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FACILITATOR EVALUATION SUMMARY 
 
Training: 4012-1601 Understanding ISO/IEC 17011 Facilitator(s): Ned Gravel 

Location: Washington, DC Date: 7 - 9 March 2016 
 

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 11 

Were they well defined?    3 9 

Were they achieved?   5 2 5 

Course Content:      
Was the material appropriate?  1 2 4 5 

Complexity   (1=too complex or too simpleßàPerfect=5)  2 2 4 4 

Was the material clear to you? 1  6 1 4 

Volume  (1=too much or not enoughßàPerfect=5)   2 2 8 

Did the handouts fit with this training - did they help?   3 1 8 

Facilitator Methods:      
Did the facilitator allow sufficient discussion?   2 1 9 

Did the facilitator encourage participation?   1 1 10 

Did the facilitator help bring out new group ideas?   2 2 8 

Did the facilitator help close out discussions?   2 1 9 

Would you accept this facilitator again?  2 1 1 8 

Catering and Facility:      

Was the seminar facility appropriate for the course?   1 1 10 

Was the lunch and breaks service acceptable?   1 1 10 

 
 

Participant Feedback MOTIVA Response 
Chapter 4, Scenario 2 incomplete diagram and no 
question 3 

Thank you.  Corrected. 

Quiz question for clause 7.9 in Chapter 6 is incorrect. 
Should be 7.9.1 for response. 

Good catch.  Corrected. 

Chapter 4, Exercises 2 & 3 in the notebook differed 
from the slides. Exercise 2 is missing boxes in the AB 
area of the diagram. Number of questions also varied 
in both. 

Thank you.  Corrected. 
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Participant Feedback MOTIVA Response 
Some material was unclear, for example the material 
provided for the Evaluation Planning Activity. The 
sheet providing background details to prompt the 
activity was unclear and we had not been sufficiently 
introduced to the background requirements – how 
long the evaluation/assessment should be? How 
many evaluators need to go? Which types of 
evaluators can assess which type of CAB, etc. It 
would have helped to have an introduction to ISO 
standards – what, why, who, acronyms, etc for that 
those of us totally new to this. Instead we just 
launched into things.  

Very good observation.  In future presentations, we 
will make it clear to participants to stop any process 
where we are going into confusing territory.  Taking 
the time to stop and sort out concepts before 
launching into an exercise always enhances adult 
learning. 

Not an issue of complexity but of foundational 
knowledge. Perhaps a glossary of terms (IB vs Cert. 
Body vs product cert) most of the audience has no 
knowledge and therefore wasted time trying to 
understand examples. Would have liked more in 
depth with requirements instead of treasure hunt for 
specific verbiage. 
Some exercises were frustrating due to lack of 
information/details. 

Understood.  This course is about the operation of a 
national accreditation body, that organisation at the 
top of the food chain in conformity assessment and 
most of the people who take this course, have 
already wended their way through one or more of the 
lower levels.  What we sometimes forget, is that not 
everyone who ends up here, has that advantage.  
See response to the comment above on stopping to 
ground ourselves, before moving on to the next 
piece. 

There appeared to be built in assumptions of 
background knowledge that didn’t exist. This made 
exercises difficult. Only went through 17011 once, 
partially twice. Knowledgeable subject matter expert 
but disjointed presentation. 

See comments and responses above. We will have 
to “tone it down” for participants not from within the 
industry. 

Chapter 8 exercise on preparing for peer evaluation: 
number of evaluators is unclear and not everyone is 
familiar with CPSC so this is not helpful information. 

Understood.  We will make clear the role and place of 
the Consumer Product Safety Commission in the 
approval of laboratories providing test results in 
support of US regulations in future presentations. 

The material was appropriate, however, at times 
there seemed to be an emphasis on whether APLAC 
would accept certain evidence of conformance rather 
than on the actual requirements. 

Very true.  In the operation of an accreditation body, 
it is important to understand that mutual recognition 
plays as important a role in defining requirements as 
the standard itself.  This may be frustrating, but it is a 
fact of accreditation body operations.  This course 
would not be complete without understanding that. 

 
Other comments: 
• Received good information on how to conduct an effective evaluation 
• I learned a great deal about how to apply ISO/IEC 17011 and how it aligns (and splits away) with 

the NOP regulations. 
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• Ned thank you for allowing the discussion to deviate from the area of labs and explaining terms. 
• The knowledge base of participants was a broad spectrum. I was on the low end of previous 

knowledge and could have used more background. However, I learned a lot by being thrown into 
the material and discussion. Fun to learn from someone with a lot of passion for the subject. 

• Instructor was clearly knowledgeable of this document and has had a lot of experience in applying it 
in the field. 


