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Executive Summary

The International Program for Development Evaluation Training, held on campus at Carleton
University in June/July 2011, was evaluated using the same evaluation framework employed
annually since 2002. The program is sponsored by the Independent Evaluation Group of the
World Bank in conjunction with the Faculty of Public Affairs, Carleton University. As has been
the case in previous years, the program consisted of a two-week Core Course followed by a set
of workshops in Week 3 and 4.

IPDET has been delivered at Carleton University since 2001 and there are over 2000 alumni.
Participants in the program come from a wide diversity of backgrounds and represent public,
private and not-for-profit sectors. Over 230 participants from more than 75 countries were
represented in 2011. The results of the evaluation of IPDET 2011 are summarized below,
followed by an overview of the program and this evaluation.

Recurring Pattern of Success. As has been the case over the past several years, the 2011 IPDET
was highly successful overall. These findings are remarkably consistent and corroborate
evaluation findings from prior IPDET evaluations (Cousins, 2004, 2006a, 2006b, 2007; den
Heyer, 2003; Trumpower, 2008, 2009, 2010). IPDET developers and managers are again to be
commended for their hard work in meeting clients’ diverse learning needs.

The achievement test showed significant cognitive growth from pre- to post-test intervals for the
Core Course. A statistically significant improvement in test performance was observed. Data
from self-report questionnaires showed a pattern of almost uniformly positive participant
perceptions about the program’s success in meeting its objectives. This was the 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 participants’ needs, the likelihood of recommending IPDET
to colleagues and participant inclination to return for future training, were highly favorable and,
for the most part, as or more favorable than reported in the 2010 evaluation. A majority of the
workshops offered in Weeks 3 and 4 were rated very highly with few, if any, identified as being
a cause for concern. Ratings of specific aspects of individual workshops (e.g., instructional
pacing) showed a general pattern of improvement relative to recent prior years.

Given IPDET’s high level of observed effectiveness only suggestions and considerations for
incremental changes or fine tuning are offered. Recommendations for more fundamental or
substantial program alterations are simply not warranted.

Enrolment patterns. Overall enrolment increased again this year, despite a small decline in the
number of applications received. As well, the proportion of participants from developing
countries was higher than in past years. Increased enrolment may be at least partially attributable
to the record high number of scholarships awarded this year. Whereas the number of
applications for participants seeking funding decreased slightly, the proportion of all applicants
who sought a scholarship remained high. Thus, demand continues to exceed supply in this
regard. In order to continue meeting the high demand for development evaluation training,
especially in economically difficult times and for participants from developing countries, IPDET
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management will need to continue to work hard toward procuring donors of scholarships and
partial scholarships, as it has in the past. As well, it is recommended that IPDET continue to
explore other financial incentives like the current practice of offering reduced fees for large
delegations and multi-year agreements.

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

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

Workshop learning experience. Overall, this year’s workshops were also very well received. The
proportion of workshops that received highly favorable quality ratings was higher than in
previous years. Few if any of the workshops stood out as a potential concern. In general, it
appears that IPDET management’s practice of workshop review and feedback utilized for
renewal decisions is working well and should be continued.

It was noted that the decision made in 2010 to extend the length of several workshops appears
successful, as evidenced by increasing quality ratings. It was also 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. Nonetheless, time constraints were the most
frequently identified area suggested for improvement in qualitative responses. Although it may
not be feasible to extend the length of all workshops while still maintaining the impressive
variety available to participants, it is recommended that IPDET management continue to monitor
the relationship between workshop length and quality. It would also be prudent to consider
length when evaluating specific workshops for instructional renewal.

Residential experience. Ratings for logistical services, campus environment, and extracurricular
activities remained very favorable. Ratings of dormitory and food services were lower than for
other aspects of the IPDET secretariat and infrastructure of the program, though, as has
historically been the case. Ratings of food services, in particular, were somewhat lower than in
2010.
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Nonetheless, IPDET management received excellent ratings for their responsiveness to
participant concerns regarding their residential experience. It seems that IPDET management’s
practice of soliciting early feedback concerning food and housekeeping is effective at allowing
them to respond quickly to any serious concerns in these areas. The traditionally lower ratings of
food and dormitory services may simply reflect the wide range of expectations held by the
culturally and geographically diverse population attracted to IPDET, rather than any serious
concerns. It is recommended that IPDET management continue its practice of soliciting early
feedback from participants during the program regarding food and housing issues. But, in
addition, it may be helpful to solicit more specific information regarding food/housing
preferences and expectations from participants before they arrive at IPDET.

General considerations. Overall, IPDET continues to meet its stated learning objectives and to
maintain participant satisfaction extremely well. However, as with any program, there is always
room for improvement. Historically, and again this year, the two most commonly indicated
issues were lack of time (both time available to cover course material in-depth in the classroom
and free time to consolidate newly learned material and complete readings outside of the
classroom) and the availability of a wide range of relevant case studies/examples. Although
participant feedback revealed a trend toward improved ratings in these areas, they were still rated
lower than other aspects of training.

As aresult, it is suggested that IPDET management consider limiting the number of mealtime
speakers in order to provide participants with more free time to “digest” their newly gained
knowledge in what is currently a densely-packed schedule.

It is also suggested that IPDET management continue to strongly encourage presenters to
provide a wide variety of instructional examples/case studies that are relevant to the diversity of
participant contexts. Curriculum reform preceding IPDET 2007 (see Cousins, 2007), as well as
the recent addition of Morra Imas and Rist’s textbook, have made contributions in this regard.
However, providing participants with an even greater variety and quantity of examples will
likely be positively received. One possibility that IPDET management might find useful is to
actively solicit case studies from alumni via the IPDET listserv. Any examples received could
then be provided to future presenters and/or participants in an online repository.
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1. Introduction

This report is on the evaluation of the eleventh annual session of the International Program for
Development Evaluation Training (IPDET) held on campus at Carleton University in June and
July, 2011. The program is sponsored by the Independent Evaluation Group of the World Bank
in conjunction with the Faculty of Public Affairs at Carleton University. The program continues
to feature a two-week Core Course segment followed by a series of workshops in Week 3 and
Week 4. Over 230 participants representing more than 75 industrialized and developing nations,
took part in either the Core Course, one or both of Week 3 and 4 segments, or all of the program
offerings. Participants represented evaluation professionals and program managers working in all
levels of government, bilateral and multilateral development agencies, and international financial
institutions.

1.1 Program Description

The key learning objectives for IPDET are to:

1. Develop broad based knowledge of development evaluation concepts, processes, and
methods;

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

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

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

5. Develop networks for future collaboration and knowledge sharing.

Since its inception in 2001, IPDET has offered the program in two segments. The first two-week
segment, referred to as the Core Course, provides an overview of the evaluation field, tools and
techniques, evaluation design, lessons learned, and expert guidance. Participants in the Core
program spend about 70% of their time in a classroom setting and 30% working in small groups
on an applied topic. The composition of the work groups is based on content areas of interest
that the participants identify at the time of their application. The balance between lectures and
group work is designed to provide opportunities for exchange among participants, a practical
overview of the development evaluation field and hands-on practice doing an evaluation design.
Following the 2005 IPDET, the Core program underwent significant curriculum renewal (see
Cousins, 2006b).

In 2005, IPDET management introduced a new feature into the Core program. As a further way
in which the rich experiences of IPDET participants could be shared, lunch time thematic
roundtables were organized, led by individual participants. Given positive responses over the
past five years, this practice was continued in 2011. Participants were first asked if they had any
presentations that they wished to share with their colleagues and sign-up sheets were made
available. A total of ten presentations were offered over a two-day period, and arrangements
were made for IPDET participants to hear and participate in the presentations which ranged from
about 45 minutes to nearly 90 minutes in length. These roundtables were highlighted in the daily
newsletter to encourage attendance, which was optional.
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The second segment consists of two weeks of technical workshops designed to build skills in
specific areas. As part of IPDET’s commitment to offer an attractive continuing professional
development program, workshop offerings were somewhat modified in 2011. Six workshops
were dropped (two at the last minute — one due to low enrolment, the other due to the instructor
not being able to make it to Ottawa) and three new workshops were added. Although the total
number of workshops, therefore, decreased to 26, participants were still offered an impressive
variety of choice.

Other changes to the 2011 program included the last minute recruitment of a new instructor
(Frangoise Coupal) to deliver an existing workshop when the scheduled instructor fell ill and the
recruitment of another new instructor to co-deliver an existing workshop (Bassirou Chitou). Two
workshop titles were also modified slightly in the interest of clarity. In addition, all returning
workshop providers were furnished with evaluation feedback from their 2010 offerings with the
expectation that such data would provide a valuable basis for revision, updating and fine tuning.

As mentioned, in all, 26 workshops were offered in Weeks 3 and 4 of the program with
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, IPDET’s Directors® developed an evaluation framework
which has been employed every year since 2001. The framework includes knowledge tests for
learning effectiveness, plus student evaluations for the Core Course, Week 3 and Week 4, for
each of the workshops, and the roundtable component.

The vast majority of data gathered for the evaluation correspond to what is commonly
understood as Level 1 evaluation within the training program evaluation literature (e.g., Guskey,
2000; Kirkpatrick, 1959, 1994). Level 1 evaluation focuses on participant reactions and
satisfaction with the program experience. Included in Level 1 evaluations are self-reported
estimates of learning and skill development, intended uses of knowledge acquired, and the like.
The knowledge test, administered at pre- and post-test intervals, corresponding to the Core
Course offering, reflects what might be thought of as Level 2 evaluation. Level 2 evaluation is an
examination of the actual cognitive development of participants as a result of their engagement
with the program. The test is a more powerful indicator of learning than the self-reported
information arising from Level 1. It should be noted that deeper, more penetrating evaluation
questions are not part of the routine evaluation framework used in the present case. Level 3 and 4
evaluations, which consider the actual transfer and application of learning and skill development
to the workplace, and the impact on organizations, are a matter for separate inquiry concerning
IPDET. Such evaluations have been conducted by Buchanan (2004), the International
Development Research Centre (IDRC, 2006), and most recently by Cousins, Elliott, and Gilbert
(2010, 2011)%. Cousins, et al. (2010, 2011) reported on a non-comparative, retrospective

! Linda Morra Imas and Ray Rist developed and continue to direct IPDET.
Z Links to each of these reports are provided on the IPDET website, www.ipdet.org .
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evaluation design, using multiple lines of evidence, including an on-line survey of IPDET alumni
who had attended IPDET since its inception and a multiple case study. The evaluators concluded
that:
o IPDET is a very successful program that is unparalleled in its ability to develop
foundational knowledge and skill in development evaluation;
o there is a fairly high degree of knowledge transfer of M&E skills learned at IPDET to the
participants’ home work environment;
o IPDET is helping to build local capacity and an appetite for development evaluation.
Through the efforts of alumni who are ‘championing” M&E, IPDET is also helping to
make inroads in contexts which have a readiness for development M&E.

The present report builds on the implementation of the evaluation framework (Level 1 and 2)
over the past nine years (see den Heyer, 2002, 2003; Cousins, 2004, 2006a, 2006b, 2007,
Trumpower, 2008, 2009, 2010). These data are primarily useful for planning and program
revision decision making from year to year. Level 1 data include self-reported perceptions of
1. Learning effectiveness in specific areas of evaluation knowledge;
2. Learning objectives and IPDET effectiveness;
3. Competencies and potential impact;
4. Quality of course design and delivery;
5. Faculty;
6. Participants as active learners;
7. Group work;
8. Living on the university campus;
9. Good practices and recommendations for improvement;
10. Future training and services.

Data collection entailed the administration of 30 questionnaires and 2 sets of knowledge tests
(administered at pre- and post-test intervals relative to the Core Course) over the course of the 4
week program. This means that typical participants are asked to complete approximately 10
questionnaires and instruments throughout the four-week program. These sets of evaluation
instruments (listed in Appendix A) provided the basis for this report. The total number of data
pieces (questionnaire/knowledge test responses) is equal to 1,021. Other data gathered for the
purposes of this evaluation were enrolment figures and input about them from program
managers.

Slight modifications were made to some instruments for the 2011 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 appropriate, the present report
incorporates comparisons with prior evaluation data, noting any changes in measurement items.

1.3 Curriculum Renewal

As described above, each year the IPDET workshop curriculum is renewed and updated at least
partially on the basis of input from the annual evaluation. In some cases, new workshops are
added, while others are removed from the list of options. While program developers and
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implementers also make incremental changes to Core program modules each year, in 2006 the
IPDET Core curriculum underwent a significant renewal. Specific changes to the curriculum are
reported in Cousins (2006b). It should be noted that revisions to materials are ongoing and that
experiences in delivering mini-IPDET programs on a national/regional basis are a valuable
source of input for material revision.

In addition, one of the most often requested changes to IPDET has been to add more examples of
deliverables and documents that might be involved in an evaluation. Participants have also
wanted more hands-on activities to walk them through the process. This continues to be a focus
for ongoing program development. In this regard, it should be noted that IPDET participants
received a textbook on development evaluation authored by two of IPDET’s core faculty
members (Morra Imas & Rist, 2009) beginning in 2009 and continuing this 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 Arising from 2010 Evaluation

Each year IPDET’s directors and manager address issues identified in the previous year’s
evaluation and integrate appropriate changes into preparations for the following year. In earlier
years, explicit recommendations had been forthcoming from the evaluation report (e.g., Cousins,
2004, 2006a). However, as of the 2006 evaluation, it was observed that the need for explicit
recommendations was no longer essential given the state of maturity of the program. Therefore,
summary thoughts were framed as ‘issues for consideration’ by IPDET management (Cousins,
2006b). Table 1 lists these matters for consideration arising from the 2010 evaluation
(Trumpower, 2010) and presents the response of and/or actions taken by IPDET management.

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 was required at the time.
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Table 1: IPDET Renewal for 2011

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

Management Response

1. Enrolment patterns.

Whereas the number of applications for paying
participants has decreased each of the past two years,
perhaps due to recent global economic struggles, the
number of applicants seeking scholarships was up to
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 countries, IPDET
management will need to continue to work hard
toward procuring donors of scholarships and partial
scholarships, as it has in the past.

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

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

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

The interest in scholarships has grown steadily over the years. This positive trend has
been supported by the finding that 85% of participants learn about IPDET through a
colleague. Clearly, there is a significant amount of information sharing via ‘word of

mouth’. The number of scholarships awarded has risen from approximately 50 in 2006 to
90 in 2011.

In 2011, a management decision was taken to fund 9 full scholarships and 3 new
graduate student scholarships from IPDET’s funds. This enabled us to allocate
scholarships to worthy candidates who fell outside of bilateral donor’s priority countries.
Even with the loss of scholarship funding from SIDA, IDRC and CIDA, due in the latter
case to a delay in signature of the agreement, IPDET was able to offer scholarships to 92
individuals in 2011. A 3-year agreement with CIDA has since been signed and their
original 3-year scholarship contribution has been re-allocated over 2 years, so there will be
a proportional increase in the number of CIDA-funded scholarships in 2012 and 2013.

There were a greater number of participants from Eastern Europe and Central Asia in
2011, largely due to the cost-sharing partnership with UNFPA’s Regional Office for
Eastern Europe and Central Asia, which provided scholarships to 6 individuals. Further,
SDC'’s scholarships supported participation of staff from specific UN agencies, some of
whom came from these same regions.

IPDET grew steadily since its inception in 2001 to its highest level of enrolment in
2008, when there were a total 251 participants. Subsequent years seemed low in
comparison with a total of 207 participants in 2009 and 218 in 2010. However, enrolment
levels have continued to increase steadily in the past few years and in 2011, the total
number of participants was 232. This increasing trend seems to contradict some of the
assumptions from previous years — namely, that regional mini-IPDETs were drawing
participants away from the summer flagship program.

In fact, anecdotal evidence indicates that even though mini-IPDETS being carried out
throughout the world (e.g., SHIPDET in Shanghai, EPDET in Slovakia) are providing
training to some individuals who then do not apply to come to IPDET, a considerable
number of the applicants to IPDET are doing so because they have heard of or have
participated in a mini-IPDET and want to continue their training. In 2012, IPDET will
face increased availability of regional training, most notably through 5 CLEAR centers
with multi-donor funding — an initiative led by the World Bank. IPDET Management will
monitor the effects of these M&E training programs on IPDET participation.
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Late cancellations and ‘no shows’ continues to be an
issue as it has over the past several years. Continued
vigilance toward early identification of such
applicants, as well as follow-up correspondence aimed
at determining the cause, will be prudent.

In 2011, the management of applications in the lead-up to the program by the
Registrar, with assistance from a full-time Co-op student, was very systematic and
thorough. There were regular prompts given to applicants on a variety of topics at
different stages of the process — completion of the application with all supporting
documents, acceptance of the offer, payment of the deposit, confirmation of visa and
provision of travel details. This constant communication with participants enabled us to
manage risk successfully. More specifically, we made decisions at various points to
change people’s status in our database to more accurately reflect the situation. If an
applicant had not paid their deposit by a specific date, it was deemed that they would not
be attending. Further, when it became clear that someone was not going to receive a visa
in time to be able to travel to the program, their status was changed to ‘cancelled’. We
discussed the status of various applicants at numerous times in the lead-up to the program
and, as such, reduced the number of “no shows” to zero. We had one or two cases of
people getting delayed but they did arrive eventually.

Over the years, participants from certain countries have had difficulty in obtaining
visas to attend. The most recent case has been participants from Afghanistan. CIDA’s
Afghanistan and Pakistan Task Force provided funds for 4 individuals from Afghanistan
to participate in 2010 and they were unsuccessful in obtaining visas. We tried again in
2011 and were unsuccessful for a second year. There were also many qualified Afghan
applicants whose applications were accepted, but who were kept on a separate list as we
were highly doubtful that they would succeed in their requests for a visa. In the end, 3
individuals did obtain visas to attend; one left after 10 days and the other 2 arrived in the
middle of week 2. None of these 3 people had an optimal learning experience.

2. Roundtable learning experience.

...some participants mentioned that the discussions
needed to be better structured...Others, similarly,
expressed a desire for more time for discussion and
more advance information about the topics. 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 acceptance to
the program. In addition, it is suggested that
expressions of interest be made in the form of an
abstract which clearly identifies the background
context, as well as the specific evaluation issue and
related questions that the presenter would like to
explore. Example abstracts that highlight each of these
requirements should be provided.

The roundtables were more focused and better moderated than in previous years. The
lessons learned from the past were applied to the organizations of these sessions in 2011.
Participants were reminded of the roundtable sessions prior to their arrival and encouraged
to bring ideas and presentations with them. Once IPDET began, sign-up sheets were
posted and individuals were asked to complete an ‘Expression of Interest’ form. A total
of 10 people presented, organized over 2 moderated, lunch-hour sessions. IPDET
organized “grab-and-go” lunches as a way of making the best use of the time. Evaluations
were completed following each session.
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3. Workshop learning experience.

Only a few of the workshops stood out as a potential
concern. Instructional renewal options for these
particular workshops should be explored. In general,
however, it appears that IPDET management’s
practice of workshop review and feedback utilized for
renewal decisions is working well and should be
continued.

It was noted that extending several workshops
from two 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...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 length of all
workshops while still maintaining the impressive
variety available to participants, it is recommended
that IPDET management monitor the relationship
between workshop length and quality. It would also
be prudent to considered length when evaluating
specific workshops for instructional renewal.

A concerted effort was made to solicit detailed workshop descriptions from the 2011
workshop instructors. This was aimed at reducing the number of requests to change
workshops during the program, which will inevitably occur but causes innumerable
logistical challenges as far as textbooks, materials and room capacity is concerned. Work
is still required in this regard as the more detailed and clear the workshop description, the
more informed the choices are that are being made prior to arrival.

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

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

4. Residential experience.

Ratings for logistical services, campus environment,
and extracurricular activities remained very favorable.
Ratings of dormitory and food services remained
lower than for other aspects of 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 enrolment and quality of 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 that IPDET management
continue its practice of soliciting early feedback from
participants regarding food and housing.

Considerable effort was made to work with campus-based services in the “off-season”
to improve the preparation for IPDET 2011 and weekly meetings were held with our food
and conference services colleagues during the 4-week program. Specific attention was
given to areas that requiring improvement based on feedback in 2010 — namely, variety of
food at meal times, availability of Halal meat and vegetarian options, cleanliness of the
residence rooms and hours of operation of the main on-campus restaurant. Whereas the
ratings went up in most areas, there is still work to be done in the level of cleanliness of
the bathrooms, in particular. This was regularly discussed and followed up on, but
without sufficient improvement. As room cleaning is contracted out to a separate
company, steps need to be taken in 2012 to ensure that Conference Services is following
up on what is or isn’t being done in this regard — both in the lead up to and during the
program. Attention was also paid to assigning an experienced Residence Fellow to be the
Program Assistant responsible for ‘housing and accommodation’.

In addition to the administration of regular housing surveys, the constant presence of
members of the IPDET Secretariat during the program meant that participants’ concerns
were being constantly addressed. At times, this made it challenging to carry out “regular”
tasks, but it did enable us to be constantly aware of people’s needs in a range of areas.
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2. Registration Demographics

2.1 Enrolment Trends

In 2011, overall enrolment for IPDET was higher than for the previous year. In particular, an
increase in enrolment in the Core program was observed, whereas enrolment was down slightly
in the Week 3 and Week 4 Programs (see Table 2). It should be noted that enrolment was higher
than table 2 suggests. IPDET management accepted 244 applicants for the Core Program,
although only 162 actually attended. Also, the number of scholarship recipients this year was up
substantially to an all-time high of 92. In 2010 the number of participants funded partially or
fully by scholarship was 80, compared to 59 scholarship recipients in 2009 and 62 in 2008. It
appears that the increases in scholarships awarded over the past two years may have, in part,
helped to reverse the decline in enrolment noted in 2009 as perhaps being due to the poor global
economy (see Trumpower, 2009).

Table 2: Registration Patterns, Past 5 Years

Program IPDET IPDET IPDET IPDET IPDET
Component 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Core Course 146 169 145 147 162
Week 3 131 155 141 149 140
Week 4 121 140 124 147 142
Total # participants 201 251 207 218 232

Information from program management sheds some light on the enrolment trends and provides
further perspective regarding enrolment considerations.

e Application trends: It is important to consider enrolment within the context of total
applications. Over the last few years, there had been a steady increase in the total numbers of
applicants as well as those seeking scholarship funds. In 2006, the total number of
applications was 619, of which the total number of applications for scholarships was 196
(32%). In 2007 the total number of applications increased to 1124, of which the total
applications for scholarships were 442 (39%), and in 2008 the upward trend continued with
1694 total applications, of which 597 (35%) were for scholarships. In 2009 and 2010, while
the total numbers of applications were down to 1533 and 1514, respectively, the number
seeking scholarships continued to rise to 625 (41%) and 668 (44%). This year, the total
number of applications was again down to 1334. Although the number seeking scholarships
was also down to 554, this still represents a large proportion (42%) of all applicants. As can
be determined in these data, the proportions of applicants who seek scholarships have been
higher over the last three years than prior to 2009. These trends seem consistent with the
conjecture that enrolment is affected by the global economic downturn. Nonetheless, there
still remains strong interest in attending IPDET, especially if funding is available.
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Scholarship availability and timing: As indicated above, the number of scholarship
applications remains high and continues to represent a large proportion of all applicants.
According to IPDET management, based on the numbers of worthy scholarship applications,
there is no question that IPDET could attract many more participants if more scholarship
funds were available. This year, although the number of scholarships offered was at an all-
time high of 92, the number of applicants who sought a scholarship, 554, was considerably
higher. Unfortunately, the situation with donor funding of scholarships is a dynamic one
which changes from year to year. Despite genuine interest in supporting the program, for a
variety of reasons, IPDET management often does not receive confirmation of donor agency
intentions to offer scholarship funds until fairly late in the application process. This year, a
delay in signing a scholarship agreement led to the loss of funding from a major donor for
2011. However, a 3-year agreement with the donor has since been signed and the
scholarships intended for a 3-year period have been re-distributed over 2 years. Both last
minute confirmation of, and loss of, funding results in IPDET management left scrambling to
fulfill offers to eligible candidates who must then obtain their visas, sometimes in a very
limited amount of time.

Special arrangements: In the past few years, a number of innovative arrangements have
been made that has both enhanced enrolment numbers and led to greater evaluation capacity
at the national level in developing countries. For example, IPDET offers reduced fees as an
incentive to large delegations paying in a lump sum. In both 2007 and 2008, Oxfam
International sponsored groups of 10 participants, and in 2009, the International
Development Research Centre sponsored over 10 staff members and researchers from partner
organizations to participate in IPDET. IPDET hopes others will continue to explore this
model.

Emergence of competing programs: In previous reports, it was recommended that IPDET
management monitor the impact of competing development evaluation training programs and
regional “mini IPDETs” on IPDET enrolment (see e.g., Trumpower, 2009). In addition to
courses, workshops and programs being developed and offered by other organizations (e.g.,
the International Institute for Rural Reconstruction, the African Evaluation Association), the
World Bank Group’s IPDET directors, Ray Rist and Linda Morra Imas, have been invited by
governments, bilateral organizations, and others to deliver one or two week regional “mini-
IPDETS” in Botswana, Uganda, South Africa, the Czech Republic, Spain, Tunisia, China,
India, Thailand, Canada, Australia, and Trinidad and Tobago since 2003. Also, a training
program called Shanghai International Program for Development Evaluation Training
(SHIPDET) has been institutionalized with the support of China’s Ministry of Finance, the
Asian Development Bank, the Asian-Pacific Finance Development Center (AFDC) and the
World Bank. SHIPDET has been held twice per year since 2007, with a two-week national
offering every April and a two-week regional offering every October.

As noted in last year’s report, these programs have not seemed to detract from IPDET
enrolment to date (Trumpower, 2010). The overall increase in enrolment observed this year
continues to support this perception. In fact, IPDET management has cited anecdotal
evidence indicating that regional mini-IPDETS actually attract participants to attend IPDET
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rather than detracting them from doing so. The strong interest in both IPDET and these
regional offerings indicates the continuing demand for development evaluation training
around the globe and particularly in developing countries.

Managerial efforts: Despite these forces that bear some influence on IPDET enrolment
patterns, it should be noted that IPDET management has taken very direct and positive steps
to address enrolment issues and ensure viability. For example, in 2005, IPDET hired a
consultant to carry out a study of marketing and promotion possibilities for IPDET. The
study included a survey of IPDET graduates conducted through the listserv. IPDET
management continues to act on many concrete suggestions which emerged from the study,
such as linking IPDET’s website to that of other international evaluation associations as well
as advertising through several evaluation-related electronic listservs. In addition, since 2006
the Secretariat has targeted promotional materials to their donors, the top ten international
NGOs as well as employers who have previously sent participants to IPDET.

In an effort to address the significant problem of late cancellations, IPDET management
introduced in 2004 a new administrative procedure aimed at more quickly identifying
accepted participants who may be risks for “no show”. Reasons for last-minute participant
cancellations are most often associated with problems in procuring visas, securing the
necessary funds from government Ministries to attend, or being granted time away from
work to attend the training. Although IPDET management advertises a closing date for
registrations at least three weeks before the program starts, in reality, applications --
particularly from paying applicants -- are accepted for several days after the closing date.
Nonetheless, in 2011 there were 244 applicants accepted for the Core Program, but only 162
attended. However, by recognizing characteristics of high risk participants from previous
years, and by maintaining frequent communication with accepted applicants in the time
leading up to IPDET, management was able to minimize the difficulties associated with late
cancellations and eliminate unexpected no shows this year.

Networking: In-country networking and contacts are also likely to play a role in enrolment.
The past success of IPDET, in terms of the growing number of participants and their ratings
of the quality of the program, may be its best marketing tool. More satisfied alumni create the
potential for more “word-of-mouth” advertisement. Indeed, the total number of applications
has exceeded 1000 every year since 2007. As noted above, regional mini-IPDETs may also
be creating enhanced awareness of, and interest in, IPDET.

In the future, publication of Morra Imas and Rist’s textbook on development evaluation may
also have an impact on enrolment. The expressed aim of the textbook is to expand and share
the Core Course content of IPDET with others interested in development evaluation. Some
readers of the text may, therefore, feel that they have little to gain by attending [IPDET’s Core
Course. Itis perhaps more likely, however, that the text may generate increased interest in
hands-on training and further professional development.
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2.2 2011 Participant Demographics

Country of Origin

Participants in the 2011 program came from all regions of the world, including citizens from 75
different countries in the Core Course, 71 in Week 3, and 68 in Week 4. Figure 1 shows a similar
pattern across program components with the majority of participants originating, in terms of their
workplace, from developing countries. These breakdowns indicate an increasing proportion of
participants from developing countries observed across all three program components over the
past three years (see Trumpower, 2009, 2010).

Core

Industrialized
28%

Developing
72%

Week 3 Week 4

Industrialized
25%

Industrialized
28%

Developing

Developin,
ping 72%

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

Organizational Context

Participants were from a variety of organizational contexts as shown in Figures 2 and 3. As in
years past, government, multilateral, non-governmental, and bilateral agencies were among the
most frequently identified organizational affiliations in the core course®, with relatively fewer
participants identifying university sector, evaluation/research organizations, or private sector (see
Figure 2).

® Organizational affiliation 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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Core Course
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Figure 2: IPDET 2011 core course participant organizational affiliation

Private sector
2%

Figure 3 shows the breakdown of organizational functions across the various components of the
program. IPDET continues to attract a nice mix of people with varying interests in development
evaluation. As was the case in recent years, the most frequently identified roles and functions
were associated with managing evaluation units, using evaluation for program improvement, and
designing and conducting evaluations. Identified less frequently were those who use evaluation
for policy making followed by those who request evaluation and those with teaching
responsibility. These observations were consistent across components of the program, with the
exception of the Core course when a slightly greater frequency of participants who use
evaluation for policy making exceeded the frequency who design and conduct evaluation.
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Figure 3: IPDET 2011 organization function of participants by program
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3. Evaluation Findings

3.1 Key Ratings

As has been the case in prior years (see, e.g., Cousins, 2004, 2006a, 2006b, 2007; Trumpower,
2008, 2009, 2010), most IPDET participants (92%) continue to self-report that the chances of
them using the knowledge and skills acquired during IPDET are ‘high’ (4 or 5 on the 5 point
Likert-type scales). Less than 1% indicated that this likelihood would be low. Participants were
also of the view that the Core Program met their expectations (87%), which marks a slight
increase from the previous year (85% in 2010). Responses to Week 3 and 4 questionnaires
revealed that the majority of participants held the view that IPDET workshops met their
expectations (87% for Week 3, 91% for Week 4). In 2010, this opinion was less favorable for
both Week 3 (81%), and Week 4 (86%) workshops (see Trumpower, 2010).

100%

. S
%20%? % éé
A DA A D A D

IPDET component

Figure 4: IPDET 2011 quality indicators by program component

Other key indicators included respondents’ inclination to recommend the program to a colleague
and the likelihood they would return for additional training if funding were available. Figure 4
compares response patterns across the three program components. As was the case in prior
years, a high proportion of participants indicated that they would recommend the Core Course to
a colleague (92%). These results are consistent across all components of IPDET, and are similar
to the 2010 data. Responses about the prospect of returning for more training if funding were
available were also quite high, with 87% of Core, 85% of Week 3, and 90% of Week 4 program
participants responding that they would return. These percentages are also similar to 2010 data,
with the exception of Week 4 — last year a smaller percentage of participants (84%) indicated
that they would return. Although there was a small percentage of participants who indicated that
they would not return for additional training if funding were available (<4%), some of them were
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taking part in their second or third IPDET program which may have diminished their interest in
returning by virtue of their needs being met.

3.2 Program Objective Attainment

In order to estimate the extent to which participants believed that IPDET was effective in
meeting program objectives, scale variables were computed for (1) learning objectives, (2)
enhancement of participants’ abilities, (3) utilization, and (4) quality of course design and
delivery. With the exception of utilization, each of these scale variables was based on several
element items, although they were eliminated from the Week 3 and Week 4 instruments in the
2004 evaluation in the interest of streamlining data collection (They were, however, retained for
individual workshop evaluations). Figure 5 compares the Core Course over the past four years
on these scale variables. The pattern of self-reported ratings across years is virtually identical.
Rated highest were anticipated use of knowledge and skill developed followed by the extent to
which learning objectives were met. These ratings exceed ‘4’ on the five point Likert-type scale.
Next, with ratings equal to or approaching ‘4’, was the extent to which IPDET enhanced
participants’ abilities and competencies and the quality of course design and delivery.
Participants’ ratings for each program objective were very consistent with that observed in 2010.

5
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Objectives Use

IPDET program objectives

Figure 5: Average rating of IPDET program objectives by year

The scale variable for learning objectives was based on six questionnaire items. As shown in
Appendix B, Table B4, the highest rated items were:

= Meet people engaged in development evaluation from all over the world (Mean=4.50)

= Develop networks or contacts for future collaboration (Mean=4.32)

= Increase knowledge of evaluation approaches and methods (Mean=4.22)

& Increase or upgrade your current depth or level of evaluation skills (Mean=4.17).

Also shown in Appendix B, Table B4, even the lowest rated items were rated quite highly (i.e.,
above 4 on a five-point scale) and are not, therefore, a cause for concern.
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The extent to which IPDET was effective in enhancing participant abilities and competencies
was based on six items as well (see Table B5). The highest rated items were:

&> Other competencies as a result of the training (Mean=4.24)

& Manage better the design and conduct of evaluations (Mean=4.05)

= More effectively interpret and use results for program improvement (Mean=3.99)

&> Design higher quality evaluations (Mean=3.98)

= More effectively interpret and use results for policy making (Mean=3.97).

The lowest rated item, although still relatively high on the five point scale, was:
&> Conduct higher quality evaluations (Mean=3.89).

As suggested in previous years’ reports, these results may indicate that by attending IPDET,
some participants come to recognize what they previously did not know concerning the effective
conduct of evaluations.

Participants’ self-report on the likelihood that they would use knowledge and skills developed at
IPDET was rated with a single item. As shown in Figure 5, the average rating for this variable
was 4.46 on the five point Likert-type scale. This is quite favorable, and is nearly identical to
last year.

The estimate of quality of IPDET design and delivery was based on nine element items (see
Table B6). Highest rated among these were:

&> Content of lectures / presentations (Mean=4.21)

& Guest lectures (Mean=4.10)

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

= Delivery of lectures / presentations (Mean=4.02).

The lowest rated items, although still relatively high on the five point scale, were:
&> Balance of time between the various subjects (Mean=3.62)
= Depth of coverage of the sessions (Mean=3.70)
& Pacing of the various sessions (Mean=3.70).

In addition, it should be noted that ratings for ‘Depth of coverage’ and ‘Pacing’ this year were
similar to that observed in 2010, which marked an improvement over 2009. These were two
aspects of design and delivery that were specifically targeted for improvement by IPDET
management over the past two years.

3.3 Qualitative Assessments

Several open-ended items were included on each of the Core Course and Week 3 and 4
instruments. These asked participants to comment on what 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 open-ended responses was
conducted and summarized in Appendices B (Tables B14-B16, B18), C (Tables C4-C7) and D
(Tables D4-D7). The following themes emerged from an analysis of these comments. It should
be noted that these comments were scattered topically and therefore should be understood as
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suggestions for consideration as opposed to trends that represent the views of significant
numbers of participants (see the appendices for a breakdown of frequency of responses
according to emergent themes).

& Found to be most useful: The most frequently observed comments were about the specific
knowledge and skills covered in the Core and Week 3 and 4 program components. Course
content was found to be relevant, practical, and well delivered. Next most frequently
observed comments were associated with networking and interaction with peers. Related to
this theme were respondents’ favorable views about group work and the diversity and
sharing of experiences among participants. In addition, participants appreciated the valuable
resources they received, including Morra Imas and Rist’s textbook on development
evaluation, and other course materials. These themes are entirely consistent with those that
emerged in 2010.

& Found to be least useful / suggested improvements: Participants offered significantly
fewer comments on drawbacks associated with IPDET than was the case concerning
benefits (less than half as many). It is, therefore, important to keep in mind that some of the
observations described below are based on a small percentage of all participants.

Most frequently identified were concerns about time. Participants indicated that the
program was “intense” with little opportunity to digest the information presented. Here, the
most prevalent recommendation was to allow more time to cover course/workshop content
in depth. Others felt rushed and/or fatigued, indicating a desire for more free time outside
of class. Several suggested reducing or eliminating mealtime speakers and/or other
activities.

Participants also expressed a desire for additional practical examples/case studies, although
this recommendation was more prevalent in the Core Course than in Weeks 3 and 4. There
was also a desire among some participants in the Core Course for more group work.

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

3.4 Core Course Specific Data

Perceptions of Knowledge and Skill Gains

Table B3 in Appendix B provides detailed information about the extent to which participants
believed they had gained in knowledge and skill as a result of the IPDET Core program. There
were 17 individual knowledge and skill items that were rated on a ‘before’ and ‘after’ basis.
Table B3 indicates that there was significant self-reported growth relative to every knowledge
and skill item.
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Items for which the highest rate of self-reported growth was reported were:
& Types of evaluation questions (Mean difference=2.22)
= Developing an evaluation design matrix (Mean difference=2.03)
&> The theory of change (Mean difference=1.92)
& Types of evaluation approaches (Mean difference=1.78).

These were the same four items with the highest rate of self-reported growth as observed in last
year’s report.

The four items for which the smallest (yet statistically significant) amount of self-reported
growth was reported were:

& Identifying and involving stakeholders (Mean difference=1.05)

& Developing an evaluation ‘terms of reference’ (Mean difference=1.23)

& Communicating and reporting evaluation findings (Mean difference=1.15)

& Evaluation ethics (Mean difference=1.21).

These, too, were the same four items with the smallest amount of self-rated growth as observed
in last year’s report. As in 2010, however, these items also had the four highest ‘before’ ratings,
indicating that participants had less room for growth in these areas.

Knowledge Test

As in previous years, parallel forms of a 25 item multiple choice knowledge test were
administered to all participants in the Core Course. Both forms of the test have been shown to
have moderately high levels of internal consistency, as indicated by Cronbach’s standardized
alpha coefficients in the .64 - .72 range (Trumpower, 2008; 2009). These figures reveal adequate
reliability for the present purpose. No changes to the instruments were made since 2005.

Approximately half of the respondents received Form A prior to instruction and Form B
following instruction. The others received the reverse sequence. Participants were asked to
indicate their name on each test such that pre- and post-test responses could be linked. Data
were available for 144 participants, as not all participants completed both forms of the
instrument at the respective pre- and post-test intervals.

Figure 6 shows the mean scores on the knowledge test at pre- and post-test intervals over the past
four years. Test forms were observed to be of essentially equal difficulty at the pretest interval
from 2008 to 2011. In 2011, as in prior years, related t-tests revealed significant growth in
development evaluation knowledge from pre- to post-test intervals regardless of test sequence.*

* Form A pre/Form B post t (80) = 5.71, p < .001; Form B pre/Form A post t (62) = 11.32, p < .001.
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a) Form A pre / Form B post b) Form B pre / Form A post
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Figure 6: Pre- and post-test average knowledge test score by test form and year Note: All pre-
post differences are statistically significant at p < .001.

Instructor Ratings

Each instructor was rated on their overall quality of instruction. As has been the case for the past
number of years, core faculty members received high ratings and praise from respondents,
although some variability across members was observed (see Appendix B, Tables B7-B9). Two
of the three core faculty received a mean rating that exceeded 4, while the other core faculty’s
mean rating approached 4 on the 5 point Likert-type scale ranging from ‘low’ to ‘high’.

Group Work
Ratings concerning group work were also consistently high. All three items addressing this
dimension of the Core Course received ratings that exceeded 4 on the 5-point Likert-type scale.
The ratings for these items were all slightly more favorable than in 2010, and are rank-ordered as
follows:

&> How important was the hands-on application of class learning to the group work project? (Mean=4.39)

& To what extent did the group work project challenge you to think about new ways of developing an evaluation
design? (Mean=4.14)
& How applicable was the group work project to your work environment? (Mean=4.05).

Participants were also asked to rate the quality of facilitation provided by the small group
facilitator. Averaged across all facilitators, the mean rating was quite favorable at 4.06 (see
Appendix B, Table B10). In addition, nearly three fourths of participants (74%) indicated that
the amount of group work was ‘about right’. Of those who differed, more indicated that there
was ‘too little’ (22%) than ‘too much’ (4%) group work. The optimal size for groups, as
expressed by 87% of the participants, was 4-7 members. These figures are roughly consistent
with the past few years (Cousins, 2007; Trumpower, 2008, 2009, 2010).

Roundtables

In 2011, ten Roundtable luncheon sessions were held on a wide variety of topics. These sessions
permitted IPDET participants to share their rich experiences through interactive, informal
exchanges with interested peers. Participants were asked to comment on these sessions on a
brief questionnaire. Results from key items are summarized in Table B17 in Appendix B.
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Although some participants did not attend these optional events (over 72% of participants
attended at least one Roundtable session), it is clear that those who did attend the roundtables
received them favorably. Participants’ mean ratings for the overall quality of the Roundtables
was 3.99 on a 5-point Likert scale, which is impressive considering that they are presented by
participants rather than experienced instructors. This rating is slightly higher than in 2010. A
very slight majority (53%) thought that the number of roundtable topics should be increased,
which is similar to that observed in the previous year (see Trumpower, 2010).

Qualitative comments revealed an overwhelmingly positive experience shared by those who
attended roundtable sessions. Roundtable attendees found them to be an excellent platform for
sharing of ideas in an interactive format. They found the array of topics to be interesting, varied,
and practical. In previous years, sizeable numbers of participants suggested that Roundtable
sessions required more tightly-structured presentations and better facilitation. Such concerns
were rarely voiced this year. It appears that IPDET management’s efforts to address these issues
(e.g., by soliciting information from potential roundtable presenters in advance, providing
presenters with clearly structured templates to help them organize their presentations, and having
session moderators keep presentations focused on a brief introduction to the evaluation context
and a clear statement of the problem so that ample time is available for discussion of potential
solutions) have been successful.

3.5 Workshop Specific Data

The workshops were very well received as indicated by key self-report measures of participant
satisfaction and open-ended questions about program quality. The Week 3 and Week 4
instruments asked for ratings on the learning experience (outcomes), the quality of design and
delivery, and the interaction and exchange with other participants. Figure 7 shows responses for
three key indicators: (1) whether expectations were met, (2) whether the workshop would be
recommended to a colleague if given again, and (3) whether the participant would return for
additional training if funding was available. The data are displayed over a 4 year period. In
general, results for 2011 are consistent with prior years; workshops were perceived to be of high
quality. The proportion of workshop participants indicating that their expectations were met was
slightly higher for Week 4 than Week 3. The observed proportions were higher than obtained in
the previous two years for both Week 3 and Week 4. The proportion of workshop participants
indicating that they would recommend the workshop to a colleague and that they would return
for additional training showed a similar pattern, with slightly higher proportions obtained for
Week 4 than Week 3.
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Figure 7: Workshop quality indicators by year and IPDET component

A comparative chart showing workshop-specific summaries for related indicators appears in
Table 3. 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 would return for additional training if funding were available. As can
be deduced from examination of Table 3, these indicators are correlated; workshops receiving
high ratings on one indicator were likely to receive high ratings on the others, and vice versa.

The average proportion of responses within the favorable category across the three indicators
was quite high, although some variation in ratings across workshops was evident. Averaged
across the three indicators, nearly three-fourths (73%) of the workshops produced proportions in
the favorable category that exceeded 80%. This proportion is higher than in any of the past five
years (see Cousins, 2006b, 2007; Trumpower, 2008, 2009, 2010). In fact, over half (54%) of the
twenty-six workshops received proportions that exceeded 90% in the favorable category.

The top scoring workshops on the three dimensions combined (ordered by ratings) were:
& ll-a. Designing and Conducting Focus Groups. Janet Mancini Billson (Mean = 100%)
& 11-f. Evaluating HIV/AIDS Programs. David Wilson (Mean = 100%)
& lll-c. Case Study Methods for Development Evaluation. Linda G. Morra Imas & Ray C. Rist (Mean = 100%)
& |V-a. Designing and Conducting Surveys. Suresh Balakrishnan (Mean = 100%)
& l-e. Introduction to Quantitative Data Analysis. Gene Swimmer (Mean = 96%)

The nine additional workshops found to produce favorable proportions that exceeded 90%
averaged across the three indicators were:
& 1V-e. Approaches for Evaluating Development Results of Multilateral Development Banks. Martha Ainsworth
& Sidney J. Edelmann (Mean = 94%)
& 111-g. Developmental Evaluation : Applying Systems Thinking and Complexity Concepts to Enhance
Innovation and Use. Michael Q. Patton (Mean = 94%)
& IV-f. Quantitative Impact Evaluation. Jose Galdo (Mean = 93%)
& |I-d. Evaluating Humanitarian Assistance. Margie Buchanan-Smith & John Cosgrave (Mean = 92%)
& |-c. Designing and Building Results-Based Monitoring and Evaluation Systems. Ray C. Rist (Mean = 92%)
& 1l1-d. Conducting International Joint Evaluations. Niels Dabelstein, Ted Kliest, & Ted Freeman (Mean = 92%)
& 1V-g. Qualitative Methods and Analysis for Development Evaluation. Michael Q. Patton (Mean = 92%)
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& 1V-d. Governance, Corruption and Development Evaluation: Role of Indicators and Empirical Tools. Daniel
Kaufmann (Mean = 91%)
& l-a. Designing Impact Evaluations under Constraints. Michael Bamberger (Mean = 91%).

In similarly collapsing across indicators, the three lowest scoring workshops were:

& ll-c. The Use of Evaluations in Public and International Governance: Evidence for Decision Making.
Indran Naidoo & Robert D. van den Berg (Mean = 69%)

& ll-e. Positioning Evaluation in Your Organization. Terry Smutylo (Mean = 70%)

& 1l-g. Logic Models in Development Evaluations. Nancy Porteous & Steve Montague (Mean = 77%).
Although these are the lowest scoring workshops in 2011, they are nonetheless considerably
higher than the lowest scoring workshops in previous years. For example, last year two
workshops received an average rating below 50%, and in 2009 four workshops did so
(Trumpower, 2009, 2010).

Detailed workshop specific findings are summarized in Appendices E through DD. Among
these summaries are content analyses of open-ended comments. Such comments at a more
general level were provided in responses to Week 3 and 4 questionnaires (see Appendices C and
D). From these data, and similar to prior years, perceived benefits of the workshops included
mostly specific course content, the real world examples and experience provided by the
instructor(s), and the hands-on, interactive nature of group work.

Participants were also asked about drawbacks to the workshops. Time constraints were the most
frequently identified drawback and area suggested for improvement, indicating that not enough
time was available for such things as application and in-depth discussions. There were also
indications that content was too specific in some workshops (e.g., focusing primarily on a
US/Canadian context, directed at the managerial level, etc.) with recommendations that a broader
range of examples would be helpful. Again, however, it should be noted that perceived benefits
vastly outnumbered drawbacks, and that many of the suggested improvements identified here are
based on a small number of participant comments.

Historically, instructional pacing has been one of the most frequently cited areas of concern
within workshops. As a result, IPDET management made a decision to extend several
workshops from 1.5 to 2 days and others from 2 to 3 days in length beginning in 2010. Of note,
participant ratings of the pacing of individual workshops has increased from a mean of 3.92 in
2009 to 4.01 in 2010 and 4.14 this year. In fact, mean ratings of most all aspects of the
workshops were higher this year than in the previous two years, in particular with respect to the
delivery, content, and logical progression of workshop material. It appears that the general
decision to lengthen workshops has been associated with positive outcomes.

Also with respect to workshop length, it is interesting to note that 9 of the 14 workshops rated
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 length. This pattern is consistent with an
observation made in last year’s report. Although it may not be feasible for all workshops to be
extended, it is recommended that IPDET management continue to monitor the relationship
between workshop length and quality. Awareness of such a relationship may be useful when
making instructional renewal decisions.
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Table 3: IPDET 2011 Relative Workshop Ratings
\Workshop N? Likely use of  [Expectations met| Recommendation to
knowledge/skills % 4 or 5 a colleague
% 4 or 5° % Yes

I-a. Designing Impact Evaluations under Constraints
Michael Bamberger 31 87 91 94
I-b. Cost-Benefit Analytic Tools for Development Evaluation
Philip Joyce & William Duncombe 8 75 75 87
I-c. Designing and Building Results-Based Monitoring and Evaluation
Systems

. 55 96 85 94
Ray C. Rist
I-d. Evaluating Humanitarian Assistance
Margie Buchanan-Smith & John Cosgrave 13 77 100 100
I-e. Introduction to Quantitative Data Analysis
Gene Swimmer 18 89 100 100
I1-a. Designing and Conducting Focus Groups
Janet Mancini Billson 9 100 100 100
I1-b. Performance Budgeting
Philip Joyce 19 8 9 9
l1-c. The Use of Evaluations in Public and International Governance:
Evidence for Decision Making 25 68 61 77
Indran Naidoo & Robert D. van den Berg
ll-e. Positioning Evaluation in Your Organization
Terry Smutylo 14 92 58 61
11-f. Evaluating HIV/AIDS Programs
David Wilson 10 100 100 100
l1-g. Logic Models in Development Evaluations
Nancy Porteous & Steve Montague 23 83 76 1
11-h. Building Evaluation Capacity within Ministries: Lessons Learned
and Good Practice in Industrialized and Developing Countries 18 78 78 83
Frédéric Martin
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I11-a. Sampling Techniques for Development Evaluation
Bassirou Chitou & Gregg B. Jackson 13 92 92 84
I11-b. Managing Evaluation
Penny Hawkins 18 88 89 89
I11-c. Case Study Methods for Development Evaluation
Linda G. Morra Imas & Ray C. Rist 15 100 100 100
I11-d. Conducting International Joint Evaluations
Niels Dabelstein, Ted Kliest, & Ted Freeman 4 75 100 100
I11-f. Intermediate Quantitative Data Analysis
Gene Swimmer 14 79 85 100
111-g. Developmental Evaluation : Applying Systems Thinking and
Cqmplexity Concepts to Enhance Innovation and Use 22 95 95 91
Michael Q. Patton
I11-h. Assessing the Outcomes and Impacts of Complex Programs
Michael Bamberger & Frans L. Leeuw 14 79 86 92
IV-a. Designing and Conducting Surveys
Suresh Balakrishnan 13 100 100 100
IV-b. Assessing Organizational Performance
Marie-Héléne Adrien, Charles Lusthaus, & Nancy MacPherson 11 82 82 o1
IVV-c. Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation
Francois Coupal 11 82 73 82
IV-d. Governance, Corruption and Development Evaluation: Role of
Indicators and Empirical Tools 16 86 87 100
Daniel Kaufmann
IV-e. Approaches for Evaluating Development Results of Multilateral
Development Banks
1 1

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

23




3.6 IPDET Secretariat

The proportion of IPDET participants providing favorable responses to ratings of the IPDET
Secretariat and the infrastructure for the program appear in Table 4. The table shows a
comparison between IPDET 2010 and 2011. Observed is a pattern of very high satisfaction on
most of the criteria across the three program components — specifically, logistical services, extra-
curricular activities, and campus environment. As was the case in 2010, food services and
dormitory life were rated somewhat lower than the other criteria.

Although food services and dormitory life are typically rated lower than other aspects of the
program, IPDET management strives to be responsive to participant concerns in these areas. In
this regard, participants are asked 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 that any serious concerns are raised. Beginning in 2010, participants
were also asked to rate the “responsiveness of IPDET secretariat to your concerns regarding
quality of life on campus” at the end of each program component. As with last year, almost all
participants (92, 95, and 99% in the Core, Week 3, and Week 4 respectively) responded
favorably to this item again this year.

Open-ended comments obtained from Core, Week 3 and 4, and Workshop questionnaires (see
Appendices) revealed very few comments concerning logistics or infrastructure. Many
participants provided accolades for the secretariat for a job well done, for example “Overall
excellent organisation and lectures and very dedicated and professional staff. Everyone was very
friendly and cared. You really took care of even the smallest details. Keep up the great work!”,
“This has been a dream come true! Very impressed with all the background work which has gone
in to support us all”, and “This is one of the best experiences | have ever had in my life - very
well organised and great friendly people from co-ordinators to program managers to the
lecturers. Thank you!”. A few participants indicated that rooms were too cold and a few others
expressed a desire for a greater variety of food. Otherwise, very few specific concerns were
expressed about accommodations and services on these questionnaires, which are completed at
the end of each IPDET component.

Table 4: Infrastructure and Campus Life: Percent Indicating High Quality* by Year

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

! Percentage of respondents who answered ‘4’ or “5” (high)
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3.7 Fellow Participants

Participants were asked to rate their fellow colleagues on several criteria. Each of the respective
questionnaires asked participants to rate their peers on three criteria: (1) readiness to learn, (2)
willingness to share knowledge and skills, and (3) bringing of different views and perspectives
about evaluation.

Figure 8 shows that these ratings are highly favorable. For all three attributes, 85% or more of
the respondents rated their colleagues ‘4’ or ‘5’ (high) on the five-point Likert scale. Further,
participants’ responses to open-ended questions rarely involved concerns about fellow
participants. These findings are very consistent with those obtained over the past few years.

A number of participants mentioned group work as a benefit of the program and, as shown in
Table B12 of Appendix B, 74.5% believed that the amount of group work was “about right”.
This proportion is slightly higher than observed in 2010. As in previous years, participants also
indicated that they benefited from networking with their peers, including the sharing of ideas,
contacts, and interactions.

100
7
Percent of / b, 77
respondents
answering '4' or '5'80 / / N % 12008
(high) / 2 //’ 02009
% “ % 02010
é ) /,//; m2011
60 j i : ‘:J : i -2, LY
Readiness to learn among ~ Willingness to share Bringing different
participants knowledge & skill views/perspectives on
evaluation
Participant attributes
Figure 8: Ratings of participants by year
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4, Summary Findings and Recommendations

A considerable amount of data was gathered for this evaluation, mostly from self-report
questionnaires but also parallel forms of a knowledge test and archival information obtained
through interactions with program management. As with past evaluations, the knowledge test
revealed significant cognitive growth in development evaluation knowledge following
completion of the Core Course.

The self-report questionnaires on the Core Course, Week 3 and Week 4 sessions, and the 26
workshops offered almost uniformly positive evidence in support of the attainment of program
objectives and participant satisfaction. Curriculum renewal remains an ongoing process for
IPDET. The present data provide evidence that curriculum renewal activities continue to be well
received by program participants. The program continues to be relevant and of highly perceived
quality.

It seems evident that program organizers and workshop instructors have been sensitive and
attentive to feedback from the prior cohorts and that steps have been taken to improve instruction
for the current year. Several indicators revealed that such efforts had been rewarded with
favorable feedback from participants. IPDET continues to be a very strong program that is
meeting the development evaluation needs of a wide ranging target population from many
countries around the world. The program has reached a level of maturity and stability and has
become globally recognized as a source of evaluation knowledge and skill. Following are
suggestions and considerations for ongoing planning of IPDET.

4.1 Matters for Consideration

As has been the case over the past several years, IPDET 2011 was highly successful overall.
These findings are remarkably consistent and corroborate evaluation findings from prior IPDET
evaluations (Cousins, 2004, 2006a, 2006b, 2007; den Heyer, 2003; Trumpower, 2008, 2009,
2010). IPDET developers and managers are again to be commended for their hard work in
meeting clients’ diverse learning needs.

The achievement test showed significant cognitive growth from pre- to post-test intervals for the
Core Course. A statistically significant improvement in test performance was observed. Data
from self-report questionnaires showed a pattern of almost uniformly positive participant
perceptions about the program’s success in meeting its objectives. This was the 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 participants’ needs, the likelihood of recommending IPDET
to colleagues and participant inclination to return for future training, were highly favorable and,
for the most part, as or more favorable than reported in the 2010 evaluation. A majority of the
workshops offered in Weeks 3 and 4 were rated very highly with few, if any, identified as being
a cause for concern. Ratings of specific aspects of individual workshops (e.g., instructional
pacing) showed a general pattern of improvement relative to recent prior years.
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Given IPDET’s high level of observed effectiveness only suggestions and considerations for
incremental changes or fine tuning are offered. Recommendations for more fundamental or
substantial program alterations are simply not warranted.

Enrolment patterns. Overall enrolment increased again this year, despite a small decline in the
number of applications received. As well, the proportion of participants from developing
countries was higher than in past years. Increased enrolment may be at least partially attributable
to the record high number of scholarships awarded this year. Whereas the number of
applications for participants seeking funding decreased slightly, the proportion of all applicants
who sought a scholarship remained high. Thus, demand continues to exceed supply in this
regard. In order to continue meeting the high demand for development evaluation training,
especially in economically difficult times and for participants from developing countries, IPDET
management will need to continue to work hard toward procuring donors of scholarships and
partial scholarships, as it has in the past. As well, it is recommended that IPDET continue to
explore other financial incentives like the current practice of offering reduced fees for large
delegations and multi-year agreements.

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

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

Workshop learning experience. Overall, this year’s workshops were also very well received. The
proportion of workshops that received highly favorable quality ratings was higher than in
previous years. Few if any of the workshops stood out as a potential concern. In general, it
appears that IPDET management’s practice of workshop review and feedback utilized for
renewal decisions is working well and should be continued.

It was noted that the decision made in 2010 to extend the length of several workshops appears
successful, as evidenced by increasing quality ratings. It was also 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. Nonetheless, time constraints were the most
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frequently identified area suggested for improvement in qualitative responses. Although it may
not be feasible to extend the length of all workshops while still maintaining the impressive
variety available to participants, it is recommended that IPDET management continue to monitor
the relationship between workshop length and quality. It would also be prudent to consider
length when evaluating specific workshops for instructional renewal.

Residential experience. Ratings for logistical services, campus environment, and extracurricular
activities remained very favorable. Ratings of dormitory and food services were lower than for
other aspects of the IPDET secretariat and infrastructure of the program, though, as has
historically been the case. Ratings of food services, in particular, were somewhat lower than in
2010.

Nonetheless, IPDET management received excellent ratings for their responsiveness to
participant concerns regarding their residential experience. It seems that IPDET management’s
practice of soliciting early feedback concerning food and housekeeping is effective at allowing
them to respond quickly to any serious concerns in these areas. The traditionally lower ratings of
food and dormitory services may simply reflect the wide range of expectations held by the
culturally and geographically diverse population attracted to IPDET, rather than any serious
concerns. It is recommended that IPDET management continue its practice of soliciting early
feedback from participants during the program regarding food and housing issues. But, in
addition, it may be helpful to solicit more specific information regarding food/housing
preferences and expectations from participants before they arrive at IPDET.

General considerations. Overall, IPDET continues to meet its stated learning objectives and to
maintain participant satisfaction extremely well. However, as with any program, there is always
room for improvement. Historically, and again this year, the two most commonly indicated
issues were lack of time (both time available to cover course material in-depth in the classroom
and free time to consolidate newly learned material and complete readings outside of the
classroom) and the availability of a wide range of relevant case studies/examples. Although
participant feedback revealed a trend toward improved ratings in these areas, they were still rated
lower than other aspects of training.

As a result, it is suggested that IPDET management consider limiting the number of mealtime
speakers in order to provide participants with more free time to “digest” their newly gained
knowledge in what is currently a densely-packed schedule.

It is also suggested that IPDET management continue to strongly encourage presenters to
provide a wide variety of instructional examples/case studies that are relevant to the diversity of
participant contexts. Curriculum reform preceding IPDET 2007 (see Cousins, 2007), as well as
the recent addition of Morra Imas and Rist’s textbook, have made contributions in this regard.
However, providing participants with an even greater variety and quantity of examples will
likely be positively received. One possibility that IPDET management might find useful is to
actively solicit case studies from alumni via the IPDET listserv. Any examples received could
then be provided to future presenters and/or participants in an online repository.
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Appendix A: IPDET Instruments

Instrument N
Pre-test: Knowledge Test Form A 81
Pre-test: Knowledge Test Form B 63
Post-test: Knowledge Test Form A 63
Post-test: Knowledge Test Form B 81
Core Course Questionnaire 157
Roundtable Survey 118
Week 3 Questionnaire 110
Week 4 Questionnaire 99
I-a. Designing Impact Evaluations under Constraints
. 31
Michael Bamberger
I-b. Cost-Benefit Analytic Tools for Development Evaluation 8
Philip Joyce & William Duncombe
I-c. Designing and Building Results-Based Monitoring and Evaluation Systems 55
Ray C. Rist
I-d. Evaluating Humanitarian Assistance 13
Margie Buchanan-Smith & John Cosgrave
I-e. Introduction to Quantitative Data Analysis 18
Gene Swimmer
I1-a. Designing and Conducting Focus Groups 9
Janet Mancini Billson
I1-b. Performance Budgeting
- 19
Philip Joyce
I1-c. The Use of Evaluations in Public and International Governance: Evidence for Decision Making o5
Indran Naidoo & Robert D. van den Berg
I1-e. Positioning Evaluation in Your Organization
14
Terry Smutylo
I1-f. Evaluating HIV/AIDS Programs 10
David Wilson
I1-g. Logic Models in Development Evaluations 23
Nancy Porteous & Steve Montague
I1-h. Building Evaluation Capacity within Ministries: Lessons Learned and Good Practice in
Industrialized and Developing Countries 18
Frédéric Martin
I11-a. Sampling Techniques for Development Evaluation 13
Bassirou Chitou & Gregg B. Jackson
I11-b. Managing Evaluation
. 18
Penny Hawkins
I1l-c. Case Study Methods for Development Evaluation 15
Linda G. Morra Imas & Ray C. Rist
I11-d. Conducting International Joint Evaluations 4
Niels Dabelstein, Ted Kliest, & Ted Freeman
I11-f. Intermediate Quantitative Data Analysis 14
Gene Swimmer
I11-g. Developmental Evaluation : Applying Systems Thinking and Complexity Concepts to Enhance 22
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Innovation and Use
Michael Q. Patton

I11-h. Assessing the Outcomes and Impacts of Complex Programs

Michael Bamberger & Frans L. Leeuw 14
IV-a. Designing and Conducting Surveys 13
Suresh Balakrishnan
IV-b. Assessing Organizational Performance 1
Marie-Hélene Adrien, Charles Lusthaus, & Nancy MacPherson
IV-c. Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation 11
Francois Coupal
IV-d. Governance, Corruption and Development Evaluation: Role of Indicators and Empirical Tools 16
Daniel Kaufmann
IV-e. Approaches for Evaluating Development Results of Multilateral Development Banks 6
Martha Ainsworth & Sidney J. Edelmann
IV-f. Quantitative Impact Evaluation

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

Michael Q. Patton
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Appendix B: Core Course Questionnaire

Table B1: Demographics

Country Frequency Percent Job Position Frequency Percent
Industrialized 43 27.9 Program/Project Officer or Manager 51 33.6
Developing 111 721 Monitoring and/or Evaluation Officer/Specialist 57 37.5

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

Other 19 12.5

Total 152 100

Type of Organization Frequency Percent Primary Evaluation Function Frequency Percent
Bilateral development agency 18 12.3 Design and conduct evaluation directly 45 28.8
Multi-lateral development agency 45 30.8 Manage the design and conduct of evaluations 69 44.2
Private sector 3 21 Use evaluation results for program improvement 87 55.8
Non-governmental organization 18 12.3 Use evaluation results for policy making 51 32.7
University 2 1.4 Teach evaluation theory and methods 28 17.9
Evaluation and research institution 14 Request evaluation services 40 25.6
Government 52 35.6 Other 19 12.2
Other 6 4.1
Total 146 100
Table B2: Core Course Quality Indicators
N' | %d4o0r5” | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean®’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.’

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

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

\Would you return for additional training if funding were available? Yes: 86.5% Not sure: 11.5% No: 1.9%
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Table B3: Learning Effectiveness in Specific Areas of Evaluation Knowledge

How much do you believe you have gained in % 4 or 5" % 1 or 2° Mean® Mean | Std. t df p
knowledge and skills as a result of the training? Diff | D eV.4

(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 evaluation 11.6 84.5 54.2 1.3 2.47 4.07 1.60 78 2542 | 153 000
Issues in development evaluation 17.4 89.0 45.2 2.60 4.21 -1.60 86 2318 | 153 1000
Designing and using performance based M&E 16.8 84.4 45.2 0 2.58 410 | 45 90 2091 | 153 | .000
system

Types of evaluation approaches 10.2 80.1 61.1 13 2.28 4.06 | 473 86 2573 | 155 | .000
'The theory of change 17.9 87.2 61.5 1.3 231 4.23 1.92 1.13 21.04 | 154 000
'The evaluation process 22.7 86.5 40.3 .6 2.74 4.16 1.42 95 -18.54 153 000
Identifying and involving stakeholders 36.1 83.9 29.0 .6 3.06 4.10 1.05 97 13.44 | 153 000
Types of evaluation questions 12.6 82.0 60.9 0 2.25 447 | 599 4.15 6.50 147 | .000
Developing an evaluation design matrix 7.8 76.8 75.2 .6 1.95 3.99 2.03 85 2971 | 152 000
Managing the evaluation 20.8 76.1 48.1 19 2.60 4.03 1.42 92 -19.10 152 000
Developing an evaluation ‘terms of reference’ 31.0 75.5 39.4 1.3 2.81 4.05 1.23 97 -15.70 153 000
Communicating and reporting evaluation findings 32.3 82.7 335 1.3 2.95 4.10 115 92 1547 | 154 | .000
IAssessing the quality of an evaluation 13.6 70.3 51.3 2.6 2.39 3.90 151 93 2002 | 151 1000
Complex evaluations 6.5 455 68.4 10.9 2.03 3.43 -1.40 92 -18.95 153 000
Evaluation ethics 25.6 76.1 36.5 1.9 2.81 4.03 121 1.04 1456 | 153 | .000
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Table B4: Learning Objectives and IPDET Effectiveness

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

our situation.)
Design higher quality evaluations 156 77.8 .6 3 3.98 4 .67
Conduct higher quality evaluations 157 71.1 1.3 8 3.89 4 72
Manage better the design and conduct of evaluations 156 81.3 1.3 6 4.05 4 .69
More effectively interpret and use results for program improvement 156 75.5 6.0 5 3.99 4 .85
More effectively interpret and use results for policy making 157 73.5 6.1 10 3.97 4 .86
Demonstrate any other competencies as a result of the training 75 87.3 1.8 20 4.24 4 12
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Table B6: Quality

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of thel N! % dor5° | % 1or2 | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.’
program?

Content of lectures/presentations 154 88.3 1.9 0 4.21 4 .69
Delivery of lectures/presentations 156 76.9 2.6 0 4.02 4 a7
Use of examples in lectures/presentations 154 71.4 9.7 0 3.95 4 .96
Pacing of the various sessions 155 60.0 11.6 0 3.70 4 .98
Depth of coverage of the sessions 153 56.9 8.5 0 3.70 3 .92
Small group activities within the plenary 152 74.1 7.2 13 3.91 4 .99
Guest lectures 156 78.7 4.5 1 4.10 4 .84
Balance of time between the various subjects 157 58.6 15.3 0 3.62 4 1.00
Optional question and answer session with the instructor 156 74.1 55 29 4.03 4 91
Applied, hands-on learning in project groups 157 76.9 9.0 1 3.96 4 97
Table B7: Core Faculty: Linda Morra Imas

How would you rate this IPDET core faculty member on: N1 % 4 or 52 % 1 or 23 N A4 Mean5 Mode6 Std.Dev.7
Overall quality of instruction 157 76.4 45 0 3.98 4 .80

Strengths: Depth of knowledge/experience (58), good presentation skills (37), facilitation skills (8), friendly (5), participatory approach (3), theory (3), use of

examples (2), good humour (1), uses current information (1)

Improvements: More case studies/examples (31), more focused (16), more time for questioning/discussions (14), speak slower/more clearly (8), engage

participants more (7), faster pace (7), more in-depth descriptions (4), less repetition (1), prepare extra materials in advance (1)

Table B8: Core Faculty: Ray C. Rist

How would you rate this IPDET core faculty member on:

Nl

% 4 or 5*

% 1 or 2°

NAY

Mean®

Mode®

Std.Dev.’

Overall quality of instruction

157

93.6

2.5

0

451

5

.69

participants (2), repetition of key messages (2), well-paced (1)

with secretariat team (1)

Strengths: Presentation skills (61), experience/depth of knowledge (41), use of examples (19), good humour (11), professionalism (3), responsiveness to needs of

Improvements: Better time management/pace/less repetition (18), additional relevant case studies (17), stay focused on topic (15), control questions during
lecture (7), deeper content/descriptions (5), more theory (1), more on evaluation designs (1), more discussions (1), avoid criticizing other models (1), more caring
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Table B9: Core Faculty: Jose Galdo

How would you rate this IPDET core faculty member on:

Nl

% 4 or 5*

% 1 or 2°

NAY

Mean®

Mode®

Std.Dev.’

Overall quality of instruction

153

88.2

2.0

0

4.25

4

71

Strengths: Depth of knowledge/experience (41), presentation skills (33), technical skills (23), good pace/structure (10), use of examples (6), answering questions
in limited time (4), focused (3), clear learning objectives (1), good humour (1), openness (1)
Improvements: Speak slower/more clearly (41), less technical/tailor lecture to level of audience (27), additional practical examples (10), more on evaluation

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

Table B10: Small Group Facilitators

How would you rate your IPDET small group facilitator on:

Nl

% 4 or 5°

% 1 or 2°

NA?

Mean®

Mode®

Std.Dev.’

Overall quality of facilitation

156

72.9

4.5

1

4.06

5

.93

Strengths: Group support/guidance/feedback (40), knowledge/experience (20), presentation skills (17), friendly/patience (16), conflict resolution skills (3),
dedication to subject-matter (3), good humour (2), flexibility (2), technical skills (2), good pace (2), clear examples (1), organization (1)
Improvements: More involvement/interest (11), fewer groups (7), more time with groups (5), better time management (4), less contradictory advice (4),
knowledge of certain subjects, such as gender issues and development communication (3), improve feedback (3), more technical guidance (2), increased
confidence (2), better purpose/structure (1), fewer emails (1), more focus on answers (1)

Table B11: Participants as Active Learners

Please rate your fellow participants on the following characteristics: N1 % 4 or 52 % 1 or 23 N A4 Mean5 M()de6 Std.Dev.7
A readiness to learn among participants 156 87.2 .6 4.14 4 .63
\Willingness to share knowledge and skills 154 90.9 0 4.25 4 .61
Bringing of different views and perspectives on evaluation 155 85.8 19 4.22 4 73
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Table B12: Group Work

Group work project N' [ %4or5 | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.’
How important was the hands-on application of class learning to the group| 156 89.1 1.3 0 4.39 5 12
work project?

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

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

Too little 34 21.7

About the right amount 117 74.5

[Too much 6 3.8

Total response 157 100

The optimal size of a work group is: Frequency Percent

Less than 4 10 6.4

4-7 136 86.6

8-11 11 7.0

Total response 157 100

Table B13: Living on a University Campus

Rate the quality of: N' %d4or5 | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.’
Campus environment 155 85.6 1.3 3 4.30 5 74
Dormitory life 156 64.4 8.7 7 3.81 4 .96
Food services 156 65.4 10.5 3 3.76 4 .92
Logistical services (registration, IPDET Secretariat support, etc.) 156 94.2 0 2 4.59 5 .60
Extracurricular activities (weekend events such as tours, boat rides, etc.) 156 92.7 v 7 4.54 5 .65
Responsiveness of IPDET secretariat to your concerns regarding quality 156 92.4 2.0 10 451 5 73
of life on campus




Table B14: Benefits

'What did you find most useful about the course? Frequency Percent
Specific topics (e.g., evaluation approaches, sampling, theory of change) 41 185
Overall content 30 135
Relevance to work 22 9.9
Diversity of participants/sharing experiences 21 9.4
Networking 17 7.7
Evaluation tools/methods 16 7.2
Instructors (knowledge/facilitation) 15 6.8
Small group work 14 6.3
Practical examples 14 6.3
Textbook/other resources 13 5.9
Structure of program 7 3.1
Other 12 5.4
Total response units (ideas expressed) 222 100.0
Table B15: Projected improvements

'What are suggestions for improvements to enhance the effectiveness and usefulness of the course? Frequency Percent
Better time management (pacing, free time, long lectures, etc.) 39 27.1
Need more real-world case studies/examples 24 16.7
Need more group work 18 125
Deeper explanations 9 6.2
Create participant groupings based on level of prior knowledge 8 5.6
Fewer activities per day 7 4.9
Better control/facilitation during question and answer sessions 7 4.9
More focus on key ideas during lectures 5 35
Fewer reading assignments/more summaries 3 2.1
Other 24 16.7
Total response units (ideas expressed) 144 100.0
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Table B16: General

General comments and recommendations Frequency Percent
Excellent program/experience 26 25.2
\Well-organized 13 12.6
Useful skills/knowledge gained 8 7.8
Group participants according to prior knowledge level 7.8
Expensive (food/activities/etc. could be less luxurious) 6.8
\Very good facilitators 4 3.9
More time for small group work 4 3.9
More examples/case studies 4 3.9
Other 29 28.1
Total response units (ideas expressed) 103 100.0

Table B17: Roundtable Quality Indicators

Nl

% 4 or 5°

% 1 or 2°

Mean®

Mode® Std.Dev.’

How would you rate the Roundtable overall?

118

77.1

2.5

3.99

4 .78

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

'What type of future training in evaluation would you like to see offered by IPDET? Frequency Percent
More advanced training 33 37.5
Specific groups/regions 10 114
Emphasis of evaluation strategies 10 114
Basic knowledge for beginners 6 6.8
Qualitative and quantitative methods 5 5.7
Use of statistical software 4 4.5
Online courses 3 3.4
Impact evaluation 3 3.4
Monitoring 3 3.4
Other 11 12.5
Total response units (ideas expressed) 88 100.0
IWhat type of future services in evaluation would you like to see offered by IPDET? Frequency Percent
Regional/international training 7 25.0
Mentoring/consultant referrals 4 14.3
Pool of experienced evaluators to conduct evaluations 3 10.7
Networking/sharing ideas 3 10.7
Online membership 2 7.1
Job opportunities 1 3.6
Specialist database 1 3.6
List of evaluation conferences 1 3.6
Other 6 21.4
Total response units (ideas expressed) 28 100.0
'What type of other needs in evaluation would you like to see offered by IPDET? Frequency Percent
Practical experience for participants 3 37.5
Follow-up with participants 2 25.0
Other 3 375
Total response units (ideas expressed) 8 100.0
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Appendix C: Week 3 Questionnaire

Table C1: Demographics

Country Frequency | Percent Primary Evaluation Function Frequency | Percent
Industrialized 27 24,5 Design and/or conduct evaluation 46 42.2
Developing 83 75.5 Manage the design and/or conduct of evaluations 58 53.2
Total 110 100 Use evaluation results for program improvement 58 53.2

Use evaluation results for policy making 44 40.4
Teach evaluation theory and/or methods 28 25.7
Request evaluation services 32 29.4
Other 9 8.2
Table C2: Week 3 Quality Indicators
N' [ %4o0r5 | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.
'To what degree did the Week 3 meet your expectations overall? 107 86.9 1.9 0 4.12 4 .67

'Would you recommend Week 3’s program to a colleague? Yes: 89.5% Not sure: 7.6% No: 2.9%

\Would you return for additional training if funding were available? Yes: 85.4% Not sure: 10.7% No: 3.9%
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Table C3: Living on a University Campus

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

on campus

implement visiting hours for rooms (1), longer beds (1)

Suggestions for improvement: More thorough/frequent cleaning of rooms/showers (10), options for private accommaodations (5), more staff/signs to help
participants with directions (4), wider variety of food (4), temperature/restrict use of air conditioning (4), fewer extracurricular activities/more free time (3),
improve food quality (2), provide shuttle buses downtown (2), more options for exercise/physical activities (2), include mirror in rooms (1), Wi-Fi in rooms (1),

Table C4: Benefits

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

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

'What are suggestions for improvements to enhance the effectiveness and usefulness of the course? Frequency Percent
Allow more time for workshops 10 19.2
Provide more course information in advance 7 13.5
More free time 5 9.6
Improved pedagogy 4 7.7
Less small group work 4 7.7
Group participants by prior level of knowledge 3 5.8
More complex/deeper exploration of issues 3 5.8
Limit group sizes 3 5.8
More case studies 3 5.8
More question and answer/discussion 3 5.8
Eliminate speakers during meals 2 3.8
Other 5 9.6
Total response units (ideas expressed) 52 100.0
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Table C7: General

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

Table D1: Demographics

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

Use evaluation results for policy making 33 33.0
Teach evaluation theory and/or methods 25 25.0
Request evaluation services 33 33.0
Other 9 9.0
Table D2: Week 4 Quality Indicators
N! %d4or5’ | %1or2® | NA* | Mean® | Mode® Std.Dev.’
'To what degree did the Week 4 meet your expectations overall? 99 90.9 1.0 0 4.39 5 .68

'Would you recommend Week 4’s program to a colleague? Yes: 93.0% Not sure: 6.0% No: 1.0%

\Would you return for additional training if funding were available? Yes: 89.6% Not sure: 4.2% No: 6.3%
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Table D3: Living on a University Campus

Rate the quality of: N' [ %4o0r5" | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.’
Campus environment 96 89.3 2.2 4.22 4 .73
Dormitory life 96 67.1 8.0 3.81 4 .98
Food services 95 56.5 9.8 3.61 4 .92
Logistical services (registration, IPDET Secretariat support, etc.) 95 95.6 0 4.52 5 .58
Extracurricular activities (weekend events such as tours, boat rides, etc.) 97 90.5 2.4 13 4.46 5 73
Responsiveness of IPDET secretariat to concerns regarding quality of life 96 98.8 0 12 4.64 5 51

on campus

Suggestions for improvement: Greater variety of food (12), more thorough/frequent cleaning of rooms (7), more free time/less extracurricular events (6), more
sports/athletic options (5), more facilities (i.e., internet, tv, phone) in common rooms (4), option for improved/private accommodations (5), match roommates by
geographical location (2), limit visiting hours (1), use swipe card at bookstore (1), provide quick intervention in case of ill health (1)

Table D4: Benefits

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

47




Table D5: Drawbacks

What did you find least useful about the course? Frequency Percent
Mealtime speakers 9 321
'Too rushed 5 17.9
'Too much theory in first session 3 10.7
Tired by week 4 3 10.7
Specific workshops 3 10.7
Misleading workshop titles 2 7.1
Lack of advanced courses 1 3.6
Other 2 7.1
Total response units (ideas expressed) 28 100.0
Table D6: Projected improvements

What are suggestions for improvements to enhance the effectiveness and usefulness of the course? Frequency Percent
More time 14 26.4
Make last day shorter/less structured 9 17.0
More detail/practical/less theory 6 11.3
More free time/less evening events 5 94
Allow switching to new workshops if not suitable 4 7.5
Improve workshop description 3 5.7
Require participants to have certain level of prior knowledge 2 3.8
Provide more reference materials 2 3.8
Other 8 15.1
Total response units (ideas expressed) 53 100.0
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Table D7: General

General comments and recommendations Frequency Percent
Excellent program/experience 12 26.7
'Too rushed/review time allocation 5 11.1
Fewer mealtime speakers 8.9
Acquired useful skills 6.7
\Well-organized 3 6.7
No new information learned 2 4.4
Link workshops with core course 2 4.4
Engage in more environmentally and budget-friendly practices 2 4.4
Improve variety of food 2 4.4
Other 10 222
Total response units (ideas expressed) 45 100.0
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Appendix E. Workshop Ratings: 1-a. Designing Impact Evaluations under Constraints

Michael Bamberger

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %4or5° | %10r2’ | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 31 87 6 0 4.42 5 .89 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 31 90 6 0 4.29 4 .82 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 30 77 7 0 4.03 4 .89 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 31 87 6 0 4.23 4 .85 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 31 94 3 0 4.55 5 72 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %4or5® | %1o0r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 31 93 0 0 4.52 5 .63 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 31 84 0 0 4.48 5 T7 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 13 61 0 0 4.08 5 .95 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 31 90 3 0 4.39 5 .76 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 31 97 3 0 471 5 .64 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 31 90 0 1 4,52 5 12 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 31 84 0 0 4.19 4 .70 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 31 55 10 0 3.65 3 91 4.14
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Small group activities 31 71 3 1 4.06 4 .93 4.26

Workshop Quality Indicators

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

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

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

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Practical examples/facilitator experience (11)
Mixed methods of evaluation (8)

Materials provided (7)

Small group activities/networking (4)
Discussions/lecture content (3)

Logical progression of presentation (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Time allocation (too much statistical evaluation design, not
enough discussion) (3)

High number of specific examples/exercises (3)

Group presentations (too many, poorly presented problems) (3)
How to analyze the problem (1)

Attribution theories (1)

Too many stories (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Fantastic facilitator (keep facilitator on this agenda/add to core course) (5)
Workshop should be more in depth/less chapters (5)

Longer workshop (3)

More examples (new challenging evaluation of issues, site score matching) (3)
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Overall great workshop (1)
Have the classroom better organized (1)
Include public sector reforms and policy (1)

Presenter Michael Bamberger

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N | % 40r5° | %1or2° | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 32 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 32 97 0 0 491 5 .39 4.67
Presentation skills 32 87 0 0 4.38 5 71 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 32 91 3 0 4.56 5 .76 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 32 91 3 0 4.50 5 .76 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 32 87 3 0 4.47 5 .80 4.43

Strengths: Experience/Real-life examples (15); Diversity of Knowledge of Subject (8); Positivity/Enthusiasm for subject (4); Lecturing skills (2); Ability to

manage class (1)

Weaknesses: Time Management (allocation of time, balance needs, time used for answering questions) (9); More small group activities (2); Reduce repetition
in presentation (1); Provide more feedback (1); Diversify training methods (1)
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Appendix F. Workshop Ratings: 1-b. Cost-Benefit Analytic Tools for Development Evaluation

Philip Joyce & William Duncombe

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %4o0r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 8 75 13 0 4.00 4 1.07 431
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 8 75 13 0 4.00 4 1.07 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 8 87 0 0 413 4 .64 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 8 87 0 0 4.38 5 T4 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 8 63 13 0 3.75 4 1.03 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %4or5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
workshop?

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

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

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 8 75 25 0 3.75 4 1.17 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 8 75 13 0 4.13 5 1.13 4.34

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

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Cost-benefit analysis (2)

Group work (2)

Clarity and flow of presentation (1)
Examples (1)

New knowledge gained (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Irrelevant to profession (2)

Expects little previous knowledge (should be beginner) (1)
Textbook (1)

Group work (1)

Time allocation (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Time allocation (more in depth analysis, focus on CBA) (2)
Take attendance (make those accountable for their absence) (1)

Enjoyable experience (1)
Should be beginner level (1)
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Presenter Philip Joyce

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [ %40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 8 87 0 1 4.38 4 .92 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 8 100 0 0 4.50 4 .53 4.67
Presentation skills 8 87 0 0 4.50 5 .76 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 8 100 0 0 4.63 5 .52 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 8 100 0 0 4.50 4 .53 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 8 100 0 0 4.57 5 .53 4.43
Strengths: Good presenter (presentation skills, delivery) (3); Positivity/Wit (1); Knowledge of subject (1); Experience (1)

Weaknesses: Be more concise (1); Time allocation (1)

Presenter William Duncombe

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | %10r2° [ NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 8 87 0 1 4.25 4 .89 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 8 100 0 0 4.38 4 .52 4.67
Presentation skills 8 87 0 0 4.25 4 71 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 8 87 0 0 4.38 5 74 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 8 87 0 0 4.38 5 74 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 8 87 0 0 4.38 5 74 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge of subject/experience (5); Presentation skills (friendly, delivery) (3)

Weaknesses: -
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Appendix G. Workshop Ratings: I-c. Designing and Building Results-Based Monitoring and Evaluation
Systems

Ray C. Rist

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %4or5” | %1or2’ [ NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 55 93 0 0 4.67 5 .61 431
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 55 78 4 0 4.15 5 91 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 55 82 5 0 4.15 4 .85 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 55 84 0 0 4.31 5 74 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 51 84 0 0 4.45 5 .76 4.38
Design and Delivery

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

Content of lectures / presentations 55 91 2 0 4.56 5 71 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 55 93 0 0 4.55 5 .63 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 55 85 4 1 4.33 5 .84 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 55 91 2 0 4.55 5 71 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 54 93 0 0 4.59 5 .63 4.36
Obijectivity of the presentation 55 98 0 0 4.67 5 51 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 53 93 0 0 4.55 5 .64 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 54 85 6 0 411 4 .79 4.14
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Small group activities 55 71 5 0 3.98 4 .95 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

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

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

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Diversity and usefulness of experience/examples (13)
Small group work (10)

Focus on results-based systems (9)

Performance monitoring (10 steps, theory of change) (7)
Discussion/class participation/feedback (6)
Reinforcement of core material (2)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Small group work (some people were disruptive, irrelevant) (7)
Time allocation (long presentations, introduction, repetition) (6)
Not enough small group work/case studies (2)

Certain chapters (data collection, outcome/output) (2)
Facilitator management (need more feedback, more rules) (2)
Specific examples (South African) (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Group was too large (5)

More time/better organization for group work (5)

Thankful to facilitator/of course (5)

All participants should first attend core course (reduce repetition) (3)
More examples of best practices (2)
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Pace was too slow/poorly allocated to irrelevant issues (2)
Longer workshop (2)

Many students using laptops for non-workshop use (2)

In description include ‘a tool for public sector management' (1)
Introduce tools used in RBM system (1)

Go more in depth (1)

Presenter Ray C. Rist

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | %10or2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 55 98 0 0 491 5 .35 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 55 100 0 0 4.87 5 34 4.67
Presentation skills 55 98 0 0 4.80 5 45 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 55 94 0 1 4.75 5 .58 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 55 93 0 0 4.69 5 .61 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 51 90 2 0 4,53 5 .73 4.43

Strengths: Experience/practical examples (21); Presentation skills (capturing interest, humour, communication, objective) (18); Depth of knowledge (12); Open

discussion (1)

Weaknesses: Time allocation (anecdotes, stories) (6); Balancing all needs (peer learning/one-on-one) (5); Complexity of assignments/more examples/group work
(5); Focus training on results/indicators (2); Different lecture budget, program, and policy evaluations (1); Repetition of examples used in core (1)
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Appendix H. Workshop Ratings: I-d. Evaluating Humanitarian Assistance

Margie Buchanan-Smith & John Cosgrave

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5* | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 12 100 0 0 4.67 5 49 431
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 13 69 0 0 4.08 5 .86 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 13 77 0 0 4.08 4 .76 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 13 100 0 0 4.58 5 51 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 13 100 0 0 4.46 4 .52 4.38
Design and Delivery

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 13 100 0 0 4.62 5 51 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 13 100 0 0 4.69 5 48 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 13 92 0 0 4.54 5 .66 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 13 92 0 0 4.54 5 .66 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 13 92 0 0 4.46 5 .66 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 13 100 0 0 4.54 5 .52 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 13 100 0 0 4.54 5 .52 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 13 85 0 0 4.08 4 .64 414
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Small group activities 13 85 8 0 4.23 5 .93 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

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

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

0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Methodology and case studies (5)

Clarity/openness of presentation and facilitators (5)
People met during the workshop/group work (3)
Use of feedback from participants (2)

Materials on USB key (1)

Small class (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Various backgrounds of participants (needs more balance) (3)
Length of workshop (should be longer) (2)

Not enough practical examples (1)

Generic discussion (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Continue this workshop (very useful and relevant) (4)
Compliments to facilitators (3)

Consider non-English speakers (1)

Small number of participants was good (1)
Availability of extra resources (1)

Discuss structural/man-made crisis (1)
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Presenter Margie Buchanan-Smith

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 13 100 0 0 4.77 5 44 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 13 100 0 0 4.77 5 44 4.67
Presentation skills 13 100 0 0 4.46 4 .52 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 13 100 0 0 4.77 5 44 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 13 100 0 0 4.77 5 44 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 11 91 0 0 4.18 4 .60 4.43

Strengths: Presentation skills (engaging, lively, referencing) (5); Knowledge and experience in Monitoring and Evaluation (4); Use of examples with theory (2);

Good feedback (1)

Weaknesses: Pacing presentation (slow down, repeat complex words, be aware of non-English speakers) (4); More hands-on/relevant examples (2); Focus on UN

agency perspective (1)

Presenter John Cosgrave

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | %1or2° | NA" | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 12 92 0 0 4.58 5 .67 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 11 100 0 0 4.73 5 47 4.67
Presentation skills 12 92 0 0 4.58 5 .67 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 12 92 0 0 4.50 5 .67 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 12 92 0 0 4.67 5 .65 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 12 83 0 0 4.50 5 .80 4.43

Strengths: Presentation skills (clarity, good pace, responsive) (6); Knowledge in Monitoring and Evaluation (3); Use of examples/experience (3)
Weaknesses: More examples (1); Focus on non-UN agency perspective (1); Be aware of non-English speakers (1)
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Appendix I. Workshop Ratings: 1-e. introduction to Quantitative Data Analysis

Gene Swimmer

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5* | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 18 78 6 0 4.17 5 92 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 18 100 0 0 4.56 5 51 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 18 94 0 0 4.44 5 .62 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 18 100 0 0 4,72 5 46 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 18 100 0 0 472 5 46 4.38
Design and Delivery

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 18 100 0 0 4.83 5 .38 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 18 100 0 0 4.67 5 49 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 2 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 17 94 0 0 4.53 5 .62 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 18 89 0 0 4.61 5 .70 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 18 100 0 0 472 5 .46 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 18 100 0 0 4.78 5 43 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 18 83 6 0 4.17 5 .86 4.14
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Small group activities 17 90 6 7 4.94 5 1.30 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

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

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

0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Use of SPSS/data analysis methods (10)
Applicability to real life/real world examples (4)
Clear explanations (1)

New skills learned (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Lack of examples on handout/textbook (2)
Retrieval of calculators (1)
Too many calculations (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Excellent facilitator and workshop (3)
Provide SPSS for participants to bring home (1)
Include STATA (1)
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Presenter Gene Swimmer

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 17 100 0 1 4.82 5 .53 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 18 100 0 0 4.94 5 24 4.67
Presentation skills 18 100 0 0 4.94 5 24 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 18 88 0 1 4.61 5 .78 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 18 100 0 0 4.72 5 .46 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 17 94 0 0 4.71 5 .59 4.43

Strengths: Knowledgeable/experienced in data analysis (9); Clear presentation (easy formats) (4); Responsive to participants (2)

Weaknesses: Pace of the workshop (too fast/short) (5); Have participants answer more often (1)
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Appendix J. Workshop Ratings: 11-a. Designing and Conducting Focus Groups

Janet Mancini Billson

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5* | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 9 89 0 0 4.33 4 71 431
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 9 100 0 0 478 5 44 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 9 78 0 0 411 4 .78 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 9 100 0 0 4.33 4 .50 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 9 100 0 0 4.33 4 .50 4.38
Design and Delivery

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

Content of lectures / presentations 9 100 0 0 4.22 4 44 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 9 100 0 0 4.67 5 .50 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 4 100 0 1 5.00 5 0 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 9 67 0 0 411 5 .93 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 9 89 0 0 4.44 5 73 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 9 100 0 0 4.44 4 .53 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 9 89 0 0 4.33 4 71 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 9 78 0 0 4.22 5 .83 4.14
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Small group activities 9 100 0 0 4.67 5 .50 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators
How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %4or5 | % 1or2’ | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
workshop?
What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 9 100 0 0 4.67 5 .50 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 9 100 0 0 4.44 4 53 4.34
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%
Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Small group work/mock focus group (5)

Experience, tips, examples (3)

Balance between theory and practice (1)

Resource materials (1)
Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Time allocation (too rushed) (1)

Nothing as this was all new (1)
Other comments and suggestions

Should be 3 days (2)

Compliments to workshop (1)

Provide a bibliography (1)
Presenter Janet Mancini Billson
How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 9 100 0 0 4.56 5 .53 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 9 100 0 0 4.89 5 .33 4.67
Presentation skills 9 100 0 0 4.67 5 .50 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 9 100 0 0 4.89 5 .33 4.54
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Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments

100

4.78

44

4.52

Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants

100

4.67

.50

4.43

Strengths: Practical experience from the field (1)
Weaknesses: Workshop will be better with 3 days (1)
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Appendix K. Workshop Ratings: 11-b. Performance Budgeting

Philip Joyce

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5* | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 19 79 5 0 4.16 5 .90 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 19 68 11 0 3.84 4 .96 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 18 72 6 0 3.89 4 1.02 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 19 84 11 0 421 5 .98 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 19 84 5 0 4.16 4 .83 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %4o0or5* | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 19 79 5 0 4.00 4 .82 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 19 79 5 0 4.32 5 .95 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 7 86 14 0 4.29 5 1.13 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 19 74 11 0 4.05 5 1.03 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 19 95 5 0 4.32 4 75 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 19 84 0 0 4.47 5 g7 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 19 79 5 0 4.16 5 1.07 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 19 74 5 0 4.26 5 .99 414
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Small group activities 19 79 5 0 4.21 5 .92 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 19 78 0 1 4.11 4 .81 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 19 79 5 0 3.89 4 .94 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 79% Not sure: 21% No:

0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Performance budgeting (overall, key concepts) (7)
All new concepts (3)

Group work (3)

Presentation content (useful, easy to read) (3)
Reinforcing existing knowledge (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Group work (3)
Some cases irrelevant/repetitive (2)
Lack of technical knowledge (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Should be 3-4 days long (2)

Focus on donor and government perspective (not just one) (1)
Language used was too technical (1)

The course was not as expected (1)

Merge with cost-analysis workshop (1)
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Presenter Philip Joyce

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 19 84 0 0 4.21 4 71 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 19 89 5 0 4.37 5 .83 4.67
Presentation skills 19 84 5 0 4.37 5 .89 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 19 89 0 0 4.58 5 .69 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 19 89 0 0 4.53 5 .70 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 18 83 0 0 4.39 5 .78 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge/experience in performance budgeting (6); Presentation skills (orderly, clear delivery, open) (4); Open discussion/Q&A (1)
Weaknesses: More examples/debates (2); Group work (2); More focus on budget (1); More time (1)
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Appendix L. Workshop Ratings: 11-c. The Use of Evaluations in Public and International Governance:

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

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %4or5* | %1or2’ | NA' | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 25 56 4 0 3.88 3 97 431
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 25 52 4 0 3.64 3 81 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 25 56 12 0 3.60 4 91 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 24 54 0 0 3.71 3 .75 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 25 52 0 0 3.72 3 .79 4.38

Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [ %4o0or5* | %1or2® | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 25 64 4 0 3.84 4 .85 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 25 76 4 0 3.92 4 .76 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 25 72 4 0 3.92 4 .81 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 25 80 0 0 4.20 4 .76 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 25 63 8 1 3.92 4 1.04 4.36
Obijectivity of the presentation 25 76 4 0 4.04 4 .84 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 25 72 0 0 3.92 4 .70 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 25 68 4 0 3.76 4 12 4.14
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Small group activities 25 44 16 0 3.40 3 1.04 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

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

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 77% Not sure: 23% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Exchanging experiences/examples (10)

PowerPoint presentation (parallel presentation of issues, relationships between stakeholders and partners) (3)
Group discussion/group work (2)

How to apply M&E in public sector management (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Too much talk on concepts/not enough results-based examples (3)

More learning from a broader range of countries/skills (3)

Group work (3)

Not enough focus on challenges in formulating governance outcomes (1)
Combination of both presentations (should be separate) (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Include more practical case studies (developing countries) (4)
Introduce public policy/governance balance examples (3)
More time for group work (2)

Lengthen workshop (2)

Avoid small group work (1)

Don't give homework (1)

Some participants are not as fluent in English (1)
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Presenter Indran Naidoo

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 25 92 0 0 4.56 5 .65 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 25 92 0 0 4.44 5 .65 4.67
Presentation skills 25 100 0 0 4.64 5 49 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 25 88 4 0 4.24 4 .78 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 25 88 4 0 4.32 5 .80 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 24 87 4 0 4.21 4 .78 4.43
Strengths: Experience and knowledge (10); Presentation skills (humorous, clarity, communication) (7); Resources (2); Understands participant needs (1)
Weaknesses: Wider knowledge of topic beyond specific country (South Africa) (6); Consider non-English speakers (1); Focus on outcomes (1)

Presenter Robert D. van den Berg

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | %10r2° | NA" | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 25 92 0 0 4.60 5 .65 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 25 92 0 0 4.56 5 .65 4.67
Presentation skills 25 84 0 0 4.20 4 71 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 25 80 0 0 4.12 4 .73 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 25 80 0 0 4.20 4 .76 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 24 83 0 0 4.17 4 .70 4.43

Strengths: Experience and knowledge (12); Presentation skills (effective, provides feedback) (4); Resources (1)

Weaknesses: Wider knowledge beyond specific organizations (4); Consider the non-English speaker (1); Presentations are a bit dense (1); Include public

policy examples (1)
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Appendix M. Workshop Ratings: 11-e. Positioning Evaluation in Your Organization
Terry Smutylo

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 14 71 7 0 4.07 5 1.00 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 14 64 7 0 3.79 4 .89 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 14 57 0 0 3.93 3 .92 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 14 57 0 0 4.07 5 1.00 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 14 64 0 0 4.00 3 .89 4.38
Design and Delivery

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

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

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

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

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

0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Workshop content (key issues, matrix on making change, ten
conditions of well-positioned evaluation) (7)

Small group work/discussions (5)
Strategic opportunity and building confidence (2)
Materials/articles provided (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Materials of presentation (definition of M&E) (2)
Diverse organizations/different needs of participants (1)
Lack of case studies (1)

Small group work (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Needs to be more in depth and structured (2)
Very useful course for certain people (2)
Workshop ended before allocated time (would like to know this in advance) (1)
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Presenter Terry Smutylo

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 13 92 0 0 4.38 4 .65 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 13 83 0 1 4.38 4 .87 4.67
Presentation skills 13 54 0 0 4.00 3 1.00 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 12 83 0 0 4.50 5 .80 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 13 69 0 0 4.08 5 .86 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 12 58 8 0 3.83 3 1.03 4.43

Strengths: Presentation skills (strategic, focus on objective, reassuring) (5); Personality (open-minded) (1); Experience (1)
Weaknesses: More personal experience/relevant examples (3); Structuring the workshop (2); Slow pace/needs more energy (2)
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Appendix N. Workshop Ratings: 11-. Evaluating HIV/AIDS Programs

David Wilson

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 10 80 0 0 4.50 5 .85 431
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 10 90 0 0 4.50 5 71 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 10 78 11 1 4.30 5 1.16 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 10 90 0 0 4.60 5 .70 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 10 90 0 0 4.80 5 .63 4.38
Design and Delivery

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

Content of lectures / presentations 10 100 0 0 4.60 5 52 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 10 100 0 0 4.70 5 48 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 0 - - 0 - - - 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 10 100 0 0 4.90 5 32 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 10 90 0 0 4.60 5 .70 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 10 100 0 0 4.70 5 A48 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 10 100 0 0 4.60 5 .52 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 10 100 0 0 4.70 5 48 4.14
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Small group activities 10 100 0 6 4.25 4 ,50 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 10 100 0 0 4.80 5 42 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 10 100 0 0 4.70 5 48 4.34
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Content (relevance, focus on MARPs, how data talks, power of
evaluation) (5)

Examples/Data (4)
Materials provided (1)
Personal contacts (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Other comments and suggestions

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

Increase time allocated (1)
Participants must have an open-mind (1)
Facilitator has very good training approach (1)
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Presenter David Wilson

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 10 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 10 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.67
Presentation skills 10 90 0 0 4.60 5 .70 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 10 100 0 0 4.80 5 42 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 10 100 0 0 4.80 5 42 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 9 100 0 0 4.89 5 .33 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge and experience/real life examples (6); Great presenter (highly professional/engaging) (4); Analytical skills (1)

Weaknesses: Workshops too short (1); Presentation style (1)
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Appendix O. Workshop Ratings: 11-g. Logic Models in Development Evaluations

Nancy Porteous & Steve Montague

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5* | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 23 91 0 0 4.26 4 .62 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 23 65 4 0 3.78 4 .79 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 23 74 4 0 3.83 4 12 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 23 74 0 0 3.96 4 71 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 23 74 0 0 4.04 4 a7 4.38
Design and Delivery

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

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

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

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

5%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Logic model (range of approaches, applications) (8)

Small group work (4)

Workshop content (program theory, theory of change, needs-results plan) (3)
Variation in teaching methods/skills (2)

Lottery draw (1)

Examples (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Differing levels of knowledge among participants (4)
Time allocation (3)

Logic models with too many examples (3)

Repetition of core course (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Make it intermediate level/restructure curriculum (2)

Workshop is too short (2)

Compliments to the workshop/faciliators (2)

Clearer instructions and more defined scope of group work (1)

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

Harmonize slides with course materials (1)
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Presenter Nancy Porteous

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 23 87 0 0 4.30 4 .70 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 23 78 0 0 4.30 5 .82 4.67
Presentation skills 23 70 0 0 4.13 5 .87 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 23 87 0 0 4.30 4 .70 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 23 83 0 0 4.30 5 77 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 20 75 0 0 4.15 5 81 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge/expertise and experience (7); Guidance of issues/incorporating comments (4); Enthusiasm (3); Pace of presentation (1)
Weaknesses: Methodology of teaching (manage participants, more orderly, harmonize content) (5); Some slides had too much text (1); Email group ahead of time

if they need to present (1); Don't chew gum (1)

Presenter Steve Montague

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | %10or2° | NA" | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 23 91 0 0 4.57 5 .66 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 23 87 0 0 4.39 5 72 4.67
Presentation skills 23 78 0 0 4.26 5 81 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 23 91 0 0 4.35 4 .65 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 23 87 0 0 4.26 4 .69 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 22 82 0 0 4.14 4 71 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge and experience (7); Open discussion/incorporating comments (4); Enthusiasm (2); References (2)
Weaknesses: Vocabulary used (too complex, not consise) (3); Training methods (pace was quick, more interactive activities) (3); Diversify examples (more
international) (1); Email participants if facilitator wants hard examples (1); Don't chew gum (1)
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Appendix P. Workshop Ratings: 11-h. Building Evaluation Capacity within Ministries: Lessons Learned and

Good Practice in Industrialized and Developing Countries
Frédéric Martin

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %4or5* | %1or2’ | NA' | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 18 89 6 0 4.28 4 .83 431
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 18 83 6 0 4.22 5 .88 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 18 67 11 0 3.94 5 1.06 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 18 83 11 0 417 5 1.15 438
Overall usefulness of this workshop 18 78 11 0 4.22 5 1.06 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [ %4o0or5* | %1or2® | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 18 72 6 0 4.00 4 91 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 18 72 6 0 4.00 4 91 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 7 43 14 0 3.43 3 .98 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 18 67 6 0 3.83 4 .86 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 18 67 17 0 3.72 4 1.02 4.36
Obijectivity of the presentation 18 83 6 0 4.00 4 T7 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 18 83 0 0 4.22 4 73 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 18 72 11 0 3.89 4 .96 4.14
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Small group activities 16 73 19 5 3.73 4 1.50 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

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

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

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Experiences/case studies (9)

PowerPoint presentation (concrete, issued of ECB, identifying challenges) (6)
Discussions (public theory, capacity building) (3)

Technical theory (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Lack of practical practice and lessons/prolonged lecture (3)
Canadian examples (too specific) (2)

Technical issues of M&E (1)

Inadequate handouts (1)

Models (1)

PowerPoint format (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Needs more improvement in content/more case studies (3)
Workshop was well-organized (1)
Low-quality workshop (1)
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Presenter Frédéric Martin

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 18 100 0 0 4.72 5 46 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 18 100 0 0 4.44 4 51 4.67
Presentation skills 17 82 0 0 4.06 4 .66 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 18 72 11 0 4.06 5 1.05 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 18 78 6 0 4.17 5 .92 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 18 82 6 0 4.06 4 .83 4.43

Strengths: Experience and knowledge (11); Structure of presentation/ideas/details (3); Friendliness/humour (2); Listening and communication skills (1)
Weaknesses: Timing (answering questions, allocation) (4); Handouts linked with presentation (2); More applicable lessons/discussions (2); Presentation skills

(engaging, tools) (2); Lengthen workshop (1)
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Appendix Q. Workshop Ratings: 111-a. sampling Techniques for Development Evaluation

Bassirou Chitou & Gregg B. Jackson

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5* | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 13 100 0 0 4.46 4 .52 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 12 92 8 0 4.25 5 1.14 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 12 92 8 0 4.17 4 1.11 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 12 92 0 0 4.33 4 .65 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 12 92 8 0 4.17 4 1.11 4.38
Design and Delivery

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

Content of lectures / presentations 12 83 0 0 4.42 5 .79 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 13 61 0 0 3.92 3 .86 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 2 50 0 0 3.50 3 71 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 13 92 8 0 4.23 4 .83 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 12 83 8 0 4.08 4 .90 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 13 92 0 0 4.31 4 .63 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 13 69 0 0 4.00 4 .82 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 13 77 15 0 3.92 4 1.04 4.14
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Small group activities 13 85 0 0 4.38 5 a7 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

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

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

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Group/hands-on exercises (4)
Content of workshop (3)
Sampling techniques (importance of evaluation, various methods) (3)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Too much talk on concepts/not enough results-based examples (3)

More learning from a broader range of countries/skills (3)

Group work (3)

Not enough focus on challenges in formulating governance outcomes (1)
Combination of both presentations (should be separate) (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Lengthen workshop (5)

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

non-core course) (2)

Time allocation (slow 1st day, fast 2nd day, use table of contents to stay on pace) (1)

Training workbook needs revision (1)
Facilitators need to improve on practical examples (1)
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Presenter Bassirou Chitou

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 12 92 0 0 4.25 4 .62 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 12 83 0 0 4.25 4 75 4.67
Presentation skills 12 58 0 0 3.92 3 .90 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 12 83 0 0 4.25 4 75 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 12 83 0 0 4.25 4 .87 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 11 73 0 0 4.18 5 .67 4.43
Strengths: Knowledge and experience (5); Presentation skills (3); Personality (enthusiasm) (2); Accessibility (1)

Weaknesses: Communication/presentation skills (2); Need more time (1); Participatory teaching for adult learning (1); Keep it detailed (1)

Presenter Gregg B. Jackson

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | %10r2° | NA" | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 12 92 0 0 4.58 5 .67 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 12 92 0 0 4.42 5 .67 4.67
Presentation skills 12 75 0 0 4.17 5 .83 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 12 83 0 0 4.33 5 .78 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 12 92 8 0 4.33 5 .89 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 12 83 8 0 4.17 5 1.19 4.43

Strengths: Experience and knowledge (7); Well-prepared/able to explain difficult issues (2); Accessibility (1)

Weaknesses: Teaching methodology (more engagement with participants) (2); Complex vocabulary used (1)
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Appendix R. Workshop Ratings: 111-b. Managing Evaluation

Penny Hawkins

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5* | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 18 78 6 0 4.28 5 .96 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 18 78 6 0 4.06 4 .87 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 18 83 6 0 4.17 4 .86 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 18 89 0 0 4.33 4 .69 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 18 89 6 0 4.28 4 .83 4.38
Design and Delivery

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

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

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

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 17 88 0 0 4.53 5 12 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 18 89 6 0 4.17 4 .99 4.34

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

0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Detailed/real-life examples (6)

Discussions with colleagues/expert panel (5)
Group work (3)

Structure of learning modules (2)

Ethical evaluation (2)

Size of class (1)

White package (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Focus on commissioners/managers of evaluation (1)
Discussion on hypothetical case (1)

Evaluation budget (1)

Information too general (1)

Handout (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Lengthen the workshop (1)

Make presentation slides available to participants (1)
Enjoyed international perspective (1)

Enjoyed some case studies/examples (1)

Provide better description of workshop on website (1)
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Presenter Penny Hawkins

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 17 94 0 0 4.76 5 .56 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 18 94 0 0 4.61 5 .61 4.67
Presentation skills 18 83 6 0 4.22 5 .88 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 18 94 6 0 4.61 5 .78 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 18 100 0 0 4.67 5 49 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 17 94 0 0 4.47 5 .62 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge of content/experience (6); Open/approachable/identifies with participants (6); Good pace (2); Providing resources/take-home tips (2);

Group management/discussion (2); Feedback (1)

Weaknesses: Training material (presentation, indexing, handouts) (5); Pacing (started slow) (2); More examples (1)
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Appendix S. Workshop Ratings: Iii-. Case Study Methods for Development Evaluation

Linda G. Morra Imas & Ray C. Rist

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %4o0r5 | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 15 93 0 1 4.80 5 .68 431
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 15 93 0 0 4.67 5 .62 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 14 93 0 0 471 5 .61 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 15 93 0 0 4.73 5 .59 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 14 100 0 1 4,93 5 A7 4.38
Design and Delivery

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

Content of lectures / presentations 15 100 0 0 4.87 5 .35 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 15 100 0 0 4.80 5 41 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 15 93 0 1 4.67 5 72 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 15 93 0 0 4.60 5 .63 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 15 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 15 100 0 0 4.87 5 .35 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 15 93 0 0 4.67 5 .62 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 15 93 0 0 4.53 5 .64 4.14
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Small group activities 15 93 0 0 4.47 5 .64 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

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

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

0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Software application/lab demonstration (8)
Usefulness/Relevance of case studies (5)
Group exercises (4)

Reading materials (4)

Two facilitators (1)

Current information (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Time limitation (2)
Reading materials (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Lengthen workshop (one week, more lab time) (5)
Very useful/excellent workshop (3)
Schedule 3 days for case study (1)
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Presenter Linda G. Morra Imas

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 15 100 0 0 4.93 5 .26 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 15 93 0 0 4.87 5 52 4.67
Presentation skills 15 93 0 0 4.87 5 .52 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 15 100 0 0 4.80 5 41 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 15 93 0 0 4.73 5 .59 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 15 93 0 0 4.80 5 .56 4.43
Strengths: Knowledge and experience (5); Participatory approach (1); Clear presentation (1)

Weaknesses: More practical case studies (2); Time allocation (more time, open discussion) (2); Have more emphasis on certain areas (1)

Presenter Ray C. Rist

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | %10r2° | NA" | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 14 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 14 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.67
Presentation skills 14 100 0 1 5.00 5 0 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 14 100 0 1 5.00 5 0 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 14 100 0 0 4.93 5 27 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 13 100 0 0 4.92 5 .28 4.43

Strengths: Practical applications/experience (5); Personality (humourous, kind) (2); Participatory approach (1); Current and research-oriented (1)

Weaknesses: More case studies (1); More time needed (1)
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Appendix T. Workshop Ratings: 111-d. Conducting International Joint Evaluations

Niels Dabelstein, Ted Kliest, & Ted Freeman

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %40r5* | %1or2’ | NA* | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 4 50 0 0 3.75 3 .96 431
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 4 100 0 0 4,75 5 .50 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.38
Design and Delivery

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

Content of lectures / presentations 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 4 100 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 4 100 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 4 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 4 75 0 0 4.00 4 .82 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 4 100 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 4 100 0 0 4.25 4 .50 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 4 100 0 0 4.25 4 .50 414
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Small group activities 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 4 75 0 0 4.25 5 .96 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.34
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Small group/close interaction with facilitators (4)
Joint evaluation (examples, management) (2)
Level of expertise (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

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

Other comments and suggestions

Bring more examples on challenging joint evaluations (1)
Best facilitators (1)
Would love to keep in touch after workshop (1)
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Presenter Niels Dabelstein

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 4 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.67
Presentation skills 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 4 100 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.43
Strengths: Knowledge and experience (3)

Weaknesses: Interactivity/participation (1)

Presenter Ted Kliest

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | %10r2° | NA" | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.67
Presentation skills 4 100 0 0 4.25 4 .50 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 4 100 0 0 4.25 4 .50 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge and experience/example (2); Professional (1); Open and supportive (1)

Weaknesses: More systematic (1)
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Presenter Ted Freeman

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 4 100 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 4 100 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.67
Presentation skills 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 4 100 0 0 4.75 5 .50 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.43

Strengths: Deep knowledge and extensive experience (2)
Weaknesses: -
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Appendix U. Workshop Ratings: 111-f. intermediate Quantitative Data Analysis

Gene Swimmer

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' [ %4or5 [ %1or2’ | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 14 86 7 0 4.29 5 91 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 14 86 7 0 4.43 5 1.16 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 14 93 7 0 443 5 .85 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 14 93 0 0 4.64 5 .63 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 14 93 0 0 4.64 5 .63 4.38
Design and Delivery

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

Content of lectures / presentations 14 100 0 0 4.86 5 .36 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 14 100 0 0 4.86 5 .36 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 14 93 0 1 4.64 5 75 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 14 100 0 0 4.86 5 .36 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 14 93 7 0 4.57 5 .85 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 14 100 0 0 4.86 5 .36 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 14 100 0 0 4.79 5 43 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 14 93 0 0 4.57 5 .65 414
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Small group activities 14 83 8 2 4.43 5 1.28 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 14 79 0 0 4.36 5 .84 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 13 85 0 0 4.54 5 .78 4.34

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

0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Use of SPSS/interpretation of results (5)
Realistic/practical examples (3)
All content (2)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

No food or drinks allowed in the room (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Room was too cold (1)

Excellent teacher, will recommend (1)
Lengthen the workshop (1)

Very satisfied (1)

100




Presenter Gene Swimmer

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 14 100 0 0 4.86 5 .36 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 14 100 0 0 4.93 5 27 4.67
Presentation skills 14 100 0 0 4.86 5 .36 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 14 93 0 0 4.57 5 .65 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 14 100 0 0 4.71 5 47 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 14 100 0 0 4.64 5 .50 4.43

Strengths: Great lecturer/clear presentation (5); Knowledge and experience (4); Good pace (3); Patience/approachable (2); case studies (1)

Weaknesses: Pacing (slow down) (1)
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Appendix V. Workshop Ratings: I11-g. Developmental Evaluation: Applying Systems Thinking and Complexity

Concepts to Enhance Innovation and Use
Michael Q. Patton

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %4or5* | %1or2’ | NA' | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 22 95 5 0 4.64 5 73 431
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 22 95 0 0 4.59 5 .59 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 21 95 0 0 4.67 5 .58 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 22 100 0 0 4.68 5 A48 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 20 95 5 0 4.65 5 .75 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [ %4o0or5* | %1or2® | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 22 100 0 0 4.82 5 .39 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 22 95 0 0 4.68 5 57 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 22 91 5 0 4.45 5 .80 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 22 95 0 0 4.77 5 .53 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 22 91 5 0 441 5 .79 4.36
Obijectivity of the presentation 22 91 0 0 4.55 5 .67 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 21 95 0 0 4.67 5 .58 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 22 91 5 0 4.55 5 .80 4.14
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Small group activities 22 73 9 0 4.09 5 1.02 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 21 95 5 0 4.67 5 73 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 22 95 0 0 4.77 5 53 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 91% Not sure: 0% No: 9%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Relevant/new material (9)

All workshop content (5)

Thinking outside the box (3)
Facilitator's experience/examples (3)
Discussion/Q&A (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Limited time (2)

Small group work (1)

Defensive style (1)

Theoretical content (not as useful) (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Lengthen workshop (4)
Great workshop/instructor (4)
Intellectually stimulating (1)

103




Presenter Michael Q. Patton

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 22 100 0 0 4.95 5 21 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 22 100 0 0 4.91 5 .29 4.67
Presentation skills 22 100 0 0 4.86 5 .35 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 22 95 0 0 4.73 5 .55 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 22 95 0 0 4.77 5 .53 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 19 95 0 0 4.58 5 .61 4.43

Strengths: Experience and knowledge (6); Thought-provoking/enlightens participants (5); Systematic approach/open-minded (3); Relevant examples (3); Clear

communication (3)

Weaknesses: Taking participant experience into account/providing feedback (2); Time allocation (less presentation, more workshop time) (2); Small group work

()
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Appendix W. Workshop Ratings: 111-h. Assessing the Outcomes and Impacts of Complex Programs

Michael Bamberger & Frans L. Leeuw

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 14 86 0 0 421 4 .70 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 14 93 0 0 4.50 5 .65 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 14 86 0 0 4.07 4 .62 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 14 71 7 0 4.00 4 .96 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 14 93 0 0 4.36 4 .63 4.38
Design and Delivery

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 14 93 0 0 4.43 5 .65 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 14 100 0 0 4.64 5 .50 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 14 93 7 0 4.43 5 .85 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 14 79 0 0 4.21 5 .80 4.4
Usefulness of the training materials 14 93 0 1 4.50 4 .76 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 14 100 0 1 4.43 4 .65 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 14 57 0 0 3.93 3 .92 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 14 43 14 0 3.36 3 .84 414

105




Small group activities 13 42 9 1 3.62 3 1.04 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 14 79 0 0 4.07 4 73 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 14 86 0 0 4.29 4 .73 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 92% Not sure: 8% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Combination of theory and practice (3)
New methods/tools (software) (3)
Examples/discussions (3)
Resources/handouts (2)

All content (2)

Interactive participation (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Evaluation or irrelevant examples (2)

Too much theory (1)

Q&A session presented by participants (1)
A bit too academic/high level (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Lengthen the workshop (5)
Cover less and go more in depth (2)
Have knowledge of participant background beforehand (1)

Less philosophical/be clear (1)
More time for group work (1)
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Presenter Michael Bamberger

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 14 100 0 0 4.93 5 27 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 14 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.67
Presentation skills 14 79 0 0 4.36 5 .84 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 14 86 0 0 4.57 5 .76 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 14 100 0 0 4.57 5 51 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 13 85 8 0 4.31 5 .95 4.43

Strengths: Experience (7); Presentation skills (clear, good listener, good pace) (2); Knowledge (2); Case studies (1); Personality (1)
Weaknesses: Too much information for time allocated (3); More energy/animation (1); Methodology/training material (1); Balancing participants' needs (1)

Presenter Frans L. Leeuw

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” [ W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 14 86 0 0 4.64 5 .75 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 14 100 0 0 4.71 5 47 4.67
Presentation skills 14 86 0 0 4.50 5 .76 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 14 93 0 0 443 5 .65 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 14 93 7 0 4.29 4 .83 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 14 79 14 0 4.07 5 1.07 4.43

Strengths: Presentation skills (engaging, passionate) (6); Experience and knowledge (5); Ability to translate theory into practice (2)
Weaknesses: Avoid philosophical/lengthy answers (3); More practical examples (2); Need more time (2); Providing feedback (1); Sequencing of logic (1);

Balancing participants' needs (1)
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Appendix X. Workshop Ratings: 1v-a. Designing and Conducting Surveys

Suresh Balakrishnan

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 92 0 0 4.69 5 .63 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 13 100 0 0 4.62 5 51 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 13 100 0 0 4.69 5 48 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 12 100 0 0 4,75 5 .45 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 13 100 0 0 4.69 5 48 4.38
Design and Delivery

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 13 100 0 0 4.77 5 44 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 13 100 0 0 4.85 5 .38 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 1 100 0 0 5.00 5 - 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 13 100 0 0 4.77 5 44 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 13 100 0 0 4.77 5 A4 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 13 100 0 0 4.85 5 .38 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 13 100 0 0 4.85 5 .38 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 13 92 0 0 4.69 5 .63 4.14
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Small group activities 13 100 0 0 4,77 5 44 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators
How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' | %4or5 | % 1or2’ | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
workshop?
What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 13 100 0 0 4.77 5 44 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 13 100 0 0 4.85 5 .38 4.34
Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 100% Not sure: 0% No: 0%
Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Group work (8)

Exercises (6)
Drawbacks

What did you find least useful in the workshop?

1st exercise in group (1)
Lack of book use (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Overall good/fun (2)
Lengthen the workshop (2)
This workshop should always be available in IPDET (1)
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Presenter Suresh Balakrishnan

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 13 100 0 0 4.85 5 .38 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 13 100 0 0 4.85 5 .38 4.67
Presentation skills 13 92 0 0 4.69 5 .63 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 13 100 0 0 4.92 5 .28 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 13 100 0 0 4.85 5 .38 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 12 100 0 0 4.83 5 .39 4.43

Strengths: Experience/practical examples (2); Adjusted examples according to participants' positions (2); Ability to communicate complex issues (2); Listening

skills/open (1)
Weaknesses: Presentation (pacing, group work timing, reduce examples) (5)
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Appendix Y. Workshop Ratings: 1v-b. Assessing Organizational Performance

Marie-Hélene Adrien, Charles Lusthaus, & Nancy MacPherson

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 11 91 0 0 4.27 4 .65 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 11 73 9 0 4.00 4 1.00 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 11 82 0 0 4.27 5 .79 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 11 91 0 0 4.36 4 .67 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 11 91 0 0 4.45 5 .69 4.38
Design and Delivery

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 11 82 9 0 4.27 5 1.01 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 11 82 9 0 4.18 5 .98 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 4 100 0 0 4.50 4 .58 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 11 73 9 0 4.18 5 1.08 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 11 82 9 0 4.09 4 .94 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 11 91 0 0 4.27 4 .65 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 11 91 9 0 4.18 4 .87 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 11 91 9 0 4.09 4 .83 4.14
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Small group activities 11 82 9 0 4.09 4 .94 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 11 82 0 0 4.09 4 .70 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 11 82 9 0 4.18 5 .98 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 91% Not sure: 0% No: 9%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Examples/practical exercises (6)
Diversity of perspectives (3)
Clear presentation of content (1)
Relevance of content (1)
Materials (1)

Three facilitators (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Content was not new (1)
Case studies too similar (1)
History of OA (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Make it an intermediate level/more challenging (1)
Continue this course (1)

112




Presenter Marie-Héléne Adrien

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 11 100 0 0 4.36 4 51 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 11 91 0 0 4.36 4 .67 4.67
Presentation skills 11 100 0 0 4.36 4 51 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 11 91 9 0 4.27 4 91 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 11 91 0 0 4.27 4 .65 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 11 82 9 0 4.18 5 .98 4.43
Strengths: Diversity of knowledge/experience (4); Presentation skills (balancing needs, encouraged participation, clear) (2)

Weaknesses: Plan time for Q&A (1); Adult learning methods (1)

Presenter Charles Lusthaus

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | %10r2° | NA" | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 11 100 0 0 4.55 5 .52 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 11 100 0 0 4.45 4 52 4.67
Presentation skills 11 82 0 0 4.27 5 .79 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 11 82 0 0 4.27 5 .79 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 11 82 9 0 4.18 5 .98 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 11 82 0 0 4.27 5 .79 4.43

Strengths: Experience and knowledge (3); Presentation skills (of material, enthusiastic) (3)
Weaknesses: Avoid putting hands in pockets (1); Less assumptions (1); Simplify examples (1)
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Presenter Nancy MacPherson

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 11 100 0 0 4.45 4 .52 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 11 100 0 0 4.36 4 51 4.67
Presentation skills 11 73 9 0 3.91 4 .94 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 11 91 0 0 4.27 4 .65 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 11 100 0 0 4.36 4 51 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 11 82 0 0 4.18 4 75 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge (3); Ability to grasp depth of questions (1); Relevant information (1)
Weaknesses: Methodology/Delivery of presentation (3); Edit slides ahead of time (1)
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Appendix Z. Workshop Ratings: 1v-c. Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation

Francois Coupal

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 11 73 0 0 4.09 4 .83 4.31
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 11 91 0 0 4.36 4 .67 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 11 82 9 0 4.00 4 .89 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 11 73 9 0 4.09 5 1.04 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 11 82 0 0 4,18 4 75 4.38
Design and Delivery

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 11 73 18 0 3.82 4 1.08 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 11 82 0 0 4.18 4 75 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 11 50 0 0 4.00 3 1.41 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 11 91 0 0 4.36 4 .67 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 11 82 0 0 4.18 4 75 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 11 73 0 0 4.09 4 .83 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 11 73 0 0 4.09 4 .83 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 11 82 0 0 4.18 4 .75 4.14
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Small group activities 11 91 0 0 4.55 5 .69 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 11 82 9 0 4.36 5 1.03 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 11 73 0 0 4.18 5 .87 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 82% Not sure: 9% No: 9%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Open participatory approach (3)
Visual tools/interactive process (3)
Practical approach (3)

Group activities (2)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Lack of participant enthusiasm (1)

Tools were not age-appropriate (1)

Broad and intensive (1)

Group work (too many, not enough on content) (1)
Lack of literature (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Great assignments/opportunities to apply immediately (1)
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Presenter Francois Coupal

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 11 91 0 0 4.45 5 .69 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 11 100 0 0 4.55 5 52 4.67
Presentation skills 11 73 0 0 4.09 4 .83 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 11 91 0 0 4.36 4 .67 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 11 82 9 0 4.09 4 .94 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 9 78 0 0 4.33 5 87 4.43

Strengths: Experience and knowledge (5); Excellent skills (facilitation, interpersonal, communication) (4); Using tools (1)
Weaknesses: More structure (1); More in depth (1); Adjust materials to participant background (1); Participatory approach (1)
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Appendix AA. Workshop Ratings: 1v-d. Governance, Corruption and Developmental Evaluation: Role of

Indicators and Empirical Tools
Daniel Kaufmann

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %4or5* | %1or2’ | NA' | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 15 87 0 0 4.33 5 72 431
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 15 87 7 0 4.27 5 .88 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 15 87 0 0 4.27 4 .70 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 15 80 0 0 4.33 5 .82 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 14 93 0 0 4.57 5 .65 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [ %4o0or5* | %1or2® | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 15 93 0 0 4.53 5 .64 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 15 93 0 0 4.47 5 .64 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 15 100 0 0 4.60 5 51 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 15 100 0 0 4.67 5 49 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 15 93 0 0 4.47 5 .64 4.36
Obijectivity of the presentation 15 93 0 0 4.47 5 .64 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 15 93 0 0 4.27 4 .59 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 15 87 0 0 4.20 4 .68 4.14
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Small group activities 15 93 0 1 4,53 5 74 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 14 86 0 0 4.36 5 75 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 16 87 0 0 4.38 5 72 4.34

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

0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Analysis/governance indicators (8)
Literature/databases (5)

All content (various cases, lab time) (4)
Research approach (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Focus on governance indicators (1)
Schedule at the end of the program (1)
Relevance to everyday work (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Very much appreciated/good experience (3)
Did not benefit my profession (1)
Useful (1)
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Presenter Daniel Kaufmann

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 16 87 0 0 4.56 5 .73 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 16 100 0 0 4.88 5 34 4.67
Presentation skills 16 94 0 0 4.38 4 .62 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 16 94 0 0 4.56 5 .63 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 16 100 0 0 4.69 5 .48 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 16 100 0 0 4.69 5 48 4.43

Strengths: Experience and knowledge (7); Personality (humorous, versatile, insightful) (2); Excellent instructor/presentation (2)

Weaknesses: Should be one week/more time (3); More project-level evaluation (1); Voice (too soft) (1)
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Appendix BB. Workshop Ratings:
Development Banks
Martha Ainsworth & Sidney J. Edelmann

IV-e. Approaches for Evaluating Development Results of Multilateral

Workshop Outcomes

To what degree has the workshop met the following criteria? N' | %4or5* | %1or2’ | NA' | Mean’ | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Relevance of this workshop to your current work or functions 6 83 17 0 4,17 5 1.17 431
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 6 100 0 0 4.33 4 .52 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 6 83 0 0 4.17 4 75 421
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 6 83 0 0 4.50 5 .84 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 6 100 0 0 4.33 4 52 4.38
Design and Delivery

How would you rate the quality of the following aspects of the N' [ %4o0or5* | %1or2® | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
workshop?

Content of lectures / presentations 6 100 0 0 4.50 4 .55 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 6 100 0 0 4.50 4 .55 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 1 100 0 0 4.00 4 - 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 6 100 0 0 4.50 4 .55 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 6 83 0 0 4.33 5 .82 4.36
Obijectivity of the presentation 6 100 0 0 4.67 5 52 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 6 100 0 0 4.50 4 .55 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 6 83 0 0 4.33 5 .82 4.14
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Small group activities 6 83 0 0 4.33 5 .82 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 6 83 0 0 4.17 4 .75 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 5 100 0 0 4.60 5 .55 4.34

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

0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Designing evaluation for private sector programs (2)
Group work/examples (2)

Part Il (Sid's presentation) (1)

Macro-analysis (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Few people in the workshop (1)
Evaluation criteria/approaches (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Sid could open a workshop of Evaluation Communication (1)
Lengthen workshop (one week) (1)
Needs more participants (1)

122




Presenter Martha Ainsworth

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | %10r2° | NA" | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 6 100 0 0 4.83 5 41 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 6 100 0 0 4.83 5 41 4.67
Presentation skills 6 83 0 0 4.00 4 .63 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 6 100 0 0 4.33 4 .52 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 6 100 0 0 4.33 4 .52 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 6 100 0 0 4.60 5 .55 4.43
Strengths: Knowledge and experience (2)

Weaknesses: Practical examples and workgroup materials (2); Use less PowerPoint (1)

Presenter Sidney J. Edelmann

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | %1or2° | NA" | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 6 100 0 0 4.83 5 41 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 6 100 0 0 4.83 5 41 4.67
Presentation skills 6 100 0 0 4.83 5 41 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 6 100 0 0 4.83 5 41 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 6 100 0 0 4.67 5 .52 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 6 100 0 0 4.67 5 52 4.43

Strengths: Promoting discussion (1); Knowledge and experience (1); Presentation (delivery and material) (1)

Weaknesses: Comparative knowledge of public sector (1)
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Appendix CC. Workshop Ratings: 1v-f. Quantitative Impact Evaluation

Jose Galdo

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 10 80 0 0 4.50 5 .85 431
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 10 100 0 0 4.70 5 48 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 10 100 0 0 4.80 5 42 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 9 100 0 0 4.67 5 .50 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 10 100 0 0 4,70 5 48 4.38
Design and Delivery

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 10 90 0 0 4.70 5 .67 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 10 90 0 0 4.70 5 .67 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 1 - - 1 - - - 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 10 100 0 0 4.60 5 52 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 10 100 0 0 4.80 5 42 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 10 90 0 0 4.70 5 .67 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 10 100 0 0 4.80 5 42 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 10 70 0 0 4.30 5 .95 414
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Small group activities 9 84 0 3 4.33 5 1.05 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 10 90 0 0 4.50 5 71 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 10 90 0 0 4.60 5 .70 4.34

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

0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Using STATA/interpretation of output (2)
All content (presentation material, teaching approach) (1)
Intuitive logics and assumptions (1)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Other comments and suggestions

Lengthen the workshop (2)

Lack of balance between the discussion of the big picture and the 'doing’ of impact evaluation (1)

IT system not user-friendly (1)

Need to have experience in quantitative data analysis (1)
Good number of participants (1)

Provide more real-life examples (1)
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Presenter Jose Galdo

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' [%40r5° | %10r2° | NA* | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 10 100 0 0 4.90 5 .32 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 10 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.67
Presentation skills 10 90 0 0 4.60 5 .70 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 10 100 0 0 4.80 5 42 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 10 100 0 0 4.90 5 32 4,52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 10 90 0 0 4.70 5 .67 4.43

Strengths: Knowledge/Experience (4); Command over subject (2); Presentation skills (patient, engaging, good pace, open-minded) (1)
Weaknesses: Presentation skills (communication) (2); More examples/case studies (1); Avoid problems in computer lab (1)
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Appendix DD. Workshop Ratings: 1v-g. Qualitative Methods and Analysis for Development Evaluation

Michael Q. Patton

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 35 77 3 0 4.20 5 .87 431
Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you 35 86 0 0 4.46 5 74 4.28
Focus of this activity on what you specifically needed to learn 35 77 6 0 411 5 .90 4.21
Extent to which content of this activity matched the announced objectives 33 88 0 0 4.39 5 .70 4.38
Overall usefulness of this workshop 35 83 0 0 4.34 5 a7 4.38
Design and Delivery

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 34 88 0 0 441 5 .70 4.41
Delivery of lectures / presentations 32 91 0 0 4.63 5 .66 4.44
Question and answer sessions with the full group of participants 34 84 3 1 4.32 5 .84 4.33
Usefulness of the examples 34 94 3 0 4.50 5 .83 4.42
Usefulness of the training materials 34 85 0 0 4.35 5 73 4.36
Objectivity of the presentation 34 91 3 0 4.44 5 .75 4.49
Logical progression of the workshop 34 85 3 0 4.32 5 .81 4.36
Pacing of the workshop 34 91 3 1 4.32 4 a7 414
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Small group activities 34 91 0 0 4.35 4 .65 4.26
Workshop Quality Indicators

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

What is the likelihood that you will use the knowledge and skills gained? 34 97 0 0 4.38 4 .55 4.38
To what degree did the workshop meet your expectations overall? 32 87 3 0 4.47 5 .80 4.34

Would you recommend this workshop to a colleague? Yes: 91% Not sure: 9% No: 0%

Benefits
What did you find most useful in the workshop?

Content (sampling issues, qualitative and quantitative data) (10)
Real-life examples/practical techniques (10)

Small group work/discussions (8)

Take home message/relevant stories (5)

Feedback/materials (4)

Open approach to course (3)

Facilitator (2)

Drawbacks
What did you find least useful in the workshop?

Group work/participation (5)

Time taken to hear stories/examples/explanations (5)
Examples too focused on US (3)

Course material (2)

Structure/Too much time on qualitative methods Day 1 (2)
Large number of participants (1)

Other comments and suggestions

Compliments to Dr. Patton (6)

Time management (too many intermissions, slow day 1&2) (3)
More group work on interview skills (3)

Need better interaction with class/better arrangement (2)
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Clear understanding of qualitative approach (2)

Should be held in 3rd week to keep focus (2)

Provide handouts/PowerPoint slides for after the workshop (2)
More on analysis of qualitative data (2)

Should be followed by hands on workshop (1)

Longer group work sessions useful (1)

Should be required course (1)

Large group (limit 20) (1)

Presenter Michael Q. Patton

How would you rate the presenter on the following: N' | %40r5° | %10or2° | NA" | Mean® | Mode® | Std.Dev.” | W Mean®
Experience in development evaluation 35 94 3 0 4.74 5 .78 4.66
Methodological knowledge and skills 35 100 0 0 5.00 5 0 4.67
Presentation skills 34 91 0 0 4.74 5 .62 4.44
Ability to promote open discussion 34 91 0 0 4.71 5 .63 4.54
Ability to provide meaningful feedback to participant comments 34 97 0 0 4.68 5 .53 4.52
Ability to manage the diverse needs and interests of various participants 32 87 6 0 4.53 5 .88 4.43

Strengths: Experience and knowledge (14); Teaching skills (charisma, even without Powerpoint, easily understood) (12); Story telling/examples illustrating main
point (7); Sensitive to participants’ needs (1)

Weaknesses: Less stories/more practical (5); Time allocation (more time, more group work, better management) (4); More examples/exercises (international) (2);
Better structure (2); Not completely adapted to this type of information (1); Samples from LDCs (1); Repeat participant answers to class (1)

Number of Respondents

Percentage of respondents who answered ‘4’ or 5’ (high)

Percentage of respondents who answered ‘1’ or ‘2 (low)

Respondents answering ‘Not applicable’. Removed from analysis

Average score on a scale of ‘1’ (low) to ‘5’ (high)

Most frequently occurring observation.

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