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Presentation

The following report summarizes the evaluation responses of 62 participants who underwent a four-week training on risk assessment of microbiological and chemical hazards in foods from July 13 through August 7, 2009 . The data are presented by week, linking week one and three and two and four as blocks, according to the participants’ countries.  
This evaluation report is based on a survey sent to the participants via e-mail for each block of training. A total of 62 answers were documented during the four weeks of training in the international workshop “Microbial and Chemical Risk Analysis of Foods. 

The main objectives of this evaluation were:    

· To assess the workshop process used during each week of training. 

· To make recommendations to the Nebraska-CECADI teams concerning the strengths and weaknesses of the courses.  

· To re-design or improve future courses using this report as a roadmap. 

The present report takes into account the following standards: 

1. Instructors preparation, knowledge and accessibility  
2. Learning objectives

3. Quality of presentations 
4. Quality of resources and materials

5. Participant interaction

6. Course technology

7. Learner support 
Qualitative data from participants’ written narratives are presented with regard to: strengths of the course, participants’ recommendations to improve it, added value for and learning experience, and recommendations to the IICA team for future, similar courses. 
Section 1: The Evaluation Process 
This section presents the design process and methodology for collecting the data during the 4-week training. 

A. Instrument Design
IICA’s Distance Learning Center (CECADI for its name in Spanish) has ample experience on development of distance workshops and also has an evaluation tool for them. The University of Nebraska-Lincoln (UNL), in turn, has an instrument to evaluate risk assessment workshops. Thus, CECADI, based on the instrument developed by UNL and its own, developed a new instrument. The final version was developed in Spanish and send to students via e-mail (Annex A). 
B. The Survey instrument
The instrument used was a questionnaire having 20 questions. Questions 1 through 12 were closed question, with a ranking scale from 1 to 4, as follows: 

	Scale 1-4 

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 


Questions 13-20 were open question that allowed the team to obtain a qualitative perception of the learning process, country challenges and opinions about the entire course. These questions allowed the collection of qualitative data concerning important issues for future course development. 
C. Data Analysis and Presentation
The data are presented on tables showing the number of answers and the corresponding percentage of participants answering them. In the case of the open questions, each participant’s response was taken into consideration and used to create a category for presentation as a matrix of analysis. Responses were then classified using the categories that emerged from reading the qualitative data. 
The same procedure was used for analysis of the data collected for all four weeks of training after the participants completed the courses. 

The data are presented and organized by blocks according to the countries that participated and the topic of the training.The following is a chart of blocks and schedules:

	Week
	Blocks
	Countries
	Total No. questionnaires

	1
	A
	Peru, Colombia, Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay, and Paraguay
	22

	3
	B
	Bolivia, Venezuela, Chile, and Ecuador
	12

	2
	A
	Peru, Colombia, Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay, and Paraguay
	18

	4
	B
	Bolivia, Venezuela, Chile, and Ecuador
	10

	TOTAL
	62


Section 2: Data Presentation
Quantitative Data: Weeks 1 and 3
Risk Assessment of Microbiological Hazards in Foods 
Week One: Monday, July 13, to Friday July 17, 2009

Block A: Perú, Colombia, Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay and Paraguay

Week Three: Monday, July 27, to Friday July 31

Block B: Bolivia, Venezuela, Chile and Ecuador
The following are the answers to questions 1-12 from both groups. The team received 22 surveys for week 1, whereas 12 questionnaires were received for week 3 (Block B). The information collected is presented on Table 1. 

Table 2.1
Speakers Preparation:

Were the speakers well prepared?

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	10

12


	45

55
	12

-

-

-
	100



	TOTAL
	22
	100
	12
	100


If these data are compared with the qualitative data from question 13: “what were the strengths of the course?” it can be concluded that the instructors were highly qualified; all questionnaires indicated that the students responded positively regarding instructors’ preparation as well.  Therefore, this aspect of the course was very positive.     
Table 2.2
Quality of examples and exercises 

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	2

15

5

-
	9

68

23

-
	5

4

3

-
	42

33

25

-

	TOTAL
	22
	100
	12
	100


Table 2.3

Quality of presentations
	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	5

15

2
	23

68

9
	5

5

2

-
	42

42

16

-

	TOTAL
	22
	100
	12
	100


Table 2.4
Did presenters answer your questions appropiately?
	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	2

15

5

-
	9

68

23
	6

6
	50

50 

	TOTAL
	22
	100
	12
	100


Table 2.5

A distance learning system was fostered (integrating student-presenter and virtual environment) 

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	1

13

7

1
	4

59

32
5
	 4

7

1
	33

58

8 

	TOTAL
	22
	100
	12
	100


Table 2.6

Was the training relevant and beneficial to your job?

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	5

11

6

-
	23

50

27

-
	6

5

1
-               
	50

42

8

-

	TOTAL
	22
	100
	12
	100


Table 2.7

The objectives of the course were accomplished 

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	3

12

7

-
	13

55

32
	4

6

2

-
	33

50

17

-

	TOTAL
	22
	100
	12
	100


Table 2.8

Course duration 

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	3

11

7

1
	13

50

32

5
	3

7

2

-
	25

58

17

-

	TOTAL
	22
	100
	12
	100


Table 2.9

References and websites were easy to access  

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	4

14

4

-
	18

64

18

-
	6

6
	50

50

	TOTAL
	22
	100
	12
	100


Table 2.10

Materials supported the content of the course 

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	3

17

2

-
	14

77

14
-
	5

7

-

-
	42

58

-

-

	TOTAL
	22
	100
	12
	100


Table 2.11

Clear instructions were given to participate in online discussions and use the technological resources 
	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	4

15

2

1
	18

64

9

5
	5

7

-

-
	42

58

-

- 

	TOTAL
	22
	100
	12
	100


Table 2.12

Course organization 

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	5

10

7

-
	23

4

32

-
	3

7

1

1
	25

58

8

8

	TOTAL
	22
	100
	12
	100


Qualitative Data:
Weeks 1 and 3
Block A: Perú, Colombia, Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay and Paraguay
Block B: Bolivia, Venezuela, Chile and Ecuador
Open questions 

The following are the qualitative responses from participants to question 13 to 20.  The data were categorized according to the responses from Block A and B students who participated during weeks 1 and 3
Table 2.13 
Strengths of the Workshop 
	Category 
	Participants’ Comments

	
	Block A
	Block B

	Presenters’ quality: 
In this category the two blocks pointed out the high preparation and knowledge of presenters  
	“excellent preparation”, “scientific and technical capacity”, “experience and knowledge”  
	“experts”, dedication, good will to teach, give explanations”, “excellent preparation”,  “good preparation”  



	Course content:
In this category both blocks notes that the course content was updated and important for the regions.  

	“relevant content,” 

“knowledge and information given by instructors,” “methods for risk analysis were important” 


	“scientific quality,” 

“repetition of the content in order to reaffirm the entire course,” “no doubts,”
“theoretical content”

	Course interaction:
It was an important way for interaction among the regions 

	“exchange/sharing knowledge with colleagues” 
	“integration of participants from different countries and organizations”

	Course methodology:

	“Team work interaction,” “use of online technology,” 
“interaction”
 
	 “Design and preparation of exercises in groups”

	Tool and technology:

The use of the risk analysis tool and the use  of distance education technology 
 
	Application of @Risk tool”, “use and learning of up-to-date tools”

	“use of statistical programs,”  “use of technology,” 

“accessibility of technological resources”


Table 2.14
Participants’ recommendations to improve the workshop 
	Category: 

Course aspects that need improvement 
	Participants’ Comments 

	
	Block A
	Block B

	Methodology 
	“more case studies,” “examples to practice risk analysis,”

“more explanations, more examples,” 

“give videos ahead of time,” 

“ do exercises after each presentation and slowly, with coordination,”

 “more clear guidelines to solve exercises,” 

“improve explanation of mathematical models, because they are the base of the practical part,” 

“to have a tutor available on the site who knows about the content,” “site facilitators with experience who support the use of software,” 

“change the order of presentations: 4th day video on food security should be shown the first day as course opening,” 

 “More support in the afternoon to solve exercises from Nebraska instructors”
 
	“The presentations of day 3 should be before beginning exercises with @risk software,”  

“students should send in cases before the course for use as examples,” “more exercises to practice because we have the time to do so,” “because it was the first time I took a course through videoconference, it was difficult for me to interact,”

“there should be an introductory module to make it easier to follow the course”

	Resource access and availability   
	“send the materials ahead of time (we had them on our site on the first day of classes),” 

 “provide lectures ahead of time for students to read”


	“send the materials ahead of time (in our site was the first day of class)” 



	Participants’ knowledge of content
	“emphasized the need for statistical knowledge by the participants,”  

“heterogeneous group: to select students requirements (knowledge in math, statistics),” 

“due to lack of knowledge about the software, paying attention to the instructor and following what he said was very difficult”
 
	“ensure participants comply with the profiles which were indicated to participate in this type of training”

	Content 
	“give more emphasis to microbiological problems of food in Latin America”

 
	Participants in this block said that the content was excellent. 

	Duration of the course
	“time spent on each topic was too short,” 

“short time,” “more time,” “length of the course” 


	“more time needed to assimilate the training received,” 

 “very accelerated course, software should be better explained”


	Use of time 
	“adjust presenter time,” 

“more time to do exercises,”  

“meeting the time schedule and agendas,”

 “improve organization,”

“presentations are too fast,” 
	 “respect the schedules given in the program”, 

“set the conferences slower, with breaks between them” 

 “more time to do exercises”  

	Technology 
	“the distance delivery system has limitations,”

“improve quality of transmission,” “difficulty to follow up the tutor in Nebraska because of the computer configuration,”
 
	“the audio malfunctioned for some videos,” “some countries lost connection,” “difficulties in connection,” 

“improve the quality of the videos,” “sometimes the videos were difficult to hear” 


Both blocks shared the vision about improvement to the course. One of the most remarkable issues was the time spent on the training. They suggested that this course is very important and should be delivered in more than two weeks. 
Table 2.15
The most valuable aspect of the course 
	Category 
	Participants’ Comments 
	

	
	Block A
	Block B

	The content and the tools for risk assessment 
	“information received,” “knowledge about the new tools,” “to know that UNL has professionals with high expertise on the issue,” “programs application,” 

 “easy access to tools to work data statistically,”  

“course approach and concepts that are aligned with the world’s”

	“ learn to use tools to develop models for risk analysis, and information on how to communicate risks,”

“know how to demonstrate  a risk quantitatively and to communicate about it correctly,” 

 “I liked the risk communication exercise; I was able to practice and later discuss it with the instructor,” 

“the theoretical part of the course”


	Method of instruction 
	“possibility to receive training from experts without traveling,” “interaction with international institutions,” 


	“possibilities to work in teams in the future,” “team work,, “sharing knowledge,” “plan future actions” 



Table 2.16
Other topics related with this program that should be included in future courses  

	Category 
	Participants’ Comments 

	
	Block A
	Block B

	Cases and experiences and more 

topics  
	“More experiences and cases with fresh food such as meat, pork, fresh milk,” “how to communicate risk among stakeholders,” “read case studies from other countries”
	“risks assessment of importation of agricultural products,” 

 “I would like to learn more statistics; I do not know enough and it is important for risk evaluation;”

 “statistical basis”
 


Both blocks agreed that the course should be simplified and that no more topics should be added.  
Table 2.17
Participants’ perceptions concerning this learning experience 

	Category 
	Participants’ Comments 

	
	Bock A
	Block B

	Positive experience 
	“enriching experience because I am new in the topic,”

“valuable high level of information,” 

“very good,” 

“very interesting,” “good,” 

“good, but it is necessary to stay very concentrated in class,”

 “distance training was very interesting,“
“demanding experience,”

“enrich activity, and innovative”

“very interesting because it allowed me to debate with other countries,”

it requires so much attention to understand all the guidelines,” 

“good and interesting to work with the instructors and be able to interact with them without necessity to travel there”


	“excellent activity; it is like being in situ,” “it allowed several participants,” 

“excellent; it changes paradigms,” 

“very good; it is an opportunity to know experts and exchange experiences with other countries;” 

“this is my first time; very interesting,”

“everything is organized for the participants to get involved even though is a virtual course,” 

“enjoyable and integrating activity,”

“good, although it was slow due to translation of exercises into Spanish,” 

“the use of videoconference is an excellent tool to expand opportunities,” 

excellent,”  “interesting but need more time to work with the platform: chats, forums,” 

“it was a great experience” 



	Technological problems
	“technological problems,”

“As long as the technological system does not fail, it is very useful” 
	“it could be much better; the instructors are of high quality, but the problem was technology sometimes”




Table 2.18
Opinions and recommendations of the participants to foster participative  
work in the region on risk assessment  

	Category 
	Participants’ Comments 

	
	Block A
	Block B

	Training and Course

discussions 

 
	“design courses and share cases,” “find more institutions to discuss the topic,” “more courses to exchange knowledge”, “design workshops with the same case study” 

	“design workshops in the region” 

	Partnership and sharing knowledge
	“information database networking at the regional level to support the strategies,” “identifying interest groups,”  

“more joint activities among interested groups,” 

 “work together on risk assessment,” “share real cases for analysis,” “present risk assessments as a group, to be evaluated by UNL” 
	“IICA, in partnership with UNL and our countries should foster training, development of models and development of evaluations using simulations of models,” 

“keep working on team in our countries,” 

“develop a program in partnership with industry and academia,” “design a joint  project between organizations, countries,”

“collaborate with universities for transferring knowledge,” 

“it is an opportunity to promote collaboration and, at the same time, to develop courses together” 



	State policy and decision making
	Both blocks agreed that it is necessary to have a clear state policy aligned with the country’s priorities,” “create experts groups in the government and universities with a ‘neutral’ partner institution,”  

 “define a common topic of interest for all the countries and not a single topic from one group,” “establish a responsible network capable of integrating various groups”
    


Table 2.19 

Other comments made by the participants 
	Category 
	Participants’ Comments 

	
	Bock A
	Block B 

	Improving the course

	“improve the organization of activities during the course,”

“more interactive activities,” “have a forum for posting doubts,” “ give access to videos,” “respect the schedules,”

“give guidelines on all the exercises as to how to reply”
 
	Block B did not give any input concerning improvements to the course   

	Positive experience
	“thank you for the added value and for allowing our countries to reinforce the knowledge of the participants, especially government agencies involved in risk analysis”

	“ I am happy to have participated in this interesting course.  I learned many things about risk evaluation. I will try to develop a team in my unit,” 

 “I hope that we create interdisciplinary teams, by country, after this training”
  

	IICA organizers
	“congratulations; although with some technological problems, the experience was very interesting,”

“a big effort of the organization to do a very complex activity and overcome differences and inconvenient technical issues,”

 “excellent work,” 

“excellent endeavor”
 
	“thanks so much for your patient attitude and disposition towards us,” “the course showed good organization,” 

“keep going with online activities” 

 


Section 3: Data Presentation 

 Weeks 2 and 4 
Week 2: Monday, July 20-Friday, July 24, 2009
Block A: Perú, Colombia, Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay and Paraguay 
Week 4: Monday, August 3, to Friday August 7

Block B: Bolivia, Venezuela, Chile and Ecuador

The following are the answers to questions 1-12 from both groups.  On week one, the team received 22 surveys and on the third week in block B 12 surveys were collected. 
Table 3.1

Speakers Preparation

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	17

1

-

-
	94

6


	9

1

-

-
	90

10

-

-

	TOTAL
	18
	100
	10
	100


In this second week of the series, all groups were more comfortable with the dynamics of the course.  The instructors, as well the IICA team, overcame some challenges encountered during the first week, such as managing a course with different sites, using different technological tools and responding to questions from all the sites and participants in the course.  The confidence of students on the instructors from Nebraska and the high quality of the content were the two aspects that participants appreciated the most. 

On this week, the team followed some of the recommendation given earlier by the participants, such as: give more time to solve the problems of risk analysis, take small breaks during the sessions, and run the course slowly. 
Table 3.2

Quality of examples and exercises 

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	1

12

5

-
	6

67

27

-
	-

7

3

-
	-

70

30

-

	TOTAL
	18
	100
	10
	100


Table 3.3
Quality of presentations
	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	16

2

-

-
	89

11

-

-
	6

4

-

-
	60

40

-

-

	TOTAL
	18
	100
	10
	100


Table 3.4

Did presenters respond your questions appropriately?  

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	1

15

2
	6

83

11
	1

9

-

-
	 10

90

-

-

	TOTAL
	18
	100
	10
	100


Table 3.5

A distance learning system was fostered (integrating students, presenters and virtual environment) 

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	-

8

10

-
	-

44

56

-
	-

6

4

-
	-

60

40

-

	TOTAL
	18
	100
	10
	100


Table 3.6

Was the training relevant and beneficial to your job?

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	7

11

-

-
	39

61

-

-
	2

7

1

-
	20

70

10

-

	TOTAL
	18
	100
	10
	100


Table 3.7

The learning objectives of the course were accomplished 

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	2

13

3

-
	11

72

17

-
	1

6

3

-
	10

60

30

-

	TOTAL
	18
	100
	10
	100


Table 3.8

Duration of the course 

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	-

3

14

1
	-

17

78

5
	1

2

5

2
	10

20

50

20

	TOTAL
	18
	100
	10
	100


Table 3.9

References and websites were easy to access  

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	1

12

5

-
	5

67

28

-
	2

7

1

-
	20

70

10

-

	TOTAL
	18
	100
	10
	100


Table 3.10

The materials supported the course content 

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	2

16

-

-
	11

89

-

-
	1

7

2

-
	10

70

20

-

	TOTAL
	18
	100
	10
	100%


Table 3.11

Clear instructions were given to participate in online discussions and use of technological resources 

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	-

12

5

1
	-

67

28

5
	-

10

-

-
	-

100

-

-

	TOTAL
	18
	100
	10
	100


Table 3.12

Course organization 

	Scale 1-4 
	Block A
	Block B

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	4-Beyond expectations

3-Sufficiently

2-A little, but not enough

1-Not at all 
	1

17

-

-
	5

95

-

-
	1

9

-

-
	10

90

-

-

	TOTAL
	18
	100
	10
	100


Qualitative Data:

Weeks 2 and 4 
Week 2: Monday, July 20, to Friday July 24, 2009

Week 4: Monday, August 3, to Friday August 7, 2009

The following are the qualitative responses from participants to questions 13-20. The data were categorized according to the responses from the students:

Table 3.13
Strengths of the Workshop 

	Category 
	Participants’ Comments 

	
	Block A
	Block B

	Instructors high quality 
	“preparation of instructors and team,” “highly knowledgeable instructors,” “experience and preparation,” “instructors well prepared”

	“the preparation of the instructors,”

 “knowledge of instructors,” “capacity to solve problems,” “good disposition to respond to the needs of participants”

	Course content

	“quality of the information,” “excellent information”
 
	“content domain”

	Course interaction
	“participation by various countries”

	“Culture of work on the site,” “good collaboration” 

	Course methodology 
	“course design,”
 “multimedia tools”

  
	“excellent exercises”, “delivery of the course” 

	Tool and technology: use of 

statistical programs  


	“learned to handle the tools for risk assessment” 
	“the equipment use to convey the course is excellent”

	Organization 
	“the organization has been so good”, 

“the team”

	“very good organization”


If we compare this matrix with the results from the first week of training we have the same categories, but there is a sense of high appreciation of the students in relation to the effort and organization of the course.  Once again, the high quality of the course and instructors’ preparation are the components of the course ranked as highest. 
Table 3.14
Participants’ recommendations to improve the course 

	Category: 

aspects which need improvement 
	Participants’ Comments

	
	Block A
	Block B 

	Improve the methodology 
	 “repeat the instructions in order to assimilate the information,”
“have a site facilitator when doing the exercises; this will allow a better performance,”, 

“summarize the steps done in risk analysis with the software,” “work a module 1 at the beginning on the @Risk software”

	“more time and exercises,” “practice more,” manuals or tutorials to support the course”

“give time to present case studies from our countries,” 

“more small breaks during lunch and in the afternoon,” “mix videos with exercises”

	Resource access and availability 

  
	“to upload the slides, reading and exercises one week before”
 
	“have the resources before and avoid time to download,” “have manuals for the course before the course starts”
 

	Participants’ knowledge of content
	“knowledge about computers,” “lack of knowledge about the software”
 
	“should know about HACCP,” “participants should have previous knowledge”


	Videos
	“the quality was not good,” “quality of videos and synchronization of translators”
 
	“be able of download and study slowly”  

	Length of the course
	“extend the course to allow more work on the exercises,”

“more time or less content”

	“the topic is broad, therefore more time is needed,” “more time to develop the course”

	Use of time 
	“more time to develop exercises, “more time to review content and exercises”

	“less content or more time,” “small breaks,” “begin when everybody is ready,” “more time”


	Technology: problems with computers  
	“resolution of the videos,” “some slides are not clear,” “software should be installed ahead of time”

	On week 4 the participants did not complain about technological problems 


Matrix 3

The most valuable aspect of the course 

	Category 
	Participants’ Comments 

	
	Block A
	Block B

	Knowledge about the content and the tools for risk evaluation 
	“videoconferences”, “practical activities”, “presentations”, “the models study”, “the update content”,  

“use of programs and be able to identify risks base upon specific indicators”
	“the use of Excel and interpretation of results”, “the presentations”,  “be able to apply to my reality”,

	Methodology 
	“the exercises done”, “the videoconferences”, “the lectures prepared were well done and concrete”

“exercises”, “presentations of the instructors”, “practical exercises”, 
	“exercises”, “exercises apply to real cases”, “presentations and later the exercises”

	Instructors of the course
	“clear delivery of the instructor about the subject matter”
	“presenters”, “contact with the students”,

	Materials of the course
	“the materials”, “the websites provided”
	“data bases that allow to do risk analysis”


Table 3.15
Other related topics that should be included in future courses  

	Category 
	Participants’ Comments 

	
	Block A
	Block B

	Topics suggested by participants for future courses
	“how to make an assessment from the nutritional standpoint,”

“risk assessment of genetically modified organisms,” “keep working on statistical methodologies,” “ISO 9001-2001,” “good manufacture practices,” “HACCP,” “risk analysis from a governmental point of view,” “consider other context and real applications,” “exercises applied to industry,”

“real cases applied to some country,” “estimation of quantities and products to apply quality control,” 

“risk communication considering factors such as: sociological, physiological, and education not addressed in our countries,” “physical risk,” “risk management”
  
	“physical risks,” “more specific contaminants such as arsenic and mercury,” “risk analysis of biological pesticides as an alternative to chemical pesticides,” “risk analysis with emphasis on industrial foods,”

“management of risks,”

“contamination by metals,” 

“nutritional risks,” “mold contamination,” “more examples on foods additives”


Table 3.16
Peparticipants’ perception concerning this learning experience 

	Category 
	Participants’ Comments 

	
	Block A
	Block B

	Positive and very good activity 

 
	“very good,” “it would be great if we can keep in touch with the instructors,” “very good and allowed interaction with people from other countries,” “excellent experience,” “excellent in terms of content and programming”
 
	“very good: give more time to risks,” “excellent,”“very good,”“enriching experience,” 

“good methodology that allows contact with experts in the field”


Most of the participants had a very positive view about the experience. All comments made by participants classified as positive. 

Matrix 6

Opinions and recommendations of the participants to foster participant

Work in the region in risk assessment and multiples uses  

	Category 
	Participants’ Comments 

	Start to work on the topic
	Block A
	Block B

	Training & Courses

Discussions 

 
	“more courses in our countries”,
“to open discussion forums”

“a complementary course besides this one”

“face to face courses with discussions”,  “fostering a networking”
	“to establish working groups” 

“more course”

“exchange information among the region”

“to establish national and regional multi-sectorial groups”



	Partnership
	“agencies and universities doing research which allows to collect data of the country”, “sharing knowledge among countries”
	“generate multidisciplinary teams”    




Matrix 7 

According to the actually challenges: what kind of future activities would you suggest to strength the use of risk analysis as tool for protection in the region?  

	Category 
	Participants’ Comments 
	

	
	Block A
	Block B

	Training & Workshops 
	“to all the technicians from the government”,

 “keep working with workshops” 

“to teach about this topics to whom make decisions” 

 
	“inclusion of authorities who make decisions” 



	Inclusion of the topic in the agendas
	“to include as official topics within sanitary services”, 

“keep working in the different national levels”
	“inclusion of authorities who make decisions” 

“strengthen technical agencies in monitoring”   


The participants in both blocks in the different countries pointed out that training and workshops are the activities which they suggest to strength the use of risk analysis in their countries. 

Table 3.17
Other comments made by participants 

	Category 
	Participants’ Comments 

	
	Block A
	Block B

	Course design
	“provide the presentations ahead of time,” “low quality of some presentations and we did not have the PowerPoint version to follow it,”  

“the quality of translations,” “allow to watch the videos one week after to review what has been learned,” “allow the use of materials,” “face to face courses,” “articulations of the translations,” “more time for the course” 


	Compared to week 1and 2, participants in this block did not have any comments related to improving course design. 

	Positive experience
	“keep working on risk communication,” 

“the Nebraska team is invited to Chile for partnership in risk analysis” 

	“very valuable course; I hope to keep in touch with the instructors and consult with them on situations for each country”


	IICA organizers
	“congratulations,” “congratulations to the organizers for this type of course” 
	“thank you,” “thank you for all the effort done during the course to ensure its  success,” “I hope to have more courses under this distance modality”



In question 20: “any other comment?” the participants suggested that the course design be different.  There is a variety of answers, but more time for the course is a recurrent one.  

CONCLUDING REMARKS

A. As curriculum designer:

As an evaluator and designer participating in this project, I had the opportunity to witness a significant interaction between students, instructors, and IICA support was an illuminating experience. The hard work and motivation of the IICA staff in Costa Rica and the professor in Nebraska were evident.  Both teams implemented a collaborative environment of support to the course that allowed the delivery of large amounts of content through various media: synchronous videoconferences, asynchronous Internet access to e-Vida platform, and assistance online.  This was an added value of the course, even though there were some technological problems at times due to the number of participants and sites connected at the same time.  This course was an opportunity that allowed for the testing of ideas, creativity, innovation, and to obtain feedback that could helped improve similar courses in the future. 

B. The high quality and knowledge of the Faculty from Nebraska:

It is clear, based on the evidences that the students presented in the evaluation and the observations made by the consultant, that Nebraska professors are very knowledgeable.  The quantitative information gathered in the present evaluation demonstrates the satisfaction of the students in this respect. On the first week the percentage of the students’ who believed that the speakers met the expectations were 45% as beyond expectations 45% and 55% as sufficiently, in a group of 22 participants who answered the questionnaire.  These capacities of the presenters were aligned with the qualitative data reported such as: “good level,” “excellent preparation,” “scientific and technical capacity”.  It is important to point out that this perception was maintained throughout all four weeks of training.
C. The high quality of the content delivered:
This variable correlates with variable B: the high quality of faculty.  Participants were highly satisfied with the course content.  Risk assessment tools and the use of software was something new for the participants. The skills and motivation of the instructors were aligned with this variable.  
D. Main recommendations for improving the course:
Most recommendations made by participants are directed towards curriculum design of the course:
1. Some videos are too long. 

2. Take breaks during the course. 

3. Provide access to the materials before the course starts.

4. Extend the duration of the course because it has a lot of content for the short time programmed. 

E. Length and duration time of the course
 In the qualitative data analysis the students pointed out that due to the intensive training and the essence of the material study (@Risk statistical analysis, videos and presentations) they recommended that the course design has to be longer and no in one week intensive training.  The blended learning approach could be used where students have more opportunity to study the material.    

F. Use case studies that come from the Latin America’s reality
One of the recommendations of the participants was to incorporate facts from the different countries that were represented in this training.  The entire database used for developing the statistical exercises comes from another reality, as cab be expected from the data that were available to the presenters.  It would be interesting to develop data related to the students’ socio-cultural background and risk assessment-related issues from their countries. 

APPENDICES
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	FORMULARIO DE EVALUACIÓN

En este curso de Evaluación de Riesgo, el participante:

· Se familiarizará con el concepto del análisis de riesgos microbianos y químicos en los alimentos pero, en particular, con la evaluación de riesgos.

· Aprenderá a construir rutas de riesgo y a identificar la información necesaria para desarrollar un modelo sencillo de evaluación de riesgos.

· Adquirirá un conocimiento adecuado de la evaluación cualitativa y cuantitativa de riesgos

· Ganará experiencia práctica en llevar a cabo una evaluación cuantitativa de riesgos.

Para comprobar la calidad de nuestra capacitación, su retroalimentación y comentarios son esenciales y de gran valor para nosotros. Por favor siéntase libre de responder. Nosotros apreciamos su cooperación.

En escala de 1-4: donde 1-“del todo no”, 2-“un poco, pero no es suficiente”, 3-“suficiente”,  4-“sobrepasa las expectativas”

	Descripción
	1
	2
	3
	4
	

	1) Están bien preparados los expositores
	
	
	
	
	

	2) Fueron buenos los ejemplos y los ejercicios
	
	
	
	
	

	3) Que le pareció la calidad de las exposiciones
	
	
	
	
	

	4) Los expositores contestaron sus dudas de forma oportuna
	
	
	
	
	

	5) Promovieron la creación de un ambiente a distancia (integración, estudiante, facilitador y medio virtual)
	
	
	
	
	

	6) Fue esta capacitación relevante y beneficioso para su trabajo
	
	
	
	
	

	7) Se cumplieron los objetivos del curso
	
	
	
	
	

	8) Que le pareció la duración del curso
	
	
	
	
	

	9) Las referencias bibliográficas y las ligas de internet fueron fáciles de accesar
	
	
	
	
	

	10) Los materiales de apoyo refuerzan los temas del curso
	
	
	
	
	

	11) Las instrucciones para participar en foros y utilización de recursos tecnológicos fueron claras
	
	
	
	
	

	12) Que le pareció la organización del curso
	
	
	
	
	

	13) ¿Mencione cuales son las fortalezas del curso?



	14) ¿Mencione las recomendaciones necesarias para mejorar el curso y sus debilidades? 



	15) ¿Cual fue el aspecto más provechoso de este curso?



	16) ¿Que otros temas relacionados podrían incluirse en el programa en un futuro? 



	17) ¿Comente que le pareció esta experiencia de aprendizaje?



	18) ¿Que opina y recomienda sobre como fortalecer el trabajo conjunto en la región en torno a la Evaluación de Riesgo y sus múltiples utilidades? 



	19) Tomando en cuenta los desafíos actuales, ¿Qué actividades futuras sugiere para fortalecer el uso de la Evaluación del Riesgo como herramienta para la protección de estatus sanitario y fitosanitario (en el país o en la región)? 



	20) ¿Algún otro comentario?




SURVEY FOR EVALUACTION OF THE WORKSHOP 

BY THE PARTICIPANTS DURING EACH WEEK OF TRAINING 

APPENDIX 
EMAIL SENT BY A PARTICIPANT SHOWING APPRECIATION FOR THE COURSE DURING THE THIRD WEEK OF TRAINING 

De: Gabriela Alejandra Catalani [mailto:gcatal@minprod.gov.ar] 
Enviado el: Miércoles, 29 de Julio de 2009 05:12 p.m.
Para: Ricardo Molins; varrua@iica.org.ar
Asunto: Curso sobre ERMyQ
 Estimados,
Deseo expresarles por este medio mis más sinceras felicitaciones y agradecimiento por el Curso que recientemente han dictado conjuntamente con la Universidad de Nebraska. Muchas veces he tomado cursos sobre el tema, pero hace años que no me sentía una neofita en la materia. Sinceramente han logrado captar efectivamente la necesidad real que tenía América Latina de conocimientos para la implementación del AR. Era necesario  de una vez por todas salir finalmente de la teoría, ya que esto llevaba a más de una persona a suponer que estaban haciendo Análisis de Riesgos a nivel local.
 Por mi ubicación en el estado yo no realizo AR, pero cuando discutimos documentos del Codex, me doy cuenta de la ambiguedad y la fragmentación de conocimientos que existen sobre este tema aplicado a casos concretos.
Luego de haber visto los milagros que se logran con algunos programas, estoy segura que tenemos datos disponibles al menos para realizar simulacros, si logramos que interactuen todas las partes.
Ojalá que sigan repitiendolos y fragmentándolos aún más, pues es preciso profundizar los conocimientos, partiendo del desarrollo de perfiles de riesgos y de la definición de las políticas de gestión de riesgos.
Verdaderamente estoy muy contenta con los resultados. He visto a mis colegas de Argentina, de Paraguay, Uruguay y Brasil  totalmente compenetrados tratando de seguir el curso y creo que eso es un gesto de aliento para todos.
Por último les remito a ustedes también mi respuesta a la encuesta del curso. 
Mil gracias por todo y quedo a su disposición para lo que necesiten.
Saludos
Gabriela

-- 

	Ing. Agr. Gabriela Catalani

	Punto Focal del Codex Alimentarius


