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Stakeholder engagement in evaluation

Stakeholders engagement has been related to many
aspects of a programs life cycle and outcomes
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So what is evaluation readiness?

Readiness relates to 2 characteristics:

Capacity of stakeholders resource, organizational
development and understanding of evaluation

2

A willing attitude , level of cooperation and desire
to be engaged in evaluation. Often relates strongly
to interest and previous experience




The journey



Measuring evaluation readiness &
program outcomes

Multi-site long term educational evaluation of innovative programs
designed to increase achievement and student behaviour in 54 NZ

Schools.

Capacity
Program Progress «Quality/Depth of
*Degree of evaluation material

Implementation — Experience
*Meeting KPIs «Completion

eInitiative management e
o Willingness
*Attitude to evaluation
Data «Compliance
: : collection «Delivery of information
Rubric scoring «Document
Created a scoring rubric Survey
gave each program a eInterviews
score out 10 for each Proposals
variable *Site visits

*Reports



Measuring capacity and willingness

WILLINGNESS

Attitude scale
Interview
Compliance
Depth of response
Delivery of reports

Understanding of
purpose

CAPACITY

Knowledge
Experience

Time

Funding

Quality of reporting



Capacity

«Scores well on
knowledge survey
Articulates knowledge
of evaluation

*Previous evaluation
experience
 Resources to
manage or conduct
evaluation

*Perception high
capacity

*Quality reports
In-depth analysis
«Systematic
organisation

*Quality evaluation
use & implementation
plans

*Medium scores of
knowledge survey
*Has some knowledge

*Some experience
e.g. managing
*Minimum resourcing
sLittle capacity
perceived

*Report on time
without depth

*Some knowledge of
analysis

e SOMe organising
planning evident
sImplementation plans
in place

eLOow scores on
knowledge survey
sLittle or no knowledge

sLittle or no experience
sLittle or no resourcing
sLow capacity
perceived

eMinimum or no
reporting

*No knowledge of
analysis

sLittle or no
organization evident
*No implementation or
evaluation use plans
in place



Willingness

*Engages in a learning
process

*Seeks out technical
assistance

*Attends evaluation
workshops &
conferences

*High scores on attitude
scale

*Uses evaluation
principles in program
development
Articulates the worth of
embedding and using
program evaluation

*|nterested in the
learning process
*Will attend technical
assistance session

*Has no resistance to
attending evaluation
workshops &
conferences
Medium scores

*Not resistant to use but
does not instigate in
program matters
sSuggests evaluation is
important but as an add
on

eDoesn't want to
understand evaluation
*No technical assistance
unless mandated

» Resists evaluation
activities

[ ow scores on attitude
scale

sEvaluation not used in
program development

» Suggests evaluation a
waste



Evaluation readiness and program
progress

Method
Measured program progress and evaluation readiness over 54 sites
at 4 points in time

i 2
Time R Correlation T1&T3
1 .96 |
.82
2 .86
3 .89

Readiness is Developmental
Some groups:
*Declined
«Constant: High and Low
sIncreasing

Correlation with initial proposal
and final program outcome
Not significant




Questions?




Replication in health settings

5yr evaluation of a district-wide plan in NZ, aimed at long-
term changes to prevent the onset of Type Il Diabetes

Methods

Used multiple forms of data collection:
Evaluation Readiness
Adaption
Program variables
Process variables

Recoded the data using a scoring rubric to create a
uniform measure

Analysed the relationships




Evaluation measures

The key findings were coded and combined into ada  tabase.
Analysed year by year and overall the 4yearsto  assess
change and significant relationships.

Program
Type, quality
Adherences to program plans
Adaptation and program change
Degree of implementation

Program Outcome

Contribution to a common goal
Focused initiative outcomes

Program Organizational Development
Organizational development
Sustainability
Collaboration
Evaluation capacity and willingness



Evaluation Variable

Definition and Evidence

Meeting KPIs

Degree to which the initiative or Action Area met their KPIs
to date.
Programme reporting, meetings minutes and interview data.

Adaptation

Changes to plans or KPIs to suit context. Based on recorded
change.
Programme reporting, meeting minutes and interview data.

Degree of Implementation

Degree to which the programme or goals have been
implemented.
Programme reporting, meeting minutes and interview data.

Organisational
Development

Degree to which the Action Area or initiatives have
organisational structures.
Programme reporting, meetings minutes and interview data.

Progress

Overall view of the progress made towards goals.
Programme reporting, meetings minutes and interview data.

Collaboration

Degree of partnership or relationship.
Programme reporting, meetings minutes and interview /surv
data.

Sustainability

Degree of programme sustainability.
Programme reporting survey and interview data.

Evaluation Readiness

The preparedness to begin evaluation.
Programme reportingsurvey./Interview
Return of self-completion questionnaires.




Overall relationships
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Significant Relationships

Year by Year

Evaluation Readiness relates to :
*Progress towards outcomes
*Adaptation year 1 & Outcomes year 2

Overall

Evaluation readiness relates to:
*Organisational development
Team Cohesion
sSustainability
*Program Progress



Is this practical?



In practice???

1. DETERMINE LEVEL OF ENGAGEMENT
REQUIRED

2. DEVELOP INDICATORS

3. WORK WITH STAKEHOLDERS TO
DETERMINE PRACTICE INDICATORS

4. DEVELOP EXEMPLARS

5. CONDUCT STANDARD SETTING
WORKSHOP WITH REFERENCE GROUP

6. SCORE AGAINST RUBRIC

/. PROVIDE FEEDBACK



So what does this mean?

Clear relationship between
evaluation and program
development

Critical to assess
Stakeholders engagement

Evaluation engagement is
developmental

Measurement of readiness
can add value

Measurement needs to be
embedded

Adds value



THANK YOU
&
QUESTIONS




