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EVALUATION

At the end of the workshop, participants were divided into four groups. Each group was asked to answer the same set of four questions. The participants then came back to the plenary were a representative of each group presented their evaluation.

QUESTIONS

1. Were the objectives of the meeting met?

2. Did you fears come true?

3. How did you see the work of the facilitators?

4. How were the logistics of the workshop?

ANSWERS

Question 1: Were the objectives of the meeting met?

Group 1: Yes

Group 2: Yes, for two of the objectives (sharing experiences and producing recommendations). As for the creation of a network to exchange the experiences, this is something to happen as a follow up of the meeting.

Group 3: Yes, except for the creation of a network to exchange the experiences, as this is something to happen as a follow up of the meeting. The group stressed the need for this follow up. They also mentioned the importance to have more examples from the LAC reality. 

Group 4: Yes

Question 2: Did you fears come true?

Group 1: No. One of the fears was that the participants would leave the workshop without learning "how to". We did learn "how to". But know we have to learn "who to". 

Group 2: No, none of them

Group 3: No, except for a few language problems.

Group 4: No fear has materialized.

Question 3: How did you see the work of the facilitators?

Group 1: Fine. The facilitators had different approaches, which complemented each other. The UN agencies involved in the workshop were not in competition, but in true collaboration. It was also an example of multisectorial work.

Group 2: In a couple of instances the facilitators tried to impose their views. This happened once or twice. Additionally, some examples were not relevant to the LAC reality. The group also said that the could be change in the composition of the small groups (the small groups were the same across the meeting, partly because of language reasons)

Group 3: It was very good and very dynamic.

Group 4: Very good.

5. Question 4: How were the logistics of the workshop?

Group 1: The logistics were fine. An English speaking participant mentioned that they were event sent a couple of Spanish phrases to use at the airport. "But then, what would happen if someone replied in Spanish?"  A Caribbean participant said she would appreciate some fish in the meals (note: right after this fish was served for the first time)

Group 2: The only problem was the lack of time for social activities, which they hope would be compensated with a free afternoon on the last day. 

Group 3: Everything was fine. 

Group 4: Excellent. The group would like to see the participants again soon.

