AFTER ACTION REVIEW

	Meeting:  ADB
	

	Venue: Cambodia
	

	Date: 17 – 20 July   
	

	Topic
	


Participants: Geoff, Claire, Dusit
	1. What was supposed to happen?

· 4 day workshop as outlined in the framework

	2. What actually happened?

· 16 participants, no observers. Started early. On schedule but not rushed.

·  Participants took ownership of things like ground rules, copying flip charts, group allocation (1 – 2 – 3) 

· The participants were prepared. Their expectations matched our stated purpose well. Struggled with sticking chart together initially but awareness grew over time.

·  People were happy moving around the space.
· Completed all activities as expected and incorporated a role play of the self assessment 

	3. Why was there a difference?

· Close to plan. Preference to start earlier. Came out in ground rules discussion. 

· We forgot  to get them to share stories but it didn’t matter

· Adapted photo exercise – each group did first two strengths then one group took each of remaining three strengths.
· The role play was added as it was felt that participants needed to increase their understanding of the tool, by applying it

	4. What can we learn from that?

· The role play worked well as it demonstrated the need for preparation and offered the opportunity for further feedback to increase understanding.  Actual application in a community situation would have made this opportunity for learning stronger.

· The facilitation team each bring their own strengths to the group and are learning from each other


	Key Learning’s
1. Be flexible with programme. Don’t rush what we do.

2. Some natural facilitators in group
3. Small groups discussions are extremely valuable in consolidating understanding and exploring ideas

4. Need to continuously reinforce that the approaches are not a new program, rather things that can guide conversations to deepen response within communities

5. Application of the approaches and tools in a community setting provides the setting for the is strongest form of learning


Team retrospective:

	1. What went well and why?
· Small group discussions of 3- 4 people work very well.  People talk in more details and forces each person to speak more

· The facilitation team gelled well.  Each worked with their strengths and communicated well.

· There was an easy flow in the facilitation of the workshop

· Simple, small activities helped e.g. the retrospective to complete the workshop

· There was a good variety of prepared power points, movement, spontaneous, experiential content

· Involving the participants as facilitators worked well – they were motivated and encouraged and appeared to make the team building process stronger and more inclusive.

· Participants were familiar with workshop style and were hungry to learn

· The community visit went very well, was well organised, planned

· The venue was very good – quality of resources provided, food, clean

· Asking the participants to explain the river diagram in their own language



	2. What would you do differently next time?  Why?
·  More effort to include more community visits.  There was space in the agenda to have fitted in up to 3 visits.  This was also reflected in the participant’s feedback.  We need to be more ambitious with what we feel we can achieve.

· Clearer more precise instructions could have been given for the role play

· More conscious of the words we use and the speed they are spoken

· Using a microphone helps

· Questions about the facilitators self assessment:  did not seem to be clearly understood.  It is very constellation specific

· Keep explanations short

· People get confused by how literally to take SALT.  We could change the approach of how it is facilitated.  Facilitate out the concepts and understanding first, go to the community, facilitate out learning around strengths and then give the label SALT.

· Involve PLHA as participants

	

	3. What can we learn from that?

· Including participants as facilitators should be made a systematic part of the facilitation process

· Change the way SALT is facilitated so that people don’t take it too literally but rather see it as a way of thinking and responding in any situation.

· CD rom of all material to help participants explain the process to their organisations

· Reality is that not all the participants will be here for the 2 years and we have to be open to including others as the process grows.


What would make it 10?
· More community visits.
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