0 0 4.44 5 .78 457
Presentation skills 18 77.8 11.1 0 | 3.78 4 1.17 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 18 72.2 11.1 0 3.83 4 1.10 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 18 61.1 16.7 0 3.67 5 1.33 4.35
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Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa{ 17| 82.4 ‘ 11.8 ‘ 0 | 4.06| 4 ‘ .97 4.34

Strengths: Sense of humour (2), Engaging presentation (4), Knowledge/Theory (3)
Improvements: More practical experienc), Tothe-point explanations (2)

Number of Respondents

Percentage of respondents who answered 64506 or 6506 (high)
Percentage of respondents who answered 61506 or 02 (1 ow)
Respondents answering ONot applicabl eb. Removed from analysis
Average scoreonaacal e of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-tktahdlev from the average (mean)

Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presentersraanb

= O

ONogrwWNE

Appendix Y. Workshop Ratings:iii -g. Logic Models in Development Evaluations
Nancy Porteous & Steve Montague

Table Y1: Workshop Outcomes
[To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? | N [ %40r5° | %1or2° [ NA*| Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! [ W Mean® |
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Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 15 100.0 0 0 4.67 5 .49 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 15 100.0 0 0 4.47 4 .52 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specdily needed to learn 15 93.3 0 0 4.40 4 .63 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 15 100.0 0 0 4.53 5 .52 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 14 92.9 0 0 4.43 5 .65 4.22
Table Y2: 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 86.7 0 0 4.53 5 74 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 15 100.0 0 0 4.53 5 .52 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 15 100.0 0 0 4.53 5 .52 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 14 92.9 0 0 4.43 5 .65 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 14 92.9 0 0 4.43 5 .65 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 14 100.0 0 0 4.79 5 43 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 14 100.0 0 0 4.71 5 A7 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 14 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 .52 4.01
Small group activities 14 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 .52 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents whovaesr e d 6 4 6 or 06506 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0616 or 626 (1 ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from anal ysis

5. Average score on a scale of 0616 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviationpsead of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between +11astd dev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

Table Y3: Workshop Quality Indicators

‘ ‘ B ‘ %4or5 | %1lor2® ‘ NA4‘ Mean® ‘ Modes‘ Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
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What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine| 13 100.0 454 .52 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 14 92.9 4.36 .63 412
Would you recommend this workshop to a collez® Yes: 92% Not sure: 8% No: 0%
Table Y4: Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Different types of models (ex. Resuliased) 3 50.0
Targeting concepts 1 16.7
Reallife examples 1 16.7
Open discussion 1 16.6
Total response units (ideas expressed) 6 100.0
Table Y5: Drawbacks
\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Beginning of workshop (too basic) 1 100.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 1 100.0
Table Y6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent
More time (ex. For logic model) 2 50.0
Better structured power points 1 25.0
Very good workshop 1 25.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 4 100.0
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Table Y7a: 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 15 93.3 0 0 4.60 5 .63 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 15 93.3 0 0 4.60 5 .63 457
Presentation skills 15 93.3 0 0 4.67 5 .62 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 14 92.9 0 0 4.64 5 .63 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 14 92.9 0 0 457 5 65 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 12 91.7 0 0 450 5 67 4.34

Strengths: Lively/openrminded (4), Promotes discussion (1), Presentation skills (2), Knowledgeable (1)
Improvements: (None)

Number of Respondents

Percentage of respondents who answered 646 or 0656 (high)
Percentage of respondents whovaesr e d 061 6 or 026 (I ow)

Respondents answering ONot applicabl eb6. Removed from analysis

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 6506 (high)
Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations falebetivend1 std dev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

ONoG~WNE
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Table Y7b: 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 15 100.0 0 0 4.60 5 .51 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 15 100.0 0 0 4.67 5 .49 457
Presentation skills 15 100.0 0 0 4.67 5 .49 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 14 100.0 0 0 4.79 5 43 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 15 100.0 0 0 457 5 51 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 12 100.0 0 0 4.75 5 45 4.34

Strengths: Friendly/operminded (2), Knowledgeabl@), Generating discussion (1)
Improvements: (None)

Number of Respondents

Percentage of respondents who answered 646 or 0656 (high)
Percentage of respondents who answered 01606 or 6206 (1 ow)
Respondents answering ONot applicabl eb6. Removed from analysis

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)
Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1stahdev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 wodspresenters combined.

ONoG~WNE
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Appendix Z. Workshop Ratings:ii -h. Managing Evaluations and Evaluation Units

Penny Hawkins

Table Z1: Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mear? | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 17 94.1 59 0 4.41 5 .79 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 17 70.6 11.8 0 3.71 4 .85 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you egifically needed to learn 16 62.5 6.3 0 3.75 4 .86 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 17 64.7 5.9 0 3.82 4 .88 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 16 75.0 6.3 0 3.94 4 .85 4.22
Table Z2: Design and Dévery
How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [ %4o0r5° | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?
Content of lectures / presentations 17 64.7 0 0 3.88 4 .78 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 17 64.7 11.8 0 3.82 4 1.01 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 16 87.5 6.3 0 4.31 5 .87 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 17 82.4 5.9 0 4.06 4 .83 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 17 58.8 0 0 3.82 3 .81 4.29
Obijectivity of thepresentation 16 68.8 6.3 0 4.00 5 .97 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 17 64.7 11.8 0 3.88 5 1.05 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 17 52.9 11.8 0 3.65 3 1.00 4.01
Small group activities 17 76.5 0 0 4.06 4 .75 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentagef respondents who answered 040 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0610 or 6206 (1l ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysis

5. Average score on a scale of 6106 (low) to 656 (high)

6.

Most frequently occurring observation.
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7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-t5t@hdev from the average (mean)
8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

Table Z3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA*| Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev. | W Mean®
\What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine| 16 81.3 6.3 0 4.19 91 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 17 52.9 0 0 3.65 .70 412
Would you recommend thiworkshop to a colleague? Yes: 65% Not sure: 29% No: 6%
Table Z4: Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Expert experiences (panel)/Case studies 5 38.4
Managing evaluations 4 30.8
Group discussions 4 30.8
Total response units (ideas expressed) 13 100.0
Table Z5: Drawbacks
\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Not providing power point handout 5 50.0
Repetition from core course (not enougfdapth) 3 30.0
Some examples 1 10.0
Lecture portion 1 10.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 10 100.0
Table Z6: Other comments and suggestions
‘ Frequency Percent
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Need more materials (ex. PPT handouts, reference book) 6 66.7
Structure/practice in arranging evaluation units 1 111
More time allocated for workshop 1 11.1
Have a second instructor 1 111
Total response units (ideas expressed) 9 100.0
Table Z7a: PresenterPenny Hawkins

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 17 94.1 0 0 4.41 4 .62 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 17 88.2 0 0 4.24 4 .66 457
Presentation skills 17 58.8 11.8 0 3.65 4 .93 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 17 88.2 5.9 0 4.29 5 .85 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 17 76.5 5.9 0 4.12 5 93 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 15 80.0 6.7 0 4.07 4 88 4.34

Strengths: Good listener (1), Time managemeny, (nowledge/Experience (5), Good instructor (i.e. clear, accommodative, allows interaction) (3)
Improvements: More explanation/engaging content (4), Presentation skills (4)

Number of Respondents

Percentage of responde
Percentage of responde
Respondents answering
Average score on a sca
Most frequently occurring observation.

ONoGhwWNE
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Standard deviation: spread of scores. Twadhdf the observations fall between +1 ahdtd dev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.




Appendix AA. Workshop Ratings:iv-a

Suresh Balakrishna

Table AA1: Workshop Outcomes

. Designing and Conducting Surveys

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 87.0 0 0 4.43 5 .73 4.35
Extent to whichyou have acquired information that is new to you 23 60.9 8.7 0 3.65 4 .83 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 23 69.6 8.7 0 3.87 4 .92 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objecy 21 85.7 4.8 0 4.19 4 .81 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 22 81.8 4.5 0 4.27 5 .88 4.22
Table AA2: 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 87.0 0 0 4.30 4 .70 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 23 95.7 0 0 4.61 5 .58 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 7 71.4 0 0 4.14 5 .90 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 22 86.4 0 0 4.50 5 74 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 23 87.0 4.3 0 4.35 5 .83 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 23 91.3 0 2 4.78 5 .60 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 23 95.7 0 4.61 5 .58 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 23 82.6 4.3 0 417 4 .83 4.01
Small group activities 23 91.3 0 0 4.39 5 .66 4.12
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Number of Respondents

Average score on a scale of

Most frequently occurring observation.
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Table AA3: Workshop Quality Indicators

6156

Percentage of respondents who answered 64
Percentage of respondents who answered 61
Respondents answer i ng romMmalysisappl i cabl ed6. R

(low) to

0] or 6
6 or 6
emoved

6506 (high)

(high)
(1 ow)

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1stahdev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 alideek 4 workshop presenters combined.

N | %40r5° | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
\What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine 23 87.0 0 0 4.52 5 73 4.28
'To what degredid the workshop meet your expectations overall? 22 81.8 9.1 0 4.00 4 .87 412
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 82% Not sure: 14% No: 4%
Table AA4: Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Technical range of survey/conducting survey 7 41.2
Exercises (ex types of evaluations) 4 235
Book provided in workshop 3 17.6
Participatory approach 2 11.8
Group work 1 5.9
Total response units (ideas expressed) 17 100.0
Table AA5: Drawbacks
\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Lack of focus on how to use survey results/ask right questions 2 28.6
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Group work (too large, slowed things down) 2 28.5
Could have been faster 1 14.3
Beginner level knowledge 1 14.3
Book 1 14.3
Total response units (ideas expressed) 7 100.0
Table AA6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent
Time management (ex.Allocate time for participants to conduct own test, combine exercises to save time) 4 50.0
Patient instructor atsidering end of IPDET 1 125
Have clearer explanations of small group work 1 12.5
More focus on how to ask questions 1 12.5
Should be incorporated in core course 1 125
Total response units (ideas expressed) 8 100.0
Table AA7a: PresenterSuresh Balakrishnan
How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 22 100.0 0 0 4.73 5 .46 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 22 95.5 0 0 4.77 5 .53 457
Presentation skills 22 86.4 0 0 4.68 5 72 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 22 90.9 45 0 4.64 5 .79 441
/Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 22 90.9 4.5 0 4.59 5 80 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interektarious participants 22 90.9 0 0 4.73 5 63 4.34

Strengths: Experience (7), Gaining participant attention/positive environment (3), Clear explanations/Communication (4)

Improvements: Keep groups focused (2), More focus on evaluation needs (1), Paytaiteon t o parti ci pant s

needs (
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Number of Respondents

Most frequently occurring observation.
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Appendix BB. Workshop Ratings:iv-b. Assessing Organizational Performance

Marie-Hélene Adrien, Charles Lusthaus, & Nancy MacPherson

Table BB1: Workshop Outcomes

Percentage of respondents who answered 6
Percentage of respondents who answered O
Respondents answering 6Not applicabl eb.
Averag score on a scale of 616 (low) to 05

o} or 0656
0 or 026
emoved fr
(high)

(high)
(1 ow)

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1stahdev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 worksh@gs@nters combined.

om anal ysis

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 16 87.5 0 0 4.50 4 .73 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 15 86.7 6.7 1 4.40 5 91 4.05
Focus of this actity on what you specifically needed to learn 15 80.0 0 0 4.33 5 .82 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 15 86.7 0 0 4.40 5 74 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 12 91.7 0 0 4.42 5 .67 4.22
Table BB2: 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 16 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 .52 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 16 100.0 0 0 4.56 5 51 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 3 100.0 0 0 4.67 5 .58 4.40
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Usefulness of the examples 16 93.8 0 0 4.44 5 .63 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 15 93.3 0 0 4.73 5 .59 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 16 100.0 0 0 4.69 5 .48 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 16 93.8 0 0 4.31 4 .60 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 15 93.3 0 0 4.33 4 .62 4.01
Small group activities 16 81.3 0 0 4.44 5 .81 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentageafespondents who answered 0646 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 62086 (1l ow)

4, Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysi s

5. Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-tIswhdev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

Table BB3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N | %40r5? | %1or2® [ NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®

\What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine| 16 100.0 0 0 4.63 5 .50 4.28

'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 14 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 .52 412

Would you recommend thisorkshop to a colleague? Yes: 93% Not sure: 0% No: 7%

Table BB4: Benefits

\What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Content (i.e. orgassessment, different angles/criteria of organization performance) 3 375
Group work 2 250
Reading materials/toolbox 2 25.0
Delivery of knowledge in workshop 1 12.5
Total response units (ideas expressed) 8 100.0
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Table BB5: Drawbacks

\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Timing of workshop 1 100.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 1 100.0
Table BB6: Other comments and suggestions
Frequency Percent

/Add information at the management level of a-neceptive organization 1 50.0
Formalize the takéhome from instructor 1 50.0
Total response unitg(ideas expressed) 2 100.0
Table BB7a: PresenterMarie-Héléne Adrien
How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40or5° | % 1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 1 - - 1 - - - 4.60
Methodologicaknowledge and skills 1 - - 1 - - - 457
Presentation skills 1 - - 1 - - - 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 1 - - 1 - - - 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 1 - - 1 - - - 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needslanterests of various participants| 1 - - 1 - - - 4.34
Strengths:
Improvements:

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 0640 or 6506 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0610 or 0626 (1 ow)
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Average score on a scale

average (mean)

N ous

Table BB7b: PresenterCharles Lusthaus

of 616

Average sore for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

Respondents aniscweebrliendg. ORNeomto vaepdp If r om anal ysi s
(low) to
Most frequently occurring observation. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall betwleérstelldev from the

656

(h

igh)

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 16 100.0 0 0 4.75 5 45 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 16 100.0 0 0 4.75 5 45 457
Presentation skills 16 93.8 0 0 | 481 5 54 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 16 100.0 0 0 4.81 5 40 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 16 100.0 0 0 4.69 5 48 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 13 100.0 0 0 4.77 5 44 4.34
Strengths: Knowledge/Experience (57,0 the point (1)
Improvements: Stop promoting self (1)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 056 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0610 or 0626 (1 ow)
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Respondents answering ONotsapplicabl eb. Removed from anal ysi
Average score on a scale of 6106 (low) to 6586 (high)

Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 st@hdeev from the average (mean)

Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 kebrop presenters combined.

©oNOoOA

Table BB7c: PresenteNancy MacPherson

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | % 1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 16 100.0 0 0 4.44 4 51 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 16 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 52 457
Presentation skills 16 87.5 0 0 4.38 5 72 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 16 100.0 0 0 4.56 5 .51 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 16 93.8 0 0 4.38 4 62 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa, 13 92.3 0 0 4.46 5 66 4.34

Strengths: Amicable (1), Clarity of explanation (1), Experience/Knowledge (3)
Improvements: Stop promoting self (1)
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Number ofRespondents

Percentage of respondents who answered 064506 or 6506 (high)
Percentage of respondents who answered 61506 or 06206 (Il ow)
Respondents answering ONot applicabl eb. Removed from analysis

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)
Most frequenty occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 s@hdeev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

ONogOh~wWNE

Appendix CC. Workshop RatingSZIV-c. Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation
Sully Gariba & Nestorine P. Compaore

Table CC1: Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Relevance ofhis workshop to your current work or functions 13 84.6 7.7 0 4.23 5 1.17 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 13 76.9 15.4 0 3.69 4 1.32 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 13 76.9 15.4 0 3.77 4 1.36 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 13 84.6 15.4 0 3.77 4 1.30 4.18
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‘Overall usefulness of this workshop ‘ 13 | 84.6 15.4 ‘ 0 | 4.15 | 5 ‘ 1.46 4.22
Table CC2: Design and Delivery
How would you rate the qudity of the following aspects of the N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
workshop?
Content of lectures / presentations 13 84.6 0 0 4.15 4 .69 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 13 76.9 15.4 0 3.92 4 1.26 4.25
Question and amger sessions with the full group of participants 6 50.0 33.3 0 3.17 4 1.47 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 13 76.9 154 0 3.92 4 1.26 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 13 69.2 154 0 3.85 4 1.07 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 13 84.6 15.4 0 3.85 4 1.34 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 13 76.9 154 0 3.92 5 1.44 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 13 69.2 154 0 3.69 4 1.18 4.01
Small group activities 13 69.2 23.1 0 3.77 5 1.54 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents wimsawer ed 0640 or 056 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 6206 (1 ow)

4, Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysi s

5. Average score on a scale of 0616 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviatiorspread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between +1l atd dev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

Table CC3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' | %4o0r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev. | W Mean®
What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine| 13 76.9 23.1 0 3.92 5 1.38 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 13 69.2 15.4 0 3.69 4 1.38 412

'Would you recommend this workshopaaolleague? Yes: 64% Not sure: 18% No: 18%
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Table CC4: Benefits

What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Usefulness of PM&E 3 334
Practical examples 2 22.2
Open discussion 2 22.2
Delivery of presentation 1 111
Instrudor experience 1 111
Total response units (ideas expressed) 9 100.0
Table CC5: Drawbacks
'What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Case studies 1 33.3
Lack of focus on applying and specific methodology 1 33.3
Sul | y érg (tod folw,iunclear examples) 1 334
Total response units (ideas expressed) 3 100.0
Table CC6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent
More examples 3 60.0
Switch instructor 1 20.0
Nestorine needs to provide more facilitation 1 20.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 5 100.0
Table CC7a: PresenterSully Gariba
How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5° | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 12 91.7 8.3 0 4.67 5 .89 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 13 84.6 15.4 0 4.23 5 1.30 457
Presentation skills 12 83.3 8.3 0 4.33 5 1.23 4.34
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Ability to promote open discussion 13 84.6 15.4 0 | 431 5 1.32 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comrmsent 13 76.9 15.4 0 4.00 5 1.47 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 13 76.9 15.4 0 4.00 5 1.47 4.34

Strengths: Presentation skills (5), Knowledge (3), Participatory approach (1)
Improvements: Prepare presentation advance (i.e. sequence presentation) (2), Control class discussion (2), More examples from experience (2)

Most frequently occurring observation.

Table CC7b: Presenter Nestorine P. Compaore

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents wh
3. Percentage of respondents wh
4, Respondet s answering ONot appl:i
5. Average score on a scale of
6.

7.

8.

o answered
0O answered

cabl eb.

6156

(1 ow)

64
61
Re mov
to
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Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1stahdev from the arage (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

(high)
(1 ow)

nal ysi s

How would you rate the presenter on the following:

Nl

% 4 or 5°

% 1 or 2°

NA*

Mean®

Mode®

Std.Dev!

W Mean®

Experience in development evaluation

13

46.2

0

4.31

1.18

4.60
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Methodological knowledge and skills 13 46.2 7.7 1 3.62 3 1.19 4.57
Presentation skills 13 53.8 15.4 1 3.54 4 1.39 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 13 61.5 15.4 0 | 3.38 4 1.19 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 13 53.8 15.4 0 3.38 4 1.04 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 13 61.5 15.4 0 3.38 4 1.19 4.34
Strengths: Polite/nice (1), Knowledge (1), Presentatiskills (1)
Improvements: Less hesitant to teach/discuss (2), Improve English (4), Express more experience (2)
Number of Respondents
Percentage of respondents who answered 06459 or 6506 (high)
Percentage of respondents who answered 01606 or 6206 (1 ow)
Repondents answering 6Not applicabl eéb. Removed from analysi s

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 6506 (high)
Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1stahdev fromhe average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

ONog~wWNE
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Appendix DD. Workshop Ratings:iv -d. Evaluating Humanitarian Assistance

Jon Cosgrave & Margie Buchanatsmith

Table DD1: 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 16 87.5 0 0 4.50 5 .73 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is bewou 16 93.8 0 0 4.50 5 .63 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 16 68.8 0 0 4.25 5 .93 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 16 100.0 0 0 4.69 5 .48 4.18
Overall usefulness ohits workshop 14 100.0 0 0 4.64 5 .50 4.22
Table DD2: 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 16 100.0 0 0 4.63 5 .50 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 16 87.5 0 0 4.31 4 .70 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 16 93.8 0 0 4.56 5 .63 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 16 100.0 0 0 4.75 5 .45 4.36
Usefulness of the tilsing materials 16 100.0 0 0 4.94 5 .25 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 16 87.5 0 0 4.25 4 .68 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 16 93.8 0 0 4.63 5 .62 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 16 81.3 0 0 4.38 5 81 4.01
Small group activities 16 93.8 0 0 4.56 5 .63 4.12
Number of Respondents
Percentage of respondents who answered 0459 or 6506 (high)
Percentage of respondents who answered 0158 or 6206 (1 ow)
Respondents answering 6Not applicabl eb. Removed from analysis

Most frequently occurring observation.

NogohrwnhE
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8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

Table DD3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA*| Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev. | W Mean®
What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine| 16 93.8 0 0 4.75 5 .58 4.28
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations d¥erall 15 93.3 0 0 4.60 5 .63 412
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%
Table DD4: Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Case studies/redife examples 6 33.3
Participant dscussion 4 22.2
Resources (ex. CD) 3 16.7
2 Very well experienced instructors 3 16.7
Presentation of issues specific to humanitarian evaluations (ex. Frameworks, principles) 2 111
Total response units (ideas expressed) 18 100.0
Table DD5: Drawbacks
'What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Basic concepts (should assume people are familiar with development eval) 4 50.0
Presentation slides 2 25.0
Lack of participant diversity (i.e. some from same office) 1 12.5
Some mateals (not referred to) 1 125
Total response units (ideas expressed) 8 100.0
Table DD6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent

Very good workshop 6 42.9
More time (ex. Differences/challenges of evaluations, less basic) 4 28.6
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Most frequently occurring observation.

Standarddeviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between +1 staddev from the average (mean)

Should beadvertised as interactive workshop (i.e. bring own experiences) 14.3
Provide printout of presentation slides 71
Practical focus of workshop 7.1
Total response units (ideas expressed) 14 100.0
Table DD7a: PresenterJohn Cosgrave
How would yourate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 16 100.0 0 0 4.75 5 45 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 16 93.8 0 0 4.69 5 .60 457
Presentation skills 16 87.5 0 0 | 438 5 72 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 16 93.8 0 0 4.44 5 63 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 16 875 0 0 4.38 5 72 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 15 800 0 0 4.20 4 77 4.34
Strengths: Humour/entertaining (9), Experience/Knowledge (6), Communication (1), Materials provided (2)
Improvements: Shorten discussion (1), Objectivity (1), Sensitivity (2), Pacing (2)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentageofrespdre nt s who answered 0640506 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0616 or 626 (1 ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ebd. Removed from anal ysis

5. Average score on a scale of 0616 (low) to 656 (high)

6.

7.

8.
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Table DD7b: PresenterMargie BuchananSmith

How would yourate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 16 100.0 0 0 494 5 .25 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 16 100.0 0 0 4.75 5 .45 457
Presentation skills 16 1000 0 0 4.69 5 .48 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 16 100.0 0 0 4.88 5 .34 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 16 87.5 0 0 4.56 5 73 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 15 100.0 0 0 4.67 5 49 4.34

Strengths: Participatory approach/Good feedback (6), Preparation for workshop (2), Knowledge/Experience (3), Pacing (1), Profgssional (1

Improvements: Use examples (2), Simplify PPT (2), Ability to interact with group/atterdivterse needs (2)

Number of Respondents

Respondents answer.

Most frequently occurring observation.

ONogrWNE

ng

Percentage of respondents
Percentage of respondents

6Not

who answer ed
who answer ed
applicabl ed.
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Appendix EE. Workshop Ratings:iv-e. intermediate Quantitative Data Analysis
Gene Swimmer

Table EE1: 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 18 77.8 0 0 4.28 5 .83 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 18 94.4 0 0 4.39 4 .61 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 18 88.9 5.6 0 4.33 5 .84 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 18 88.9 0 0 4.56 5 .70 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 18 94.4 0 0 4.44 5 .62 4.22

Table EE2: 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 94.4 0 0 4.50 5 .62 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 18 83.3 0 0 4.33 5 a7 4.25
Question and answer sessiorithvwhe full group of participants 18 83.3 0 1 4.50 5 .79 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 18 94.4 0 0 4.56 5 .62 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 17 82.4 0 0 4.35 5 .79 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 18 83.3 0 0 4.44 5 .78 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 18 83.3 0 0 4.39 5 .78 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 18 66.7 11.1 0 4.00 5 1.08 4.01
Small group activities 18 61.1 5.6 1 4.06 5 1.06 4.12
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Number of Respondents

1.

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 656 (high)

3. Percemge of respondents who answered 0106 or 06206 (Il ow)

4, Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysis

5. Average score on a scale of 0616 (low) to 6506 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirde@bbservations fall between +1 atddstd dev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
Table EE3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA*| Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev. | W Mean®

What is the likelhood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaineq 18 66.7 0 0 411 5 .90 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 18 88.9 5.6 0 4.39 5 .85 412
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not surbo0296
Table EE4: Benefits
'What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
SPSS (ex. Multiple regression analysis) 5 50.0
Step by step approach 2 20.0
Case studies/examples 2 20.0
How to interpret information 1 10.0
Total respong units (ideas expressed) 10 100.0
Table EE5: Drawbacks
\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Pace was too fast for nestatistical people (or content was too advanced) 2 100.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 2 100.0
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Table EE6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent
More time on concepts 2 28.6
Advise that SPSS is used (should only use one software) 2 28.6
Enjoyed workshop 2 28.6
Administrative assistants very helpful 1 14.2
Total response unitg(ideas expressed) 7 100.0
Table EE7a: PresentertGene Swimmer
How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40or5° | % 1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 18 94.4 0 0 4.67 5 .59 4.60
Methodologicaknowledge and skills 18 100.0 0 0 4.78 5 43 457
Presentation skills 18 83.3 0 0 4.50 5 .79 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 18 88.9 0 0 4.50 5 71 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 18 88.9 0 0 4.50 5 71 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 17 88.2 5.9 0 4.18 4 81 4.34

Strengths: Engaging/Good presenter (4), Knowledge on quantitative analysis/Experience (3), Explaining complex concepts (1), Timemghagem
Improv ements:Be more lively/friendly (1), Control class on use of computers (1)

ONogarwWNE

Number of Respondents

Percentage of respondents who answered 04590 or 6506 (high)
Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 626 (1 ow)
Respondents ans we removed fronNamalysis ppl i cabl e 6. R

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)
Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1st@hdev from the average (mean)
Average score for Wek 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

150




Appendix FF. Workshop Ratings:iv-f. Approaches for Evaluating Development Results of Multilateral

Development Banks

Cheryl Gray, Marvin TaylorDormond, & Sidney J. Edelmann

Table FF1: 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 86.7 0 0 4.33 5 72 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired infortioa that is new to you 15 100.0 0 0 4.40 4 51 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 14 85.7 0 0 421 4 .70 4.01
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced object 14 85.7 0 0 4.21 4 .70 4.18
Overal usefulness of this workshop 14 92.9 0 0 4.57 5 .65 4.22
Table FF2: 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 / presentats 15 86.7 0 0 4.27 4 .70 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 15 86.7 0 0 4.33 5 72 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 0 - - 0 - - - 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 15 100.0 0 0 4.53 5 .52 4.36
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Usefulness oftte training materials 15 66.7 0 0 4.00 3 .84 4.29
Obijectivity of the presentation 15 93.3 0 0 4.47 5 .64 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 15 100.0 0 0 4.40 4 .51 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 15 93.3 0 0 4.27 4 .59 4.01
Small group activities 14 92.9 0 0 4.57 5 .65 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 640 or 656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 616 or 62086 (1l ow)

4. Respondents answering ONot applicabl ebd. Removed from analysis

5. Average scorld o(nl caw)s ctad e6é o0& (6hi gh)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 stahdev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
Table FF3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N' | %40r5 | %1or2° [ NA*| Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev. | W Mean®

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gaine| 14 85.7 0 0 4.43 5 .76 4.28
'To what degree did the workshop meet your expectatioasath 15 86.7 0 1 4.53 5 74 412
'Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%
Table FF4: Benefits
'What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Case studies/experience 3 50.0
Private sectoproject evaluations 1 16.7
Interactiveness/dynamic 1 16.7
Small group work 1 16.6
Total response units (ideas expressed) 6 100.0
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Table FF5: Drawbacks

\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Terminology too technical 1 500
Case studies on project level log frames 1 50.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 2 100.0
Table FF6: Other comments and suggestions
Frequency Percent

Good workshop 2 33.2
More emphasis on high level evaluations 1 16.7
Provide referencessources 1 16.7
Time is too short 1 16.7
Separate in public/private 1 16.7
Total response units (ideas expressed) 6 100.0
Table FF7a: PresenterCheryl Gray
How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40or5° | % 1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 14 92.9 0 1 4.50 4 65 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 14 71.4 7.1 1 4.29 5 1.27 457
Presentation skills 13 76.9 7.7 1 | 431 5 1.25 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 14 64.3 14.3 1 | 4.00 5 1.52 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 14 71.4 14.3 1 4.00 4 1.47 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 12 75.0 16.7 1 4.08 5 1.56 4.34
Strengths: Experience/Knowledge (4), Openinded (1)
Improvements: Presentation skills (1), More emphasis on country evaluations (1)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 056 (high)

3. Percentage of respondents who answered 0610 or 0626 (1 ow)

4. Respondents answeriggNot applicabl ed. Removed from analysi s

5. Average score on a scale of 06106 (low) to 6506 (high)
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6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-%+stahdev from the average (mean)
8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

Table FF7b: PresenterMarvin Taylor-Dormond

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | %40r5 | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®
Experience in dvelopment evaluation 14 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 .52 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 14 929 0 0 457 5 65 457
Presentation skills 14 92.9 0 0 4.50 5 .65 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 14 929 0 0 4.50 5 65 4.41
IAbility to provide meaninful feedback to participant comments 14 100.0 0 0 4.50 4 52 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participal 14 92.9 0 0 4.50 5 65 4.34
Strengths: Experience (health sector)/Knowledge (3), Dynamic/Engaging (3), Good feé&&n
Improvements: Less emphasis on log frames (1)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 656 (high)
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Average score on a scale
Most frequently occurring observation.

ONO O~ W

Table FF7c: PresenterSidney J. Edelmann

Percentage of respondents
Respondents answering O6Not

who answered 6
applicabl eéb.
of 616 (low) to

16
Re mo
6506

or
ved
(h

6206

(1 ow)

from anal ysi s

i gh)

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1 s@hdeev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 vatip presenters combined.

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 0 4.64 5 50 460
Methodological knowledge and skills 14 100.0 0 0 4.71 5 47 457
Presentation skills 14 92.9 0 0 | 464 5 .63 4.34
Ability to promote open discussion 14 100.0 0 0 4.57 5 .51 441
/Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 14 93.3 0 0 4.50 4 52 4.35
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participal 14 100.0 0 0 4.71 5 47 4.34
Strengths: Experience/Knowledge (3), Dynamic (1).
Improvements: (None)

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answaér 6 4 6 or 0656 (high)
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Respondents answering O6Not
Average score on a scale of
Most frequently occurring observation.

ONO O~ W

Percentage of respondents who

answered O
applicabl eéb.
616 (low) to

16
Re mo
6506

or 062606
ved
(high)

(1 ow)

from anal ysi s

Standard deviation: spad of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between +lasidl dev from the average (mean)
Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.

Appendix GG. Workshop Ratings:iv-g. Governance, Corruption and DevelopmenEvaluation: Role of

Indicators and Empirical Tools
Daniel Kaufmann

Table GG1: 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 aemt work or functions 12 83.3 0 0 4.33 5 .78 4.35
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 12 100.0 0 0 4.58 5 .51 4.05
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 12 83.3 0 0 4.25 4 75 4.01
Extent to which ontent of this activity matched the announced objectiy 12 91.7 0 0 4.67 5 .65 4.18
Overall usefulness of this workshop 11 100.0 0 0 4.64 5 .50 4.22
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Table GG2: 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 83.3 0 0 4.42 5 .79 4.25
Delivery of lectures / presentations 12 83.3 0 0 4.33 5 .78 4.25
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 12 91.7 0 1 4.67 5 .65 4.40
Usefulness of the examples 12 100.0 0 0 4.67 5 .49 4.36
Usefulness of the training materials 12 100.0 0 0 4.58 5 51 4.29
Objectivity of the presentation 12 91.7 0 0 4.50 5 .67 4.34
Logical progression of the workshop 12 75.0 0 0 4.17 5 .83 4.23
Pacing of the workshop 12 83.3 0 0 4.25 4 75 4.01
Small group activities 11 72.7 0 2 4.55 4 .93 4.12

1. Number of Respondents

2. Percentage of respondents who answered 040 or 0656 (high)

3. Percentage of respondédednt(sl owh)o answered 010 or

4, Respondents answering ONot applicabl ed. Removed from analysi s

5. Average score on a scale of 0616 (low) to 656 (high)

6. Most frequently occurring observation.

7. Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-t$tadndkev from the average (mean)

8. Average score for Week 3 and Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
Table GG3: Workshop Quality Indicators

N | %40r5° | %1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev! | W Mean®

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge akitls gained? | 12 100.0 0 0 4.58 5 51 4.28
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 12 91.7 0 0 4.42 5 .67 4.12
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%
Table GG4: Benefits
\What did you find most useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Available data/resources 3 37.5
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Content (i.e. M&E/Role of government, WGI) 3 37.5
Instructor 1 12.5
Handson application 1 12.5
Total response units (ideas expressed) 8 100.0
Table GG5: Drawbacks
\What did you find least useful in the workshop? Frequency Percent
Links to development evaluation with governance 1 100.0
Total response units (ideas expressed) 1 100.0
Table GG6: Other comments and suggestions

Frequency Percent
Great session 2 66.7
Interaction and knowledge needs to be more specific 1 33.3
Total response units (ideas expressed) 3 100.0
Table GG7a: PresenteDaniel Kaufmann
How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | % 1or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 12 91.7 0 0 4.75 5 62 4.60
Methodological knowledge and skills 12 100.0 0 0 4.83 5 39 4.57
Presentation skills 12 83.3 0 0 4.33 5 .78 4.34
/Ability to promote open discussion 12 91.7 0 0 4.33 4 .65 4.41
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 12 91.7 0 0 450 5 67 4.35
/Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participa] 12 83.3 0 0 4.25 4 75 4.34

Strengths: Knowledge/Experience (5), Computer analysis (1)
Improvements: Tailor contents to broad knowledge (1), Structure/org (1)
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ONogO~wWNE

Number of Respondents

Percentage of respondents who answered 646 or 0656 (high)
Percentage of respondents who answered 61506 or 06206 (Il ow)
Respondents answer iavedframNanalysisappl i cabl ed. Rem

Average score on a scale of 616 (low) to 656 (high)
Most frequently occurring observation.

Standard deviation: spread of scores. Two thirds of the observations fall between-1stahdev from the average (mean)
Average score for Weekand Week 4 workshop presenters combined.
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