Boulder County Training Series

Session 2: Evidence-based Programs, Practices and Policies
Feedback from Participants
1. Training Overall
· With respect to the relevance of the training, usefulness, and level expertise required for the presentations, the average scores across both sessions were at or just below a 4 or “Good” rating (on a scale of 1 to 5, where one is “very poor” and 5 is “very good”).
· Overall, participants at both sessions reported a strong likelihood that they will use information presented during the trainings, with an average score slightly under 4. Participants felt that the training contributed to their current knowledge on the training subjects, with a score close to 3 on this question.

Session-specific:

· East County participants rated the trainings slightly more positively with regard to both relevance and usefulness.  With respect to relevance, 89.5% of East County participants gave ratings of “Good” or “Very Good,” as opposed to 69.7% of Boulder participants.  Similarly 84.2% of East County participants gave ratings of “Good” or “Very Good” with regard to training usefulness, as compared to 71.5% of Boulder participants.

· However, Boulder participants offered slightly more positive ratings with respect to the level of expertise required by the training.  Approximately 74% of the Boulder participants rated the training as “Good” or “Very Good” on this dimension, as compared to nearly 67% of East County participants.

· Regarding whether or not participants will use the information presented, East County participants appear to be slightly more likely to use a significant amount of the information provided, with 73.7% of the East County attendees providing scores of 4 or 5 on this question, as compared to 57.2% among the Boulder participants.

· Finally, nearly 60% of East County participants felt that the training added substantially to their knowledge, versus slightly less than 50% among Boulder participants.

2. Trainers Overall

· On all five dimensions of trainer quality, the average rating across both sessions was approximately a four out of five, or “Good.”  Participants rated the trainers most positively with respect to expertise and preparation.
· Over 95% of participants in both sessions rated trainer expertise as either “Good” or “Very Good.”

· Over 70% of participants in both sessions rated trainer clarity as either “Good” or “Very Good.”

· Boulder participants rated trainer preparation slightly more positively, with 91.4% giving a rating of “Good” or “Very Good,” versus 77.8% of East County participants. Similarly, over 90% of Boulder participants rated trainer time management in the top two categories, as compared to just over 60% among East County participants. And, finally, 82.3% of Boulder participants, as opposed to 52.6% of East County participants, gave ratings of “Good” or “Very Good” with respect to encouragement of active participation by the trainers.

3.  Participant Learning
Individuals who attended the East County session were more likely to report improved knowledge/understanding than were those at the Boulder session in all five learning categories.  On average, the reported learning moved a participant up one step on our scale (e.g. from Average to Good), though some respondents felt they had learned enough to move them up two or three levels.  Overall, participants reported the greatest knowledge improvement with respect to understanding of the concept behind “evidence-based” approaches. 
	Learning Dimension
	Participants
 Reporting Improved Knowledge

	Understanding What is Meant by “Evidence-Based” Approaches
	25 (53.2%) (7 missing)

	How Implementation Relates to Your Program Outcomes
	 20 (44.4%) (9 missing)

	Goodness of Fit
	18 (42.9%) (12 missing)


Participants also reflected on a variety of ways that this training session can be applied to their current work, as well as the overall value of the session for their learning.  While not all participants provided positive reviews of the training, the majority expressed appreciation for the opportunity to develop their knowledge and skills around evaluation.  A sample of written comments submitted is below:

a) Participants reported that they will take a variety of specific steps upon returning to their programs:

· Re-evaluate our survey tools

· Re-evaluate (think about) concept of “dosage”

· Use the model to support a specific program we’ve recently designed/

· Look for other similar programs to borrow ideas and make contact for networking

· Have more confidence to develop matrices/metrics even if it means “borrowing” from existing models

· Implement long-term follow-up – look at programs from a different perspective, contact other centers to determine what models they use.

· Will remember that evaluation is a process and not freak-out about effective evaluation taking time and iterations. 

b) Participants also offered general feedback, both about the case presentation, and about the training 
overall:
· Greg’s presentation based on the logic model made absolute sense – effective and learned a lot.

· I appreciated the presentation by Greg – the case study helped to provide clarity on how I might utilize the training.

· I really appreciate the investment in training us and the technical assistance.  I believe I will be able to improve our outcomes and evaluation through this.

· I like that Boulder County is making an effort to get everyone on the same page.  Evaluation and grant writing is very labor intensive and this will ease the process a bit.

· Much better than the last one – thanks for listening!

· Learned a lot – thanks.

� Counts and proportions include only those participants that provided a valid response for both pre- and post-training knowledge.





