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Abstract: Mentoring offers one avenue by which individuals are able to communicate their needs in support of
professional development. While mentoring initiatives are not new, only recently has there been research of
mentoring specifically oriented to evaluators and the evaluation function. In Canada, a Core Mentoring Working
Group initiated efforts in 2010 to develop a national program specifically for evaluators. Grounded in research, we
developed a business case to pilot a mentoring program in multiple sites across the country. The Group would like
to take this opportunity to present data from our research efforts on the current demand, dimensions,
advantages, perceived disadvantages and risks, possible longer term options, models and related strategies for
implementing such a program. Join us to share ideas and talk about how you can benefit from evaluation specific
mentoring.

Core Mentoring Working Group Our efforts drew on evidence, best practices, and lessons

learnt that included:

e a targeted literature review

e areview of secondary data

* a national on-line survey of Canadian evaluators (n=432)

* informal consultations with representatives from
Canadian and American evaluation organizations as well
as knowledgeable practitioners in designing and
implementing professional mentoring programs

* feedback and further insights shared with CES national
executives and workshop participants at regional and
national CES conferences |

our Research

The literature review asked : mentoring relationship need to be regarded?
Specifically:
a) How are mentoring initiatives (programs and
networks) supported?
b) What are the necessary relationships /
collaborations / partnerships?
c) How are mentees / mentors best engaged in
the process?
5.What issues and or risks are important to be
aware of when developing, delivering, and
monitoring a mentoring program?
6.What theories / conceptual models support
mentoring as a career deyelopment tool or
strategy?

Evaluators who Thank you for interest in
volunteered their time to our efforts,

develop a National
Mentoring Program for
Evaluators (NMPE) in
Canada.

1.What are the advantages / disadvantages of
mentoring in evaluation for each of mentors,
mentees, and the respective organizations
involved?

2.What types of mentoring programs exist”?
What advantages / disadvantages are
associated with each? Which one(s) work the
best for whom, and why?

3.What potential models / options / strategies
exist for establishing a mentoring program?
How well are they working?

4.\What aspects and / or characteristics of a good
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What’s next?
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\ Orientation \ Location and distance \ Budgeting \ Other considerations




