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Background

From January 21-25, 2002, the Food Aid Management (FAM) Monitoring and Evaluation Working Group sponsored a Monitoring Tools Workshop in Johannesburg, South Africa for program staff of Cooperating Sponsors (CS) with Title II food security development programs.  The workshop was targeted towards field-based project staff, but other staff members were encouraged to attend who could replicate the tools through a Training of Trainers approach within their organizations and elsewhere.  

FANTA provided the technical input with USAID BHR/FFP funding.  The workshop was hosted locally by World Vision.  World Vision’s and FAM’s administrative support during this workshop was invaluable, and many thanks are due the World Vision and FAM staff, especially Marion Samuel (WV), Dorothy Scheffel (WV), Larry Johnson (WV), Steve Zodrow (FAM), and Trish Schmirler (FAM).  Kristen Turra (ACDI-VOCA & MEWG) was also helpful.  Many thanks are also due to Dave Evans (FHI) who did an excellent job of co-facilitating this workshop (his time being donated by FHI).  Mr. Johnson (WV) also provided all participants with the entire FAM website on CD, which was appreciated by all who attended the workshop.

The training was conducted as planned with few changes in the agenda.  The major change in the agenda was removing the session planned for the afternoon of the last day (more practice with focus groups and QIVCs).  This was done in order to accommodate the participants’ desire to have some free time during the workshop (which they voiced on the first day of the workshop.  (The revised training schedule is attached in Appendix A.)

Participants

A final list of participants (with contact information) is included in Appendix B.  The following organizations were represented at this workshop:

· CRS 
(8 participants)

· ADRA 
(6 participants)

· FHI 
(5: 3 participants + 2 trainers)

· ACDI 
(4 participants)

· WV 
(3 participants)

· FAM 
(2 participants)

· SCF 
(2 participants)

· TNS 
(2 participants)

· Africare 
(1 participant)

· ARC 
(1 participant)

· OICI 
(1 participant)

· PCI 
(1 participant)

Pre- and Posttest Scores

A pre/posttest form was developed which included questions on all of the tools covered during the workshop.  The pre- and post scores are given in Appendix C (tabulated graciously by Trish Schmirler).  The average pretest score was 45% (range, 10%-68%).  The average posttest score was 81% (range, 62%-93%).  The results were very significant:  The average change in points was 35, average change in percent was 107%, and average change in performance was 63%.

Numerical Evaluation Scores

Participants rated the workshop each day using seven different criteria.  Those numerical evaluation scores for the workshop are given in Appendix D.  (Thanks goes to Steve Zodrow for calculating and compiling these scores.)  The breakdown of scores for each day of the workshop shows that satisfaction with the workshop content and methodology grew over the five days of the workshop:  all seven measures of satisfaction increased.  The dip in scores on Day #3 was probably due to the fact that only half of the LQAS information had been presented at that time, and workshop participants still had a lot of doubts and confusion about LQAS after that day.  Scores rebounded on Day #4 once the rest of the information on LQAS was presented.
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On the final day of the workshop, participants were asked to give scores corresponding to their overall impression of the workshop (not just day #5).  These final scores indicate that workshop participants were very pleased with the outcome, assigning an average score of 4.5 to the workshop (which corresponds to a score of 90%).

Lessons Learned / Evaluation Comments

Each day, workshop participants were also asked three open-ended questions about the workshop:

1.
Can you please provide one or two examples of what you have learned or found that you may be able to use in your own program?

2. Please provide your comments and offer suggestions for anything related to the workshop content, format, or logistics.

3.
What suggestions do you have for any future workshops?

Feedback on each of these questions is included in Appendix E.  In terms of useful things learned during the workshop, participants mentioned all of the tools covered during the workshop except key informant interviews (which were not given as much emphasis during this workshop).  QIV Checklists appeared to be mentioned the most.  Aside from the tools themselves, several participants mentioned “how to train staff in use of the tools,” and “ways of providing feedback to staff.”  

The most comments were made in regard to suggestions on the workshop content, format, and logistics.  These can be divided into 3 main categories:

· Logistics: The vast majority of comments on logistics were very positive.  Participants appreciated the attention to detail and adjustments made to make things easier for participants (e.g., organizing a bus to help people exchange money).  

· Facilitation:  Participants were very positive and complimentary about the workshop facilitation and organization.  Several comments were acted upon after the first day (e.g., to always use black or blue pens rather than lighter colors that are harder to see, and to provide step-by-step handouts on certain topics).  Participants suggested that more “energizers” be built into the agenda (probably during afternoon sessions).  Participants were positive about the participatory style of facilitation and feedback given by facilitators.

· Agenda/Content:  The numerical scores show that participants were, in general, very pleased with the content.  Their written comments soliciting suggestions showed that they would have appreciated more time and more organized materials for LQAS.  (Part of this is unavoidable when trying to squeeze what is often a five-day LQAS training into two days.)  One participant mentioned the need to provide more time on the “practical aspects of LQAS and how it can be used in different settings.” Also, some participants mentioned that the LQAS materials (taken from NGO Networks) had some “bugs” in them and better “visuals” and overheads were needed.  (Some of the LQAS overheads are in a smaller font.)  Some workshop participants were still confused about LQAS by the end of the workshop.  This may be due, in part, to the large differences in participants’ previous skills and knowledge about M&E.  (For example, at least one participant needed to have the basic concept of sampling explained.)

The most common suggestion for future workshops was that more time needed to be given for the workshop, especially the LQAS section, and that a field practicum would be helpful.  Also mentioned was participatory M&E, more workshops with the same facilitators, more follow-up workshops, and more experience sharing/dealing with donors (especially on LQAS).

Recommendations and Future Focus

The most important recommendations have already been completed, thanks to the speedy work of Trish Schmirler:  posting all workshop content and handouts on FAM’s website.  I would propose the following recommendations for future activities of the M&E Working Group:

· Solicit and publish case histories (e.g., in Food Forum) on the use of LQAS and the other monitoring tools as Title II organizations begin using them.  Write to workshop participants every six months for the next two years soliciting this information.

· Establish a system to provide follow-up training to organizations that would like to have field training on the tools.  Some organization’s representatives will not feel comfortable or prepared to lead a workshop on these tools, despite the technical skills that they gained during the workshop.  FAM should establish a Title II Consultants database (based on the CSTS model used in Child Survival) so that organizations can quickly find consultants with the proper language skills and technical skills in the tools for which they need continued training.  In the meantime, remind Title II CSs that a list of consultants who have experience with the tools is given as part of the Toolkit (Appendix C, which is available online at): http://www.foodaid.org/worddocs/moneval/toolkit/TIIToolkitAnnexC.doc).

· First, assess organizations’ need for ongoing training by outside consultants in the monitoring tools covered in this workshop and the other tools in the toolkit.  If the need is high for consultants, offer an at-cost training on the Monitoring Toolkit to the consultants listed in Annex C (of the Toolkit) so that they can better backstop organizations that need help with these tools.  It is not unusual for organizations to first attend a workshop on a new methodology or tool, then to hire a consultant the first time that the tool is actually used in the field (especially when the need to do it properly the first time is very high [e.g., using LQAS in a baseline survey]).  One of the trainers in this workshop, Dave Evans, currently has a full-time position with FHI, and will be unavailable for doing much backstopping or follow-up training on the tools.  The other consultant, Tom Davis, is booked for travel one year in advance.  If this need does exist, other consultants need to be prepared to use these tools to meet this need.

Updated Training Notes

The updated training notes are included in Appendix F (in a separate file).
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Tom Davis, MPH  (Consultant to FAM)

Appendix A:

AGENDA FOR 

FAM MONITORING TOOLS WORKSHOP

Johannesburg, South Africa

General Schedule (8:30 – 5:30 daily):

· Morning sessions: 3.5 hours + 30 minute break: 210 mins of training, 8:00-12:30p

· Lunch/rest: 1.25 hours (12:30-1:45)

· Evening sessions: 3.25 hours + 30 minute break: 195 mins of training, 1:45-5:30

Day One

· 8:30-8:40  Welcome 

· 8:40-8:45  Logistics / Binders

· 8:45-9:15  Pretest 

· 9:15-9:30  Ice Breaker 
· Quality Improvement and Verification Checklists  (Tom)
a. QIVCs:  Their Purpose and How to Use Them  

· 9:30-11:00 Demonstration of QIVCs

· (Break 10:00-10:30)

· 11:00 – 12:00 Principles of Giving Feedback & Practice

b. 12:00-12:05  How to Calculate QIVC scores

c. 12:05-12:15  Case Study on Improvement with QIVCs  

d. 12:15-12:25  Sample QIVCs and the Monitoring Manager’s Tool

· (Lunch 12:25 – 1:40)

e. How to use the data from the QICL to evaluate and Improve Your Program:

· 1:40-1:50  How to Know if a Worker is Progressing, and Follow-up when Opportunities for Improvement (OFIs) are found.

· 1:50-2:10 How to Identify Opportunities for Improving the Worker’s Skills and Follow-up when OFIs are found.

· 2:10 – 2:55  Exercise on Identifying Individual and System Problems

f. How to Develop a QIVC 

· 2:55-3:45  Guidelines for Development of QIVCs 

· 3:45-5:30 Exercise:  Development of QIVCs & Presentation

Day Two:  Focus Groups and Key Informant Interviews

· 8:30-8:45  Questions on QIVCs

· Focus Groups and Semi-structured Interviews

a. 8:45-9:15  Overview and Demonstration of Focus Groups 

b. 9:15-9:45 Role of Focus Groups in a Project / Qualitative vs. Quantitative Methods

c. 9:45-9:55 Advantages of Using Focus Groups

(9:55-10:15 Break)

d. 10:15-10:30 Disadvantages/Limitations of Using Focus Groups

e. 10:30-10:40 Organizing a Focus Group and Selecting Participants

f. 10:40-10:45  Selecting the Focus Group Site and Materials

g. 10:45-11:00  The Facilitator’s Role 

h. 11:00-11:30  Facilitation Skills

i. 11:30-12:00  Developing a Question Guide for Focus Groups (Characteristics of good questions/ probes; sequencing of questions)

j. 12:00-12:15  Delivery of Questions / Probes

(Lunch: 12:15 – 1:30)

k. 1:30-2:30  Small Group Exercise in Writing a Question Guide

l. 2:30-3:00  Analysis of Focus Group Data

(3:00-3:30 Break)

m. 3:30-4:15 Analysis of Focus Group Data

n. 4:15-5:30 Key Informant Interviews

· Principles of a Key Informant Interviews

· Advantages/Disadvantages

· Who to Interview

· Demonstration

· Basic principles of key informant interviews

Day 3:  Lot Quality Assurance Sampling (LQAS)

· 8:30-8:45  Questions on Focus Groups and Key Informant Interviews

· Lot Quality Assurance Sampling

a. 8:45 – 9:00  Introduction to LQAS

b. 9:00 – 9:30  Calculating Sample Size 

c. 9:30 – 10:15 Uses of Surveys

(10:15 – 10:35  Break)

d. 10:35 – 11:05  Random Sampling 

e. 11:05 – 12:05  Using LQAS sampling for Surveys

· Usefulness Of 19 as a Sample Size 

· LQAS Sampling Exercise

f. 12:05 – 12:50  Using LQAS Sampling for Baseline Surveys:

·  Using LQAS to Monitor Coverage.

· What A Sample Of 19 Can And Cannot Do

(Lunch 12:50-2:00:  short lunch, this day only)

g. 2:00-2:30 Identifying Interview Locations

· Process for Selecting Locations of Interviews

h. 2:30 – 3:30 Identifying Interview Locations (continued)

· How to Calculate the Cumulative Population 

· How to Calculate The Sampling Interval 

· How to Choose A Random Number 

· How to Use A Random Number And Sampling Interval To Identify Locations Of 19 Interviews

i. 3:30 – 4:00  Selecting Households

· Importance Of  Updating Maps

· Process For Numbering/Choosing  Households

(4:00-4:30 Break) 

j. 4:30 – 5:30  Selecting Households, continued

· House Selection Exercises

· Examples Of Numbering/Choosing Households: Green Houses Exercise 

· Learning Experience

Day 4:  Lot Quality Assurance Sampling (LQAS), continued

k. 8:30 – 10:00  Selecting Informants in a Household

· Process For Selecting The Starting Household 

· Process For Identifying Informants 

· Role Play For Selecting Informants: Garden Exercise

(Break, 10:00-10:30)

l. 10:30 – 11:00  Review of KPC2000 Questionnaire Modules and Generic Ag KPC Questionnaire

m. 11:00 – 11:45  Interview Demonstration and Review of Sample Questionnaire

n. 11:45 – 12:30  Proper Interviewing Technique

 (Lunch, 12:30 – 1:30)

o. 1:30 – 1:35  Purpose of Tabulation

p. 1:35 – 2:15  How to use the Tabulation Tables.  Reviewing the:

· Supervision Area (SA) Table, 

· Summary Table,

· Variables Not Included In The Tabulation Tables

q. 2:15 – 2:45  How to Calculate Average Coverage and Why It is Important

r. 2:45 – 3:45  Two Exercises: Using The Tabulation Tables To:
· Enter Results For One Indicator In Each SA

· Calculating Average Coverage For That One Indicator Using The Summary Table

· Reviewing The Work Of Each NGO

· Repeating The Above Three Steps With A Second Indicator

(Break, 3:45 – 4:15)

s. 4:15 – 4:45  How to Analyze LQAS Data and Identify Priorities Using the SA Tables and the Summary Tables:

· Priorities Within An Individual SA When Considering Several Indicators

· Priorities Among Several SA’s When Considering One Indicator

· Exercise

t. 4:45 – 5:30  Tabulation of one S.A. using Short, Demonstration Questionnaires
Day 5:  Practicum

There will be a maximum of 24 slots for each of the two methods (QIVCs and Focus Groups).  Participants in the QIVC practica should count to four to be divided into four teams of six persons each.

Concurrent morning groups, 8:30-12:00 (including 30 min. break):
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Quality Improvement and Verification Checklists (QIVCs), 18-20 people:  Participants will be divided into groups of six persons each.  The groups will do the following during each 30-minute round of the practica:

Topic #1, Round 1:

Person A leads a 15-minute educational session on a topic known to him/her.

Person B uses the education QI checklist to evaluate Person A.  Person B goes through all the steps, starting at Person A’s house, and giving feedback afterwards.

Person C uses the Monitoring Manager’s tool to improve and verify Person’s B’s performance.

Persons D, E, and F are the audience.

Topic #1, Round 2:

Person D leads a 15-minute educational session on a topic known to him/her.

Person E uses the education QI checklist to evaluate Person A.  Person B goes through all the steps, starting at Person A’s house, and giving feedback afterwards.

Person F uses the Monitoring Manager’s tool to improve and verify Person’s B’s performance.

Persons A, B, and C are the audience.

Topic #1, Round 3:

Person B leads a 15-minute educational session on a topic known to him/her.

Person A uses the education QI checklist to evaluate Person A.  Person B goes through all the steps, starting at Person A’s house, and giving feedback afterwards.

Person D uses the Monitoring Manager’s tool to improve and verify Person’s B’s performance.

Persons C, E, and F are the audience.

Thus the Education Checklist will be used by three people (A,B,E), and the monitoring tool will be used by the other three people in each group (C,D,F).
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Focus Groups, 18-20 people:  About six groups of 9-10 participants work simultaneously.  Participants will take turns facilitating the focus groups using question guides developed by the trainers (one question per participant).  One trainer/helper will sit behind the person facilitating and coach them as they facilitate.  Each question should take about 8 minutes to discuss, and there will be breaks for feedback – after each question – of about 4 minutes, so for all 10 people in each group to facilitate, it will require about two hours, plus a 15 minute break (135 minutes, total).

Concurrent afternoon groups:

(These were cut from the schedule after participants asked to have time for shopping and free time.  During this time, participants would have repeated the morning sessions for more practice.)
12:00-12:30:  Posttest

12:30-12:45:  Written evaluation of the workshop

12:45 - 1:00:  Certificates and closing

Appendix B:

Participant List, Monitoring Toolkit Workshop

Title II Development Programs

FAM, FANTA, World Vision-South Africa

Johannesburg, South Africa

January 21-25, 2002

1. Edward Walters, CRS-Madagascar  (ed@crs.mg)

2. Kwassi Gbeblewoo-Manyo, OICI-Togo  (oicitogo@cafe.tg)(kmanyo@hotmail.com) 

3. Francis Konu,
TNS-Ghana   (francis@tnsgh.org)

4. Moses Awoonor-Williams, TNS-Ghana   (moses@tnsgh.org)

5. Gabriella Rakotomanga CRS-Madagascar
(gabriella@crs.mg)  

6. Ahmadou N'diade, ACDI/VOCA-Cape Verde    (acdi@cvtelecom.cv)  

7. Washington Okoth Omwomo, CRS-Kenya    (w.omwomo@crsnairobi.org) 

8. Idumbo Nsongi Kasele, CRS-Zimbabwe   (kasele1@mweb.co.zw) 

9. Margaret Balaba, WV-Uganda
(uganda@wvi.org)

10. Makhan Lal Dutta, WV-Bangladesh    (bgresham@wvi.org)/(makhan_l_dutta@wvi.org) 

11. Dorothy Scheffel, WV-USA
 (dscheffe@worldvision.org) 

12. Scott McNiven, ACDI/VOCA-Uganda    (smcniven-pl480@acdivoca-ug.org) 

13. Dave Ameyaw, ADRA-USA
(dameyaw@compuserve.com) 

14. Susan Gearon, PCI-USA

(sgearon@projectconcern.org)

15. Adamu Beyene, SCF-Ethiopia  (ethiopia@savechildren.org) (kzegeye@scf.com) 

16. Asnakew Assefa, SCF-Ethiopia (assefa@ethiolink.com) (asnakew@yahoo.com) (kzegeye@scf.com) 

17. Ana Maria Ferraz de Campos, CRS-Angola   (crs.lob.proj@ebonet.net) (iafcampos@hotmail.com)


18. Kristen Turra, ACDI/VOCA-USA
(kturra@acdivoca.org)

19. Stéphane Calvin, CRS-Angola
(crs.luanda@ebonet.net)

20. Sandra Fletcher, ADRA-Mozambique  (sfletcher.adra@teledata.mz)

21. Joseph Hayuni, ADRA-UGANDA  (jhayunih@yahoo.com) (jhayuni@compuserve.com)

22. Hien Constantin, CRS-Burkina Faso (crsbf@crsbf.bf) (constantinh@crsbf.bf) 

23. Mario Almeida, Africare-Mozambique (chimoio@teledata.mz) 

24. Trish Schmirler, Food Aid Management (FAM)-USA
(tschmirler@foodaid.org) 

25. Steve Zodrow, Food Aid Management (FAM)-USA
(szodrow@foodaid.org)

26. Gabriel Kwasi Dankyi, ADRA-Ghana      (bonsrah@adra.org.gh) 

27. Anthony Augustus Mainoo, ADRA-Ghana   (mainooatony@yahoo.com)  (bonsrah@adra.org.gh) 

28. Clement Anten, ADRA-Madagascar
(adrafsm@dts.mg)

29. Catherine Robins, American Red Cross-USA      (robinsc@usa.redcross.org)  

30. Joyce Kago, FHI-Kenya 
 (jkago@fhi.net)

31. Huka Henry Duba, FHI-Kenya
(hduba@fhi.net)

32. Alloys Omolo, FHI-Mozambique 
(aomolo@fhi.net)

33. James Ssemwanga, The Ssemwanga Centre for Agriculture & Food, for ACDI/VOCA-Uganda    (ssemwang@africaonline.co.ug) (jssemwanga@yahoo.com)

34. Maroko Jeremiah, CRS-East Africa     (projects@crsearo.org) 
Tom Davis, USA, Facilitator    (tdavis@fhi.net)

Dave Evans, FHI-USA, Facilitator
(devans@fhi.net)

Appendix C:

Pre- and Posttest Scores, Monitoring Tools Workshop

	Reference
	Pretest
	Posttest
	Change in Points
	Change in Percent
	Change in Performance

	CODE
	
	
	
	
	

	(no #)
	44%
	75%
	31
	70%
	55%

	(no #)
	13%
	68%
	55
	423%
	63%

	30
	48%
	86%
	38
	79%
	73%

	52
	48%
	72%
	24
	50%
	46%

	74
	55%
	75%
	20
	36%
	44%

	1010
	24%
	75%
	51
	213%
	67%

	1234
	62%
	72%
	10
	16%
	26%

	1323
	51%
	75%
	24
	47%
	49%

	1489
	41%
	68%
	27
	66%
	46%

	1661
	48%
	86%
	38
	79%
	73%

	1679
	48%
	89%
	41
	85%
	79%

	1737
	37%
	65%
	28
	76%
	44%

	1806
	48%
	93%
	45
	94%
	87%

	1822
	37%
	62%
	25
	68%
	40%

	1975
	48%
	93%
	45
	94%
	87%

	2011
	37%
	68%
	31
	84%
	49%

	2234
	31%
	75%
	44
	142%
	64%

	2296
	68%
	75%
	7
	10%
	22%

	2352
	37%
	82%
	45
	122%
	71%

	2522
	34%
	89%
	55
	162%
	83%

	2705
	10%
	79%
	69
	690%
	77%

	3020
	34%
	79%
	45
	132%
	68%

	3624
	44%
	82%
	38
	86%
	68%

	4168
	n/a
	93%
	
	
	

	4517
	55%
	86%
	31
	56%
	69%

	4583
	55%
	89%
	34
	62%
	76%

	4968
	48%
	93%
	45
	94%
	87%

	5040
	65%
	89%
	24
	37%
	69%

	5054
	48%
	58%
	10
	21%
	19%

	5246
	51%
	93%
	42
	82%
	86%

	5519
	41%
	89%
	48
	117%
	81%

	7588
	62%
	86%
	24
	39%
	63%

	7680
	62%
	93%
	31
	50%
	82%

	9865
	58%
	86%
	28
	48%
	67%

	Averages
	45%
	81%
	35
	107%
	63%


Blue Font = Highest/Best     Purple Font = Lowest / Needs most improvement
Appendix D:

Numerical Evaluation Scores for

FAM Monitoring Tools Workshop

Johannesburg, South Africa

January 21-25, 2002

Feed Back Form-Day ____

Please circle the numbers which best describe your view of today’s workshop activities.
1. How useful to you were today’s workshop sessions?   

Not very useful

Somewhat useful 


Very useful

1

2 

3

4 


5  

	Day 1 Average Score
	Day 2 Average Score
	Day 3 Average Score
	Day 4 Average Score
	Day 5- Average Score

(entire workshop)

	4.30
	4.23
	4.28
	4.40
	4.54


2. How helpful are the materials including handouts you received today? 

Not very helpful

Somewhat helpful

Very helpful

1

2

3

4 


5

	Day 1 Average Score
	Day 2 Average Score
	Day 3 Average Score
	Day 4 Average Score
	Day 5- Average Score

(entire workshop)

	4.15
	4.26
	4.00
	4.30
	4.50


3. How interesting have your networking discussions with other participants been?

Not very interesting

Somewhat interesting

Very interesting

1

2

3

4


5

	Day 1 Average Score
	Day 2 Average Score
	Day 3 Average Score
	Day 4 Average Score
	Day 5- Average Score

(entire workshop)

	3.66
	4.06
	3.86
	4.13
	4.44


4. Overall, how satisfied are you with this workshop? 

Very dissatisfied


Somewhat satisfied

Very satisfied

1

2

3

4


5

	Day 1 Average Score
	Day 2 Average Score
	Day 3 Average Score
	Day 4 Average Score
	Day 5- Average Score

(entire workshop)

	4.30
	4.32
	3.97
	4.34
	4.65


5. To what extent do you feel that you will be able to apply the ideas and strategies from this event in your work?

Not at all


Somewhat


Completely

1

2

3

4


5

	Day 1 Average Score
	Day 2 Average Score
	Day 3 Average Score
	Day 4 Average Score
	Day 5- Average Score

(entire workshop)

	4.21
	4.10
	4.07
	4.30
	4.56


6. To what extent do you expect this workshop to make a difference in the way you design, implement, and/or evaluate programs that focus on nutrition, health, and agriculture?

No difference

Some difference


Substantial difference

1

2

3

4


5

	Day 1 Average Score
	Day 2 Average Score
	Day 3 Average Score
	Day 4 Average Score
	Day 5- Average Score

(entire workshop)

	4.12
	4.10
	3.86
	4.37
	4.30


Appendix E:

Evaluation Comments --

FAM Monitoring Tools Workshop

Johannesburg, South Africa

7.
Can you please provide one or two examples of what you have learned or found that you may be able to use in your own program?

Some Day 5 Feedback:

· LQAS in determining which region or sub-area in my program area is reaching targets. 

· Facilitation skills for Focus Groups and Interviews.

· QIVC to improve project officer and field staff performance.

· Focus Groups for community input into project design.

· All the tools will be useful.

· How to use the manager’s tools when evaluating a supervisor.

· The value of using LQAS in program monitoring.

· How to train staff in use of the tools.

· New techniques in Focus Group discussions.

· Ways of providing feedback to staff.

· The application of quality checklists.

8. Please provide your comments and offer suggestions for anything related to the workshop content, format, or logistics.

Some Day 1 and 2 Feedback:

· Good adjustment to provide bus for people to exchange money.

· Important to remember to ask hotel before workshop about procedure for participants who can not guarantee with credit cards.

· Excellent participatory methodology.

· Lighting system in hall must be improved upon.

· It is according to my expectations or even above.

· Good first day. Content was adequate and relevant.

· Very well done.

· Use black or blue pen on white board.

· Check on time!

· The Focus Group session could be extended to a 2-3 day workshop by itself-the questionnaires require a lot of thought.

· Both days have been superb and very well facilitated.

· Okay. Evans is great facilitator and solid.  Very knowledgeable in focus group and ky informant interviews.

· More energizers needed.

· Good focus group simulation, good exercises, good facilitation, could improve coordination between presentation and materials in binder.

· Logistics have been well taken care of.

· Positive feedback: well organized, interesting content, interactive, well presented.

Some Day 3 Feedback:

· The LQAS manuals have some “bugs” in them in wording of questions (sometimes confusing)- would be good to tweak it a bit prior to the session so that participants aren’t confused.  Also good to define what LQAS can and can not do first thing.

· I like the exercises, they are set up in such a way that they provide step by step instructions.

· Build the FAM presentation into the schedule before the workshop.

· Some LQAS presentations were too fast and handouts not provided, hope these will be distributed very soon.

· Questions and group discussions are very useful.

· So far excellent and well done.

· LQAS topic is very vast and a bit complex.  Shouldn’t take two days to cover, it needs more time to permit the facilitators to well explain the content.

· Got a bit hectic in the afternoon but I guess this is because people were very involved, which is good.

· Plan and prepare a visitor’s guide to interesting sites, inexpensive shopping areas and eating places etc.

· Include icebreakers in the schedule.

· Trisha’s presentation was solid and interesting.  Great.

Some Day 4 Feedback:

· I think more time should be spent on the practical aspects of LQAS and how it can be used in different settings.

· Excellent.

· Good explanations.  The tabulating exercises were useful but somewhat chaotic.  Would have been good to create an exercise from start (interviews) to end (tabulation & analysis). 

· Better visuals. Detailed step-by-step summary.

· The instructions were at times confusing.

· Great job facilitating!  Tom has a wonderful base of knowledge to draw from.

· Better handouts for this session.  More time for Q & A.  Longer practice with more exercises.

· People seemed to have a lot of questions about this section, so in the future it would be good to build in some time for Q & A into the schedule (& you had to drop one activity).

· Okay, but communication by e-mail has been a real frustration!  A better venue should be sought next time.

· More time was needed for slow learners or new comers in M&E.

· More practice in tabulation and report generation is necessary.

· All well handled.  Kudos to FAM, FHI, WV (Dorothy esp.), Tom, and Dave.

Some Day 5 Feedback:

· Great location. Excellent logistical arrangements. I wasn’t so enthusiastic about the choice of topics (feeling only LQAS was necessary), but now I’m convinced of the importance and utility of the other tools.

· LQAS was very confusing to me.  It could have been explained in a ‘basic’ way.

· All excellent.

· Exercises were good especially facilitator feedback.

· Contents were descriptive. Logistics were good. Could be more practical.

· Okay with everything.  Tom was fantastic. Dave was solid.  Highly impressed-good job.

· More LQAS.

· LQAS sessions need some better overheads-similar to Day 1 would be great.

· More energizers to be included between sessions.  The LQAS session was not easy to understand as it required more time.

· Everything was perfect.

9.
What suggestions do you have for any future workshops?

Some Day 1-5 Feedback:

· More workshops with the same facilitators.

· Participatory M&E.

· Practica should be planned for real life situations, e.g. in a village.

· Schedule not be this tight.

· Future workshops should be at last two weeks due to the volume of materials studied.

· More time for LQAS. Sharing of experiences from each organization-brief presentations on their programs and M&E experience.

· More follow-up workshops will be useful.  Should have field practicals if possible.

· LQAS should be more than 2 days.

· More experience sharing-dealing with donors (issues of acceptability of LQAS).  Maybe more optional evening sessions.

Appendix F:  (See separate file.)

� 	Performance is calculated by determining how many points were gained divided by how many could be gained (i.e., Performance = (Posttest Score – Pretest Score) / (100 – Pretest Score)).





