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Many of you were asked to participate 

in a needs assessment study and 

evaluation survey conducted on our 

behalf this year.   

 The needs assessment revealed a 

strong interest in EvaluATE 

providing access to examples of 

several real evaluation plans, 

instruments, and reports.  

 More than 80% of the respondents to 

our external evaluators’ survey 

indicated they were satisfied with the 

quality of EvaluATE’s resources and 

90% are satisfied with the utility.  

 More than half of you reported 

specific learning and application 

attributable to EvaluATE’s work.  

Thank you for the positive feedback! 

The full evaluation report is available at 

evalu-ate.org/about_us/evaluation/ 

 

We received 39 applications for 

evaluator support funding to attend the 

annual PI conference! We were able to 

fund 28 of those applicants. We regret 

we are not able to fund everyone. We 

prioritized funding for evaluators with 

limited experience attending the 

conference. We look forward to seeing 

new and familiar faces and furthering 

the dialogue about ATE evaluation. 
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Of course, specific uses of the evaluation 

report will vary by project. However, we’ve 

learned several ways to use the report that 

support the real reason evaluation is 

conducted in the first place—to learn about 

the grant’s progress and make changes 

toward improvement. 

The full evaluation report should almost 

always be shared with the entire grant team 

to be read in full. Then, some type of 

reflection meeting should take place, to 

allow the grant team to think through the 

implications of the findings. We recently 

had a two-hour meeting with our evaluators 

during which they shared what they thought 

were the top findings and then facilitated a 

discussion  about practical changes to make 

as a result of their findings. 

The full evaluation report should almost 

always be submitted to a grant’s advisory 

board for review and input. In our 

November 2010 webinar, Elaine Craft said 

her evaluation report is “threaded through 

the entire meeting… [the NVC] want to 

hear about the evaluation as we talk about 

various aspects of the project. And in their 

report they frequently cite and refer to our 

evaluation one way or another in forming 

their opinions.” Elaine also mentioned one 

grant where the NVC met the evaluators in a 

closed-door session prior to meeting with 

grant staff. We invite our evaluators to 

every NVC meeting to share their efforts 

and results. An advisory group may also 

provide input on the quality and direction of 

an evaluation. 

Partner organizations, participants, host 

institutions, or other stakeholders may also 

need to review and give feedback on the full 

evaluation report or just the executive 
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summary, noting key issues for further 

consideration. Think about inviting them to a 

reflection discussion.  

A PI may also choose to post the full 

evaluation report online. While some may 

view the evaluation report as privileged 

information, we encourage transparency. 

Sharing of this nature can help the broader 

ATE community learn what works and what 

does not. Our external evaluation report is 

posted on our website, under About Us. 

MATEC also posts their evaluation report in 

the About Networks section of their site, 

www.matecnetworks.org. Under About Us 

on GeoTech’s website you’ll find their 

external evaluation report, as well: 

www.geotechcenter.org. Is yours online? Let 

us know! 

What about sending the full report to the 

program officer? A PI should always check 

his or her program officer’s preference. We 

have heard some program officers state that 

they would like to see summarized findings 

and actions taken as a result of those 

findings as a part of the PI’s annual report. 

We’ve heard them say that they don’t 

necessarily need to see the full report or the 

evaluation instruments, for example. Gerhard 

Salinger detailed his preferences for 

evaluation information in the Winter 2011 

issue of Conduit: evalu-ate.org/about_us/

conduit_newsletter/.  In our July 2011 

webinar, Elizabeth Teles (Teles Consulting, 

LLC and former co-lead of the ATE 

program) said she thinks program officers 

are looking for summaries, something 

around 4-5 pages perhaps, but no 100-page 

reports. 

Again, evaluation report dissemination is at 

the discretion of the PI. 

http://www.matecnetworks.org/about.php
http://www.geotechcenter.org/About-Us/Annual-Reports
http://evalu-ate.org/about_us/conduit_newsletter/
http://evalu-ate.org/about_us/conduit_newsletter/


In the last Conduit I described three 

streams of evaluation information: 

(1) strategy and design, (2) continu-

ous improvement, and (3) impact.  

In my dissertation research, I dis-

covered that grant staff created and 

maintained relationships with four 

types of stakeholders to get specific 

evaluative feedback for all three 

streams: Downstream consumers, 

outside observers, partners, and im-

mediate consumers. 

Downstream consumers are indi-

viduals who work in the industry a 

center serves within its geographical 

scope. A good sample would include 

representatives from companies in a 

range of sizes that currently or pro-

spectively employ ATE program 

graduates.   

Outside observers pay attention to 

the industry served by the center, 

without actually working in the in-

dustry. One of the four centers from 

my study worked with state-level 

job forecasters and futurists to get an 

outside perspective on the industry 

and future skill needs of technicians.   

Partners range from faculty at other 

community colleges and universities 

engaged in your area of technology 

education to local museums to na-

tional industry and professional or-

ganizations.  

All four centers met regularly with 

advisory groups comprised of repre-

sentatives from these stakeholder 

groups to discuss overall strategy 

and design quality programs that fit 

with industry and educational needs.  

These groups also provided impact 

information to the ATE centers.   

Immediate consumers are people 

who take workshops or classes pro-

vided by the center, use its curricu-

lum, or participate in its events. The-

se folks are a great source of infor-

mation to help design professional 

development, continuously improve 

programs, and demonstrate impact.  

Some key questions can help identi-

fy good candidates for stakeholder 

relationships: Who or what do we 

want our ATE grant to impact? Who 

can inform us about (i) what the 

industry needs now and 5, 10, 20 

years into the future; (ii) how we 

can improve our current programs; 

and (iii) what impact our work is 

having on industry or education. 
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both the NVC chair and the grant 

staff are also described. A com-

mittee report outline is included. 

Part IV of the handbook details 

steps to be taken after the meeting, 

for the chair, other committee 

members, and grant leadership. It 

even suggests methods for 

evaluating the meeting’s usefulness. 

Arlen Gullickson, EvaluATE’s co-

PI, recently wrote a companion 

document on how to make the most 

of an NVC. You can find this piece  

and the NVC Handbook by a 

keyword search on “NVC” in our 

digital library at evalu-ate.org/

resources/. 

We’re happy to send a hard copy of 

the handbook. Just email your 

mailing address to 

stephanie.evergreen@wmich.edu   

Consider sending the handbook to 

your NVC members, your evaluator, 

or other ATE PI colleagues. 

This handbook, by Wayne Welch 

and Robert Reineke, was developed 

to guide the engagement of a 

National Visiting Committee in the 

work of ATE centers. 

In Part I, the handbook outlines 

considerations for the organization 

of an NVC, such as member 

balance, size, and financial support. 

Part II discusses the practical steps 

of planning an NVC meeting, 

including establishing meeting 

objectives and choosing a location. 

Suggested activities are also 

included in this part. 

In Part III, operating principles for 

conducting the actual meeting are 

addressed. The responsibilities of 

http://evalu-ate.org/resources/making_the_most_of_your_nvc/
http://evalu-ate.org/resources/making_the_most_of_your_nvc/
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«FIRST NAME» «LAST NAME» 

«ORGANIZATION» 

«ADDRESS» 

«ADDRESS 2» 

«CITY» «STATE» «ZIP» 

Annual ATE PI Conference 

October 26-28 

We hope to see you at one of our events at 

this year’s conference: 

Wednesday  

Getting Started Workshop  

or   

ATE Evaluation Challenges and Solutions: 

A Peer-to-Peer Dialogue Workshop 

and 

Stop by our booth (209/210) at the Centers 

showcase! 

Friday  

Breakfast Roundtable 

We’ll also be participating in your sessions 

and visiting your showcases. We’re happy 

to talk about ATE evaluation anytime— 

 

 

e-valuation: Assessing Webinars, Social 

Media, and Website Usage 

November 16 | 1-2:30 PM ET 

ATE grantees are using the Web for 

outreach, instruction, professional 

development, dissemination, and more. As 

the Web becomes more central to the 

activities and deliverables of ATE grants, 

evaluation strategies need to keep pace. In 

this webinar featuring Karl Kapp, ATE 

evaluator and noted expert on e-learning, 

we’ll share recent research on webinar, 

social media, and website evaluation 

practices.  
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just look for 

these friendly 

faces: 


