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What Happens After ‘The End’? Measuring the Real Impact of Training
“What gets measured gets improved.” – Peter Drucker
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Setting the Scene: Why Evaluation Matters[image: A person standing in front of a bulletin board
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Training does not end when the classroom session finishes—it continues through the impact it has on learners’ performance, confidence, and decision‑making. 
In criminal justice, where precision and accountability are critical, evaluating the effectiveness of training is essential.
In this blog, I reflect on a session I delivered on digital evidence handling, and how I assessed its impact using learner feedback, post‑session assessments, and follow‑up conversations. 
I explore what the outcomes revealed about learner engagement and retention, and how I could improve my evaluation methods to better support continuous development. Using Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle (1988), I critically analyse my evaluation approach, drawing on frameworks such as Kirkpatrick’s Four Levels of Evaluation (1959) and Phillips’ ROI model (1997).

Inside the Session: What Happened
The session was delivered to frontline officers and focused on the correct handling, storage, and presentation of digital evidence. It included theory, case studies, and a practical exercise involving mock evidence logging.
After the session, I distributed feedback forms, conducted informal interviews, and reviewed learner performance in a follow‑up assessment two weeks later. Feedback was generally positive, with learners reporting increased confidence and clarity. However, the follow‑up assessment revealed gaps in understanding around metadata and chain of custody protocols.

[image: ]My Perspective: How I Felt as a Trainer
I felt encouraged by the initial feedback, particularly comments about the practical relevance of the session. However, I was surprised and disappointed by the gaps revealed in the follow‑up assessment.
This raised questions about whether the session had truly met its set aims and objectives, or, whether learners had simply enjoyed the format without fully grasping the content.
I also reflected on whether my evaluation methods were adequate in this instance? While satisfaction data is always useful, it did not acquire obtain deeper understandings. This reflects Schön’s (1983) notion of the reflective practitioner, where balancing confidence in delivery with having an openness to critique and improvement is key.

What Worked and What Didn’t
Strengths:
· Learners responded positively to the practical exercise and case study discussions.
· Immediate feedback showed high satisfaction 
· Informal interviews provided useful qualitative insights.
Areas for improvement:
· Feedback forms focused too much on enjoyment rather than learning outcomes.
· The follow‑up assessment was not closely aligned with session objectives, and laid more towards enjoyment
· No structured process to evaluate long‑term application of skills.
Similar to Kirkpatrick’s (1959) model, assessing reaction and learning but forgetting behaviour and results breeds issue.

Digging Deeper: Lessons from Theory and Practice
This experience highlighted the importance of multi‑level evaluation. Kirkpatrick’s Four Levels (reaction, learning, behaviour, results) provide a comprehensive framework, yet my evaluation focused only on the first two of these levels. Without assessing behaviour change or operational impact, the true effectiveness of training is unclear, and probably will remain unclear, unless future issues arise and the training the learners received is questioned.
Drucker’s principle supports that “what gets measured gets improved”. This is a reminder to myself that any future measurement must be meaningful. Learner satisfactionand enjoyment is of course valued. But, it does not guarantee learner retention. Black and Wiliam (1998) emphasise that formative assessment is central to learning, yet my tools did not adequately test understanding of more complex elements of the curriculum.
Phillips’ ROI model (1997) builds further upon Kirkpatrick by adding financial return on investment (FOI). While not always directly applicable in policing, the principle of linking training outcomes to organisational performance is relevant. For example, improved evidence handling reduces case collapses, which has both operational implications, financial implications and massive victim implications.
Pre‑ and post‑assessment in this area of learning could have provided me with a “stick-in-the-mud” of baseline data, from which I could then measure future progress. Supervisor feedback or operational audits may have exposed whether my training translated into improved evidence handling. This aligns with Knowles’ (1980) andragogy, which stresses relevance and application in adult learning.
Bruner’s (1966) theory that learners build knowledge actively is key here. My future evaluations should capture not only recall but the ability to apply concepts in real-life contexts too. By failing to measure application properly, I missed an opportunity to assess whether learners had actually understood digital evidence handling. In turn, I missed the opportunity to offer further training. This is further evidenced in Sweller’s (1988) cognitive load theory.

Looking Back: What I Could Have Done Differently
In hindsight, I could have:
· [image: A red stamp with text

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]Designed feedback forms aligned with learning outcomes rather than enjoyment. 
· Used a pre‑session quiz to establish baseline knowledge.
· Created a targeted follow‑up assessment focused on key competencies such as chain of custody.
· Collaborated with supervisors or the Evidence Handling Unit to track officer changes post‑training.
· Integrated peer feedback, allowing officers to critique each other’s evidence handling in simulated exercises.
These steps would have provided a more comprehensive picture of the session’s impact and helped identify areas for improvement in both content and delivery. They also align with Kirkpatrick’s model, ensuring evaluation moves beyond satisfaction to measure behaviour and results.



Looking Ahead: My Action Plan
For future sessions, I plan to:
· Align evaluation tools with specific learning objectives, ensuring assessments measure what was taught.
· Use quantitative and qualitative methods to assess impact, combining surveys, interviews, and performance data.
· Introduce pre‑ and post‑session assessments to measure progress and retention of learning outcomes.
· Partner with operational teams since as the Evidence Handling Unit to monitor front-line application, linking training outcomes to operational performance.
· Explore digital tools such as SurveyMonkey, Google Forms, or Kahoot! for real‑time feedback.
· Incorporate future-time evaluation. Possibly be re-contacting learners after several months to assess learning over time.
· Embed reflective practice by encouraging learners to self‑evaluate.
My goal is to move beyond satisfaction and towards meaningful, measurable learning outcomes that support professional growth and operational excellence.

Final Thoughts & Reader Engagement
Training is only successful if it leads to change. Measuring impact requires more than satisfaction surveys—it demands evidence of learning, behaviour, and results.
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How do you evaluate the impact of your sessions? 
What tools or strategies have helped you measure learning beyond the classroom? 
Share your thoughts below or connect with me to exchange ideas on evidence‑based evaluation in criminal justice training.
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