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SUMMARY OF PARTICIPANT EVALUATIONS

Respondents:

New Members (8 evaluations completed)

Returning Members (9 evaluations completed)

Survey Questions


Raw Score


Comments
	1. Evaluation of meeting objectives



	1a. Were new members and their priorities integrated into Coalition strategies?
	8 yes 0 no (New)

8 yes (Returning)

16 yes (Total)
	“Not entirely, sometimes new members felt out of the discussions as they were not at the Spring meeting.”

“Where are the manufacturers?” 

“Will need to be more explicit about roles as this is clarified in the Coalition.” 

“Partly accomplished.  Hard to tell why new members were added and what their priorities are.” 

“Need to get more new members (global NGOs).”

	1b. Was a consensus reached on early warning response for addressing contraceptive shortages?
	4 no 1 yes (New)

4 no 4 yes (Returning)

8 no 5 yes (Total)
	“Group of donors set up to respond based on the CCM and CPT tools.”  

“There was no agreement, hopefully the working (task) group will address this important issue.” 

“Outcome was vague.” 

“No, but at least a group will carry this forward.” 

“Partially.” 

“No, but made decision to have an immediate phone conference call.”


	1c. Were actions identified to address the total market framework?
	6 yes 1 no (New)

9 yes (Returning)

1 no 15 yes (Total)
	“Keep developing countries in mind when developing the framework with an emphasis on generics.” 

“More research is not encouraging. The total market is key to CS and deserves more effort, time, and emphasis” 

“These were the most interesting and provocative sessions” 

“Actions, yes; $ commitments, less so.” “Highly gratifying.”

	1d. Were the Coalition’s long-term objective and organizational structure defined?
	4 yes 1 no (New)

4 yes 2 no (Returning)

8 yes 3 no (Total)
	“We will need to think about how we evaluate our impact over time.” “Progress made, not sure it is really a long-term vision.” 

“Still amorphous but is a functioning body.”

	2. Rating the interest and relevance of sessions



	2a. New member expectations and priorities
	24/7 (3.4) (New)

18/7 (2.6) (Returning)

42/14 (3) (Total)
	

	2b. Data projections and financing
	19/7 (2.7) (New)

16/7 (2.3) (Returning)
	

	2c. Supply Shortages
	20/7 (2.9) (New)

14/7 (2) (Returning)

34/14 (2.4) (Total)
	

	2d. Advocacy
	19.5/7 (2.8) (New)

17/7 (2.4) (Returning)

36.5/14 (2.6) (Total)
	

	2e. Other Working Group Activities
	20.5/7 (2.9) (New)

18/6 (3.0) (Returning)

38.5/13 (3.0) (Total)
	High ratings for West Africa session v. others

	2f. Total Market
	23/7 (3.3) (New)

30/8 (3.8) (Returning)

53/15 (3.5) (Total)
	

	2g. SI Update
	16/6 (2.7) (New)

17/7 (2.4) (Returning)

33/13 (2.5) (Total)
	

	2h. Implementing Coalition Priorities/Effective Plans 
	13/4 (3.25) (New)

20/6 (3.3) (Returning)

33/10 (3.3) (Total)
	

	3. Did the Coalition meeting address the right issues?
	5 yes (New)

7 yes (Returning)

12 yes (Total)
	“More emphasis on total market.” 

“Over time we will need a system to prioritize actions.” 

“Right issues but insufficient decisions/investments made.”  

“Yes though we need to demonstrate success at solving country level through our value added as a Coalition.”

	4. Length of Coalition Meeting
	7 – About Right (New)

9 – About right (Returning)

16 – About Right (Total)
	

	5. Were you able to participate in the agenda development process?
	4 yes  4 no (New)

8 yes 1 no (Returning)

12 yes 5 no (Total)


	“Circulate agenda for comment (earlier) before sending it.” 

“Include success stories in regions to address methodology” 

“Need for a formal group responsible and empowered--less ad hoc.” 

“Indicate approximate time per session.” “Not quite to the last minute finalization of agenda.”

	6. Was there an effective mix of plenary and working group sessions?
	7 yes (New)

4 yes 4 no (Returning)

11 yes 4 no (Total)
	“More working group sessions.” 

“West Africa outline is a good example, Central Asia, etc. should be brought on board.” 

“It was all plenary, could use more smaller groups.” 

“Too much presentation and whole group discussion- other techniques might have been workable.” 

 “Were there working group sessions?”

	7. Were logistics handled adequately in regard to:



	7a. Travel
	8 yes (New)

2 yes (Returning)

10 yes (Total)
	

	7b. Hotel
	7 yes (New)

3 yes (Returning)

10 yes (Total)
	

	7c. Meeting Rooms
	8 yes (New)

8 yes (Returning)
	“Very satisfactory.” 

“Security problems on first day.” “Information sharing at a minimum of 2-3 weeks in advance.” 

	7d. Lunches
	8 yes (New)

8 yes (Returning)

16 yes (Total)
	

	8. Overall were your expectations of the Coalition meeting met?
	8 yes (New)

6 yes  2 no (Returning)
	“High frustration with recycled issues.” “More background documents would be helpful.” 

“Still did not achieve the gold standard of candor and action orientation.” 

“The point of the group is to change Coalition member behavior.  It did not happen.” 

“Could have used stronger more direct facilitation to get to action.”

	9. Additional Comments
	
	“Critical countries and requirements need to be mapped and put forth for action.”  

“Great job SI.”

“It is important to include Pharma/generics representatives in the Coalition, even if we need to go slow.” 

“I think we made progress. I found some sessions rambled and could have used more structure and more directive facilitation.” “Make sure developing countries perspectives are taken into account” 

“Good meeting.” 

“We should risk meeting one or two more times to see if we can get the decision-level, investment-level right before we decide to kill the Coalition because it is not working or yielding sufficient level of change.” “Thank you. This was not an easy event to organize, and pull off. It was done admirably.”
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