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Introduction and overview
Why evaluate?

= Because you want to know if it works!
o lIsit efficient?
o lIsit effective?
o Does it have impact?
= Findings not always a ‘surprise;’ there is value in confirmation;
= To identify opportunities for improvement;
= Bringing in an external perspective can help legitimize and prioritize concerns and ideas
and can highlight key questions.

What is an ‘implementation evaluation?’

= Explores how a program, initiative or project has been implemented.

= Considers factors like: systems, processes, access, and alighnment between intended and
actual implementation of a program.

= |dentifies barriers to successful implementation of a program.

= [lluminate information or components of the surrounding context(s) (e.g., organization,
community, stakeholders, etc).

= Traces program-specific issues or concerns to more systemic, organizational challenges

= Recommends strategies to increase efficiency, redesign or clarify program objectives
and processes, engage key stakeholders or participants, and align program with
organizational mission and values.

Study Limitations:

Program redesign, logic model development, and a stakeholder needs assessment are all
important additions to this evaluation, but beyond the scope of the current project. Given the



exploratory nature of this evaluation project, the findings and recommendations presented are
based on the most salient themes that emerged from the qualitative data and are clustered
around the need and potential for greater program clarity, effectiveness and efficiency.

A bit about the analysis:

Because many respondents fall into multiple informant categories (applicant, potential
applicant, grant reviewer, committee member), and those that don’t occupy multiple
categories are relatively few in number, the data was analyzed as a single data set. Statistical
analysis was limited for the project, due to small sample size and a data set that is primarily
qualitative.

Project-specific Evaluation Objectives:

1. Assess the effectiveness of the operating support grant program;

o Difficult to assess the effectiveness due to unarticulated outcomes & limited
time since inception.

2. Evaluate the application and review process;

o Key findings: Onerous, not enough lead time, too few applicants, disappointing
guality of applications.

3. Better understand perceptions related to the program and eligibility;

o Program purpose and outcomes are unclear.

o There is no evidence that eligibility requirements, and a perception among
potential grantees that they were not eligible, drove the number of applications
down. Limited applications are attributed to an onerous application process and
an application timeline that was too short.

4. Document suggestions for program redesign and messaging (see “Recommendations”
below).

Recommendations:

Changes to the operating support application for the second round

=  Omit unnecessary questions and aim for simplicity.

= Utilize a static “Organizational Profile” to capture organizational information and reduce
replication.

= (Clarify and articulate grant program outcomes.

= Focus on short-term impact.

Changes to the Operating Support grant program long-term

= Clarify the impact the board is trying to make with: a) the operating support grant
program and, b) the organizational development grant program. If relevant:



o Bring the operating support and organizational development grant programs
under a single, multi-layered capacity building initiative.
o ‘Scale’ grant programs by offering different ‘tracks’ for organizations, depending
on staff size, organizational development goals, and capacity for participation.
Develop a grant program that is intended to grow localized grantee “hubs.”
Consider launching a pilot program to test and refine the components of the
initiative.
= Develop a logic model that defines your theory of change for each of these programs,
including outcomes, activities and long-term impact.
= Conduct a formal needs assessment to identify gaps between board priorities and the
needs of the grantee community.

Changes to SMAC’s overall approach to grant-making for organizations

= Explore the role of selectivity in grant-making.

®  Revisit SMAC’s theory of change.

®  Devise a policy and articulate relevant procedures for implementing a change in
programming.

Key Challenges: Application Process

1. The application is redundant (attributed to SMAC application process in general)

2. Applicants and grant reviewers want SMAC to reduce or streamline its application
process in general.

3. Disproportionately complex and time-consuming, given the size of the grant award.

4. Application doesn’t ‘work’ for all-volunteer organizations. The demands of the
application were too onerous for unstaffed organizations relying on board members and
other volunteers to complete the grant application.

Key Challenges: Program

1. Outcomes for the grant program are not clearly identified

2. Outcomes are not used as an evaluation criteria for the grant

3. Too much money and too few applicants reduces the selectivity of the process and,
thus, dilutes the purpose of articulating outcomes.

The intended outcomes for this grant program were not uniformly understood by the SMAC
board, the review panel and the applicants. The purpose of the operating support grant
program appears to be two-fold:

= To stabilize organizations by providing funding for basic operations and,



= To foster organizational development, growth and evolution.

The need for and relevance of longer-range planning and investment in growth and change
for an organization is not a universally-held value.

= Longer-range planning and organizational development is not (and may never be) a
relevant goal for all arts organizations in SMAC’s region.

= Longer-range planning and organizational development seems to be better suited for a
certain kind of organization

Key Challenge: SMAC’s overall grant-making environment

= The grant-making environment for arts organizations in SMAC's region is not sufficiently
competitive to incentivize grant-seekers to “reach” as the designers of this grant
program had hoped.

= Exploring the role of selectivity in the capacity-building process, and tethering
organizational development and long-range planning to grant eligibility may be the key
to positioning SMAC grantees for growth.

Questions to consider:

1. What are examples of grantees or organizations that are not ‘geared for growth’ and
may not want to be? How should the board respond to this finding going forward?

2. What is SMAC trying to accomplish through the operating support grant?

3. To what extent should the board tether funding to clearly-identified outcomes for
grantees, specifically, and to SMAC’s over-arching outcomes, more broadly?

4. What is SMAC’s theory of change at the grantee, community and regional levels?

5. What is SMAC’s vision for its region in 5 years? 10 years? 15 years? How does this
connect to grant-making for organizations?



