



[bookmark: _3d25becsd3pw]Practitioner Partner Pilot Feedback Form (text version)

As outlined in the Piloting Guidance for Practitioner Partners, facilitators of pilot sessions need to submit their final feedback and reflections using our online Practitioner Partner Pilot Feedback Form after they have delivered each pilot. 
Because we are interested in your reflections from throughout the piloting process, we encourage you to begin capturing notes and reflections at the planning stage. To support this, and to make submitting the final form more straightforward, this document contains the same questions that appear on the online form. 
Once you have identified which interventions you plan to pilot, you should save one version of this document locally for each intervention that you are piloting. You can use these documents to capture your notes and reflections throughout the process, and as the basis for your final online feedback submission for each intervention.

[bookmark: _vwr6zahsghmu]Section 1: About the Pilot
[bookmark: _862pdi9z669s]1.1 Facilitator name

[bookmark: _jnj58dhcl7sy]1.2 Institution

[bookmark: _9wz47etr3oo0]1.3 Intervention Piloted
· Giving feedback on PGR writing
· Supporting PGRs with writing
· Supporting PGR development beyond the project
· Let’s talk about preparing candidates for doctoral examination
· Supporting Reflective Practice and Recognition of Research Supervision
· Establishing boundaries and building rapport with PGRs
· Supporting international doctoral candidates: Facilitating peer conversations
· Delivering engaging workshops on doctoral policies and processes
· Designing an impactful induction for doctoral supervisors
· Supervisor Peer Mentoring Circles Programme
· Supervising together: Clarifying the co-supervisor role
· Enhancing collaboration and aligning expectations in team supervision
· Giving consistent feedback in supervisor teams
· Supervisory roles and approaches: Who are you as a supervisor?
· Exploring supervisor approaches: Becoming a flexible supervisor
· Meta-communication in research supervision
· Supporting doctoral candidates: How to enhance self-efficacy
· Other
[bookmark: _6uo4jihfxpdk]1.4. If you selected 'Other' please specify which intervention(s) you used and how they were combined (if relevant)

[bookmark: _9iwoz0n8995q]1.5 Date(s) of Pilot

[bookmark: _l0vpxm4maosp]1.6 Total number of attendees/participants

[bookmark: _ne5nxm7d0krr]Section 2: Participants 
Please provide a high-level summary of the participant group.
[bookmark: _6sv1dievgsla]2.1 School, Faculty or Departments represented by the participants


[bookmark: _c8sruc1iby4a]2.2 Participant Career Stage


[bookmark: _k6ewv9g0yl1f]2.3 Please describe your criteria for the career classifications


[bookmark: _9wtfoch3hc5w]2.4 How were the participants recruited or selected for the session


[bookmark: _u9auy3m2q1b7]Section 3: Facilitator reflections
Your personal observations and feedback on preparing for and delivering the intervention.
[bookmark: _u7lm0o7gxa7t]3.1 How confident did you feel using the facilitator materials provided? Were there elements about which you were unsure?


[bookmark: _nlf6sg8bz2w0]3.2 Did you adapt or supplement any of the content or format? If yes, please describe how and why.


[bookmark: _rjuu60guu6le]3.3 How did participants respond to the content and activities? (For example, what were their levels of engagement, were there areas of confusion, what elements resonated or did not resonate with them?)


[bookmark: _4p749n7fi8bk]3.4  Do you feel the content of the intervention delivered on the stated topic, title and learning objectives? If no, please explain where you felt the content did not align.



[bookmark: _k86488q6rwfr]3.5  Were the suggested timings realistic for the session’s content and activities? If not, where would you make changes?



[bookmark: _fnyzy6yym11a]3.6  Were there any logistical or contextual factors (e.g. time of year, online vs in-person) that affected the delivery or reception of the session?

[bookmark: _xc62sawkmmlf]Section 4: Participant Feedback
If participant feedback was collected, please provide details below. Items 1-4 related to the averaged scores across all the participant feedback questions, and item 5 asks for aggregated and anonymous free text responses based on any feedback comments provided.
[bookmark: _prx01fex4qtl]Was feedback collected? (Yes/No)

[bookmark: _ut1881e718gi]4.1 Average participant score for question 1:  I was satisfied with the content of this activity

[bookmark: _zgfpu7i1gac5]4.2 Average participant score for question 2:  I was satisfied with the format of this activity

[bookmark: _mupkigq0t6gz]4.3  Average participant score for question 3: This activity was relevant to me

[bookmark: _9cp22s4x0513]4.4  Average participant score for question 4: I would recommend this activity to my colleagues

[bookmark: _4hm5vt2q339a]4.5 Please summarise the key points from the participant free text feedback (aggregated and anonymised)


[bookmark: _jhqf8v5ovjja]Section 5: Suggestions for improvement
Do you have any suggestions for improving the materials? For example:
· Length of the session: Could the timings allowed for different sections be adjusted? Is the session too short or too long for the range of content covered?
· Clarity of slides: Could the format of the slides be adjusted to improve clarity? Are they too dense with information, or too sparse?
· Relevance to different audiences: Would an alternative approach be more effective at addressing the content for this audience?
· Accessibility and inclusivity: Could the intervention be made more accessible or inclusive, whether in format or content?
[bookmark: _eu93vbn7sdt8]5.1 Suggestions





[bookmark: _gw7j6s2o620t]5.2 Any additional thoughts on how we might improve support for facilitators or participants using this intervention in the future?
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