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Evaluation of the PEB Training Program
General Local Elections
25 May – 4 June, 2011

Report

PEB training program concept
In line with the training concept proposed by Central Electoral Commission, District Electoral Councils (DECs) were to organize two training seminars for the Precinct Electoral Bureaus (PEBs). 
The first seminar was organized by DEC-IIs in the capital of each district.  The main purpose of the seminar was to give PEB members a general overview about their responsibilities and point out what they have to do and to know before the Election Day.  These seminars were organized from 12-20 May 2011.  A proposed agenda for this seminar and a training guide were provided to DEC-IIs at the training in Chisinau.  DEC-IIs invited to the training:
· as participants: chairs and secretaries of the PEBs
· as speakers: representatives of the local public authorities, police, secret services, fire chief, mold-telecom and others

CEC members went to these trainings to answer difficult questions and present CEC positions on different issues.  An induction seminar into the PEB training concept and practice was organized for CEC members in order to help them prepare for this activity.
CEC members brought to the first seminars PEB Manuals, PEB training video discs, Training Guides for DEC-Is, and other materials. 
The second seminar was to be organized by DEC-Is in collaboration with DEC-IIs three to four days before Election Day.  The main purpose of the second seminar was to provide both an overview of the PEB responsibilities on E-day and provide some practice and discussion on key skills needed during Election Day.  The second seminar was to be organized for small groups (25-35 people) to allow for a more interactive training and to allow DECs to pay more attention to details.  In support of the second seminar, the CEC instructed DEC-IIs how to train DEC-Is to do the training for PEBs and provided to DEC-Is training materials and a training guide. 
Monitoring and evaluation concept
To insure and evaluate the quality of the second seminar, the CEC with IFES assistance designed a monitoring program.  IFES hired five monitors with facilitation experience for 10 working days to assist DEC-Is to prepare the seminar (if needed) and monitor implementation of the second seminar.  Taking into consideration the large number of DEC-Is (900), monitors were not expected to visit all the seminars.  The main contact point for the monitors were DEC-IIs which were to help them identify those DEC-Is that were experiencing problems in organizing their PEB seminars and assist them with organization of the second seminar.  Monitors had to contact and interview DEC-II chairs in their assigned region, identify where and when PEB second seminars were organized, identify DEC-I/DEC-II needs for organization of this activity, visit at least one second seminar, complete an evaluation form and write a report.  Through these monitors, the CEC was able to:
· Monitor implementation of the PEB training program
· Insure all DEC-IIs were reminded about the necessity and importance of the second seminar
· Offer limited assistance in organization of the second seminar

Before starting to work, monitors had a half a day training facilitated by Doina Bordeianu, CEC Head of the Training Department and Pavel Cabacenco, Deputy Country Director, IFES Moldova. 

General Trend
According to the monitor’s reports, all DECs did organize trainings for PEBs.  Unfortunately, although DEC-IIs were instructed and knew the training concept, none of them entirely followed the CEC recommendations.  In almost all raions, responsibility for organization of the second seminar was taken by DEC-IIs and not DEC-Is. 
Readiness for the training
All DEC-IIs were contacted by the monitors via telephone calls prior to the second seminar.  All DEC-IIs said they had distributed the PEB training guides to all or almost all DEC-Is. All DEC-IIs said they understood the training program well and posed no additional questions to the monitors about the training program. 
DEC-IIs also received and distributed PEB manuals and training video discs.  (The one exception was the Cantemir DEC which did not distribute the video at all.)  All DEC-IIs indicated they had equipment to show the video except for the Straseni DEC-II which said they needed equipment.  Nonetheless, during the site visits, monitors only saw the training video being shown in few raions. Training equipment wasn’t present in all of the trainings.
During the initial phone calls, all DEC-IIs indicated they had a training room appropriate for small group training, but in most of the cases, big auditoriums were used and proved to be very poor for interactive training.
The training program
Although the CEC proposed and trained all DEC-II Chairpersons in the PEB training format, the training program delivered varied from DEC to DEC. In Taraclia, for example, DEC-Is did not do the PEB training.  It was conducted as an individual consultation (from PEB to PEB) by the DEC-II chair and secretary.  Most of the DEC-IIs considered that they had more experience and better knew electoral management practice so they didn’t let the DEC-Is to do the training. 
Instead of one training for DEC-Is and two trainings for PEBs as proposed, most DEC-IIs organized two to four training seminars for a mix of both for DEC-Is and PEBs. At the same time, there were few DEC-IIs which did not feel the need for the second PEB seminar at all (Rezina, Dondiuseni, Dubasari).  Only after discussion with the monitors, DEC-II chairs reconsidered their position. 
Despite combining DEC-Is and PEBs, most DEC-IIs followed the CEC recommendation to organize the “second” seminar 3-4 days before E-Day. There were a few DECs which organized the seminar on the 4th of June, the day before the E-Day.   Uniformly, this turned out to be a bad practice. There was not enough time for the training on this day as both DEC-Is and PEBs had too many other responsibilities to take care of on that day.  The training in Anenii Noi organized on the 4th was conducted in hurried and chaotic manner. 
Although the CEC recommended training in small groups, most DECs continued to organize seminars in big groups ranging from 35 in Criuleni to 110 in Hincesti.  Soldanesti once again was the exception conducting the training for DEC-Is in small groups and having DEC-Is in that raion conducting PEB training in small groups.
According to the reports of the monitors, only Causeni and Solanesti DECs followed most of the CEC recommendations and organized the second seminar in timely manner, in small groups and in training rooms that allowed interactive communication. 
Content of the training
Based on the 21 second seminars visited by IFES/CEC monitors, only 3 were organized by DEC-Is. Although DEC-IIs didn’t follow CEC recommendation on many other issues, they did use the DEC-I training guide and kept a large part of the recommended structure and content of the training.  
Training video
Watching the training video was a key part of the training, mostly for first time PEB Chairpersons. Although there was no new video for local elections, it could be used to review PEB responsibilities on the E-Day and facilitate discussion on the differences between procedures in local and parliamentary elections. 
In more than 50% of DECs, the training video wasn’t showed at the second seminar. The following reasons for not showing the video were:
· DECs couldn’t open the disc
· DECs thought it was old video that they watched before and they don’t need to watch it one more time
· Some of the DECs showed the video at the first training
· DECs considered that PEBs should watch it themselves
· DEC-Is did not receive the training video

When watched in the few DECs, the video was discussed as recommended by the CEC. In one case it was not discussed at all (Nisporeni), but in Soldanesti, the DEC-II Chair stopped the video at the appropriate moments and discussed the video as envisioned.  Interestingly, both Soldanesti and Glodeni DECs used for the training video produced for 2009 early parliamentary elections considering it more detailed and better for training. 
Monitors, where observing the actual playing and discussion of the video, rated this part of the training as satisfactory (7 out of 10). 

Case studies
Three case studies were developed for use in the counting exercise. According to the CEC recommendation, DECs had to divide participants in small groups and discuss the cases, identify the problem and find the solution in the case. In reality DECs:
· Didn’t divide participants into small groups  
· Just read the cases and gave answers from the guide without analysis and discussion
· Read the vote counting chapter in the PEB manual and answered questions

Only in Calarasi, was it observed that the DEC organized the case studies close to the model proposed.  There, small groups analyzed the cases and gave answers in front of the bigger group.  The monitor observing the Causeni DEC reported a well organized and interactive session with a discussion in small groups.
Overall evaluators rated this part of the training as satisfactory (7 out of 10).
Mini-lectures
DECs were supposed to provide a mini lecture to explain how PEBs should write their final reports and pack electoral documents and materials after Election Day.  The mini lecture was to be conducted in an interactive way with questions posed to and answers from PEB members.
According to the monitors, most of the trainings were not very interactive.  In 25% of the observed trainings, DECs read chapters from manual.  In others, DECs just told PEBs to read the manual indicating the chapter and page number.  Monitors reported that many questions were left without an answer.
Still, in almost 20% of DECs, the mini-lecture was well structured and clear. In Basarabeasca, the DEC prepared additional training materials and actually showed PEBs how they should pack electoral materials.
Monitors rated this part of the training as satisfactory (7 out of 10).
General impressions
Monitors reported a number of problems in the training programs they observed:
· Low interactivity
· Focused mostly on experienced participants
· Programs organized too close to E-Day
· Trainings organized in big groups and in training auditoriums not suitable for the program
· Materials not distributed to some of the PEBs
· Not enough in Russian language materials in some raion
· Forms and models not included in the manual

Those DECs that seemed to organize the training well included Causeni, Criuleni, Soldanesti and Telenesti.  Those that were particularly poor performing included the Nisporeni and Rezina DECs.
Overall, the monitors rated the PEB second seminar as satisfactory (7 points out of 10). 
Recommendations
Based on their observations and feed-back from DECs, the monitors propose the following recommendations:
· The PEB training should be done by the CEC and not DECs. CEC should have specially trained staff to conduct the training in a timely manner and according to the all standards.
· Divide the training program into two different sessions, one for experience and another for inexperienced PEB members.
· Design a more interactive training with more practical situations, practical exercises, simulations, samples and examples.
· Manuals should be bi-lingual and contain practical exercises, forms and models with explanations how to fill in the forms. 
· Training should be conducted in rooms well suited for interactive training sessions.
· The knowledge of the trainees should be tested
· The Electoral Code should be modified to insure a better composition and human quality of the PEBs. DEC representatives often complain that PEB staff nominated by political parties is prepared very poor for the work they have to do. More over it political parties often change their representatives in PEBs (sometimes even one or two days before the E-Day). It negatively affects the results of the training process. 
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