
FACILITATOR EVALUATION FORM 
 

Training: Ashbrooke: Lead Auditor Course   Date: 15-19 January 2007 
Facilitator(s): Ned Gravel      Location: Ottawa, ON 
 

Item Met Participant Needs? 
 1 

No 
2 3 

OK 
4 5 

Yes 
Course Objectives: √ as appropriate below 

Were you given the opportunity to help define them? 0 0 0 2 4 
Were they well defined? 0 0 0 1 5 
Were they achieved? 0 0 1 3 2 

Course Content:           
Was the material appropriate? 0 0 2 3 1 
Complexity   (1=too complex or too simplePerfect=5) 0 1 3 2 0 
Was the material clear to you? 0 1 2 2 1 
Volume  (1=too much or not enoughPerfect=5) 1 2 1 1 1 
Did the handouts fit with this training - did they help? 0 0 4 1 1 

Facilitator Methods:           
Did the facilitator allow sufficient discussion? 0 0 0 2 4 
Did the facilitator encourage participation? 0 0 0 2 4 
Did the facilitator help bring out new group ideas? 0 0 0 2 4 
Did the facilitator help close out discussions? 0 0 0 2 4 
Would you accept this facilitator again? 0 0 0 1 5 

Catering and Facility:           
Was the seminar facility appropriate for the course? 0 0 0 4 2 
Was the lunch and breaks service acceptable? 0 0 0 4 2 

 
Comments Response 

The course material was somewhat confusing at times due 
to having to distinguish between ISO 9000 and ISO/IEC 
17025.  Requirements – a course dedicated to only ISO/IEC 
17025 would have eliminated the confusion.  Would have 
liked to see more time spent with examples of grading, non-
conformances and developing these. 

CAEAL still needs a certified course 
and only courses contain reference 
to 9000 will be certified, according to 
course certification bodies.  Result is 
a cramped course aimed at allowing 
participants to pass the difficult, end-
of-course exam. 

A suggestion for providing a more clear understanding of the 
differences between ISO 9000 and ISO/IEC 17025 earlier 
on in the course.  The differences became more apparent 
towards the end of the course. 
A course dedicated to use of the ISO/IEC 17025 standard 
would be preferred. 

Agreed.  See above. 

It would be nice if we could see more about the 
interpretation of ISO/IEC 17025:2005 standard’s 
requirements. We should have more time for the workshops. 

Agreed.  See above. 

Talk about 17025 only. Agreed.  See above. 
I would be nice if we could put more emphasis on ISO 
17025 during the training and allowed to have more time 
(enough) for the workshops. 

Agreed.  See above. 



Comments Response 
Focus on 17025 was good, however, since the exam and 
questionnaires include 9000, more (30-60 minutes) 
background at the beginning of the week would have been 
helpful. For example, engineering/manufacturing based 
systems focused on customer service with 
purchasing/subtracting being a more important emphasis 

Agreed.  See above. 

Likely I found the material to be too much (volume) because 
my familiarity with the standard was not adequate.  I would 
have appreciated recommendations for preparation for this 
course, at the time of inquiring when courses were offered in 
the fall 2006. 

Participants will be asked if they 
meet the suggested requirements 
shown on 
http://www.caeal.ca/t_caeal_training
_flow.pdf. 

Before signing up for the course I enquired twice about 
prerequisites (and preparation).  While there are none, I 
would have appreciated at some point being advised that 
the course would require very good familiarity with the 
standards.  The material was too much to absorb and 
process in five days.  My director wanted me to avoid taking 
courses that were repetitious – perhaps the value of 
repetition could be explained in your course description. 

Participants will be asked if they 
meet the suggested requirements 
shown on 
http://www.caeal.ca/t_caeal_training
_flow.pdf. 

 
Other Comments 
• Overall the training is very relevant to my job. 
• Overall course rating = very good, relevant to my current position. 


