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Strategies for Sustaining Success!

WORKSHOP SURVEY RESULTS

Workshop Title: C10. An A+ Means You're Not Working Hard Enough!

Question 2: Overall, how well did the workshop/panel meet
your expectations?
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Question 3: How well did the workshop/panel improve your
understanding of the topic?

30% 220, 220, ||

20% 119 11% I I —
10% — 0 ° |
o 2

Poor 2 3 Neutral 5 6 Excellent

COUNCIL ON ACCREDITATION

120 Wall Street, 11" Floor, New York, NY 10005 ° toll free: 866-262-8088 tel: 212.797.3000

fax: 212.797.1428 www.coanet.org



Question 4: How would you rate the originality/uniqueness

of workshop/panel?
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Question 5: To what degree was the content of
workshop/panel applicable to your job?
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Question 6: Please evaluate the presenter(s). If your workshop/panel had more than one
presenter calculate an overall response rating from your experience/perception of all the presenters.
Under the comments question you will be able to provide feedback on specific presenters.

Question 6A: Presenter(s) knowledge of the subject
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Question 6B: Presenter(s) delivery and organization
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Question 6C: Presenter(s) ability to maintain participants'
interests
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Question 6D: Presenter(s) effectiveness in answering
participants' questions
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Question 6E: Quality of visuals, handouts and/or other
written materials
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Question 7: COMMENTS: Please use this space to provide positive or negative feedback about a
specific presenter, the presenters as a group and/or the overall quality of the workshop/panel.

1

Some of the graphs / charts etc. displayed in the PowerPoint presentation were difficult to follow
as they kept going back and forth between the multiple ways you could sort. Maybe next time
include a few snapshots of the graphs in your handouts. | think the information in the charts was
valuable, just difficult to follow the presentation of it.

I think it would be better to separate presentations by huge orgs (Kansas presenters) from
presentations by med-lg size ors (MA presenters). That said, all presenters' command of their
material was impressive though hard to see on the screen even from the middle of the room. Also
TOO MUCH LOCAL DETAIL! References to specific locales in KS meant nothing to me
although conceptually the explanation of how they drill down info for supervision & program
correction was useful. The MA org, which | know somewhat, spent too much time in the
beginning (perhaps 4-6 slides) telling us info about the org that we didn't need. The program
director who presented from there, on the other hand, did a terrific job of explaining how her
program internalizes organization-level quality goals into specific programmatic initiatives w
nicely measurable indicators, benchmarks.
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I enjoyed the creativity of the panel members and how they add fun to their work.

SN

I enjoyed this session the most out of the 3 sessions | attended!

I was under the impression that this workshop would talk as to ways to be prepared to
meet/monitor COA standards. Instead, there were two agencies that pretty much talked about
themselves and didn't really mention anything about COA.




