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Monitoring and Evaluation Report on Extension Methodology Training
IAER II
April 27-July 3, 2009

“Millions for training, but not one cent for evaluation. By design or happenstance, this is an all-too-common occurrence. In many instances it is assumed that training programs have been effective because participants enjoyed the presentations.” (Cascio and Awad: 1981: 307)

It is encouraging to note that since the above statement was made in 1981, the appreciation for and the science associated with monitoring and evaluation (M&E) have grown. While the appreciation for M&E is still not as widespread as it should be, it should be noted that the above organizations and projects, and their scientists, research, extension personnel and trainers, have taken the process seriously and have incorporated it into their project proposals and reports. They should be congratulated for the efforts. 
Since evaluation is the final step in the training process and confirms (or denies) the success of training efforts, these organizations began the M&E process at the inception of training, and will follow through to impact. The conceptual model for M&E that was developed by International Programs at UC Davis and adopted by the College of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences is encapsulated in the following table:

Evaluation/Impact Type and Sequence

	Event/Intervention
	Personal Acquisition
	Follow-up
	Impact

	Learning and/or discovery evaluation

Assess satisfaction of the scholar as a result of the event                                                                                                           

Event Assessment Questionnaire
Training Completion 
	Skills/Knowledge acquisition

Assess Change in Knowledge, Skills, Attitudes

Pre-test/Post-test

Training Completion
	Skill/knowledge 
Transfer
Assess Extent of Application of Skill/knowledge to Job Related Activities

Survey, Interview and/or questionnaire

3-6 months
	Organizational Performance Change

Assess Organizational Change as a Result of Skill/knowledge Transfer 

Baseline Comparison

1-3 years


In an effort to capture the improved capability of agriculture extension specialists …”the
Iraq working group spent considerable time discussing the indicators and data collection procedures. This was due both to the central importance of the result to the strategy of the Iraq extension program (this result is the “take off point” for anticipated eventual improvements in the quality of extension services) and to its very direct relationship to the training and capacity building activities provided by the consortium. After some discussion, the working group agreed that the result consists of three principal components, each of which requires measurement. These components are:
• the expansion of knowledge

• the acquisition of new skills and ability to use new techniques

• the ability to transfer knowledge and skills to others (i.e., the ability to teach)
The three indicators identified by the working group and presented below focus, respectively, on each component. An important aspect shared by each of the indicators is the notion of a “threshold” level of capability. The working group developed this “artifact” as a means by which to apply a single measure for each of the three result components, thereby allowing for the aggregation of results from a wide and varied range of training courses, covering multiple topics, delivered by different institutions in dissimilar settings and circumstances. That is, the threshold level concept allows the performance indicators for this result to be sufficiently generic to capture results from any type of training offered by any of the consortia members. The “threshold” level specific to each respective workshop will be identified by that workshop’s instructor(s). However, all instructors at each consortium university will apply the same operational definition of “threshold,” i.e., a threshold level of performance indicates the workshop participant has sufficient capability (knowledge, skills/techniques and/or teaching) in the given topic to successfully transfer that knowledge and/or skills to others. Key decisions related to data collection protocols and procedures are presented below for each indicator, as appropriate.” (Excerpted from IAER/UC Davis Workshop Final Report: 2009: Brown and Meeker)
Indicator 1: #/% of extension specialists who achieve a threshold score on pre and post-training tests on specific topics. 
Purpose
Pre-test/post-test comparisons allow assessment of a pedagogical or technological intervention/training by determining differences in learning outcomes that occur between two points in time – before and after the training. The comparisons will assess changes in knowledge, skills and attitudes as a direct result of the training. This is a common evaluative tool in training and education as its implementation is simple and its analysis does not require advanced statistical analysis.

Description
Pre-test/Post-test comparisons consist of the following simple steps: 

· Define the learning outcomes/expectations

· Create the measures/questions to capture the trainee knowledge on selected items based on the outcomes/expectations
· Administer the pre-test 

· Conduct the pedagogical/technological intervention 

· Administer the post-test 

· Analyze the results/differences

Design/Threshold

While a true experimental design in which students would be randomly assigned to groups for learning outcome comparisons would be advantageous, most training in the International Learning Center (ILC) is not random. The trainees are pre-selected based on needs assessments of either the individual or the organization. Therefore, the Pre-test/Post-test assessment measures the learning acquisition of the individual only. 

For establishing Thresholds of learning, they should be set based on the types of training offered. In the case of training methodology such as Training of the Trainers (TOT), the threshold should be 90%. For example, TOT trainees should be able to understand the essential elements of successful training delivery, be able to conduct needs assessments, develop a prospectus, create materials, competently deliver lectures, arrange training dynamics, and evaluate an event. For science based training, thresholds should be based on individual needs and the complexity and depth of the science based training.

Results

Threshold Goal=90%: with a total of 31 points possible the threshold score would be 27/28. 

Pre-test: 0% attained the threshold score: The range of the Pre-test scores was from 1 (3%) to 11 (35%)

Post- test: 100% attained the threshold score: The range of the post-test scores was 27 (87%) to 31 (100%) (Note: 2 fellows scored 27 (87%) which was slightly below threshold, but would be considered significant achievement to attain threshold)
Pre-test/Post-test: Extension Methodology Training
IAER II
April 27-July 3, 2009


[image: image4.png]35

30 *?I—I—I—I—I—IM
25
20
15 ——Pre-test
10 _A— ~——Post-test
5 ._._‘_/ ‘/0—/
0 T T T T T T T T T T 1
o'\/ o", 9 S S 9 o 9 q‘@ > q‘\?
ST T FTTTTT





Indicator 2: #/% of extension specialists who achieve a threshold score on competency tests for selected skills and techniques With its focus on skills and techniques, data for this indicator will be collected through the use of a “competency scoresheet” that provides a very detailed description/definition of four stages of competence for the given technique or skill being tested. Instructors will serve as the experts judging each trainee’s level of competence. Importantly, the definitions of each competence level should be detailed enough to ensure high levels of “inter-rater reliability,” i.e. different instructors should make similar judgments when assessing the same trainee. The “threshold score” for this instrument will be determined for each skill set by the instructors and will be framed within the context of the competency level achieved, e.g., a threshold score for a specific skill might be a three (out of four). 
We did not have a “Competency Scoresheet” for Indicator 2 at UC Davis. We had elected to have the fellows conduct a workshop, and this workshop (which was successfully delivered as described below) was actually conducted on the same day that the IAER M&E planning team discussed the “Competency Scoresheet” concept. However this is a great concept and for education/extension methodology the following scoresheet should be considered.
Four Stages of Competence for Education/Extension Methodology: 
Competency Scoresheet
	Element\Stage
	Stage 1
	Stage 2
	Stage 3
	Stage 4

	Needs assessment
	
	
	
	x

	Prospectus
	
	
	x
	x

	Educational Module
	
	x
	x
	x

	Materials
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Workshop Dynamics
	
	x
	x
	x

	Delivery
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Evaluation
	
	
	
	x


Stage 1 competence would be appropriate for a lecture. If someone had scientific materials and had developed a presentation, then this would be appropriate for a stage 1 classification.

Stage 2 competence would consist of the development of an educational module that included the development of materials that were adjusted to the learning dynamics and environment of a specific situation, and had been practiced appropriately.

Stage 3 competence would consist of Stage 2 criteria and, in addition, the development of a prospectus to lead the participants through the purpose, objectives and background of the materials.

Stage 4 competence would include all elements of the education/extension methodology. This competence level would be required for the design, development and delivery of a workshop for which the individual has full responsibility.

For Indicator 2, our test for selected skills and techniques consisted of a workshop designed by the Iraqi Fellows to be presented during Week 7 of the overall workshop. By design this was a Stage 4 competency workshop which required the full set of education/extension methodologies identified in the competency scoresheet (with the exception of the ‘needs assessment’ as this was basically a model to represent their learning to the M&E group). This workshop was a replicate of the workshop that they had received during training on Propagation (budding). It included the development of the full range of competencies including: a prospectus, an educational module, materials, dynamics, delivery and evaluation. 

Initially we created an action plan. This plan included all the tasks to be completed, identified who had primary responsibility, when they needed to be completed, and identified who would be responsible for the various components on the workshop day. 

The workshop began with a pre-test. While we did not set a competency level for the propagation workshop, no one achieved a score of higher than 50%, (most scored considerably less).
The workshop commenced with a lecture including goals and objectives, some basic biology, budding techniques, and expected results. While the lecture was presented seamlessly, each of the fellows had developed a portion which had been integrated into the whole. 

The fellows then proceeded with a demonstration. Each phase of budding was demonstrated with examples shown to the participants. Then each of the participants had the opportunity to learn and practice the technique. Each was given knives, materials, and an instructor/assistant. Each was required to demonstrate their ability to construct a T-Bud.
This in essence was a Competency-based test which is an approach to training that places emphasis on what a person can do in the workplace as a result of completing a program of training.

Competency standards are determined specifications of performance that set out the skills, knowledge and attitudes required to operate effectively in a specific industry or profession. Competency standards are made up of units of competency. In this case, each participant had to exhibit that he/she was able to successfully perform a T-Bud. For a person to be assessed competent they need to demonstrate the ability to perform tasks and duties to the standard expected in employment. CBT focuses on the development of the skills, knowledge and attitudes required to achieve those competency standards. In this case, each participant successfully performed the experiment. So based on the experiment success, the objective of teaching a skill achieved a 100% threshold.
The Iraqi fellows then completed the workshop with a post-test. Each participant scored significantly higher on the post-test. Since a competency threshold level had not been set, we were unable to measure threshold success, but it was clear from the post-test that learning had significantly occurred. 
In conclusion for the mini-workshop, both the competency based test and the Pre-test/Post-test indicated workshop success.

In the larger picture, the Iraqis demonstrated that they had achieved success for Indicator 2. They had indicated that they had learned skills and techniques during their training at UC Davis and had been able to replicate them in a workshop setting. They had achieved Stage 4 competency.

Indicator 3: #/% of extension specialists who achieve a threshold score for instruction/transfer of knowledge techniques for selected pre and post-training tests on specific topics This indicator will track a set of techniques, approaches and processes used by trainees when providing training and/or instruction to others. Instruction takes many forms in the provision of extension services and this indicator is intended to track different instruction scenarios, depending on which scenarios are practical to assess during training at the consortium universities. 
While much of the information in Indicator 3 is discussed as evidence for success in Indicator 2 above, there is additional information observed and collected that indicates success for Indicator 3. If we subscribe to the maxim: Learn, Do, Teach, then in Indicator 1, the pre-test/post-test indicated that the fellows learned education/extension methodology and 100% of the fellows passed the threshold requirement of 90%. Their success in Indicator 2 showed that they were able to successfully replicate a workshop at our Stage 4 Competency Level for education/extension methodology. In other words, they were able to “do” the correct process of workshop in a technical area.
To fulfill the requirements for Indicator 3 (i.e. teach scientific principles and information in a proper workshop setting), each of the fellows had to produce an action plan with workshop materials that would be presented upon their return to Iraq. On the penultimate day of the training at UC Davis, each of the fellows were required to prepare and present a mini-workshop with a fact sheet, PowerPoint lecture, and/or poster that would subsequently be used in a workshop, demonstration day, field day or other educational activity in Iraq. Each fellow excelled in the individual workshops. Each had prepared facts sheets and delivered them to the audience successfully. These materials and presentations were critiqued by the audience: 1/3 critiqued the presentation skills, 1/3 critiqued the content/science of the presentation, and 1/3 critiqued the quality of the materials. (Please see the attachments for a sample of a Fact Sheet developed by a fellow.)
Reproduction of these workshops and materials will be accomplished upon return to Iraq. Conducting these workshops successfully will constitute the fulfillment of Indicator 3, and will also provide opportunities for follow-up and ultimately Impact Evaluation in Iraq. All evidence from the training here is that the fellows learned the education/extension methodology, all are prepared with action plans, workshop designs, and they have practiced the various approaches successfully. The next step is the work upon return home. 

The data to be collected with observation/scoresheets on site is a great idea, and will be discussed and constructed during the next Consortium meeting.

Indicator 4: Event Evaluation

While not officially an indicator, UC Davis conducts an event evaluation for each of its workshops to assist in our understanding of the event, materials, instructor expertise and dynamics. This type of evaluation is often called the smile quotient, but it is a very important set of information as it enables the instructors to assess their effectiveness individually and also it also assesses the event success. 

Part 1 of the event evaluation addresses the objectives, and strengths and weaknesses of the workshop. In our recent event, the event evaluation indicates that UC Davis reached its objectives. This is illustrated in the following:

Objective 1: Introduce fellows to technical skills in horticulture including: greenhouse production, fruit and vegetable production, pest management and soil and water management  
_10_Achieved

_2_Partially Achieved

_0_Not Achieved

Objective 2: Introduce fellows to technical skills in postharvest technology, food safety and home food processing:

_9_Achieved

_2_ Partially Achieved
_1_Not Achieved

Objective 3: Introduce fellows to technical skills in training including TOT, action plans, workshop design and materials production such as fact sheets and posters: 
_10_Achieved

_2_Partially Achieved

_0_Not Achieved
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Strength

The most significant strength of the workshop was the delivery team itself, receiving 16 comments. This cluster included the quality of the team members, the coordination, the quality of the lectures, the facilitation, the tools, the field demonstrations, and the translation. 
Weakness

The most significant weakness of the workshop was there wasn’t enough time. The fellows wanted more on greenhouse management, more on TOT, and more language and computer training. (11) (this is actually a testament to the strength of the program rather than a weakness—some wanted 2 more months and some wanted a year—half of the fellows  wanted to enroll in PhD programs)

Part 2 of the event evaluation is the assessment of the individual components of the workshop. For this part of the assessment, the event was rated by week. All components organized and delivered by international programs received 4.0+. The range was 4.3 to 4.8, i.e. between good and excellent, tending to the excellent side of the range. Two weeks received less than 4.0, (3.8 and 3.9). This was during the Post-Harvest workshop operated by the Post-Harvest Research and Information Center. This is an internationally acclaimed workshop, and it is surmised that our fellows had their relatively low scores (good), as a result of difficulty with language and maybe overload with lectures and technical field programs as this was the 8th and 9th week of the program.
Part 2 also requests information on elements that should be added or deleted. The fellows reported the following:

Additions

10 of the fellows wanted additional information and time with Greenhouse Management. Unfortunately, we had more planned for Greenhouse management as the participants were to travel to Arizona, but were unable to make the trip as visas were delayed. The remaining additional/expansive elements were science on citrus, mushrooms and irrigation, and more on TOT and extension methodology.  

Deletions
9 of the fellows reported that nothing should be deleted. 3 recommended that the Post Harvest Short Course be deleted. This is a very successful course that meets every year, and always has glowing evaluations. Our speculation on this is that there was no translation for this course as it is a multi-cultural, -lingual and -country course and done in English and also that our fellows had already been in Davis for 8 weeks and had already done 4 technical field programs, so felt that the 2 week program was excessive.

Part 3: Additional Factors of the program: 

All additional factors were highly rated. This is exactly what they should be, i.e. no distraction. With these factors being highly rated, it enables more and better engagement with the content of the course. 
Finally, the fellows were asked for any other comment. The one below captures the essence of the fellows and the efforts.

“I wish I could come back. Thanks to everyone for their efforts and taking care of us. This workshop was perfect from the beginning with information, science, energy, smiles, modesty of the instructors and the beauty of Davis. I hope to come back, and keep in contact with IPO and the professors. It was lucky to be in a city such as Davis that is the leader in science.” 

Horticulture and Postharvest

Training Course

for

Iraq Agricultural Extension Specialists

April 27-July 3, 2009

Pre-test: Post-test on Extension Methodology
What are the 5 essential elements of a training program?

1.



2.

3.



4.

5.





What are the 11 elements in a prospectus/agenda?

1.


2. 


3.

4.


5.


6.

7.


8.


9.


10.


11.

To construct a learning module, there are 2 elements to reach success: What are they?
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For the ‘delivery’ element of workshop design, there are three inter-related components: What are they?


What are the 4 levels or steps of Assessment/Evaluation? What does each level assess

 and when should it be accomplished?

	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3
	Level 4

	
	
	
	


Please identify the main components of an Action Plan

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Horticulture and Postharvest Training Course for Iraq Agricultural Extension Specialists

April 27-July 3, 2009
Dear Participants,

We appreciate your time to complete this evaluation of the workshop. We value your input and the patience and attention that you have had to the workshop. Your feedback will allow us to design and improve materials, and to conduct follow-up to the workshop. Thank you very much.
Part 1: Overall workshop

The following were the objectives of the workshop: 

Did we meet the Objectives? Please make the appropriate response with an “X”
Objective 1: Introduce fellows to technical skills in horticulture including: greenhouse production, fruit and vegetable production, pest management and soil and water management  
_10_Achieved

_2_Partially Achieved

_0_Not Achieved

Objective 2: Introduce fellows to technical skills in postharvest technology, food safety and home food processing:

_9_Achieved

_2_ Partially Achieved
_1_Not Achieved

Objective 3: Introduce fellows to technical skills in training including TOT, action plans, workshop design and materials production such as fact sheets and posters: 
_10_Achieved

_2_Partially Achieved

_0_Not Achieved
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Please list three strengths of the workshop:

1. The most significant strength of the workshop was the delivery team itself, receiving 16 comments. This cluster included the quality of the team members, the coordination, the quality of the lectures, the facilitation, the tools, the field demonstrations and the translation. 

2. The second most significant category of strengths addressed the information (11). The quality of the information was considered excellent, up-to-date, was appropriate and readily available.  
3. The third strength cluster was a specific component of the workshop. The Technical Field Programs (TFP) were considered the strength of the workshop by 5 participants.
Please list three weaknesses of the workshop:

1. The most significant weakness of the workshop was there wasn’t enough time. The fellows wanted more on greenhouse management, more on TOT, and more language and computer training. (11) (this is actually a testament to the strength of the program rather than a weakness—some wanted 2 more months and some wanted a year—half of the fellows  wanted to enroll in PhD programs)
2. The second largest weakness had to do with insurance. It should be expanded to include urgent and dental care.
3. The rest of the weaknesses were singular and had to do with translation (not as well as should be or not scheduled properly), changes in schedule, the training was tiring, and one suggested theory in the morning and practice in the afternoons.

Part 2: Components of the workshop
In this section of the event evaluation we would like for you to rate the topics of the workshop by week. For each of the following components of the workshop, please check the appropriate column and provide comments as appropriate. 5=excellent; 4=good; 3=average; 2=fair; 1=poor.

As can be seen, all modules were successful, receiving levels higher than 4.0 for all those developed and delivered by the Iraqi project scientists and extension professionals. The range was 3.8 to 4.8. For the two scores less than 4.0, the post harvest short course is conducted by another group on campus. While certainly 3.8 and 3.9 are very good, they were relatively less than the other scores. Since the post harvest (PH) course is a very successful course than has been on-going for a number of years, there are two possible reasons for the lower scores: 1. there was no translation on the PH course as this course is offered only in English as it is the most common language for all the participants and 2. By weeks 8 and 9, our fellows had taken a number of technical field programs, and the PH week-long visit may have been excessive for them.
	Topic
	Rating

5,4,3,2,1
	Comments

	Week 1: Orientation 
--Extension Methodology 

--Beginning of Fruit Tree Production 
	4.5
	

	Week 2: Fruit and Nut Production: 
--Grapes

--Almonds

--Olives,

--Citrus, Pistachio, Stone Fruit

--Weed management
	4.8
	

	Week 3: Pest Management

--Technical Field Program: Coachella Valley 

--Insect biology and management
	4.3
	

	Week 4: Vegetable Production

--vegetable production

--vegetable diseases

--Technical Field Program: Salinas Valley
	4.7
	

	Week 5: Food Safety

--Food Safety: Canning and preserving
--Tissue Culture
	4.7
	

	Week 6: Technical Field Program 

--San Joaquin Valley: Annual and Perennial Crops

--plant pathology

--water management
	4.3
	

	Week 7: Extension: Development and Delivery

--Extension Materials

--Project proposal development

--Budding workshop for Washington DC officials

--Technical Field Program: Capay Valley
	4.5
	

	Week 8: Post Harvest Short Course:
Classroom and Laboratory
	3.8
	

	Week 9: Post Harvest Short Course:

Technical Field Program
	3.9
	

	Week 10: Final week

Greenhouse production short course

Presentations
	4.3
	

	Additional: In addition to the modules and field trips, you received training and information on computers by Lisa, Shadi, Kacie and Maka on the following topics: 
--excel

--word 
--PowerPoint 
--Accessing Information

--Using Internet
	--
	This is not reported as it was ad hoc, and the level of the fellows was so variable that it was hard to target materials.


Are there elements of the program that should be expanded?
10 of the fellows wanted additional information and time with Greenhouse Management. Unfortunately, we had more planned for Greenhouse management as the participants were to travel to Arizona, but were unable to make the trip as visas were delayed. The remaining additional/expansive elements were science on citrus, mushrooms and irrigation, and more on TOT and extension methodology.  
Are there elements of the program that should be deleted?
9 of the fellows reported that nothing should be deleted. 3 recommended that the Post Harvest Short Course be deleted. This is a very successful course that meets every year, and always has glowing evaluations. Our speculation on this is that there was no translation for this course as it is a multi-cultural, -lingual and -country course and done in English and also that our fellows had already been in Davis for 8 weeks and had already done 4 technical field programs, so felt that the 2 week program was excessive.
Part 3: Additional Factors of the program: 

Please assess the following factors of the program:

All additional factors were highly rated. This is exactly what they should be, i.e. no distraction. With these factors being highly rated, it enables more and better engagement with the content of the course. There were no comments on the additional factors. There was one comment on having to move in and out of the hotel for technical field programs. This was unavoidable as some of the Technical Field Programs were almost a week, and the cost of keeping the hotels in Davis and paying for others on the road was prohibitive. 
	Factors
	Rating

5,4,3,2,1
	Comments

	Transportation
	4.7
	

	Accommodation
	4.75
	

	Food
	4.6
	

	Translation
	4.75
	

	Materials
	4.7
	

	Classroom/workroom
	4.9
	


Please add any additional Comments that you may have:

All of the comments were positive. Most of them were thank you’s from the fellows, and others requested more time with specific topics such as greenhouse management.
One in particular captured the essence of the workshop, at least from my perspective: 

“I wish I could come back. Thanks to everyone for their efforts and taking care of us. This workshop was perfect from the beginning with information, science, energy, smiles, modesty of the instructors and the beauty of Davis. I hope to come back, and keep in contact with IPO and the professors. It was lucky to be in a city such as Davis that is the leader in science.” 

Horticulture and Postharvest Training Course for Iraq Agricultural Extension Specialists

April 27-July 3, 2009
Dear Participants,

We appreciate your time to complete this evaluation of the workshop. We value your input and the patience and attention that you have had to the workshop. Your feedback will allow us to design and improve materials, and to conduct follow-up to the workshop. Thank you very much.

Part 1: Overall workshop

The following were the objectives of the workshop: 

Did we meet the Objectives? Please make the appropriate response with an “X”
Objective 1: Introduce fellows to technical skills in horticulture including: greenhouse production, fruit and vegetable production, pest management and soil and water management  
__Achieved

__Partially Achieved
__Not Achieved
Objective 2: Introduce fellows to technical skills in postharvest technology, food safety and home food processing:

__Achieved

__Partially Achieved
__Not Achieved
Objective 3: Introduce fellows to technical skills in training including TOT, action plans, workshop design and materials production such as fact sheets and posters: 
__Achieved

__Partially Achieved
__Not Achieved
Please list three strengths of the workshop:

1.

2.

3.
Please list three weaknesses of the workshop:

1.

2.

3.

Part 2: Components of the workshop
In this section of the event evaluation we would like for you to rate the topics of the workshop by week. For each of the following components of the workshop, please check the appropriate column and provide comments as appropriate. 5=excellent; 4=good; 3=average; 2=fair; 1=poor.

	Topic
	Rating

5,4,3,2,1
	Comments

	Week 1: Orientation 
--Extension Methodology 

--Beginning of Fruit Tree Production 
	
	

	Week 2: Fruit and Nut Production: 
--Grapes

--Almonds

--Olives,

--Citrus, Pistachio, Stone Fruit

--Weed management
	
	

	Week 3: Pest Management
--Technical Field Program: Coachella Valley 

--Insect biology and management
	
	

	Week 4: Vegetable Production
--vegetable production

--vegetable diseases

--Technical Field Program: Salinas Valley
	
	

	Week 5: Food Safety

--Food Safety: Canning and preserving
--Tissue Culture
	
	

	Week 6: Technical Field Program 

--San Joaquin Valley: Annual and Perennial Crops

--plant pathology

--water managment
	
	

	Week 7: Extension: Development and Delivery

--Extension Materials

--Project proposal development

--Budding workshop for Washington DC officials

--Technical Field Program: Capay Valley
	
	

	Week 8: Post Harvest Short Course:
Classroom and Laboratory
	
	

	Week 9: Post Harvest Short Course:
Technical Field Program
	
	

	Week 10: Final week
Greenhouse production short course

Presentations
	
	

	Additional:

In addition to the modules and field trips, you received training and information on computers by Lisa, Shadi, Kacie and Maka on the following topics: 

--excel

--word 
--PowerPoint 
--Accessing Information

--Using Internet
	
	


Are there elements of the program that should be expanded?
Are there elements of the program that should be deleted?
Part 3: Additional Factors of the program: 

Please assess the following factors of the program:

	Factors
	Rating

5,4,3,2,1
	Comments

	Transportation


	
	

	Accommodation


	
	

	Food


	
	

	Translation


	
	

	Materials


	
	

	Classroom/workroom


	
	


Please add any additional Comments that you may have:
Sample Fact Sheet: IAER Training
 
Success
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