Evaluation Toolkit – Examples of tools to use

The evaluation toolkit has been designed for project managers, staff and volunteers at projects funded by the Big Lottery Fund's Reaching Communities programmes in England and Northern Ireland. It will help you understand how to evaluate your project and how this will contribute to the overall evaluation of the programmes that ECOTEC is doing. We hope this toolkit will encourage you to consider self-evaluation as something that can be integrated into the activities you are already doing. 

The toolkit is accompanied by several examples of evaluation tools which you can use and adapt to suit your own evaluation. We have provided examples of a survey, a soft outcomes survey, a topic guide, a diary and an example of how to analyse your research findings.

More advice on this toolkit is available through an email support service (reaching.communities@ecotec.com) and through the evaluation website (www.reachingcommunities.org). 

Examples of tools to use: Alternative methods
The handout below provides a useful summary and some guidance on the strengths and limitations of different research methods.
If you require any information on how to implement any of the above, please get in touch with ECOTEC by emailing; reaching.communities@ecotec.com

SOME ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF EVALUATION

	Method 
	Summary 
	Strengths and limitations 

	1. Satisfaction questionnaires
	Used to rate how useful / enjoyable individual activities were. 

Can take the form of a more traditional questionnaire (individuals), or ‘happy sheets’ 


	Strengths 

· Fast way of getting direct feedback. 

· Useful for planning future sessions. 



	2. 
	
	Limitations 

· Form-filling can be off-putting if too long, or if pitched at the wrong level. 

· Satisfaction and outcomes are not the same thing, and you need to think about which it is more important to know 



	3. Discussion groups 
	Held at regular intervals during the scheme, to reflect on what has worked / has not worked.

Need careful planning to ensure that the discussion is structured and relevant.   
	Strengths 

· Does not require a written output by the beneficiary, and enables key issues to be discussed at length. 

	4. 
	
	Limitations 
· Varying confidence of group members to participate / feedback.

· Question of ‘impartiality’ of who is leading the discussion: partners or volunteers can be ‘one step removed’ 

	5. Direct observations
	Structured observations of a training session or activity, by a qualified third party individual.

Can be undertaken by an educationalist, or other professional according to the expertise required. 

Might include ALI / OCN recognition, where part of a wider programme of training 


	Strengths 

· Can provide a qualified, independent validation of impact.

· … which is valuable for self evaluation 



	6. 
	
	Limitations 

· Sessions are not always geared-up to a formal observation approach, e.g. where the priority is for a ‘tea and chat’ feel 

· a third party might cause suspicion / discomfort amongst beneficiaries who are taking part 



	7. Participatory appraisal / action research 
	Use of interactive methods, such as visual (drawings; video).

Places an emphasis on beneficiaries taking the lead, and shaping the session. Is suited to low levels of basic skills amongst participants. 

	Strengths 

· Can overcome language barriers, or those arising from low literacy levels.

· Empowering for the beneficiaries who take part. 

	8. 
	
	Limitations 

· Open-ended style can be difficult for comparing different sessions. 

· Need to know where to go for examples of tools / materials. 

	9. Follow-up interviews 


	Conducted at an interval after the training has finished (usually three to six months or more). 

Works well alongside ‘before and after’ questionnaires, to capture extra detailed feedback. 

Can be face-to-face or by telephone, to explore how learning has been applied. 

Can be one area where partners provide assistance – tracking beneficiaries ‘downstream’ as they access other services. 
	Strengths 

· Greater ability to capture evidence of medium-term or sustainable impact: 

· ‘Where are you now?’ 

·  ‘How have you used the training you were given?’ 

· ‘What has changed, in terms of how you manage your finances?’ 

· 'How important was the [pilot] in making a difference?'

	10. 
	
	Limitations 

· Practical difficulties in following-up; especially with hard to reach groups. 

· Need to think about consistency in interviewing approach / topics. Often more appropriate for independent evaluation. 



	11. Third party evidence
	Statements / questionnaires completed by partners, reporting the impact and benefits for them and their beneficiaries.  

Can also include evidence captured via partners' own monitoring (e.g. assessments: key skills, confidence)
	Strengths

· Can flag-up types of impact that were not known to the trainer at the time the session was delivered.

	ii. 
	
	Limitations 

· Requires the time and good will of partner agencies 

· Can be time consuming to follow-up with partners individually 


If you require help on any of the above methods please contact ECOTEC on reaching.communities@ecotec.com

