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I am discussing evaluations where there is a third party funder. This is often the Federal 
Government such as NIH, NSF or DOE; Program stakeholders at the individual project 
level and the evaluator. By a show of hands, how many of you in the audience have or 
had conducted evaluations where the program and the evaluator are funded through 
federal funds? In these circumstances, the evaluator is paid through some arm of the 
program’s organizations, such as their Foundation or the Office of Research and 
Sponsored Programs. The evaluator is not paid directly by the federal funder. Can set up 
the expectation that the evaluator is “working for” the program. That is not the whole 
picture. 
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The communication stream is quite different from the funding stream. There is an 
expectation of communication, and this should be, between the evaluator and the 
program stakeholders. But there is also a formal communication stream from evaluator 
to federal funder through annual and final evaluation reports. And there are times 
when the federal funder communicates directly with the evaluator. Try and avoid the 
sense of only top-down communication. 
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And that the evaluation should be helpful to the program  and there will be no 
surprises 
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The word "project" may be seen as de-valuing to your stakeholders at the individual 
program level, even pejorative (e.g., implied hierarchy, top-down from program to 
project; some funders are genuinely interested in bottom-up or "grassroots" lessons).   
Using the word "program" (at the individual entity level) may suggest stability or 
structure over time. The word "project" implies a beginning and an end date that is not 
necessarily implied by the word program.  
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Program Theory Models or Theory of Change Models (expanded logic models) are 
proposed to aid program development and guide evaluation for many reasons. One 
advantage is that these models can help build trust. 
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Use the program model – an expanded logic model – to build trust through reducing 
ambiguity related to the program and the evaluation. It creates a common 
understanding between program stakeholders and evaluators. Also, insulates the 
evaluation if there is significant turnover among program stakeholders.  
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Helps to map out what the evaluation will look like – what’s covered in the evaluation 
and what may be intentionally omitted. For those that have engaged in strategic 
planning, program model development may resonate with them early on.  And in 
general treat stakeholders as the professionals that they are and integrate their 
expertise or content knowledge to the degree that you can. Patti, from the Study Group 
will talk about their approach to evaluation – where the client and evaluator form a 
“study group” to determine the best way to approach the issues at hand and what 
strategies to take to design and implementation a responsive evaluation.  
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A little bit of empathy can go a long way in effective relationships with  program 
stakeholders.  
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Tom Peters, Author In Search of Excellence and other books on Leadership and Business 
Management and Practices 
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Federal Agency funds Grants/Cooperative Agreements 
Federal Agency sets Program Performance Measures 
Federal Agency requires external evaluation 
EEC provides services to multiple clients within a Program area 
 

20 



3 EC projects from one agency – focus area is the same (EC) but they  address different 
aspects: data,  personnel development; general TA. Program PMs are the same, but 
project PMs differ. Project Officers are different for each project. 
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States receive grants from Agency for professional development. Focus of PD within 
each state differs. Program PMs are the same. Project PMs are different. 
Some states we are working with as ext. evaluator and others we were contracted to 
write their proposals, but not necessarily conduct the evaluation. 

22 



All about leveraging!! 
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These are the elements mentioned by the panel to this point. Now we adding a few 
new ones and expanding/interpreting/understanding the ones we’ve already identified. 
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