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Executive Summary

The Faculty of Agricultural and Food Sciences at the American University in
Beirut, through its Environmental and Sustainable Development Unit
(ESDU) is acting as an implementing agency for a Regional Training Course
on Urban Agriculture (UA) for the Middle East/North Africa region (MENA).
UA is a relatively new area of knowledge and IDRC-CFP has been an
innovator in supporting both research and learning on it, starting the
1980's.

The course that was held in September ( 5-24) 2005, primarily in Beirut,
Lebanon with shorter period in Damascus, Syria and especially in Amman |,
Jordan brought together 23 participants from 7 countries.

The overall aim of the course was to contribute to strengthening and
institutionalizing UA in local and national urban development in the MENA
region. Its general objectives are:

a. to build up a body of knowledge that exists on UA in the MENA
region.

b. To train actors who are engaged formally and informally in UA on
how to use it as a tool to strengthen food security, alleviate
poverty, promote sustainable livelihoods and ameliorate the living
environment, so as to foster their competence and their capacity to
influence institutional change favoring the development of UA,
including within their own organization;

c. To establish and empower teams of strongly interested, well-
informed, strategically placed and highly networked individuals
who are interested in and able to respond to the UA needs; and

d. To enable the improvement of the planning, management and
policy making for UA, and the enhancement of access to resources
for it, within the selected cities, and within MENA more broadly.

The course differs from other courses that have been organized in
Anglophone and Francophone Africa and that of Latin America. Participants
come with a varied experience; some have had a considerable exposure to
the issues of UA while others are totally new to the subject. Moreover, city
teams were not asked to come with a ready made proposal that will be
looked at during the course then evaluated for possible funding.

The city teams were asked to work together based on the information that
was gathered as we went along the course, and then start building up their
approach that will be developed once they are back home into a viable
project proposal.

Two preparatory meetings were held prior to the course. The first was held in
February 9-11, 2005, while the second was held on July 20-23, 2005 at the
American University of Beirut. Meanwhile, ESDU and the Course
Coordinator (CC) followed up pressing issues with both the city teams and
the moderators.

As with earlier courses undertaken by IDRC-CFP, evaluation was an
intrinsic to the pedagogical approach of the MENA course. The evaluator, an
external consultant, intervened in the process of course design and



development, providing an independent voice and commentary at key
moments, as well as a post-course summary evaluation document.

The evaluator was brought in at the second preparatory meeting in July
2005 when most of the plans were already developed. He then, attended the
meeting as well as the course in full. The evaluator issued a report following
the second meeting, then a short brief at the end of the course. This present
document is a general wrap-up of the proceeds of the overall process of
setting the course.

It is important to note that the course ended on a decision that a proposal
format would be designed by the course organizers. This will be sent to all
city teams to be filled, completed and then sent back for evaluation. Based
on the results of the evaluation, seed funds will be made available by IDRC
to finance projects on UA in the respective cities. This was done in December
2005, and projects were reviewed, approved and started in March 2006.

As the city teams begin to utilize the funds available, it would have been
much more beneficial if the evaluation process could assess to what extent
the course material is being actively incorporated in the initiative of
participants and their interventions in their cities.

The key evaluation issues in this document cover both the content of the
course as well as its design. It focuses also on the interaction of the various
stakeholders and gives some basic indicators on the process and the
outcome of the course.

The general impressions were that the course was very
helpful in highlighting the importance of UA. The
methodology relied on a participatory approach which
has allowed a very fruitful interaction among
participants.

Background information

The MENA course was the fourth regional training course on urban
agriculture (UA) to be supported by the International Development and
Research Center (IDRC). The previous three were for Francophone Africa
held in Dakkar 1998, Latin America held in Ecuador 2001 and, Anglophone
Africa held in Nairobi 2004.

The main directives of this report abide by the Terms of Reference (TOR) of
the evaluator that are attached to the document (Appendix 1).

The technical committee (TC) that guided the design and management of the
course consisted of a number of experts in the field of UA (Appendix 2).

The course was supported in funds and in-kind by the International
Development and Research Center (IDRC). It builds upon earlier experience
of regional courses supported by Cities Feeding People Initiatives of IDRC.

Objectives of the course

The general objectives of the course are:



to build up a body of knowledge that exists on UA in the
MENA region,

to establish teams of strongly interested, well-informed, and
strategically placed individuals,

to enable the improvement of the planning and management
of UA within the selected cities and within MENA more
broadly.

Ultimately, the course seeks to contribute to strengthening
and institutionalizing UA in local and national urban
development.

"..The course met the expectations of participants and
provided a framework for the design of future projects in
UA."

"The course was very intense. I do suggest to reduce the
number of days."

"The academic objectives of course were met, however
other objectives were not clearly identified namely building
up a future training plan in UA as well as the formation of a
network for UA in the region."

Preparatory Process

The First preparatory workshop was held on February 9-11, 2005. The
objectives of the workshop focused on :

e Setting learning objectives and pedagogical strategy for the course.

e Presentation, discussion and confirmation of training materials to be
developed, including consideration of how to make them usable for
distance-learning and other purposes.

e Discussion and confirmation of case studies, field trips and special
sessions.

e Criteria for the selection of city teams

The Second preparatory workshop was held at the American University of
Beirut on Wednesday July 20, 2005 at the Faculty of Agriculture and Food

Sciences.

The objectives of the workshop were:

Ensuring learning objectives are met and match pedagogical
strategy through approach taken so far.

Presentation, discussion and confirmation of modules,
including the accompanying training materials

Discussion and confirmation of themes and purposes of special
sessions

Discussion and confirmation of case studies and the way they
will be used

Discussion and confirmation of field visits and the way to tie
them to the modules

Discussion of city teams, including what will be asked of them
Finalizing day by day structure of the course

Identification of alternative plans, including possible
adjustments in the course structure, in response to potential
problems



e Discussion of the role of gender and social equity expert

e Discussion of the use of the evaluator, including the process of
integrating his role in the course

e Consideration of broader activities, including how to capture
the interest of those not participating in the course.

Risks and assumptions:

I came to the second workshop, as the External Evaluator (EE), with the
understanding that the group was going to attend a test run of the course in
its final form. This was not very correct.

When I attented the second workshop in July 2005, plans have already been
developed. My observations on the preparatory process were drawn from: (a)
the briefing of the course facilitator on the general planning steps
undertaken during the first preparatory workshop, (b) the minutes of that
first workshop and, (c) the e-mail correspondence related to the technical
matters related to the selection of city teams, (d) the setting of learning
objectives that I received after the end of the second preparatory workshop.

The Evaluation approach: Participatory

During the evaluation design session in the second preparatory workshop,
the EE led a session on the course teams ° expectations of the course and
what is expected of the evaluation. While the expectations of the course
participants were drawn out prior to the course through a detailed
questionnaire.

The essential task of the EE was to assist in gearing the course towards
meeting the expectations of both the participants and the course organizers.

Participants were encouraged to set their goals, establish priorities and
connect training processes to desired expectations and outcomes. The
Course facilitator (CF) and the External Evaluator (EE) initiated the
participants to work together on the looking at the process and the outcomes
to support the inquiry in a collective manner.

Once the course started, the EE introduced evaluation as a daily process to
support receptivity to the training material and therefore the learning.

The IDRC evaluation guidelines require that the approach to the evaluation
be useful (i.e. serve the information needs of the technical committee); be
realistic (i.e. recommendations should be feasible in other similar courses);
be ethical; and be accurate (convey technically correct information).The
evaluation process and this report attempted to comply with all of these
requirements.

a. Methods:

Baseline questionnaire



During the evaluation design session in the second preparatory workshop,
the evaluator led a brainstorming session on the course team's expectations
of the course training and evaluation processes.

It was decided that a baseline questionnaire (Appendix 3) be sent to all
participants. This questionnaire looked at the basic knowledge of
participants to the concept of UA and the various interrelated fields as well
as their expectations of the course.

Though the basic principle laying behind the evaluation focused primarily on
participation based on the following principles:

e Participants in the evaluation process set evaluation goals, establish
priorities, and connect training processes to desired outcomes.

e Participants focus the evaluation on process and outcomes they
consider important and to which they are committed.

e Participants work together with each other and the evaluation
facilitator to support inquiry in a collective manner.

o Self-accountability i.e. participants accountability to themselves and
their community/ institution is highly valued (this implies that
participants monitor their own progress as much as possible).

By the second preparatory workshop, the selection of city teams was
completed based on the criteria that were set previously. Though the
selection was not very clear, at least to me and some others present, the
group did not discuss the issue at length.

The city teams were selected and the course was bound to start within few
weeks. The baseline questionnaire had to reach everyone concerned before
the beginning of the course.

The timing of the baseline questionnaire was late and thus should have been
completed at an earlier stage of the course preparation. It was sent out by
ESDU to all participants. The responses that came back were general, late
and had no major influence on the design of the various modules. The EE
thought that these responses would help set a number of indicators that
could be of relevance in the evaluation of the course.

a. Defining UA: The baseline questionnaire revealed a very preliminary

knowledge and understanding of the concept of UA within city teams that
have had a limited exposure to the subject. On an opposite side, the teams
that have worked in the field showed a very elaborate interdisciplinary
approach to UA.
It was interesting to see, though, that at the end of the course, every
participant was appreciative on how much he was able to learn. Moreover, it
was evident through the answers to the final questionnaire how much their
understanding to UA had changed.

The interactive sessions that took place later during the course attracted the
attention and helped participants become more focused on the content of the
course.

It was also important to note that through out the discussion, few concerns
that emerged earlier in the baseline questionnaire became clearer to
participants.



Participatory observations

I was required by the terms of my contract to be in full time attendance at
the course. This allowed me to play a “participant observer” role in the
training process which had both benefits and challenges. The observations
made by the participants in the daily “end of the day” evaluation sessions
were shared with the course team and the moderators in an attempt to
respond to concerns as quickly as possible.

The full time presence of the EE allowed him to become a familiar face that
shares the concerns of participants and has his own views of the process.
However, this had a disadvantage that prevented the EE to step back to
allow for thinking through his impressions and observations, as well as
those of participants, in a structured way to enhance feedback into the
course.

I believe that with all the stress that goes along with this process of
“participant observer”, yet it had allowed the evaluator to have a global look
at the overall process and be in the seat of the participants.

The course participants expectations were drawn out before, during and
after the course and were couched by the evaluator and participants in
terms of learning objectives and the desire to see the evaluation process
supportive.

Plenary feedback sessions

This was done at the end of each module. However, a daily evaluation
session was done at the closure of every day (comments on the flow of the
course, the course material, the performance of the moderator and, the
overall logistics). Unfortunately, the long working days affected the daily
evaluation sessions. Still the feedback of participants was helpful.

At the end of each module, an evaluation sheet looked at the technical
aspects of the module and the methods used by the moderators. These
sheets were analyzed and the outputs were conveyed by the EE to each
concerned moderator.

At the end of the course, an “exit” evaluation form looked at the whole
course. It consisted of a series of questions that looked at the achieved
objectives, expectations met in comparison with what was mentioned in the
Ex-ante form submitted prior to the course.

As a general note, we need to allocate more time for evaluation in the
schedule of events. It is true that my role as evaluator became more that of a
participant. I was able to build on the trust of participants to convey the
concerns of participants to the course team.

Feedback to moderators

This was mainly done during the process of delivery of the module. Feedback
to the moderators on the reaction of participants to the delivery of their
training material was shared during the module presentations at the end of
every day to steer the delivery. Observations on "reaction" included more



than like/dislike but also commented on the " absorptive capacity" indicated
by interest and understanding( this was done through the evaluator's own
assessment as well as by looking around the class and talking informally to
participants during coffee breaks).

Besides these observations offered by the evaluator on daily basis, the only
structured time for feedback to the moderators was after the end of their
modules and once the evaluation forms for the respective module have been
completed and analyzed. The final evaluation session came at the end of the
course just before the certificate ceremony so no time was available to
provide feedback to the moderators from the evaluation session.

Course material and handouts

There was a general consensus among participants that the course material
should have been distributed to participants prior to the course. This could
have helped participants have a look at the material and start up discussion
during the course. The organizers, on their side, felt that the material for
every module will be distributed during the course, this way participants will
be encouraged to focus on the moderator to understand what he is talking
about. This also could be correct.

What happened in fact was that the material was late in getting to
participants and that was not done in a convenient way. One could have
expected to get a complete folder where lectures could have been filed easily.
That was not the case. It seems that somebody was late in completing his
homework for that.

This component needs to be looked at carefully in future courses.
Methodology:

The participation in the training was helpful in that it had allowed the
evaluator to be available at all times during the course and had put the
evaluator in the seats of participants to see the view from a different angle
thus, open a way for a more deliberate discussions with them later. This had
encouraged the trust of participants. On the other hand, that gave way to
take up with the moderators general impressions before these are conveyed
by participants later at the end of the day. Observations made by the
participants in the evaluation session at the end of every day were
presented to the course team in a separate session and the moderators
attempted to respond to the concerns whenever possible. The reactions of
participants as well as those of the evaluator were shared with individual
moderators through the course process.

This full time attendance had some disadvantages. The first is the time
commitment which could stretch on some days to 10 hours days and more.
This meant that there was little time available for the reflection of the
evaluator and the course team on the proceedings of the course in a
structured manner outside of the course process. If set aside during the
course duration, this time would have allowed the analysis of the
impressions and the observations in a structured way and encouraged
feedback into the course. This ought to be looked at carefully (full time
attendance /sample evaluation and attendance).



A quick evaluation session was scheduled at the end of every day to test how
participants reacted to the relevance of each module compared to their own
learning objectives. The evaluator then briefed the moderator on the
proceedings of that particular day. At the end of each module, a general
session was scheduled, and participants were asked to fill in a special form
that would look at their feedback on module delivery.

More detailed analysis is provided on each module (Appendix 4). This
appendix shows a translation of the original form that was filled at the end
of each module, as well as a detailed description of the analysis that was
drawn for each one of the modules. The results of each of the evaluation
forms was conveyed to the concerned moderator.

The module evaluation form looked at the following points: a- Quality of
training in the module b- level of knowledge of the suggested topics in the
module ( Extent if information, usefulness, focus on what is needed,
matching objectives, complexity, case studies) c- pedagogy of the module d-
suggestions for application and improvements.

The end of the course evaluation session (Appendix 5) was for feedback on:
e Changes in individual attitudes towards UA issues
e Understanding technical and interrelated themes within UA activities
and ,
e Learning how to move ahead in future planned activities.

The evaluation process should have been scheduled earlier in the
preparation of the course. This would have given the evaluator a better
chance to work closely with the moderators of the different modules. That
would have given both parties the opportunity to set bench marks that
would help get the pulse of participants on the module at the end of each
day, the evaluator could have played a more active role in facilitating the
modification of the process if needed.

Evaluation was not introduced properly into the schedule of the course and
it was very obvious that there was not an adequate opportunity that was
made available for that. Evaluation sessions were always scheduled at the
end of the day when everybody was drained and eager to leave, yet still
efforts were made. These could have been much more beneficial given more
time.

b. Evaluation findings:
The course in general was a success in that

e Understanding UA concepts, strategies and UA related
interventions were developed.

“The course has contributed to the initiation of new
understanding and dimensions to UA, and what we
were able to achieve in the course out-passed all what
we expected”

e Gender awareness was initiated. Gender mainstreaming was
integrated by participants in their design of UA initiatives.



e A great deal of interesting and useful knowledge was generated
through the course material.

e Viable ideas for action research in UA were developed and
supported.

e The reactions of the participants to the course were positive.
They enjoyed and appreciated the interactive style of teaching
and the exchange of information among participants in a
friendly environment and comfortable accommodation.

“ The course was able to meet a number of objectives
that I did not expect (the situation of UA in the cities
represented and the problems that are faced),
however, some of the topics were discussed very
briefly”

e Increased networking and possibilities for sustained
partnership among a variety of UA stakeholders was facilitated.
This has, in fact, led to the creation of a network in the region.
It was apparent, since the start of the course, that this was a
major concern to some of the participants.

At the same time there were observations from the moderators on course
preparation and coordination and from participants on logistics, content and
pedagogy and their expectations of the course which provide important
feedback on how in future such courses can be enhanced.

The proceedings of the course as well as the evaluation findings shows that
the contributions of the course towards the creation of a region-specific
knowledge and practice through the creation of a network for UA in the
MENA region are of great value. Observations on pedagogy comment how
this could reinforce participants learning especially with regard to applying
what they learn, in their own city contexts.

Since the understanding of UA that can only be assessed after few months.
The course was enjoyable and enriching but the process could have been
benefited from greater coordination and focus (mainly in looking at the
practicality and efficiency of the fields visits)

b.1. Selection of moderators: As it was expected in the 2nd
preparatory workshop, the moderators selected by the Course Coordinator
were expected to have almost completed the preparation of their modules. It
was noticed, however, that although the importance of participatory methods
was emphasized in the first preparatory workshop, the capacity of the
moderators to do this and to do it well varied depending on their own
training and experience in this. That is why it was not clear at all how these
moderators have been selected. I have asked the Course Coordinator to
provide me with the criteria that were set for the selection of the moderators,
but unfortunately this was not done.

It was expected to see, similar to previous courses, that the selection of the
moderators be based on the following criteria:
e Practical and theoretical knowledge on the specific topic to be
treated in their module.
e Knowledge of and experience in regional programs on UA (to be
able to identify with the problems of the various participants).
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e Interactive capacities and experience in developing
participatory training programs for adults.

“The content of the course was very rich in introducing practical know-how,
however some moderators were too academic in their ways of presenting their
material”

It was apparent at the end of the 2nd workshop that the concerns raised by
the Course Manager about the selection of some moderators, were relevant
and need to be looked at carefully.

b.2. Learning objectives: These were set in the first preparatory
workshop and included:

(a) improved skills for the participants to analyze the production and
farming systems in UA and its contribution to the urban food system

(b) awareness by the participants of the environmental and health
impacts of UA, and acquisition of basic know-how for addressing issues at
the policy level

(c) Ability of participants to place UA within the context of household
strategies for sustainable livelihoods, and to better respond to the challenges
that hinder it

(d) Enhanced means for the participants to advocate and lobby for the
implementation of UA policies and practices within the public sector and the
civil society at large

(e) Acquisition of practical tools for the optimization of the use of
resources through linking UA to water resource management

(f) Possession of basic understanding of how property systems, land-
tenure patterns and land-use planning all impinge on and enable UA to
flourish or not.

Though it was expected that particular learning objectives will be specified
for each of the training modules that make up the course, some of these
learning objectives were not clearly reflected in some of the modules that we
have seen in the 2nd preparatory workshop.

The Course Coordinator was expected to dwell on the matter for these
constitute an integral part of a comprehensive framework for monitoring and
evaluation of the process of both giving the course as well as the looking at
its output. In fact, these were well developed during the course itself. The
moderators apparently did a considerable effort, with the help of the
coordinator, to focus their effort to meet these objectives.

b.3. Design of field visits: The planning for the field visits was
introduced during the 2»d preparatory workshop.
The following was decided (minutes of first preparatory workshop): “Field
visits have to be structured in the same way than the modules. Dr. Salwa
Tawk would be responsible for producing 6 plans for these visits and
circulate them to the EC by the second week of March”.

It was not clear, in the second preparatory workshop who is in charge and
what is the purpose of each one of those visits. Everybody had the
impression, during that workshop, that we were supposed to witness a test
run for the practical side of the course which we did not. It was decided that
the methodology for conducting these field visits ought to be looked at
carefully.
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As a result, the evaluation of participants for the field visits was
controversial. Some viewed those as beneficial, while others felt that these
were practically a loss of time and that these visits ought to be well
prepared.

“The course content was very comprehensive, however we found out that some
of the field visits were insignificant..”.

The course Coordinator felt on his side, that the field visits, as they were,
served the purpose of showing issues of UA in the MENA region.

It was meant to have these as a combination of technical visits and tourism,
which seems to have worked. The impact of these visits was beneficial in
that some participants referred to some of those visits in Lebanon and
Jordan, thus the importance of the roaming course. The negative feedback of
some participants, the CC believes, is probably due to the timing of these
visits and the over-loaded schedule of the course.

I personally felt that these field visits should have been structured
pedagogically. Participants should be given a brief of the project to be visited
including the main objectives of the visit and the technical aspects of
relevance to UA that need to be looked at. These findings would be looked at
more in depth during the module.

b.4. Issues of communication and guidance: Issues of
communication and guidance between module team members and the
Course Coordinator and the Course Manager was of concern. Some
moderators, during the preparation of the courses alluded to “mixed
messages” from the Course Coordinator on the amount or the format of the
material to be included in the module.

This could have been avoided through explicit understanding of roles and
adequate networking and follow up between all concerned in the preparation
of the course.

As an attempt to resolve this mis-understanding, some specific technical
points related to supervision and follow up came out in the session of the
Executive Committee that I attended at the end of the Second preparatory
workshop. Unfortunately, the general feeling of both the CC and CF was that
these points were not well respected.

b.5. Appropriateness of the training material for the selected
teams: The problem emerged upon the test runs of the modules M1 : UA
Systems and M2 : Access to water, where the moderators demonstrated
through giving their representative blocks a knowledge that was purely
theoretical and drifted away from any participatory modalities of knowledge
transfer.

The interactive capacities were kept to its minimal. Moreover, it was felt that
the group of moderators was not able to connect as a whole in packaging the
material to enhance continuity between modules, so how about connecting
with the participants.
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The TC, CC, CD agreed, at the end of the 2nd workshop, that the participants
should get the feel that the moderators have practiced what they have been
talking about.

The moderators should demonstrate an experience in adult participatory
learning techniques. Participants are not there to attend lectures. It was
made very clear during the first preparatory workshop that the approach
was to encourage moderators to develop tailor-made participatory learning
modules, and it was expected that the moderators will be coached by the
Course Coordinator. The initiation of training on participatory techniques
after workshop 2 is a late process with a high risk of failure. As a matter of
fact, this seems to have been a point to be followed up as a result of the first
preparatory workshop but was not done.

It is only fair to say, at this point, that all moderators particularly in M1 and
M2, previously mentioned, did a remarkable effort to use the participatory
approach as needed. It is true, though, that at some instances this appeared
to be a “cut and paste” approach that the moderator needed to mold it into
his module.

The Course Coordinator admits, at the end of the course, that he did not
push the moderators enough, at the 2nd preparatory workshop, to move
along the two lines of academicians and trainers. They were all very late. But
since then, they all responded to the crisis situation and their module
material started coming up in abundance. After that it was moved to the
facilitator and ESDU which was supposed to perform lot of tasks but did
not, according to the CC.

One can say, that in view of the above-mentioned remarks, the moderators
came with workable modules that picked up on most of the comments that
were made in the 2nd workshop. Luckily, we did not witness any dramatic
events during the delivery of the course.

The specificity of the training material is a critical point in looking at the
learning objectives of every module. It was noted that, although the first
preparatory workshop proposed to “build theory on practice by illustrating
and anchoring concepts and methods in real-world case studies”. This did
not materialize during the 2»d preparatory workshop where the moderators
were supposed to give a test run of their modules. The lecturing component
was supposed to be kept to a minimum; however this was basically the
dominant feature in the first two modules (UA systems and access to water).
The third module picked up correctly on the results of the discussion and
the moderator was quite capable of altering his presentation to meet the
required goal. While the fourth and the fifth modules dealt with their
respective subject in a participatory and comprehensive way.

The task of matching the content of the module within an appropriate and
participatory way ought to be dealt with by the course coordinator who was
expected to review the material by the second preparatory workshop to avoid
these alterations.

The evaluation questionnaires at the end of each module showed that some

modules have missed the participatory approach by far. This has raised a
number of concerns among participants about the overall objective of the
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course; was it a teaching course or an initiation of trainers in UA? In fact,
among moderators and participants, there were people who felt that this
course ought to be designed as a training of trainers ( TOT) program. The
feeling behind it is that UA capacity in MENA are scarce and this could be a
very powerful catalyst towards the launch of the regional network on UA
expected to be formed during or towards the end of the course. This was not
an objective of the course. I also sensed some tension related to that issue
that linked directly to the capacities of some moderators to convey their
module in a participatory way. Participants felt that some moderators had to
pull their material and find their way by experimentation, and this could
have been done easily through a TOT.

b.6. Contribution of the course design to the participant
learning: The learning material presented by the various moderators seem
to offer a substantive introduction to the field of UA. The theoretical
component consists of introductory notes as well as methods for
applications.

Though the learning objectives and pedagogical strategy were discussed in
the first preparatory workshop and recommendations were formulated, it
was surprising, at the 2nd workshop that there had been still a lack in the
proper follow up and implementation, in some modules, on what was agreed
upon in the 1st workshop namely:
1- Conducting the modules in a participatory way involves a lot
of flexibility from the moderators, both in the conceptual
design and the delivery of the respective modules.

2- The block should contain no more than 20-30 minutes of
lectures.

3- Moderators should provide in their blocks not only concepts
but also tools and institutional and policy frameworks.

4- Modules should be conducted in an innovative and

participatory manner, allowing the participants to share
their knowledge and experience.

S- Moderators should avoid the excessive use of power point
presentations and focus more on innovative and manual
tools.

It was agreed, during the 2nd preparatory workshop, that the participants
shall be encouraged to get involved in sharing and exchanging information.
This could be through case studies that somehow respond to the demands of
the participants. That is why it is expected that the modules shall include a
good load of material on UA from the region and beyond.

These recommendations were not respected during the course delivery.
Some modules exaggerated in the involvement of participants to the degree
of losing the focus of the module and the discussion in question, while some
others went into an academic approach that tried to touch on participation
with difficulty.

b.7. Gender and diversity considerations in the course content:
The issue of gender and social equity was introduced in at the second
preparatory workshop. The approach to gender in the course is to make an
analysis of what both men and women do and then address inequalities and
stereotyped concepts in the introduction of learning modules and the
formulation of projects at a later stage. It is expected to see that specific
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attention to gender awareness and gender mainstreaming be considered,
where needed, in every module.

I think this came a bit late. Some of the moderators are not quite
accustomed to the concept of Gender and the basic element of gender
mainstreaming. Therefore, the introduction of methodologies for gender
analysis, at this point in time, was very critical and needed to be dealt with
tactfully. The presence of a gender expert facilitated the task.

A positive aspect remains though, is that moderators took a quick feedback
during that second workshop, but there was, however, a continuous
participatory learning going on.

The gender dimension was well taken during the course. The gender expert
met the group early at the course to introduce practical tools to be used for
gender analysis in the suggested projects, and to initiate a discussion on the
subject at all levels. It was evident that the presence of active female
participants supported the process, and it was very rewarding to see that the
perspective was fully respected and adopted in discussions as well as project
formulation.

As to the moderators, I reiterate again that the subject should have been
looked at more in depth during module preparation. However, in an attempt
to make up for the lost time, some moderators introduced the concept of
gender in a ‘cut and paste’ format. That was very obvious and need to be
avoided in future courses.

Main problems

- Large number of actors in the course preparation

- Overlaps and some confusion between roles and responsibilities of
concerned

- Cohesiveness of modules and modules preparation

Elements

e Appropriateness of the training material for the selected team
and institutions. Material appreciated but there was too much
of it. That means that there was not enough time set aside for
reflection on the material that was presented. There was
technical detail and complexity in some modular blocks which
could have been better understood if presented differently.

e The focus of the modules focused on problem definition,
methods and policy formulation. The learning process could
have moved further in adapting the knowledge and techniques
to practical situations which would enhance the abilities of
participants to choose and apply options.

e Gender as a cross cutting theme could have been more fully
but more simply elaborated. The gender analysis and the
introduction of gender dimensions would have been placed
better at the beginning of each module and in a more
integrated way.
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e Capacity building in undertaking UA related research: This
component seemed to be lacking. There was not much done to
enhance the participants knowledge about UA and awareness
of the many techniques available for interventions. Training on
UA was limited to the exposure to the different modules and a
quick catch up of proposal writing at the end of the course.
That leaves you wondering about the needed follow up of
participants ?

e The replicability of the course as a training modality: the
course design is for the large measure replicable but with
recommendations: 1- Schedule and conduct of the preparatory
workshops such that they can allow ample time for preparation
and vetting of course material and training of moderators in
facilitation and gender skills. 2- Recognize that close
coordination of module preparation is key to successful course
delivery. 3- Clarify and define the roles of the various players so
that overlaps and ambiguity are avoided. 4- Regional
partnership in course management and delivery.

e Once the proposals are submitted, the city will then start
utilizing the funds made available. The evaluation process will
then assess to what extent the course material is being actively
incorporated in participants initiatives and interventions in
their cities.

A main question relates to the objectives of this course:
was the course an introduction to UA and related concepts
or was it an initiation to a development tool to be used by
city teams?

c. Conclusions and recommendations:

1.

It is very important to engage the participants in the discussion of the
modules, the case studies and the field visits. To be able to do that and to
draw of examples that could be identified by the participants, it was
suggested that moderators would get some background information on
the most important features of the countries of the participants which are
of relevance to the topic and try as much as possible to use these while
giving pertinent example during the flow of the course.

"It would have been much more helpful if the course material
was forwarded to participants prior to the course"

. There exists a need to establish the conceptual coherence between the

different modules, and show the broad dimension of UA. Participants
should be able to see the whole course as one comprehensive unit that
would serve the objectives set by the moderators, and at the same time
would allow them to feel that the concept of UA is not alien to their field
of work. That is why ESDU suggested that framing the course within the
concept of sustainable livelihood could help that integration. Moreover, it
is essential for every moderator to keep visible the logical progress in his
module and at the same time establish this link with previous as well as
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coming modules so that the course could be looked at, as mentioned
previously, as one comprehensive unit.

. Moderators know a lot but we need to make that knowledge accessible to
participants. The use of participatory techniques should be emphasized
and monitored closely during the course. Moderators shall be ready to
change and adjust to the needs of participants or comments of the
organizers, if need be.

. Moderators need to keep a view on the objectives of the module so that it
is clear to establish a link between the various blocks as well as with
other modules. This would help the moderator monitor the flow of the
course and make sure to meet the expectations of the different
stakeholders. Most importantly, it would make clear to everybody
concerned what kind of knowledge and techniques would you like the
participants to get at the end of the session.

. The introduction of a new approach for working with communities would
entail giving an idea of the cost. It is important at this point to introduce
in the various modules a cost benefit analysis of a specific intervention of
relevance. This could be introduced as a practical example or examples to
be performed by each city team. This way local conditions and variables
would be accounted for, and the perception of the concerned modules
would be acknowledged.

. Unlike the courses that have been organized previously, the participants
in the MENA course were not asked to submit a proposal for a project to
be implemented at a later stage. I believe this is a critical issue that has
to be well looked at during the course. Participants should be put on
track, be initiated to start this exercise and even build the basics of it
before they leave.

City teams , at least most of them, do lack the capacities and the skills
for proposal writing. This training component could be integrated in
future courses. Participants will be exposed to the techniques and will be
introduced to the main criteria of relevance in the evaluation and
selection of proposals.

Participants and moderators discussed this issue and valued its
importance. The group suggested even that organizers could announce
that there will be some seed funding available for good project proposals
as an incentive.

I think that this is a good start up for a practical exercise that could kick
off in the second week of the course where city teams will be guided in an
exercise to draft down a preliminary project proposal that would take into
account the objectives of the course based on the various elements
highlighted by the moderators in the different modules.

These will be put in the appropriate framework of every city team. A
mechanism for follow up on the development of the proposal, its
implementation and evaluation will be agreed upon during the workshop.
A deadline could be set for the submission of the proposals (30 days after
the end of the course). An appraisal committee (EC, TC) would evaluate
the proposals and award the grants for application.
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In retrospect, evaluation should have been introduced since the first
preparatory workshop. This could have helped us assess the baseline
knowledge of participants in UA and their expectations of the course.
Evaluation should have been looked at as an integral part of module
preparation. It would have been more helpful and participatory if the
evaluator had introduced, as any other moderator, his approach to the
participatory evaluation process that he would follow

Ex-post evaluation

Unlike previous courses in UA, the city teams in the course for the MENA
region were asked to submit their proposals to start up an UA activity in
their city bearing in mind the basic principles they have acquired in the
course. It is important to note that the initiative was started, during the
course, as part of the practical initiation and training on practical know-
how.

A request for proposal was designed and sent to the teams. A draft proposal
was submitted by each team at first, then these were adjusted jointly by the

team and the technical committee that advised on some issues.

I tried to outline here-below the major features of the proposals as submitted
by the city teams:

1.1 Amman - Jordan:

Production of medical, succulent & fragrant plants to develop home
gardens in poor districts of Amman.

Project implemented jointly by the municipality of Amman and a NGO. An
integrated approach is used to link the project with the livelihoods
dimension. Gender perspective is well looked at. The project builds on
previous pilot experiments in the region to initiate the community dynamics
of the project.

1.2 Baalbeck - Lebanon:

Organic medicinal and aromatic plants production in urban home
gardens of Baalbeck.

This project is implemented jointly with the municipality. Once again, we see
the initiative moving towards institutionalizing the intervention in UA in a
formal structure in the community which would allow for better
sustainability in the future. In this city, the team established the link
between UA and environment and aimed at an economic dimension through
job creation and tourism as Baalbeck happens to be the most visited
touristic site in Lebanon.

1.3 Gaza - Palestine:

Towards the Institutionalization of Gaza UA Committee (a multi-
stakeholders committee that was set back in 1999 and which will be re-
activated and empowered through this pilot project)

This is probably the most exposed group to the subject of UA. The team has
reached a well advanced stage in the perception of UA and the different
useful approaches that could be adopted in this field. They have moved in
their approach in the project towards establishing a long lasting structure
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that would incorporate UA in future planning in the city. Gender
mainstreaming is highly valued in the approach as well as looking at the
different elements needed for the project ( location, resources, capacity
building and advocacy at the level of the stakeholders and authorities.

1.4 Jericho - Palestine:

Campaign to raise awareness of citizens and farmers in Jericho of UA,
the importance of developing it, and the creation of a center
specialized in UA, the first in Palestine

The project is a vivid example of networking between the different agencies
that could be involved in UA. This, in fact, adds up also to a new dimension
for the sustainability of any project related to UA. In this way, I see that the
various stakeholders can build on a strategy to attract and mobilize
resources and prevent further duplication of efforts in the work for UA.

1.5 Setif - Algeria:

The valley of Oued Boussellam: Fostering a symbiotic relationship
between urbanization and agriculture

A very well formulated project that looks at a pilot experimentation in a well-
delineated area and considers the introduction of UA in a planned way to be
able to improve productivity and at the same time ensure proper planning
and zoning of the region.

The project tackles economic problems through job creation and introducing
a different mode of life that could be beneficial to all groups within that
particular community. The implementation looks at involving academicians
which will open way for more elaborate studies and analysis of the
experiment. A integrated approach to UA well put.

1.6 Tunis - Tunisia:

Collection, stocking and reuse of rainwater for UA through rooftop
water systems in Tunis the capital

This project aims at creating public awareness on the issue of UA through
activities that targets the general audience. In addition, and to be able to
create a vivid example on the subject of UA, the NGO decided to work closely
with a school that has shown a good record of work with students on
agricultural matters in the city and showed its willingness to assist in the
spread of ideas on UA among youngsters. Working with youth could be one
of the best means to ensure the sustainability of the approach to UA.

Remarks

In looking at the proposals above-mentioned and that were submitted by the
city teams, one can draw a number of interesting remarks:

e The proposals do constitute a convenient tool to evaluate the level of
learning that the participants have acquired during the course. In
fact, it does not really matter if we try to compare their answers to the
baseline questionnaire with the ones they had in the exit end-of
course questionnaire as much as what we get when they try to
formulate what they have learnt into practical work.

e The concept of UA was well reflected in all the proposals. This was
also taken to the dimension of linking it to sustainable livelihoods,
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income generation and others. A well understood concept of
integration.

e All proposals considered carefully gender mainstreaming.

e All proposals looked as well to the issue of sustainability. It was even
taken to the higher level of institutionalization at the city level and at
a national level in some other places.

o Ultimately, these proposals would have a strategic direction and that
is to influence policies and decision making processes.

e The different projects would constitute a series of diversified lessons
learnt that could be exchanged between members of the UA network
initiated during the course.

e Technically, we can see in the formulation of the different proposals
that the various modules have been reflected carefully in the practical
implementation of projects.

e At the level of design and implementation, all the proposals looked
carefully at the various steps of project cycles and how to undertake
those.

e Moreover, they all looked carefully at the process of monitoring and
evaluation of activities by setting baseline information as a start and
then milestones to measure progress and finally the targets that need
to be achieved.

In conclusion, one can say that by looking at the different proposals, the
course was able to achieve the basic objectives it was set for. The city teams
do enjoy the knowledge required as well as the basic corner stones for future
more elaborate interventions in the field of UA.

Roaming course

The reaction of the participants, as reflected in the evaluation form, revealed
that they were positive about the idea of the roaming course. They all felt
that this added knowledge and experience in the different settings. Some of
them went even to the extent of asking for a more elaborate participation
from other cities to enrich the knowledge acquired in the course. These
observations were supported further by the urge of all participants to work,
since the early start of the course, on initiating the formation of a regional
network on UA.

This enthusiasm for the idea of roaming had also its drawbacks. Some of the
participants called for more focus in the design of both the material of the
modules as well as the field visits. They even thought that the focus could
start by the geography of the course. However, one wonders whether this
idea resulted from being tired to move around. In fact, some complained
even that the course was lengthy and it could be made more concise in the
future.

Accommodation and logistics

The general comments of all participants was that the accommodation in
Beirut was very good. A better arrangement was needed in Damascus. A
number of participants felt that the trip to Jordan could have been easier if
the group stopped at Damascus in addition to the fact that they felt that the
Syrian experience in UA was missing. More time could have eebn scheduled
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in Damascus. Finally, most participants commented on the accommodation
arrangements in Jordan. The organizers did their best to meet the
expectations and the convenience of the participants but that had its
problems.

It was interesting to see the sudden changes in schedule and arrangements.
I acknowledge the fact that we need in lot of instances to show a certain
degree of flexibility, however when this exceeds its limits it falls within the
risk of disorder. This will undermine the whole pedagogy of the course and
jeopardize the trust of the participants. This point takes us back to the issue
of communication between the different key players in the course.
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Appendix 1

Regional Training and Knowledge Sharing in Urban Agriculture
for the Middle East and North Africa — 2005-2006

Terms of Reference, Evaluation Consultant.
Background to the course

The American University of Beirut’s Faculty of Agricultural and Food
Sciences, through its Environment and Sustainable Development Unit
(ESDU), is acting as the implementing agency for a Regional Training Course
on Urban Agriculture (UA) for the Middle East-North Africa (MENA) region.
The course will build upon earlier experience of regional courses supported
by the Cities Feeding People Initiative of the International Development
Research Centre (IDRC-CFP), in Francophone Africa, Latin America and
Anglophone Africa, in 1998, 2001 and 2004 respectively. UA is a relatively
new area of knowledge and IDRC-CFP has been an innovator in supporting
both research and learning on it, starting in the 1980s. It works with a
variety of institutional partners to develop knowledge, exploring the various
dimensions of UA and promoting awareness of and action on it at
international, regional, and municipal levels.

The course will be held in September 2005, primarily in Beirut, Lebanon,
with shorter periods in Damascus, Syria and especially Amman, Jordan.
Two preparatory meetings would be held in the same year, one in February
and one in June. The ESDU team that will manage the preparations of the
course and related activities includes a project manager, course coordinator,
course facilitator, administrative assistant, backed by a technical advisor, an
advisory committee and a project evaluator. Moderators will prepare six
modules and some additional training sessions and field visits.

The general objectives of the course are to build up the body of knowledge
that exists on UA in the MENA region, to establish teams of strongly
interested, well-informed, and strategically placed individuals, to enable the
improvement of the planning and management of UA within the selected
cities, and within MENA more broadly. Ultimately, the course seeks to
contribute to strengthening and institutionalising UA in local and national
urban development.

Main responsibilities

As with the earlier courses, evaluation will be intrinsic to the pedagogical
approach of the MENA Course. A professional evaluator will be contracted to
work with the course team during the planning and preparatory process and
with them and the participants during the course itself.

The consultant will intervene strategically in the process of course design
and development, providing an independent voice and commentary at key
moments, as well as a post-course summary evaluation document. The
consultant will use the IDRC guidelines for evaluation reports, no. 3 on
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formatting of reports and number 4 on quality of assessment. The evaluation
is expected to:

e Serve the information needs of intended users and be owned by the
stakeholders, in this case represented by the Technical Committee
(i.e. useful).

e Be realistic, prudent, diplomatic and frugal (i.e. feasible to act upon in
follow-up activities including other courses)

e Be conducted legally, ethically and with due regard to the welfare of
all involved (i.e. propriety)

e Reveal and convey technically adequate information about the
features that determine worth or merit of the course (i.e. accurate)

The main sources of information are the project documents and the course
participants themselves, and information should be gathered from them
before, during and after the course as follows:

Ex-ante evaluation:

e Profile of individual knowledge of participants
e Interest in the course (what do they want to learn)
e Project profiles

Evaluation during and at the end of the course:

e Chances in individual knowledge of participants (refer to learning
objectives that indicate what the people that will be trained are
expected to be able to do (better, different) after the training course)

e Degree of reaching identified learning objectives

e Evaluation of changes in city project proposals

¢ Evaluation of course set up and used pedagogical modalities

e Evaluation of content of modules

e Evaluation of performance of and interaction between moderators

e Evaluation of course accommodation and logistics

Ex-post evaluation:

e Evaluation of uptake of course results six months after the course

The stated goals of the project document provide the guide to the evaluation,
while the overall goals of the CFP programme give the broader context (see
both above). The evaluator should be aware of the current state of knowledge
of urban agriculture — that it is a new area that is being explored. The
evaluation should reflect the fact that the course itself is a part of that
exploration, which attempts to develop UPA knowledge collectively, and in a
manner that promotes useful learning materials that can be shared
subsequently.

Method and outputs

The consultant is expected to provide 40 working days for the execution of
the task, including full time attendance at the second planning workshop
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during June 2005 in Beirut and the course itself for three weeks during
September 2005, in Beirut, Damascus and Amman.

Preliminary findings will be presented to the Planning Committee at the
second planning workshop in June 2004, where it will be an item on the
agenda for discussion. The preliminary findings will also be provided to the
Planning Committee in the form of a report of approximately ten pages. This
and the final report will be structured as specified above. Annexes to this
report will address each of the learning modules separately

During the course itself, the evaluation consultant will intervene
strategically, providing commentary during structured feedback sessions.
This will facilitate structured self-evaluation of the course by the Course
Coordinator, Course Facilitator and the Module Team Leaders. The
consultant will also attend the final evaluation workshop of the course which
will be held immediately following the completion of the course.

Following the course, the evaluator will ascertain, through e-mail contact,
the extent to which planned impacts at city level are starting to be felt,
through follow-up actions identified in the course. The final evaluation
report, to be submitted to the Course Coordinator, the Technical Committee
and IDRC within seven months of the completion of the course should be
structured as follows:

Executive Summary

Background to the study

Methodology employed

Contribution of the course to meeting IDRC’s overall programme

evaluation goals

Overall performance of the course in defining and developing useful

knowledge on UPA, summarizing performance of each learning

module as contained in separate annexes.

6. Overall performance of the course in developing a practical approach
to pedagogy on UPA, summarizing performance of each learning
module as contained in separate annexes.

7. Recommendations for improvements in future courses with respect to
course content.

8. Recommendations for improvements in future courses with respect to
pedagogy.

9. Recommendations for distance learning.

10.Annexes on learning modules.

11.Annexes as per IDRC Evaluation Guideline No. 3.

PN

@

Contractual aspects

The evaluator will be identified by the Executive Committee of the project,
yet her/his contractual arrangements will be concluded directly with IDRC.
The consultant will be paid a total of US$ 15,000 for the work detailed
above, which is assumed to take 40 days at the corresponding AUB rate of
$375/day. All travel, board and lodging are provided to the evaluator
according to the same arrangements provided to the course participants and
staff.

Payment will be according to the following schedule:
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e $ 7,500 on submission of the preliminary report, before 30th October
2005.
e $ 7,500 on submission of the final report, before 30th April 2006.

The evaluator can tap the resources of ESDU for the production of adequate
copies of the preliminary and final reports for the members of the Executive
Committee and the Module Team leaders, and any audio-visual materials
used in the presentation of the evaluation.
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Appendix 2

List of advisory committee
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Postal Address

E-mail Address

Main Phone Number

'y

Professeur d'Agriculture Périurbaine,
Ecole Nationale Supérieure du
Paysage

Chercheur associé a I'unité SADAPT
INRA

10 Rue Marechal

Joffre,

78000 Versailles

France

tél. 33139246273

Fax 33139246274

a.fleury@versailles.ecole-
paysage.fr

33139246273

|si

UNDP P.0O.Box 11-3216
Beirut
Lebanon

Elie.kodsi@undp.org

9611 978733
961 3 247733

Administrateur Scientifique
CIHEAM/IAM

Institut Agonomique Méditerranéen
3191, route de Mende

34093 MONTPELLIER CEDEX 5
Tel: 33 (0)4 67 04 60 22

Padilla@iamm.fr

33 467046022

ni

P.O.Box 8576
ESCWA-Beirut-Lebanon

tappuni@un.org

961 1 978400
961 3 270056

\E
d

P. O. Box 5314, Zahran Post Office,
Amman 11183, Jordan

al-asad@csbe.org

962 6 461 5297

vk

American University of Beirut
Faculty of Agricultural and Food
Sciences/Land and Water Resources
Department

Hamra, Bliss Street, Beirut, Lebanon
P.O.Box: 11-0236

rzuravk@aub.edu.lb

961 1 374374 Ext: 4577/1

Sr

71 Winchester Str., Ap't 4, Toronto,
Ont. M4X 1A8, Canada.

joenasr@compuserve.com

joenasr@cyberia.net.lb
jnasr@ryverson.ca

961 1 336096

[30] 694-698-7673

sa

American University of Beirut,
Faculty of Agricultural and Food
Sciences

ESDU, c/o Dean's Office

Hamra, Beirut - LEBANON

zml3@aub.edu.lb

961 1 374374 Ext: 4503
OR
961 3 885512
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Appendix 3

Regional Training & Knowledge Sharing
in Urban Agriculture for the MENA

Baseline questionnaire on basic information
and expectations of participants

Dear Participant,

The External Evaluator of the course on Regional Training & Knowledge
Sharing in Urban Agriculture for the MENA is in the process of setting a
baseline for basic knowledge of participants as well as their expectations of
this course. You are therefore kindly urged to answer the questions below
and forward this form as soon as possible to ESDU before September 1,
2005. Thank you for your cooperation.

Name:
Occupation:
City:

1- How did you know about the course?

2- Why did you submit an application to enroll?

3- What is Urban Agriculture?

4- What are your expectations of the course?

5- What are the technical aspects that you would like to see during the
course?

6- What is the level of knowledge you posses in each of the following
fields:

- Health/Food Security and UA

- Environment and UA

- City planning and UA

- Water and UA

- Agricultural systems and UA
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Appendix 4

Regional Training and Knowledge Sharing in Urban agriculture
For the Middle East & North Africa

Evaluation Form for the module

You are kindly asked to answer to the questions listed here below. Your
candid answer is extremely important to us.

1. What do you think of this module?

Could you please rank the quality of the training in this module on a scale
form 1to 5, 1 being the lowest grade and S being the best grade.

If for any reason, you feel that the question does not apply to your particular
situation or you feel that you do not possess adequate information or
opinion on the matter, please indicate that under" no opinion".

1- How was the quality of training in this module?

No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest

Remarks/Suggestions

2- Level of knowledge of the suggested topics in this Module?

Relevance of this Module to your current work or functions

No opinion 5 Highest 4 3 2 1Lowest

Extent to which you have acquired information that is new to you

No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest

Usefulness for you of the information that you have acquired

No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 Lowest 1

Focus of this module on what you specifically needed to learn

No opinion Highest 5 4 3 2 1 Lowest

Extent to which the content of this Module matched the announced
objectives
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No opinion

Overall usefulness of this Module

No opinion

Highest 5 4 3 2 1Lowest

Highest 5 4 3 2 1Lowest
Improvement in your appreciation of the complexity of the issue

Highest 5 4 3 2 1Lowest

No opinion

Extent to which you gained ideas that you expect to use in your work

No opinion

Highest 5

4

3 2

1Lowest

Effectiveness of the module in maintaining your interest during its full

duration

No opinion

Usefulness of the cases studies for you

No opinion

Organization of the case studies

No opinion

Information that you gained from that case studies

No opinion

Effectiveness of the case studies

No opinion

Highest 5 4 3 2 1Lowest
Highest 5 4 3 2 1Lowest
Highest 5 4 3 2 1Lowest
Highest 5 4 3 2 1Lowest
Highest 5 4 3 2 1Lowest

Please rate each item below with respect to quantity or intensity

Time allocated for discussions

No
opinion

Excessive

Somewhat
Excessive

Adequate

Somewhat
insufficient

Insufficient
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Interaction between participants and trainers

No Excessive | Somewhat | Adequate | Somewhat | Insufficient
opinion Excessive insufficient
Depth of treatment of the issue

No Excessive | Somewhat | Adequate | Somewhat | Insufficient
opinion Excessive insufficient
Pace of the delivery of the module

No Excessive | Somewhat | Adequate | Somewhat | Insufficient
opinion Excessive insufficient
Variety of the training methods used

No Excessive | Somewhat | Adequate | Somewhat | Insufficient
opinion Excessive insufficient

What did you find most useful in this module (Please justify your answer)

What did you find least useful in this module? (Please justify your answer)

How might you apply what you learned in this module?

What advice can you give us to improve modules and courses of this kind in

the future?

Thank you for completing this questionnaire

Appendix 4 (a)
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Module 1: Agricultural Systems and UA

By looking at the complete evaluation form that the participants had filled at
the end of module 1, we can draw the following remarks:

91% felt that the quality of the training within the module was
relatively adequate.

Suggestions for future modules: - Need to be careful in the selection of
moderators- The module was boring and long. Some points towards
the end of the module were discussed barely- The moderator was not
in full control of the material in question. She had to refer frequently
to the documents and notes- The need to increase practical examples
and related field visits.

86% felt that module 1 was related to their actual line of work.

68% felt that they have acquired new knowledge.

86% acknowledged that the information they have acquired is useful.
81% found out that the content of the module matched the objectives
set at the start.

91% found that the module was generally useful and 94% felt that the
module developed their understanding of the complexity of the topic.
82% felt that the ideas transferred through the module could be used
in their line of work.

Module 1 was 76% effective in capturing the interest of participants.
The case studies related to this module were found to be 95%
effective.

Participants felt that the field visits were well organized (90%),
knowledgeable (81%) and effective ( 85%).

Time for discussion was found to be 72% suitable, while 23% found
out that it was exaggerated.

The interaction among participants and moderators was found to be
82% adequate.

The speed of the training in the module was found to be 63.6%
suitable with an 82% adequate diversification of pedagogical tools.
Most useful: Good terminology- Field visits- Guest lecturer-Exercises
and interaction between city teams- What to prepare before writing a
proposal for a UA project.

Least effective: Lack of practical examples- Unorganized interventions
from organizers and other moderators- Absence of conclusions to
exercises- The concept of systems is still unclear- Participants are not
given enough time to interact- Not all the information given was
useful- Lengthy session that are not suitable for the content of the
module-More concentration was put on the presentation rather than
on the ability to explain concepts.

Application of the module: Design new strategies for agricultural
systems and analyze existing factors within participating city teams-
Most of the concepts that have been introduced are not applicable but
in few remote areas- Comprehensive assessment of the situation
before writing a proposal on UA- Build up a data base before the
implementation of a agricultural system in the targeted cities- Create
awareness on UA.

Advice to improve the module: Adopt a methodology for the
presentation of the content and provide additional documentation to
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the module content- Consider seriously the comments made by the
participants- Develop participatory methods- Adequate selection of
moderators- Use of sound, clear training techniques- Initiate
participation within a TOT approach- Provide information on every
participating city for further development of training- Give a clear
indication on how to build up a case study or an exercise- Focus on
concepts besides practical examples.
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Module 2: Environment and UA

By looking at the complete evaluation form that the participants had filled at
the end of module 2, we can draw the following remarks:

All participants (100%) felt that the quality of the training within the
module was relatively adequate.

Suggestions for future modules: - Timing was short and the content of
the module is extensive- This module is characterized by the general
information it provides- Increase in practical knowledge- Excellent
teaching technique- The moderator was very knowledgeable- This is
probably one of the most important module in both content and
training technique-

95% felt that module 2 was related to their actual line of work.

100% felt that they have acquired new knowledge.

100% acknowledged that the information they have acquired is
useful.

100% found out that the content of the module matched the
objectives set at the start.

100% found that the module was generally useful and 94% felt that
the module developed their understanding of the complexity of the
topic.

100% felt that the ideas transferred through the module could be
used in their line of work.

Module 2 was 100% effective in capturing the interest of participants.
The case studies related to this module were found to be 100%
effective.

Participants felt that the field visits were well organized (100%),
knowledgeable (95%) and effective ( 95%).

Time for discussion was found to be 85% suitable.

The interaction among participants and moderators was found to be
90% adequate.

The speed of the training in the module was found to be 85% suitable
with an 85% adequate diversification of pedagogical tools.

Most useful: Incorporating environment as a key element in the design
and implementation of projects- Importance of Organic and animal
production in UA- Environmental Impact Assessment- Working in
groups- Comprehensive approach- Methodology- Interaction between
city teams- Good terminology- Field visits.

Least effective: The field visits did not add much to the theoretical
knowledge- The academic approach was a bit exaggerated- The field
visits were put in a Lebanese context- Need to deepen the
understanding of concepts used in the module- Participants are not
given enough time to interact-

Application of the module: Encourage animal production within UA-
Convey the concepts of environmental protection to local communities
as part of UA- Analysis of the project components- Design of the EIA
in a project-

Advice to improve the module: Use educational tools- Adopt a
methodology for the presentation of the content and provide
additional documentation to the module content based on practical
examples from MENA- deepen the level of training both in academic
information and practical know-how- Consider seriously the
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comments made by the participants- Provide information on every
participating city for further development of training- Give a clear
indication on how to build up a case study or an exercise- Focus on
concepts besides practical examples- Better organization of field
visits.
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Module 3: Access to land and UA

By looking at the complete evaluation form that the participants had filled at
the end of module 3, we can draw the following remarks:

e 96% felt that the quality of the training within the module was
relatively adequate.

e Suggestions for future modules: - The need to review the technical
material before the final presentation of the module- More case
studies from Arab countries- Need to be careful in the translation of
terminologies- Interesting module that witnessed interaction between
the participants- Some points could have been summarized- More
organization of the module-

o 86% felt that module 3 was related to their actual line of work.

o 95% felt that they have acquired new knowledge.

e 100% acknowledged that the information they have acquired is
useful.

e 100% found out that the content of the module matched the
objectives set at the start.

e 95% found that the module was generally useful and 100% felt that
the module developed their understanding of the complexity of the
topic.

o 95% felt that the ideas transferred through the module could be used
in their line of work.

e Module 3 was 100% effective in capturing the interest of participants.

e The case studies related to this module were found to be 100%
effective.

e Participants felt that the field visits were well organized (90%),
knowledgeable (81%) and effective ( 85%).

e Time for discussion was found to be 81% suitable, while 10% found
out that it was exaggerated.

e The interaction among participants and moderators was found to be
95% adequate.

e The speed of the training in the module was found to be 85% suitable
with an 77% adequate diversification of pedagogical tools.

e Most useful: Lessons learnt from other city teams- Exercises that had
allowed comparison between the different city teams- Ways of
interaction of UA with city planning-

e Least effective: Lack of practical examples- Unorganized interventions
from organizers and other moderators- Absence of conclusions to
exercises- Participants are not given enough time to interact- Not all
the information given was useful- Lengthy session that are not
suitable for the content of the module.

o Application of the module: Most of the concepts that have been
introduced are not applicable- Comprehensive assessment of the
situation before writing a proposal on UA- Create awareness on UA-
Establish the link between spatial planning and UA- Cooperation
between the public and private sectors-

o Advice to improve the module: Adopt a methodology for the
presentation of the content and provide additional documentation to
the module content- Consider seriously the comments made by the
participants- develop participatory methods- Use of sound, clear
training techniques- Initiate participation of the city teams as
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permanent members of an organizing committee- Provide information
on every participating city for further development of training.
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Module 4: Health, food security and UA

By looking at the complete evaluation form that the participants had filled at
the end of module 4, we can draw the following remarks:

All participants (100%) felt that the quality of the training within the
module was relatively adequate.

Suggestions for future modules: - Timing was short and the content of
the module is extensive- This module is characterized by the general
information it provides- Increase in practical knowledge- Excellent
teaching technique- The moderator was very knowledgeable- More
practical examples are needed- More interaction between participants-
the field visit was irrelevant-

92% felt that module 4 was related to their actual line of work.

96% felt that they have acquired new knowledge.

100% acknowledged that the information they have acquired is
useful.

100% found out that the content of the module matched the
objectives set at the start.

100% found that the module was generally useful and 100% felt that
the module developed their understanding of the complexity of the
topic.

100% felt that the ideas transferred through the module could be
used in their line of work.

Module 4 was 100% effective in capturing the interest of participants.
The case studies related to this module were found to be ineffective.
Participants felt that the field visits were well organized (100%),
knowledgeable (45%) and effective ( 45%).

Time for discussion was found to be 60% suitable.

The interaction among participants and moderators was found to be
96% adequate.

The speed of the training in the module was found to be 100%
suitable with an 88% adequate diversification of pedagogical tools.
Most useful: Incorporating health and food security as a key element
in the design and implementation of projects in UA- The concept of
healthy cities- New principles- Working in groups- Comprehensive
approach- Methodology- Interaction between city teams- Good
terminology.

Least effective: The field visits did not add much to the theoretical
knowledge- Need to deepen the understanding of concepts used in the
module- Participants are not given enough time to interact- Too much
stress on health away from the broader concept of development-
Application of the module: Incorporate the health dimension in the
design of projects related to UA- Convey the concepts of food security
to local communities as part of UA- Analysis of the project
components- Develop the capacities of local authorities in this
subject-

Advice to improve the module: Use educational tools- Adopt a
methodology for the presentation of the content and provide
additional documentation to the module content based on practical
examples from MENA- Deepen the level of training both in academic
information and practical know-how- Consider seriously the
comments made by the participants- Provide information on every
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participating city for further development of training- Give a clear
indication on how to build up a case study or an exercise- Focus on
concepts besides practical examples- Better organization of field

visits.
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Module 5: Water and UA

By looking at the complete evaluation form that the participants had filled at
the end of module 5, we can draw the following remarks:

91% felt that the quality of the training within the module was
relatively adequate.

Suggestions for future modules: - Need to be careful in the selection of
moderators- The moderator is not capable of going in depth due to
lack of expertise in training- The moderator was not in full control of
the material in question- The need to increase practical examples and
related field visits- The field visit aimed at showing the success of the
experimentation with grey water but it was not the case.

100% felt that module 5 was related to their actual line of work.

93% felt that they have acquired new knowledge.

93% acknowledged that the information they have acquired is useful.
93% found out that the content of the module matched the objectives
set at the start.

91% found that the module was generally useful and 100% felt that
the module developed their understanding of the complexity of the
topic.

100% felt that the ideas transferred through the module could be
used in their line of work.

Module 5 was 93% effective in capturing the interest of participants.
The case studies related to this module were found to be 100%
effective.

Participants felt that the field visits were well organized (100%),
knowledgeable (100%) and effective ( 93 %).

Time for discussion was found to be 53% suitable, while 25% found
out that it was exaggerated.

The interaction among participants and moderators was found to be
63% adequate.

The speed of the training in the module was found to be 53% suitable
with an 69 % adequate diversification of pedagogical tools.

Most useful: Prevent water shortage through the adequate use of grey
water- Preservation of the environment- Reduce drinking water
consumption- Transfer of knowledge to local authorities- The case of
the Islamic network in rural areas of Jordan- Design of grey water
technology- Field visits.

Least effective: The dry interpretation of technical points- Stress on
special cases without looking at the ininterpratation of basic
concepts- The field visit at Wadi Sir- The elements of the module were
highly unorganized- adequate use of natural water sources.
Application of the module: Design new strategies for use of water and
analyze existing factors within participating city teams- Coordinate
with local communities and concerned authorities to find alternatives
for conventional water sources- We were able to get to know the
lessons learnt in other cities- Use of rain water and rationalize the use
of water- Elicit the awareness of the beneficiaries towards the reuse of
water-

Advice to improve the module: Adopt a methodology for the
presentation of the content and provide additional documentation to
the module content- Consider seriously the comments made by the
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participants that distorts the capacity of others to understand the
module- Develop participatory methods- Adequate selection of
moderators- Use of sound, clear training techniques- Compare
between the cases of the cities present- Provide information on every
participating city for further development of training- Consider in
depth the socio-economic as well as the technical implications to be
able to design a suitable approach with local beneficiaries for the
design of suitable initiatives- Introduce a successful design of a
treatment plant.
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Appendix 5

Final Evaluation Form

Regional Training & Knowledge Sharing in Urban Agriculture
For the Middle East & North Africa

Dear Participant,

It is the end of the course which had contributed considerably to the sharing
of knowledge and future networking among participants. In an attempt of
the organizers of the course to look back and evaluate the process for more
elaborate improvements in the future, you are kindly requested to fill in this
form. Looking forward for a better cooperation in the future.

1- At the end of this course, what is the definition of Urban
Agriculture?

2- To what extent was the course able to meet the expectations that
you have expressed at the beginning of the course?

No opinion S5Highest 4 3 2 1Lowest

3- To what extent did the course meet the objectives that you have
set at the start?

No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest

Remarks and suggestions:

4- Did the course help in developing your knowledge on the following
subjects:

- Health, Food security and UA

No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest

- Environment and UA

No opinion S5Highest 4 3 2 1Lowest

- Spatial planning and UA

No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest
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- Access to water and UA

No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest

- Agricultural systems and UA

No opinion S5Highest 4 3 2 1Lowest

5- What are you general impressions about the course

No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest

Remarks:

6- Accommodation and logistics:

- How do you rate your stay in Beirut

No opinion S5Highest 4 3 2 1Lowest

-  How do you rate your stay in Jordan

No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest

- How do you rate the logistical arrangements

No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest

Remarks and suggestions on accommodation and logistics:

7- What are you suggestions to improve the level of organization of
future courses?

Thank you
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Appendix 5 a

Final Evaluation Form

Regional Training & Knowledge Sharing in Urban Agriculture
For the Middle East & North Africa

Dear Participant,

It is the end of the course which had contributed considerably to the sharing
of knowledge and future networking among participants. In an attempt of
the organizers of the course to look back and evaluate the process for more
elaborate improvements in the future, you are kindly requested to fill in this
form. Looking forward for a better cooperation in the future.

1- At the end of this course, what is the definition of Urban
Agriculture?

2- To what extent was the course able to meet the expectations that
you have expressed at the beginning of the course?

No opinion S5Highest 4 3 2 1Lowest

29.5% 35.3% | 35.3%

3- To what extent did the course meet the objectives that you have
set at the start?

No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest

6% 23.5% 35.3% |35.3%

Remarks and suggestions:

4- Did the course help in developing your knowledge on the following
subjects:

- Health, Food security and UA

No opinion S5Highest 4 3 2 1Lowest

35.3 % 47 % 17.7 %

-  Environment and UA

No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest

23.5% 53 % 23.5%

- Spatial planning and UA

No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest

12 % 53 % 29.4 % 6 %

- Access to water and UA
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No opinion S5Highest 4 3 2 1Lowest
6 % 41.2% |35.3% | 17.7%
- Agricultural systems and UA
No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest
12 % 47 % 141.2%
S5- What are you general impressions about the course
No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest
6 % 41.2 % 35.3% | 17.7%
Remarks:
6- Accommodation and logistics:
- How do you rate your stay in Beirut
No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest
35.3 % 29.5% [29.5% 6 %
-  How do you rate your stay in Jordan
No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest
6 % 18 % 47 % 129.5%
- How do you rate the logistical arrangements
No opinion SHighest 4 3 2 1Lowest
12 % 41% [1295% | 12% 6 %
Remarks suggestions on accommodation and logistics:

7- What are you suggestions to improve the level of organization of

future courses?

Thank you

What follows in appendices (b), (c), (d) and (e) are testimonials of
participants in answer to the question in the above described form.
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Appendix 5 (b)

To what extent did the course meet your expectations?

e The course was able to achieve a considerable number of
objectives that I did not expect. However, we did not go in details
over a number of topics that I thought were of importance (waste
disposal in UA and the use of gray water).

e [ was late in being nominated to the course and that did not give
me enough time to prepare the material so that I could interact
more efficiently. I do suggest that the course material be made
available to participants before the beginning of the course.

e [ was expecting to acquire this comprehensive, clear and well
elaborated load of knowledge. I frankly thought that the course
was some kind of outing. I truly benefited greatly.

e The course is too extensive. I do suggest reducing the duration of
the course.

e Simplify the information circulated to participants. We need to
initiate a university degree in UA.

e Some of the objectives were not very clear since the start of the
course (networking and the future vision of the training on UA). In
general, the academic objectives were met and participants were
provided with a considerable load of knowledge on UA.

¢ What we were able to achieve exceeded by far all my expectations.

e | was hoping that the subject raised in the course be more
elaborate however I think that time was a major constraint in this
regard. It had prevented the participants to discuss in depth the
problems and ultimately reach solutions.
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Appendix 5 (c)

What were your general impressions about the course?

e The course was very helpful. The different modules have stressed the
importance of UA. The packaging of the modules was well put and
had emphasized participation and sharing of experiences among
participants.

e The course was a very good course. Some of the field visits ere
useless. The course duration could be reduced to two weeks as some
of the modules could be merged together.

e [ wish that the duration of the course was shorter and that more
exposure should be scheduled fairly between Jordan, Syria and
Lebanon. I wish we had invited a larger number of city teams to allow
for more exposure to UA in different settings.

e More focus is needed to highlight the particularities between countries
and regions.

e Fruitful course, competent trainers and warm care.

e The course conveyed a considerable load of information that is useful
to our line of work. Some of the moderators had a very academic style
and were not confident about what they were teaching.

e Honestly, I would like to congratulate all those concerned with the
course on their great efforts to make this endeavor a success and for
letting me feel that I am home.
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Appendix 5 (d)

To what extent did the course meet its set objectives?

e Project formulation : I wish we had more details on proposal
writing and evaluation.

o The course achieved 90% of the expected results in addition to
other subjects that were not included within the curriculum like
networking and the initiation of a regional network for UA in
MENA.

e The course was able to meet the set objectives and introduce new
knowledge (water management and environmental impact
assessment.

e Getting to know better the city teams and their particular
situations. I do suggest that every city team provides a technical
report for information.

e [ wish we had a one full week of training as part of the course in
Damascus.

e As this is a new topic, all the information we have acquired is of
great value in the development of UA.

e Training and education are of great value and if I am able to get
some funding then I would have achieved what I wanted.

e The course shed the light on issues that I totally ignored at first.

e We need to clarify the objectives set for this course: Is it to
introduce new knowledge and general information or is it to
introduce tools for development.

e The course met all of our expectations in that it has given us a
good load of information on UA which is relatively new to us. This
has provided us with a general framework that helps to build
projects in this domaine.

e Some topics were of great help like gender, social equity,
environmental implications of UA and health in UA.

e Considerable efforts were put and resources were mobilized so it is
only natural that the objectives set were met.
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Appendix 5 (e)

What are the major suggestions to improve the level of organizing
future courses on UA?

- The course should include practical applications that highlight the
latest developments in agriculture.

- The duration of the course was long and the daily schedule was
overloaded. It is preferable that future courses be of a shorter
duration. The time allocated for some field visits was a bit
exaggerated.

- More courses should be organized and scattered over a longer period
of time. The focus on looking at the situation of the cities involved
should be more explicit.

- Training should be focused at AUB. This way we need to ensure the
sustainability of what we have acquired in the course. This would look
at a continued cooperation with the newly instituted network for UA
in MENA so that we can formulate a plan for the coming year to
include the city teams so that we can establish new steps that would
attract funds.

- The course should include a number of cities to allow better exposure
of participants.

- Participants in the course could be considered as members of a team
that would follow up on the recommendations of the course.

- Time management of the modules ought to be revisited carefully.

- Enlarge the number of participating city teams. This could open the
way to include the lessons learnt of some countries and the steps they
have achieved in terms of legislations and regulations on the matter.

- Participants need to have the schedule as well as the training material
before the start of the course.

- Need to set a clear objective for this learning experiment. Need to have
a module that cross-cuts on all the issues related to UA in all the
modules.

- Diversify the presentation of the training material in the various
modules. We may have to reduce the duration of the course to allow
for more interaction and sharing of experiences. In addition, the
selection of trainers ought to be looked at carefully; the different levels
of expertise were very apparent. Moreover, we need to abide by the set
program and stay away as much as possible from improvising.

- The accommodation in Amman was not very convenient. Besides this,
we would like to thank everybody for the high level of professionalism.
We felt like we were among brothers and sisters.

- Future courses need to look carefully into selecting coherent groups
similar to this one where we have sensed harmony and we did not
have one single problem:.

- The theoretical components of the modules are of good level, however
the content should have been reviewed. It was essential to establish a
link between the various module to create an integrated approach to
UA.
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