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FACILITATOR EVALUATION SUMMARY 
 
Training: 4012-1403 Understanding ISO/IEC 17011 Facilitator(s): Colleen Cotter 

Location: Ottawa (for CFIA) Date: 4 - 5 March 2014 
 

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?  1 4 1 5 

Were they well defined?   6 1 4 

Were they achieved?  1 4 2 4 

Course Content:      
Was the material appropriate?   2 8 1 

Complexity   (1=too complex or too simplePerfect=5)  3 4 4  

Was the material clear to you?   2 5 4 

Volume  (1=too much or not enoughPerfect=5)  2 3 5 1 

Did the handouts fit with this training - did they help?   3 5 3 

Facilitator Methods:      
Did the facilitator allow sufficient discussion?   3 1 7 

Did the facilitator encourage participation?   3 3 5 

Did the facilitator help bring out new group ideas?  1 2 3 5 

Did the facilitator help close out discussions?   3 3 5 

Would you accept this facilitator again?   5 1 5 

Catering and Facility:      

Was the seminar facility appropriate for the course? 1 2 2 4 2 

Was the lunch and breaks service acceptable? 1  7 1 2 

 
 

Participant Feedback MOTIVA Response 
• It would have been interesting to discuss more 

about peer review. 
• I would have liked more information on peer 

review and I would have appreciated information 
on MRA (Mutual Recognition of Accreditations) 

Since this was the two-day version, instead of the 
three-day version, this aspect was traded for more 
discussion of the real-life scenarios. As well, during 
the course, none of the participants expressed a 
desire to discuss this, although we could have made 
an opportunity to do so. 
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Participant Feedback MOTIVA Response 
• Course was very targeted to laboratories and it 

may be adapted more for regulators and 
certification bodies. 

• Focus maybe a little too much on labs. Other 
accreditation programs could be better 
represented. 

This is understood and we can certainly modify the 
materials to do so.   

• Multiple choice questions were much less useful.   
• A fair number of multiple choice questions and 

scenarios were vague confusingly written. 
• The multiple choice questions did not effectively 

allow for critical thought surrounding the 
standards.  

• Some of the examples (observations) could be 
better written. They were ambiguous. 

The aim of the vagueness and ease of the multiple-
choice questions is to stimulate discussion.  This is 
what happened.  All of the scenarios are verbatim 
from actual evaluation reports and accreditation 
bodies need to know that this reality exists.  The 
strength of an accreditation program lies, in part, in 
learning to deal with these types of ambiguities. 

• I would have preferred more scenario 
discussions. 

• Main value was the extra context provided by 
facilitator. 

•  

Very good observations.  See previous comment.  
This course is a balance between developing an 
understanding of the words of the standard and 
understanding its meaning.  The multiple-choice 
questions are about the words.  The discussions are 
about the meaning. 

I would like to spend more time interpreting the 
standard. 

This is included in an optional third day.  The hosting 
organisation could not afford the staff time for a third 
day of training and it was only partly included in lieu 
of discussion about peer evaluations.  

• Didn’t need a computer room. The computers just 
got in the way.  

• Room location not suitable for group exercises. 

This comment has been passed on to the hosting 
organisation. 

It can be more dynamic. We are not certain how this comment can be 
addressed. 

 
Other comments: 
• Interactive in-depth exercises were best. 
• Facilitator very knowledgeable, added good value. 
• Overall a good course and excellent facilitator. 
• I felt the course was very organized and well structured. 


