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Innovative Idea
A Model for Workshop Planning, Implementation, and Evaluation 

Introduction
Currently, there are limited resources for workshop developers to utilize when developing an agricultural education and/or extension workshop. The model described below serves as a guide for planning and evaluating a workshop from start to finish. This model has been created and utilized specifically for food safety and agricultural education workshops in both the United States and South and Central America.  A further need for a model of this depiction was identified by the American Association for Agricultural Education (AAAE) within the National Research Agenda, Priority 5: Efficient and Effective Agricultural Education Programs (Doerfert, 2011).

How it Works
The model is divided into 3 separates segments. Each segment builds off the other, beginning at the far left and is tied to a theoretical concept listed below.  The concept is that each of the steps that must be taken in program planning, development and evaluation should have theoretical underpinnings.  The model designers have attempted to identify theories that relate to the concepts involved in workshop design, implementation and evaluation.  

These are the following subject areas:
1. Prior conditions. This step includes:
a. Student characteristics – What type of demographics to the students possess when participating in a workshop?  How could these items affect their ability to learn?  Items such as age, educational level, experience have all been shown to have an impact on student ability.
b. Presenter characteristics – Will the characteristics of the presenter appeal to the participants in a way that is conducive to learning?  Are the presenters knowledgeable, prepared and experienced in the subject matter?
c. Context – What are the characteristics of the physical location where the workshop will be presented?  Are the facilities conducive to learning?  What time of day will the material be presented?  Is it part of a normal workday or additional time?
It is between the first and second sections, that a needs assessment is conducted to determine needs for participants. The needs assessment should come from the participants themselves, or in the example the researchers used, an expert panel. 
2. Intervention. This step is the workshop itself. It is broken into 3 researchable areas.
a. Presenter effectiveness – How effective are the presenters in delivering the information in an effective and learnable manner?
b. Delivery format – Is the delivery of the content conducive to learning and are the participants accepting of the delivery method?
c. Environment – Will the environment play a positive role in aiding the participants and allow them to learn material presented to them?
3. Outcomes. The three researchable areas in the final segment are as follows:
a. Knowledge level – Did the knowledge level of the participants increase? Researchers developing the model recommend administering a pre-test prior to beginning the workshop; followed by a post-test at the conclusion of the workshop. 
b. Satisfaction – Were the participants offered an opportunity to describe their satisfaction to workshop personnel? If they were offered this option, were the participants satisfied with the workshop? Would the participants recommend it to a colleague or friend? If participants would not recommend the workshop, the satisfaction instrument could potentially answer the question of why?
c. Skills – The post-test should identify skills that the participants gained during the workshop.
Results/Implications
This model has been implemented for several workshops to date.  It is a living model that will continue to grow and adapt as researchers identify additional theories pertaining the workshop planning and evaluation.

Future Plans
Results of this trial lead researchers to adopt the model to use at future and current workshops. In order to maximize the effectiveness of developing workshop content, researchers should follow each step in the model accordingly. Before advancement to the next step, the exact detail of each prior step must be completed.  
Costs
Costs for the project were immersed in both faculty and graduate student labor to evaluate the model.
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