Evaluation Learning Bundle: An Introduction

Adapted from the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention

Evaluation Learning Bundle - Overview and Structure
•

Increase your knowledge and skills Trainings from the MCH Navigator Organized by
CDC's Framework for Program Evaluation.

•

Assist you translate knowledge to practice Resources from the National Center for
Education in Maternal and Child Health
(NCEMCH)

Evaluation Learning Bundle URL:
https://www.mchnavigator.org/trainings/evaluation.php

How the Learning Bundle Works
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•
•
•

Serves as conceptual model
Contains six steps and four standards
Individual podcasts and resources for each step
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Role:
Helps increase chances that the evaluation will be useful; can

Step 1: Engage Stakeholders

improve the evaluation’s credibility, clarify roles and
responsibilities, enhance cultural competence, help protect human
subjects, and avoid real or perceived conflicts of interest.

Definition:
Fostering input, participation, and power-sharing among
those persons who have an investment in the conduct
of the evaluation and the findings; it is especially
important to engage primary users of the evaluation.

Activities:
• Consulting insiders (e.g., leaders, staff, clients, and program funding sources)
and outsiders (e.g., skeptics);
• Taking special effort to promote the inclusion of less powerful groups or
individuals;
• Coordinating stakeholder input throughout the process of evaluation design,
operation, and use;
• Avoiding excessive stakeholder identification.

Role:
Improves evaluation’s fairness and accuracy; permits

Step 2: Describe the Program

a balanced assessment of strengths and weaknesses and helps
stakeholders understand how program features fit together and relate
to a larger context.

Definition:
Scrutinizing the features of the program being evaluated,
including its purpose and place in a larger public health
context. Description includes information regarding the way
the program was intended to function and the way that it
actually was implemented.

Activities:
• Characterizing the need (or set of needs) addressed by the program;
• Listing specific expectations as goals, objectives, and criteria for success;
• Clarifying why program activities are believed to lead to expected changes;
• Drawing an explicit logic model;
• Assessing the program’s maturity or stage of development;
• Analyzing the context within which the program operates;
• Considering how the program is linked to other ongoing efforts.

Role:
Provides investment in quality; increases the chances that the
evaluation will succeed, politically viable, and cost-effective; when
stakeholders agree on a design focus, it is used throughout the

Step 3: Focus the Evaluation Design

evaluation process to keep the project on track.

Definition:
Planning in advance where the evaluation is headed and what
steps will be taken; process is iterative; evaluation questions and
methods might be adjusted to achieve an optimal match that
facilitates use by primary users.

Activities:
•
•
•
•

Meeting with stakeholders to clarify the purpose of the evaluation;
Learning which persons are in a position to actually use the findings;
Understanding how the evaluation results are to be used;
Writing explicit evaluation questions to be answered;

• Describing practical methods for sampling, data collection, data analysis, interpretation, and
judgment;
• Preparing a written protocol that summarizes the evaluation procedures, with clear roles and
responsibilities for all stakeholders.

Role:
Enhances the evaluation’s utility and accuracy; guides the scope

Step 4: Gather Credible Evidence

and selection of information and gives priority to the most
defensible information sources; promotes the collection of valid,
reliable, and systematic information that is the foundation of any
effective evaluation.

Definition:
Compiling information that stakeholders perceive as
trustworthy and relevant for answering their questions. Such
evidence can be experimental or observational, qualitative or

Activities:

quantitative, or it can include a mixture of methods.

• Choosing indicators that meaningfully address evaluation questions;
• Describing the attributes of information sources and rationale for selection;
• Establishing procedures and training staff to collect quality information;
• Monitoring the quality of information obtained;
• Estimating the amount of information required;
• Safeguarding the confidentiality of information and information sources.

Role:
Reinforces conclusions central to the evaluation’s utility and
accuracy; involves values clarification, qualitative and
quantitative data analysis and synthesis, systematic
interpretation, and appropriate comparison against relevant

Step 5: Justify Conclusions

standards for judgment.

Definition:
Making claims regarding the program that are warranted on
the basis of data that have been compared against pertinent
and defensible ideas of merit, value, or significance;
conclusions are justified when they are linked to the evidence
gathered and consistent with the agreed on values or
standards of stakeholders.

Activities:
•
•
•
•

Using methods of analysis and synthesis to summarize findings;
Interpreting the significance of results;
Making judgments according to clearly stated values that classify a result;
Considering alternative ways to compare results;

• Generating alternative explanations for findings;
• Recommending decisions that are consistent with the conclusions;
• Limiting conclusions to situations, time periods, persons, contexts, and purposes
for which the findings are applicable.

Role:

Step 6: Ensure Use and
Share Lessons Learned

Ensures that evaluation achieves its primary purpose — being
useful; however, several factors might influence the degree of use,
including evaluator credibility, report clarity, report timeliness and
dissemination, disclosure of findings, impartial reporting, and
changes in the program or organizational context.

Definition:
Ensuring thata) stakeholders are aware of the evaluation procedures
and findings;
b) the findings are considered in decisions or actions
that affect the program (i.e., findings use); and
c) those who participated in the evaluation process
have had a beneficial experience.

Activities:
• Designing the evaluation to achieve intended use by intended users;
• Preparing stakeholders for use by rehearsing throughout the project how different kinds of
conclusions would affect program operations;
• Providing continuous feedback to stakeholders;
• Scheduling follow-up meetings with intended users;
• Disseminating both the procedures used and the lessons learned from the evaluation to
stakeholders.
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Putting it All Together:
Examples of moving knowledge to practice

Evaluation Measure
• Project goals align with theoretical model
Innovation
• Every project activity tied to several evaluation
strategies

Goals:
1.

Theory
• Richmond/Kotelchuck Model of Systems Impact
& Policy Change
• Adapted Workforce Development Model
• Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior

2. Practice
• OHRC (Richmond/Kotelchuck)
• MCH Navigator (Adapted Model)
• NAPPSS Curriculum (Ajzen’s TPB)

MCH Navigator
Evaluation Measure
• Zone of Proximal Development
Innovation
• Impact Sheets

NAPPSS
Evaluation Measure
• TPB applied to project goals
Innovation
• Content in every module keyed to Azjen’s 3
considerations

Translating Knowledge to Practice
•

Evaluation toolkit from the National Center
for Education in Maternal and Child Health
(NCEMCH)
• Evaluation primer
• Collection of key resources
• Interactive Choose and Use tool

Contact Us!
Give us a call or visit the website to access
all of our MCH learning tools and resources.

www.mchnavigator.org
John Richards
jrichards@ncemch.org
Keisha Watson
kwatson@ncemch.org

This project is supported by the Health Resources and Services Administration (HRSA) of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) under grant number UE8MC25742 and MCH Navigator for
$180,000/year. This information or content and conclusions are those of the author and should not be construed as the official position or policy of, nor should any endorsements be inferred by HRSA, HHS or the U.S.
Government.

