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1. Name and country of the organisation 
(Please state the name and the country of the organisation that implemented this practical application of a QA/QI tool as 
part of Quality Action. We do not publish this information unless you agree. You can remain anonymous by adjusting the 
settings at the end of this form). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Authors of the case study and contact details 
(Please provide then name of the author(s) of this case study and any contact names, Email address or websites 
where readers can access more information about this practical application of a QA/QI tool). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. External support (facilitators/partners/technical assistance) 
(Please list the names of other organisations and/or people who were involved in this practical application of a QA/QI tool, 
e.g. project partners, technical assistance, external stakeholders etc..). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Project/Programme and key population/target group addressed 
(Please describe the project/programme to which you applied the tool and the key population/target group addressed). 



 

 
5. Goals/aims of applying the QA/QI tool 
(Please list the goals you wanted to achieve with the practical application of the tool). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. Tool and methodology used 
(Please indicate which of the five tools you used (Succeed, QIP, PQD, PIQA, Schiff) and briefly sketch out the steps and 
measures of how you applied it). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7. Results and benefits of applying the QA/QI tool 
(Please describe what resulted from applying the tool and if and how your project/programme benefitted). 



 

 
8. Recommendations 
(Please describe the lessons learnt from positive and negative experiences during the process of using the tool itself and 
about the quality of projects/programmes like yours). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please indicate how you want this case study to be published: 

 
☐ I want this case study to be published mentioning the names of countries, 

organisations, people and contact details/websites in the text above. 
☐ I want this case study to be published anonymously, meaning that names of 

countries, organisations, people and contact details/websites in the text above will be 
removed by the editors before publishing. 

☐ I want this case study to be published without mentioning people’s names, meaning 
that names of people in the text above will be removed by the editors before 
publishing, but names of organisations and countries as well as website addresses 
will remain. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please return the filled in document to your country contact 
(who will then forward it to their WP 6 contact). 

 
Thank you! 


	Text1: Odyseus, Slovakia
	Text2: Iveta Chovancovachovancova@ozodyseus.sk+421903 786 706www.odyseus.org
	Text3: N/A
	Text4: We applied the tool on our project called "PEER-IN", which was a pilot project for systematic peer education amongpeople who inject drugs within our needle and syringe programme in Bratislava, Slovakia. Our goal was to contribute to the prevention of HIV and other infections  by involving people who inject drugs in the NSP and increasing the quality andaccessibility of the services. Trained peer educators were distributing clean needles, other paraphernalia and writtenreferrals, but also providing information and counselling about safer drug use in their communities. Peer educators werealso collecting used needles and syringes in their neighbourhood. A team of peer educators was created from hard-to-reach groups of people injecting drugs, incl. young people, women and people living in the outskirts of Bratislava.Altogether, 5 peer educators (or community volunteers as they called themselves) were involved and distributed almost9 000 clean needles and over 200 info-educational brochures and magazines. We had 32 short training sessions together, which were considered beneficial not only for community volunteers but even more for outreach workers who learned a lot from the experience of drug users. We consider systematic and continuous work with community volunteers a beginning for the development of more meaningful involvement of people who inject drugs into the work of  the organisation and its services.
	Text5: Our aim was to evaluate the pilot project in order to improve it for the future, when we plan to develop its activities as astable part of the NSP and develop more activities for meaningful involvement of people who inject drugs in theorganisation. As this was a beginning of systematic peer education and involvement of PWID, we wanted to make sure we identify what works and what aspects need improvement. It was also important for us to create a space for all teammembers to express their opinions and give input.
	Text6: We used PIQA.1. All who were supposed to evaluate using PIQA were informed about the purpose of the meeting and briefly about themethodology we were going to use.2. The meeting started with basic information about the project, its backround and  a summary of its development tto date. Brief information on the Quality Action project was provided together with all the materials related to our project.3. All participants shared their expectations of the day and  of using PIQA. Some points where clarified and explainedmore in detail. We shared our thoughts on why it is important to evaluate the project.4. We discussed each part of PIQA in pairs, then in the group together. While working in pairs, it was necessary toprovide space for questions and clarify some issues together and/or with  the user guide available for each of the pairs.5. After going through the material, we summarised together the most important findings and decided what the next stepswill be to address them.6. At the end of the day, we had  a free-flowing discussion about the project and the most pressing issues that had not been covered, or that people felt like discussing in more  detail.
	Text7: The whole process enabled a team discussion about different aspects of the project and plans for its futureimplementation. However, a few people felt like the PIQA tool was "too distant from the life" of the project and would have preferred free-flowing discussion about various issues related to it. The majority of team members pointed out that thanks to PIQA they had a chance to think about the project in more depth and complexity.We identified a few points for improvement, which were mainly caused by general lack of appropriate data about drug useand related aspects in different communities in our local settings. This inspired some new ideas not only for project development but for the NSP itself as well.Newer members of the team saw an advantage in discussions with more experienced colleagues and considered theexperience fruitful for their own professional development, too.The complexity of PIQA was considered to be its major advantage and disadvantage at the same time, because peoplefrom  the community would most probably not be able to use it all by themselves.The challenges and steps for strategic development of project activities and the programme were identified.
	Text8: We thought it was very useful to start the meeting with expectations of each of the participants because it helped toagree on the aim of the day and prevent possible frustration. However, it seemed that more information and maybe somequestions or simple tasks before the meeting itself could give people more time to prepare for the work - especially forpeople who do not work with project management or have less experience with project evaluation.We recommend diversity in the team and working in pairs. It was also great to have enough time for discussion in thegroup - we felt that this was not only good for  project activities and future plans but for the team itself. After themeeting, people felt even more engaged in the project and got to know more information about its backround.The group discussion also helped with terms and questions that were not clear for everybody, or that people in the pairsunderstood in different ways. However, sometimes the discussion was too long and we lost the focus fromPIQA to very practical issues related to the project. This prolonged the whole process. It would be useful to have anexternal facilitator especially for these moments.Frequent short breaks in the process help!
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