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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

Place Country 6‘«3“/’){{@,{ Date ’/ \( j & 3 .

Profession [ﬁﬂé}a\, 10Wn ﬂl /\(‘ N Affiliation

Sex: O Male 'RFemale

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was... =

Not suitable DO®®06 6 @ @\ @ suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Notstable @D @ @ @ ® ©@ @ ® O(@) sutable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were..

Not Interesting @ @ @@ OO Q@)@ @ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was..

Not Suitable ONONONONONG, @@ @ ® suitable

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your egpectatwns?

Inconsistent ORONONONGNG) @O@ @ consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with yuur needs?

Inconsistent ONGNONONONGNGEO) @(ID) Consistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Notwelldeveloped @ @ @ @ ®@ ® @ ® @ @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate @0 ® 6 @)D Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were... e
Not appropriate ONONONONONG) @@ () Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were... AT
Not useful D20 ®0O 60 ® Useful
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4, SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop

poor D00 @0 6O Q0 O@ 0 Hellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was..

Non existent DB O®OED ® . @ @ stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low D00 @006 0 600 Very high

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Foas DO ®06G G @@’ ® @ Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Poor ONONONORGNE) @@@ @  Excellent

5.2 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful ONAONONONE) @’;@ @ @ useful
6. GENERAL EVALUATION
6.1 The workshop programme was... ~)

Not Interesting (ONONONONONGCNGEO) @@ Interesting
6.2 The workshaop programme was... -

Not involving DO20@@®06 @ @ @ Invalving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional) \%{i’/f_ P £IML/¢/I/W

Place cnuntry

Date

Profession Affiliation

Sex: O Male M:Emale

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was..

Not suitable ONONONONONGN) @ ®

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was.
Not suitable ONONONONONONG, @ @

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were..

Not Interesting @ @ @@ 6 @ @ ® @

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable ONONONONONONG, @ @

2.3 Were the workshop's content consistent with your expectations?

Iconsistent DB ®O 6 Q @@ ®

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent ORANONONGNG) @ @ ®

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Not well developed D@00 0 @0®OO

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were..

Suitable

Suitable

Interesting

Suitable

Consistent

Consistent

Well developed

Not appropriate D@0 @6 ® @ ®(@ ® Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONONONONEG] @ © @ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Net isahil DO @6 6 @@ ® ® useful
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4, SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop |
Poor 0QOO6 0 QOO0 ol

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was

Non existent ONONONONONON, © @ Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation wag:

Very low D@O@@6G®E® @®O® @ veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Beor DOO®OG®® G O@ Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Picir DOOO®OOG®OBG @ ® Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful D@0 ®060 6 @ @@@’ Useful
6. GENERAL EVALUATION
6.1 The workshop programme was...
Not Interesting DO ®6 6 O @ w Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving D20 OG®O®OO Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN‘WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

Place Country F_'l NUAN D Date {S.%.203

X 5 s oae) -
Profession Sq?“‘”k\ Oy Senier oty "'*\‘-'”dl Affiliation C.T\‘Y'Q\f\ t\\ Sanc J: WOAL @pEAlin
—
Sex: O Male O Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable D@66 6 @ @ m Suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable D@66 6 @ @ ﬁ Suitable

2, CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were...

Not Interesting D200 @®@0606 @® @ ® Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable ONONONONONONG, B ® suitable

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent ONONONONONONGNC @ @ consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent ONONONORGNONGNO) m @ consistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Notwell developed @ @ @ @ ® ® @ ® @ E well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate DO OG®GO®O m Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate D@0 O®O6GOBG®O m Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful DR@ODEOOE®O@®@®® useful
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop

Poor D200 ®0 6060 m Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent ONONONONORON) ©) @ Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low ONONONANONG) @ @ Veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor DOODO®OD® O Excelent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Por D@ @O ® Q@ ®BD® Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful D200 ®06G 6 @ ﬁ @ @ useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was..

Not Interesting @ @ @606 06 0D Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving DO OGEOE®OO Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional) H\\ * \ A \J [\f’

Place \EIM NN Country W Date M 2 “_ L 5’ _zjjgz?
|

Profession S,% i ;\I'\Q \-,ﬂ‘]jé’_&_)u Affiliation T‘\MSM ﬁ’\%%

Sex: O Male ’m:emale

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable DOOO®OOO®® '@ Suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was.

Notsutabe @D @ @D @ ® © @ ® @®  suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop's content were..

Not Interesting @ @ @®@®0606 @@ ® @ interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was..

Not Suitable ONONONONONE) @ ® @ @ Suitable

2.3 Were the workshop's content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent ONONORONONONE) ‘@ @ Cconsistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent ONONONONONE) @ @ ® consistent

2.5 Were the workshop's contents well developed?

Notwell developed @ @ @ @ ® ® @ @@ﬁ(@ Well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were..

Not appropriate ONGRONYNONE) @@ ® ©@ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONARONONOEONGEG) @@ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful ORORORONENGN) L@)@ Useful
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4, SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop
Poor ONONONONGNONGEONC) Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and partu:npant
Non existent ONONENO D t:‘? Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and e participation was:

Very low @ @@ 6® @ ® @ @ veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor ONENONC) @ ® @ ® Excellent

5.2 Interaction betweenthewurkshu@jp ipants was...
Poor (O ENEONC) @@ ® © @ Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

- DOOOOOD®O®O D useh

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ONONORONONG] @(_,@2 @ @ Interesting
6.2 The workshop programme was... R
Not involving DO ®0O G @ @ ® Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION oF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

a

Place Country 7 52]((—})52,167(-1 pate J§. %G, 1D
Profession Affiliation

Sex: O Male H.remale

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable ONONONONONGEGEONEC) m Suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable ORANONONONGEONONC) @ Suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop's content were...

Not Interesting DOOOO®OREOBG®O @\ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable D@66 6 @ @ /ﬁ\ Suitable

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent DO ®06 6 @ ,@ ® @ Cconsistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent DO @@0G® [Q ® @ @ consistent

2.5 Were the warkshop's contents well developed?

Not well developed @ @ @ @ ® ® @ ® @ @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate OEONONONORONGEONC) @ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate DO ®06O® @ ® Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful ONONONONONONG, @5@@ Useful
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the wor&hop .
Poor ONONONONONONVEONO) m Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent ONONONONGNON) @ ® Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low ONONONONONG) ﬁi ®@ O O Very high

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor DRODOO®®® O B Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Poor D@0 @D@O®O®O@® Excllent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful ONONE) ® ® @ @ @ @ useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting DPO®OO®O®® O M Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving ONONONONONOEGERONC) ;m, Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optaona( ’,)'-s""LV‘(__“ i S T L e

Place Country ) Date
Profession Affiliation
Sex: [ Male O Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable ONONONONONONG, ®@ suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was..

Not suitable ORORONONONONGEO) @ @  suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were...

Not Interesting ONONORYEGNGNGRECNC) Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was..

Not Suitable DRO@®@O O QO (I@ Suitable

2.3 Were the workshop's content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent ONONONONONGONGNO, @ consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent QD@0 @®@0 6 0® ® Cconsistent

2.5 Were the workshop's contents well developed?

Not well developed @ @ ® @ ® ® @ ® ;Qf @ Well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate ORONONONONORGEG) ) Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate QOO ®0O ® @y@ @ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

—— DOO®O®® @ ® /af ‘®  useful
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

- 4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop
Poor ONONONONONONGNO) @ Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent ONANONONONGNG) @ @ stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low ONONE) ® ® @ ® ® @ veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor D@0 06 6 @ . @ Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was... :
Poor ONORONONONONGEONC), ®/Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Notvery useful DO @OB®Q® ®® useful

6. GENERAL EvALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ONONONONONONG] @ Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving ONORONONONONGEO) @)@/ Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

"'“ETQJJ,QQ S Q }901%32@ Country &\‘(’.’D Ve Date 43 “’/é;ﬁ {6
Profession Affiliation /(/(Q( ﬂﬁ, o,é )t(d #C,ﬂ

Sex: O Male N’emale

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable (ONENE)] ®6e 060 Suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was.,.

Not suitable D@0 @®@O66 @® @ suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop's content were..

Not Interesting @ @ ORONONONONGC @ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable D@00 @®@066 @6 @  suitable

2.3 Were the workshop's content consistent with your expectatiogs?

Inconsistent ONONONONONONGEONO) Consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent D@20 OOGO®O Consistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Not well developed @ @ @ @ ® ® @ @ Well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the warkshop were...

Not appropriate ONONONONONONGEONC) Appropr[ate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONONONONGONONG) W@ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Notisatl DOOD®G 6 @ gnm) Useful
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop .
Poor ONONONONORCEUEONC) % Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent ONONONONCEONOEONE), Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low ONONONONONONE) ©) Very high

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor ONORONONONONGEONC) Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Poor D@D OE®GO® O Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful ORGNONONONON) @ % Useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting D@06 ©®6® 6 Interesting
6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving DO EOOG®O Involving
6. COMMENTS:

. ; T
70w VA UV A0/ o) T VI
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional) B [ ALy

Place 5.8 L0724 LG,  Comy £ S 08742 Date 5.0 3
Profession XU BAT (N OF F(c £ R Miliation 7212 £ WNEF- Lo/ A
Sex: O Male H-/Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable ONONONONONGNGNO @;@ Suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable ONORORANONONG) @,@ Suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were..

Not Interesting @ @ RCRoRCRORCRORY Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was..

Not Suitable HEONONONGNE) @ ® @ @ suitable

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent Q@@ @OOGO®QY @ Consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent OEANONONONONGEONC) @ Consistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Not well developed RGN ®6 ©@0® O Q Well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate ONONONONONONGEG)] @3@ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate D@20 ®6 6 0 @@ @ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful ONONONONONON®, @B@ @  useful
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capabhility of moderating the workshop .
Poor ONONONONONCEVEONC) k@ Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was..,

Nonesistent O @ @ @ ® ® @ ® ® B stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low OB ®06 6 @ @é @ @ Very high

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor DO2@®06 6 Q@ @vﬁ ®  Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Poor D@ @D@O®OG®O®@ ® Excllent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful D203 ®6 6 @ @‘ @ @ useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting DOR@®66 @® @@ Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving POOO®OGOO®OD involving

6. COMMENTS:
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| EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP
Name (optional) ﬁ‘;l/?ﬁn’ };—% %/ﬂﬂaé&"‘”’kcj )

- . i
Place Country F)‘” ‘ﬂﬁﬁ( pate /5. 512.0/3
AT oD Al T of
Profession .f?@‘&l]’r o f’ﬂt 1€ (/ <f Affiliation
Sex: O Male )ﬂ Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was..

Notstable D @ @ @ ©® ® @ ® @ W suiable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Notsutale @© @ @ @ ©® ® @ ® @ W suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were..

Not Interesting @ @ ONONORONGEON) ‘@ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

NotSutshle @D @ @ @ @ B @ ® ® @  suitable

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent (DN ONONONGNG N @ ® consistent

2.4 Were the workshop's content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent D@ DO O®D® @ @ consistent

2.5 Were the workshop's contents well developed? 7@
®@ O

Not well developed @ @ @ @ ® ® @_ Well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate D@06 6 @ @ :@ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONONONOEONGNCNE) @ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

— DOOOOOO® O ;im\ il
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop

Poor ONONONONGNONONONC) /@ Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent D @ @006 0600 O Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low ONORONONONG) @,@: @ @ Veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Bt DOOD®OO®D®® ® Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Por OO0 @O O®D® ® @ Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful D20 ®O®OOG @ﬁ Useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting OHNONONONONONONORON Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving ONONONONORONONONC) Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN W‘ORKSHOP

Name (optional) ‘-*{-Ji i 0 Ko

Place Country Date (1§ T By g
Profession Affiliation

Sex: O Male [l Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable DEORONONONONGNONO) @

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable ONONONONONGNGEONC) @’

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshaop’s content were...

Notinterestng @© @ @ @ @ @ @ ® @ @

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable ORANOEONONG NGO

2.3 Were the workshap’s content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent ONONONONONONG, ® @O

2.4 Were the workshop's content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent ONONONONONONG, ® @

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Not well developed @ @ @ @ @ ® @ @ @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Suitable

Suitable

Interesting

Suitable

Consistent

Consistent

Not appropriate ONONONONONONOEONON

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONONONONONGEONON

3.3 The actlvities organized were...

Not useful ORORORORONBONGRORNON)

Appropriate

Appropriate
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4, SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop
Poor Q@GOG O ® @ Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent D@0 ®O6®Q@®O® @ stimulating

4.3 Your level of Involvement and active participation was:

Very low DOR@@O® @® @ W@ veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor D@3 ®6e 6 @ @ ® Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the warkshop participants was...

Poor DR@O@DOO®O@® @ @® Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful DO DOO®O®® O® useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ONONONONONON @ ® Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Notinvolving Q@O0 ®0 6 0 @ @ Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

Place (> e s Leelol Country  Lepuncry, pate /503,43
4] [ T
voeston_Qeseacelcr wuaton {1060y of (reifevoild
/ [4] 57
Sex: & Male O Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable ONONONONONGN @ @f' Suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable ONONONONONGNG (©) @' Suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were...

Not Interesting D200 606 060 @ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable D@O@O®Q@® O & suiable

2.3 Were the workshop's content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent D@0 @O®®O®® O® & consistent

2.4 Were the workshop's content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent D@ ®OO®O®O®® Cconsistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Not well developed @ @ ® @ ® ® @ ® @ @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate ONONE) ®6e @6 O @ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONOEONONONONONEO)] @f Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful ONORORONGEONGECONC) @/ Useful
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4, SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of méderating the workshop .
Poor DNONONORGNONOEONC) »@f Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent Q@0®6e 6 @ ©) @" Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low OEONONONONGNG, @’@ @ Veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Pook DO DO ®@® ® & excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Poor D@0 @O O®O® OB Excelent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful ONANONONONGEONONC), ®/ Useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ONONE) @0 ©@0® O @’ Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving ONONONOANONGNGNONC) @ Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional) = PP SEPLE

Place S0ko< HCOTEL IR U country CS7CA /4 Date #4s — A5, O3 /%

Profession 7/ POM‘TI‘EW GEF /‘C'Eﬁ?-. Affiliation PE/ISON OF TALLS JU/(/

Sex: O Male O Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was..

Notsutable @D @ O ® © ® @ ® @(®D) suiable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was.,

Notsitable @D @ Q@ @ ® ® @ ®@ @ suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were...

Not Interesting ONONORONGEONGEOILC) Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable ONONONONORORGH @)@ @ suitable

2.3 Were the workshop's content consistent/\@‘:ch your expectations?
®

Inconsistent (ONEONONON ® @ ® @ @ consistent

2.4 Were the workshop's content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent ONONEO) ® @@j ® @ © Cconsistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well develnped?

Notwell developed @ @ @ @ ® ® @@ @ @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate ONONONONOROEOEONE)! @) Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate D@00 @6 6 @ @@@ Appropriate

3.2 The activities organized were...

Not usefu DOO®®®Q DO usehul
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JUST/2011/IPEN/AG2943
4, SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop

Poor D@0 @@ 6 O®O@ ® excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent Q@00 ®06 6 @ @ @ stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Gl DRODO®O D O O®® veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor DO @06 @@@ @ @ Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Pr Q@O @ O®D®@ @ Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful D@0 @06 @@ @ @ useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was.., 2

Not Interesting D20 @06 @B®)E @ Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not invelving QOO ®0O0O0)® O 0 Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION oF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

Place W Country FﬁC,.Tth\J m Date /LS_@_Z;! 13
Profession D:,.._A_c_,(‘»a-—\_ Affiliation T&\quﬁ (P-ﬂ-rﬂfd\-mﬂ._

Sex: O mMale O Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable ONONONONGNGEONONO) @ Suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable D@ GO®O \@ Suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop's content were...

Notinterestng © @ @ @ ® ® @ @\@’ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable QQO0@0 06 QOO suisble

2.3 Were the warkshop’s content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent DO ®6O6GOO® (%@) Consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent DO@®066GO©® @ ® consistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Notwelldeveloped @ @ @ @ ® ® @ @Q @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate ONONONYEGROEONONEC) '@ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONONONONONG) @ @ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were..,

Not useful DOODOO®D® @ M useful
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4, SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capabhility of moderatlng the workshop
Poor DOBO®OOOG @ @  Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent ONONONONONGEGEONEC) stimulating

4.3 Your level of invalvement and active participation was:

Very low ONONONSNONONGNO) ®  veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor D@0 ®0 6 @ @ﬁ Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Poor HEONONONONGNGEONO) Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful ONONORAONGRONGNG @? Useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ‘(D @0 @060 6 @ ©) Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving ONONONONONGNGNG @ Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

Place Country Date
Profession Affiliation
Sex; O mMale O Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable OHEONONONONCONGEONC)

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Notsutatle @ @ @ ® @ ® @ ® © R

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were... .

Notinterestng O @ @ @ @ ® @ ® @

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable ONCNONONCROEOEONON:!

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent DOOD®@O®OGOBG®O®

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent ORONONYEGNONG) @m

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Notwelldeveloped @ @ @ @ @ ® @ ® @ @

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Suitable

Suitable

Interesting

Suitable

Consistent

Consistent

Well developed

Not appropriate ONONONONONON®, @ @ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONONINONONONG) @\:@ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful PPO@OO®D® OB us
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4., SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop

Poor ONONONONONONGEONC) Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was..

Non existent D@20 ®060 6 @ ®/®\ @®  stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low D@0 @06 ® ® @ O veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor ONONONONONONGEO, @ﬁ Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was..

Poor ONONONONONONG, @ Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful (ONONONONG)] @/@ ® @ @ useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting (ONONONONGNON) ©) Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving ONONONORONONGEONO, @ Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUAT!ON OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

Place Country Date
Profession Affiliation
Sex: O Male O Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS

1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Notsutable @D @ @ ® ® ® @ ® B @ suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop wasg...

Not suitable D@06 6 @ @ ® suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop's content were...

Not Interesting ORONONONONGE ® ©@ @ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable OEANONONGNEN) @ @ suitable

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expgctations?

Inconsistent ORONONONGNGN] @ @ consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent (ONORONONONG) @ @ consistent

2,5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Notwelldeveloped @ @ @ @ @ ® @ @ @ @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop weye...

Not appropriate ONONONONE) @ @ ® Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate D@ @®@6G 6 @ @ @ @ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful D@00 ®06 6 @ ‘@\ @  useful
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop
Poor OO0 6®6 6 @ @ Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent D@2 @®@0BG6 @G @ Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Verylaw DOO@BO®D®O® D verhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor D@0 @06 6 @ @ @ Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was,..

Poor D23 ®06 @G ®  Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful D@3 @66 @ W\@) @  Useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ORONORONONGCNG) @ ® Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving Q206060 6 @ @ Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional) )ﬂc;z’{/ 7}1_(\,
P'ace/‘m‘mlrv ol/ I}m]»u’ \ e (::memk/f oate [.3. 13

Profession ' Affiliation

Sex: /[%Aale O Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the wnrkshop was..

Not suitahle D@6 6 @ 53{ @ @ suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was..

Not suitable DOOO®BOO®®® O /qgf Suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshap's content were...

Not Interesting OO0 ®06 6 @ @ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable OO0 ®06e 6 @ ®‘ Suitable

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectagions?

Inconsistent ONONONONONONG, ! @ consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent ONONONONGNONG, ; @ ® consistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Notwelldeveloped @ @ @ @ ® ® @ @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate ONORONYNGRONGEONC), ) Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONORONONON) g@ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...
Not useful PROO®OOQO®E® usul
[
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop

Poor ONONONONONONONO) @/M Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent ORONONONG NN ) Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low @@@@@@@@@ Very high

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor ONONONONG) @ ® @ @ Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was/.

Poor D@06 6 O® ®  Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshap participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful ORONONONONGEONONC) ﬁ Useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting DO0@O®6 0® @_ Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was..

Not involving @ @ ® @66 @ ® @ Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EvALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional) r:, r it - C[,, h‘ﬁ‘/ (i Z ) (5(’ - ‘C?\

Place Country Date

Profession )0l Ol @ﬂ-.cffr“’ astnaton |11 (b [ wlsce ~

teoldeYourd Y WesFean

Sex: O Male JE(Female
© A e lin a
1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS

1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable ORORONONONONOEONC) ®\ Suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable (ONONONOYNONONONONC) W Suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were...

Not Interesting ONONONONONGONGEONC) @’ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was..

Not Suitable ONONONOYNONG) @ ® ® W Suitable

2.3 Were the workshop's content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent HEONONONOEONOEONC) @ Consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent D@2O@®@®6 6 @ @ @ consistent

2.5 Were the workshop's contents well developed?

Notwelldeveloped @ @ @ @ @ ® @ ® @ . well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate D@O0@®@06 6 @ ® @ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ORONONONGNONONONCON Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful O ®6e @60 @‘ Useful
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4, SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability-uf moderating the workshop
Poor DO @06 @ @ @ Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent QRO @®OOG®OEO® ® stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very Tow D@ @®O®®®®E®O® ® Veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor QOO0 @066 @ @ @< Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Poor NG NONONENGNG) © @. Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

i — DOODO®BO®O® useul

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ONONONONONONGEONC) @\ Interesting
6.2 The workshop programme was...
Notinvolving ONONONONONONGNONO)] @ﬂ Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION oF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

-_— * S—_ »
Place I QUL Country ﬁ‘;\-ﬁw 'y pate 4 Sﬁ 03..0013
? 5
Profession Cﬁ.’z\-&. WAL A/ Affiliation f ﬂﬂiﬁbw\ “;)M}QMJ
Sex: HMale [ Fermale

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Notsuitabe @@ OO DO ® @ ® O ®) suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Notsitable @D @ @ @ ® ® @@ @ @ suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were..

Not Interesting @ @ 006 0 6®0 Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable D@0 606 e @ @@ @  suitable

2.3 Were the workshop's content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent ONONONONONGONG, (@)@ Conslistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent D@00 ®06 6 @ @)@ Consistent

2.5 Were the workshop's contents well developed?

Not well developed @ @ @ @ ® ® (@ ® @ @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate ONONONIYNORONGEONC) @ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONONONONE) @@@ @  Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful D@00 ®0 6 @ ©) @ Useful



ustice

Jj
Cnoperation

Network
JUST/2011/IPEN/AG2943

4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop

Poor D@66 @ @@ Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent ONONONINONONG) ®Q®) Stimulating

4.3 Your level of Invalvement and active participation was:

Very low ONONONONGNE) @@@ @ veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poar ONONONONONGN) ®@® Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Poor ONONONONONGN, @@ @  Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful DO @6 ® @@@ @ useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting D@0 @0 6 @ @3 Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was..

Not involving @ @ @@®060 6 @ ® @@) Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

Placa HTM_MIIUM Country EST Date //.g-\,@ = ’(g»

Profession Affiliation

Sax: %ale O Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was..

Not suitable ORANONONONGNGNG) @ '® ] suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable ONEONONONG) @@ @ @ suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were..

Not Interesting €)) @ @6 6 @ ..@ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable ONONONONONONG, @C)@ Suitahle

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent DO ®06 6 @ @@ @ consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent ONONONONE) @[@@ @ @ consistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Not well developed @ @ @ @ ® ® @ ./_)@ Well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate ONEONE) ®® @ @@@) Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONONONGNG) @@ @ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful D@0 6GO® @ W useful
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4, SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capa-bility of moderating the workshop
Poor DO OO ® @ ®/@/® Excllent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent Q@0 @06 ® @]@@ ® Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participatio

Veryioi DOO®O®BG OO ®®® veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been... —

Poor ONONONONONON) @ @ Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Poor D@ @06 G G\® @ @ Excllent

5.2 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Wokvarg i&aki DOOO®O®O® @Usefut

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ONONORONONG] @@ @ Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving D@06 6 @ @@@ Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EvALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

Place /"&m LAy Country -E_ 5—-[—*0 \I\J\]W Date /{ § 20 S
Profession <0 C:k"-'"g\ W OW&MA&‘M Affiliation Tq.m A ?M}@U\J

Sex: O Male ¥ Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Notsuitable @D @O ®® ® @ ® © A suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable D@0 @0060O6®O @ Suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop's content were...

Not Interesting D20 @006 @ ®/® ® Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

NotSutabe @D @ @ @ O ® @ ® @ & suitable

2.3 Were the workshop's content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent ONEONEONONONGN) ﬁ @ consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent D200 ®66 0 E\ ® @ Cconsistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Notwelldeveloped @ @ @ @ @ ® @ ® ,Q/ @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate Q2000606 @ / @ @ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ORORONOYNOEONONG) ﬁ @ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful OEANORONONONOEONC) Useful
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4., SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE \WWORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop

Poor QOO @DO®Q®OW kxcelent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was..

Non existent ONANONONONGNG) @ ©) /@ Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low ONONONAONONE) @ﬁ@ @®  very high

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor ONONONONONONGEONO, ,@” Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the warkshop participants was...

Poor DPO@®@OO®O® T ® Exclent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful P2 ®0O 6 @ w ® @ useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ONONONONONONGEONE) Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving ONONONONONONONONO) Involving

E.CDMMENTQ%,&% &leui, vﬂ/\mu{i/s
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

Place 'TQ\ \\-‘ Wi, Country = “_\,-\—QL\,\') o, Date A Yy .20
Profession ?‘LD Q&%\{D\a a,“; (o_s_  Affiliation ? Q;S Oh
Sex: O Male O Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable DRO@®O® D ® & ®/ sutable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable D@66 0 @ @ Suitable
2. CONTENTS

2.1 The workshop’s content were..
Not Interesting @ @ @@ 6 @6 @ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable ONONONONOEONGEONO, @ Suitable

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectatio
Inconsistent (ONANE ® ® @ ® @ ® " consistent

2.4 Were the workshop's content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent D@®@®6 O® @‘ Consistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Notwelldeveloped @ @ @ @ ® ® @ ® @ ell developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were..

Not appropriate D@06 6 ® ® Appropriate
3.2 The methodologies used were...
Not appropriate D20 ®6 6 0® % Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful DOR®@®@6E 6G® @® @@ Useful
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability ufmuderating‘the waorkshop =S
Poor DO @DO®E® @ ® @W/ Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experfs and participants was...

Non existent QD00 ®6 6 0 @@Stimu[ating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low (ONENONCY ®)@ ® @ @ Veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been... -\)
Poor POO®0® 0 ® A® exelen

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Pr Q@O ®G®Q@® O®) Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful ORANONONONG NN @ Useful

6. GENERAL EvALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ONONONONGEONONONC) Interesting
6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving DOO®?OOG®OO®O @ Involving
6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP
Name (optional) 7 AT TANH ZLIETS /';ﬁ?/[/ﬁ U

place SOKDS ViRl] HOTE L country £ STOMIS pate /7 )3 LHE
profession PR3 710N OFL! CER  affilation THE PRISON OF 7, /‘9-‘-/—&/)’/ (4
Sex: O Male K Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Notsutable @D @ @ @ ® ® @ ® & ® suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was..

Notstable D @ O @ © ® @ ® @ & suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were...

Not Interesting ONONONINONGONGEONC) @ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable DQO@OO®Q@®O®® sutable

2.2 Were the workshop's content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent DO ®O®OGO® @ @ consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent ONONONONONONGEONE) @ Consistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Notwelldeveloped @ @ @ @ ® ® @ ® @ w Well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were..

Not appropriate ONEGNONOYNONG) @ ® @ /@ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONONONONONGEONC) @ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were..,

Not useful PROOOO®D®OM uUsehul
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4., SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

. 4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop
Poor QOO @0 060G ﬁj ®  Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent OEONORONONONEEONC) @ Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low (D Q0206 @0®0 @ Very high

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication Inside the groups has been...

Poor ONENONONONORONONC) ﬁ Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was..

Poor D@OO®6 6 M Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful OO0 ®06 6 ﬁ ® @ @ useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was..

Not Interesting @ @@6 6 @606 g Interesting
6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving D@03 ®0 6 06 O g@ Invelving
6. COMMENTS:

Tuapk oo FOR o frazion
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

=
Place F(';‘:QQ L= Country /:5 rﬁw’\ LG Da{;m'/ f'/.5 / 2213

, . . - ‘ ‘ vl
Profession C & Q_ %&_’\J"_’—‘:"D Affiliation §) €5 v— 2}4/*’ ¢ [é:_Q_&c_\ ,_(«,Q i

Sex: mlale O Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable ONONONONGNONONONC! Suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable DOOOOO®OO®® i& Suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop's content were...

Not Interesting D@06 @60 m Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Notsutable QD @ @ @ ® ® @ ® O\ suitable

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent D@0 @®@06 O6®0 @ Consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent ONONONONONCNGNE) @@ Conslistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Notwelldeveloped @ @ @ @ ®@ ® @ ® @ @\We[l developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the waorkshop were...

Not appropriate ONONONONORONG) @ w\ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONONONONGNGNG) @W Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful ORONORONONONG] C) b\Usefui
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

41 Capabllltv of moderating the workshop

Poor D@OOD®OEOG®GOG®O M Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was..

Non existent ONONONONONGNE . @ @ Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low D@0 @06 6 O @Q@\ Very high

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor D@O@@OEGQ® O@'® Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Poor (OEONE) ®® @® ©® W@ Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful D@O0®O06GO® @Q@\ Useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was..

Not Interesting @ @ @06 0 ® @m Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving Q@06 @6 0606 @ Involving

6. COMMENTS:
Refl (on  a i M}t&(\gf'\ic’q LJG\(LSI‘VV’?J
Ve on Timt el TZQ@J" B, A ndle_,
bt'-"-J gA u}ﬁﬂ L-‘.‘(. C*\ = l,?".'?'?,":-..fftﬂd L“ﬂ T ('g:)‘--“ﬁ-f.ﬂl £l "0 {Aﬁ"
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EVALUATION OF JCN’ WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

—
Place / (Q//};/,_, Country [54&’4‘:5@ Date Iff'j‘: 03 A3

Profession 10 bocd ‘O 0 };//,"(,.«';7 Affiliation
/ £

Sex: O Male }yFernale

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was... 2

Not suitable ONONONONONONGEONC) Suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable D@0 ®06 ® @@@ ® suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were..

Not Interesting @ @ @@®0 6 @ ..@ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable D@60 606 6 @ @Q@ W@ Suitable

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent ONONONONONONG, ©®/@®@ consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with yourneeds?
Inconsistent DO ®OG @ ® @ @ consistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Not well developed @ @ @ @ ® @ @ ® @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were..

Not appropriate ONONONONGNE) @ ® .@ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate D@00 @06 ® @@ @ @ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not usefu P00 00O O®® ushl
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop

Poor ORONONONONGNG, @OG@ Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants Was..

Non existent ONONOEONE) @(@/. @ @ Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low @0 ®06 @@)@ @ @ Veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been.

Poor Q2o @O@ ® @ @ Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Poor D@0 @GO ® @ ® Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful 0206 @ @@ ® @ @ useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ONONONONONGEONORCON Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving Q@006 0O/® 60 Invalving

6. COMMENTS:
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EvaLUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional) Z C AL SE€ S

Place 7.<i/ / » ,ﬂ.f"/?-/ Country €5~ (al 5 Date 7477 7
Profession 57 /4 /. 4/ O/~ E4° Aflistion o,/ o AR T
Sex: O male IB('IEemaIe

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Notsuitable @D @ @ @ ® ® @ ® @ D  suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable (ONONEO) ®@e 060 hﬁf Suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were...

Not Interesting ONONONONONONG) '@ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was..

Not Suitable OHRONONORONE) @ﬂ@ @  suitable

2.3 Were the workshop's content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent D@O®@O®O® O® @® @ Cconsistent

2.4 Were the workshop's content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent D@O@®@O®® @ ®O® @ Cconsistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Not well developed @ @ @ @ ® ® @ ®E‘ @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were..

Not appropriate ONORONONGNE) @ ® @}@‘ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONONONONGONG) @@'@ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful D@6 6 @ @@, @  useful
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop

Poor ONONONONONG) @ﬁf @ @ Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent D@ ®6E® @’/@‘ ® @ Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low DR OD®O®E® D® @ @ vVeryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Hoor DQOO@®O®@®® M Excelent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Poor DOOD®O®®D® @ @ Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful ONONE)! D@BDO®DO® @ ® useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ONONONONONONGEORC/M Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving ONONONONONONGEORNC ) Involving

6. COMMENTS:




ustice
Cnoperatmn

.. Eilj

.IUST/ZOJ.J./JPEN/AG2943

EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional) G/‘( -\Jd:(_:_z_ GAd-ur\’

Place <7 u\.\\_\ A Country é&kmz;-um Date (5 5-173

Profession (“g(b&ﬂbﬂ_ 7) Affiliation A | clo ¢ ,_,( A nSALE \\[\d .;,,J _

Sex: 0 Male Male

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable D060 606 @660 Suitable

1.2 The technlical equipment used during the workshop was.
Notsutsble D @ D @ ® ® @ ® & ®  suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop's content were...
Notinterestng © @ @ @ ® ® @ ® @ @/Interestlng

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

NotSuitahe @D @ ® @ ® ® @ ® @ @ suitable

2.2 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent D@ ®066 @ @ Conslstent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs? =
®/ Consistent

Inconsistent ONONONONONONGEONC)

2.5 Were the workshop's contents well developed?
Not well developed @ @ @ @ ®@ ® @ ® .@/Welldeveloped

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate ONONONONGEONGEG) ) Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONONONONONGEONC) @'/ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Nt DPODOO®O® @D ushl
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE \WORKSHOP

4,1 Capability of moderating the workshop

Poor ONEGNONONE) ® @ t®/® Excellent
4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...
Nonexistent D DO @ ® O @ ® ® @ stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was: -
Very low D@0 ®06 6 @ @g@ Very high

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor ONANONONONGRGEONC) Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Poor D@6 0606 Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful DO ®OOG®O® _Q(@ Useful

. 6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ORONONONONONGEONER() Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving D@06 06 OO Involving

6. COMMENTS: . k
\J-@.(L\ [27g]al é L}._:JM_(.CJ"\".Q&) — ?SL'\AM‘P—\‘S Ow ('D'-'\' ££_ -\-\,\ %rm('ﬂ.'\
-7 O T :
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optiona) AT () K5

Pace 0L/ SO0 THL Ly WD Coutry = ST /A vate /5~ 3.4/
Profession PAD/ S OF/4 ;:";63 Affiliation Sbgﬁ' ! SO A
Sex: O Male /IB\']femaIe

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable DOOO®OO®@®® O sutable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was..,

Not suitable DDO@O®O®@® ® ® sutable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop's content were..

Not Interesting @ @ @006 0® @ @ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the Workshop programme was..

Not Suitable ONANONONGNG) @ ® @ Suitable

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectatigns?

Inconsistent D@20 ®0606 0® @,@:\ Consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent ONONONONONGONGEONC) . Consistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Notwelldeveloped @ @ @ @ @ ® @ ® ) @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the wurkshop were..

Not appropriate ONONORONONG) @ \%@) ® Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ORORORONONONY, l@ @@ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful ONONONORONONGNE) ®\®,\ Useful
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop 2
Poor ONONONONORGEY] @j@ Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent ONONONAONONGONE) @ @ @ stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Viary Tow DOO@O 6 Q @s@ ® Veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor DO EO® @ ®  Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Poor D2 @®O6GO® Sﬂ. @  Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful ONORONONONONGEO) @ﬁl Useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ONONONONONGONGEONC), m Interesting
6.2 The workshop programme was..

Not invelving @ @ @O0 6 Q® ®@ 0 Involving
6. COMMENTS:

S ey hu__une el Job  wn_wolk
™~ alnd 0L @e —
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EVALUATION oF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional) k‘éﬁ‘ g 1\ [N L(;“;?TP ) l&.
Place SN N County ESTO erA Date / 5.02 0 Zg
Profession CASks M) NA‘G@‘E__ Affillation —

Sex: O Male JE'Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop w

Not suitable ONONONONONG, @@ @ suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable ONe) (3)@ ® @ @ @ Ssuitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop's content were...

Not Interesting D020 @O06 0® @ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable D@66 @ @!In Suitable

2.3 Were the workshop's content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent OEONONONG] @@ ® @ @ Cconsistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent D@B®@0B®6 @®B/9 @ Cconsistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Not well developed @ @ @ @ @@ ® @ @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate @ @006 @ @ ®‘ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate D@O@OOGD® @\Gﬁ) Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful DO D®OEG®O® @@ Useful
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4, SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop

P DB ®BG® @@@ ® Excellent

4.2 The Interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent ONONONONONE) @@@ @ stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low DRPO®OO/D®®® veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor ONONONONONON @ Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was...

Por DO @O O @ @@ Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful DO G @ Useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting QOO ®6® 6 @ ©)] Interesting
6.2 The workshop programme was...
Not involving ONONONONONONGEONOIE) Involving
6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional) MAR LKA [ AAN EMAE

Place \/[RL VANS LA Country ST pate {3.0%- %

Profession seicioc pTO ho.t.:on oﬂ&ﬁﬁfﬁliaﬁon
{ TV

Sex: O Male @Femaie

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable ORONONONONG) @@@ @ suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used durlng the workshop was...

Not suitable Q@066 6 @ @) Suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were..

Not Interesting @ @ @@®66 @ @@@ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable ONONONONONGON) @Q@ Suitable

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent ORONONONONG) @@ @ consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent ONGRONONORONE) @@@ Consistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Not well developed @ @ @ @ ® ® @ @@ @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate DO ®6G® O @ ) Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate D@66 6 @ @@ ®  Appropriate

3.2 The activities organized were...

Not useful ONONONONONG, @@@ @  Useful
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4., SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE \WORKSHOP

4.1 Capablllty of moderating the workshop
Poor DO @O6 @ @b@ Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent D@20 6 0®® @ ) Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low DPO®O®6B 6 @ @@c@ Very high

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor QPO @O®O®Q® O Exelen

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was..._

Poor D@O DO O®QO®O@® HExcelent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful DRO@®@OOQ@®O® ® useul

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ONORONONORONONO) O@ Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving ONONONONONG) @Q)@ () Involving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional) \J\__gw_j\r,‘c\ Gwl%m

Place T 3%, Ddiasto County | Soutc Date 15.0%.1%
Profession Affiliation
Sex: O Male E!I Fernale

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Notsutahle @@ @ @ @ ® ® @ ® @(®) suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable D@ ®O®6® @ ® @(@M) sutable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop's content were...
Not Interesting ORONONORONG NGO @

Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable ONONONONONONONE) @  suitable

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent ONONONONONGONG) @@@ Consistent

2.4 Were the workshop's content consistent with your needs?-

Inconsistent D@0 @@ ® @ ®(@® ® Cconsistent

2.5 Were the workshop's contents well developed?

Not well developed @ @ @ @ ®@® 0® @ @ well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate DO2O@®O®OG®GOOG @ @ Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate D@66 @6 O Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful D@ ®0O6 60O ® @ Useful
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of muderatmg the workshop :
o D0O®6 O 0 ® 0@ exellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent ONGRONONONONGNO) @ ® Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low DO @O ® @B®)® ® Veryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor ONONONONONORGEONO) @J Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants wa

bor DOO@O®O®O® excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful D@03 ®06 6® 0 @ @  Useful
6. GENERAL EVALUATION
6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ONONONONONONONG) @ Interesting
6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving ONORONONENONGEONOIIO Involving

6. COMMENTS:

] f‘ao)-ijx_%-tﬂ,(ﬂ !
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EVALU‘ATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional) Jouwow  Noaglauu

Place “owkw Cdm&.gﬁou U4 country L ¢ 4 pate J4-15-03.(3
Profession 0 Affiliation

Sex: O Male (21 Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS
1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...

Not suitable D@O®®@®@066 @6 @@) Suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable D@O®OGOGO® @@ Suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were...

Not Interesting ONONONEONORONE @ Interesting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was...

Not Suitable oNoRONONONONGNO) @@ Suitable

2.3 Were the workshop's content consistent with your expectations?

Inconsistent D@66 @ @@ Consistent

2.4 Were the workshop's content consistent with your needs?—

Inconsistent ONONONONGNONG, @ J® consistent

2.5 Were the workshop's contents well developed?

Notwelldeveloped @ @ @ @ ® ® @ @@ Well developed

3. METHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate ONONONOYNONOR @_ﬁ) ® Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate (ONGEONONONONGEG) @@) Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful ONONONONONONONO) @"Iﬂ Useful
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capabhility of moderating the workshop

Poor ONONONONONOEGEG, @Q Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was...

Non existent D@0 @®@060 6 O6® @C@ Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation w

Very low ONONONONONONG] @ @ Very high

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been...

Poor DPODO ® @ ®@®)® Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was

por DOODDO O DO®)® ® Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful D@0 @06 G @ @(@ Useful

6. GENERAL EVALUATION

6.1 The workshop programme was...

Not Interesting ONORORONORONONONC) @ Interesting

6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving Q@06 @6 0 6 O Invelving

6. COMMENTS:
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EVALUATION OF JCN WORKSHOP

Name (optional)

Place Country

Date

Profession Affiliation

Sex: O Male O Female

1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS

1.1 Organisation of the facilities used for the workshop was...
Notsutabe Q@B @O ® @ ® ®/&K Suitable

1.2 The technical equipment used during the workshop was...

Not suitable DO DOOG®GO®O Suitable

2. CONTENTS
2.1 The workshop’s content were...
Not Interesting ONONONONONGNG) @Mlnteresting

2.2 The structure of the workshop programme was..

Not Suitable ONONONONGNG) @ ® @Msmtabie

2.3 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your expectations?,

Inconsistent D@ @®06 6 @ @ -Consistent

2.4 Were the workshop’s content consistent with your needs?

Inconsistent D20 @06 6 O @ Consistent

2.5 Were the workshop’s contents well developed?

Notwelldeveloped @ @ @ @ @ ® @ ® @ W Well developed

3. MEETHODOLOGIES

3.1 The tools and materials used during the workshop were...

Not appropriate D200 6GOOG®O ] Appropriate

3.2 The methodologies used were...

Not appropriate ONONONONONONG) @é’ Appropriate

3.3 The activities organized were...

Not useful D2 OO®OO®O /M Useful
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4. SKILLS OF THE EXPERTS IN CHARGE OF THE WORKSHOP

4.1 Capability of moderating the workshop
Poor ONGNONONONONONONC) Excellent

4.2 The interaction between experts and participants was..

Non existent DOO®®6 6 0 . @ Stimulating

4.3 Your level of involvement and active participation was:

Very low ONONONONOEONGNONO), j\J’eryhigh

5. ATMOSPHERE IN THE WORKSHOP ROOM

5.1 Communication inside the groups has been... ‘
Poor DQ2@@®06 @6 @ﬂ{( Excellent

5.2 Interaction between the workshop participants was..

Poor D@20 @®@0606 O® @ Excellent

5.3 How useful do you feel that the contacts you made with the other workshop participants will be for future
collaborations?

Not very useful ONONONONONCEONE) @W Useful
6. GENERAL EVALUATION
6.1 The workshop programme was.. ;

Not Interesting (D @006 @606 Interesting
6.2 The workshop programme was...

Not involving ONONONONORONIEONC) Invalving

6. COMMENTS:




