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	Editorial Feedback
	Description of Changes

	REVIEWER 1

	This manuscript offers a timely and insightful examination of data parties as a mechanism for advancing participatory processes in evaluation methodology. It contributes significantly to understanding relational approaches to engagement within the field. The cross-case research design, drawing on experiences from three educational evaluations in Canada, provides a rich empirical basis for its claims. The authors’ collaborative autoethnographic approach, where they serve as both contributors and investigators, adds a valuable layer of reflexivity to the study.
	N/A.

	Context: The paper effectively situates data parties within the broader landscape of contemporary evaluation, emphasizing the field’s evolution from traditional models to more “people-centred, context-aware, and learning orientated evaluations”. It highlights the “renewed focus on evaluation use” and the need for methodological innovations to respond to shifting program, policy, and societal contexts. The definition of a data party is clear and concise: “A data party is an interactive, time-limited event that brings together a range of interest-holders – such as program champions, designers, staff, participants, and community members – to collectively engage with and interpret data”. The authors’ adoption of “interest-holder” as a “deliberately inclusive alternative to stakeholder” also demonstrates a commitment to participatory values.
	N/A.

	Literature Review: The conceptual foundation for the study is robust, outlining a multitude of evaluation approaches such as participatory, empowerment, utilization-focused, developmental, culturally responsive, collaborative, and transformative evaluation. This comprehensive overview successfully establishes that these approaches “collectively recognize that evaluation is meaningful when centering and reflecting the insights of those most intimately connected to the programs”. The strong link between data parties and Collaborative Approaches to Evaluation (CAE) is particularly well-articulated, noting that “Hosting data parties reflects the ethos of Collaborative Approaches to Evaluation (CAE), which emphasizes shared knowledge development between evaluators and stakeholders through participatory, relationship-centered practices”.
	N/A.

	Methods: The methodology is described as “multifaceted”, aligning with pragmatic and critical postpositivist perspectives, and evolving from a descriptive case study to one that embraces “collaborative ecologies” and “active meaning-making through dialogue and artefact review”. This transparency about the methodological journey is commendable. The detailed “Overview of Data Sources Across Cases” in Table 1, including presentation slides, speaker notes, process notes, and both researcher and participant reflection notes, offers a strong foundation for the analysis. The authors’ acknowledgment that all data parties took place virtually due to the pandemic, utilizing various online engagement tools, provides crucial contextual detail. Case 3’s rigorous approach to establishing intercoder reliability (ICR) using blind coding and a random number generator for data selection stands out as a particular strength in ensuring the trustworthiness of qualitative findings.
	N/A.

	Findings: The paper effectively distills its cross-case reflections into three key themes: (1) prioritizing relationships, (2) putting CAE principles into practice, and (3) structuring data for collaborative engagement". The emphasis on relationships is particularly compelling, supported by examples from Case 1 (developing trust with students) and Case 3 (fostering community among new graduate students). The insight that “Building trust, showing care, and maintaining open communication are foundational to meaningful collaboration” is a critical takeaway. The discussion of CAE principles in practice highlights the adaptability required, exemplified by Case 2’s “real-time rearranging of agendas in response to emerging interest-holder interests and questions”, demonstrating that “Such ongoing communication and flexibility are essential in bringing a CAE to life”.
	N/A.

	Discussion: The discussion section synthesizes the findings, asserting that data parties are not “incidental add-ons” but require “strategic planning, clarity of purpose, and attention to context”. It successfully argues that the impact of data parties often “exceeded expectations,” becoming “much more: spaces for reflection, relationship-building, and shared learning”. The authors connect their findings to existing literature, demonstrating how data parties “help surface core issues… promote deeper thought and inquiry… support professional learning and skill development… and provide opportunities for reflective analysis”. A significant contribution is the argument that data parties shift evaluation from “extractive or hierarchical models” to one that cultivates “shared ownership of findings and promotes deeper engagement with the data”. The concluding “Insights and Advice for Data Parties as a Participatory Method” offers valuable practical guidance. The statement that “When thoughtfully designed, data parties facilitate joint analysis by enabling interest-holders to interpret data collectively, promote co-production by sharing power and integrating diverse perspectives, and enhance collaboration by building trust and shared ownership of evaluation outcomes” serves as an excellent summary of the paper’s core message.
	N/A.

	Methods (Figure Details): While the paper mentions Figure 1 (“Participatory Data Parties Across Three Case Contexts”) and Figure 2 (“Collaborative Qualitative Approach to Analysis”), the specific content or steps within these figures are not fully elaborated in the accompanying text. For a reader without visual access to these figures, a more explicit textual description of what they entail would enhance comprehension of the methodology, particularly the “six-step process” for analysis.
	Thank you for the feedback on our figures. In response, we added clarifying text in the manuscript that explains the content of Figure 1, including a brief description of each case context and the facilitation structure across the cases. Specifically, the following text was added before the figure:

Figure 1 illustrates how we conceptualized data parties as participatory approaches to collaboration across three distinct case contexts. Case 1, a youth-engaged mental health project, was facilitated by two authors, while Cases 2 and 3, which involved a community-engaged higher education initiative and a study of K–12 teacher assessment identity with technology, were facilitated by three authors. Together, these cases show how data parties supported collaborative sensemaking across varied evaluative and research settings.

We also revised Figure 2 by converting it into a table format to make the six-step analytic process easier to read and more accessible. We added explicit descriptions of all six steps directly in the Data Analysis section so that readers without visual access to the table can fully understand the analytic procedures.

	Findings (Theoretical Linkage): While the findings clearly demonstrate how data parties function effectively in practice, the direct contribution to advancing evaluation theory could be articulated more explicitly. The findings primarily highlight the operational and relational benefits within existing participatory frameworks. A few more sentences of deeper reflection on how data parties might challenge, refine, or extend current theoretical understandings of participation, sensemaking, or collaborative evaluation could strengthen this aspect.
	We appreciate the suggestion regarding the theoretical contribution of our findings and agree it's important to make it clearer. In response, we added explicit statements that articulate how data parties refine and extend participatory evaluation theory. 
	Comment by Katrina Carbone: MS / FDP, thoughts on what I added? Anything else you might add to make the contribution(s) more explicit? 	Comment by François-Daniel Portelance: This is solid! Some of the sections I added to address reviewer 2 comments reinforce these points. Maybe a final holistic read will reveal any gaps/connections we can make. 
In “Making Sense through Cross-Case Reflections,” the following text was added to the end of the first paragraph: 

Across the cases, these patterns suggest that data parties offer a theoretically meaningful model of collaborative evaluation that repositions sensemaking as an ongoing relational process rather than a final analytic stage.

The following text was also added to the “Looking ahead,” paragraph at the end of the Discussion section: 

These themes indicate that data parties do more than support collaborative practice; they offer a theoretical contribution by showing how evaluative sensemaking can be structured as a shared, relational, and iterative process that challenges hierarchical assumptions embedded in many analytic traditions.

	Discussion (Advice Elaboration): The “Recommendations to Strengthen Data-Party Value and Accessibility for Collaborative Learning” are referenced as Figure 3. Similar to the method figures, the specific points or advice contained within Figure 3 are not fully detailed in the discussion text. Providing a brief summary of these recommendations in the narrative would ensure that this practical advice is accessible even without viewing the figure.
	Thank you for this helpful suggestion. In response, we have revised the narrative accompanying Figure 3 to provide a clearer summary of the recommendations depicted in the figure. Specifically, the following text was added:

The figure highlights five practical, interconnected practices that strengthen data party implementation. The first, Plan with Purpose, involves structuring data in ways that support meaningful engagement and clear insights. The second, Leveraging Diverse Perspectives, emphasizes including a wide range of participants (including those often excluded from analysis) to enrich understanding and surface alternative explanations grounded in their diverse backgrounds and experiences. Third, Promote Engagement with Interactive Activities through hands-on or technology-supported strategies that encourage active participation and the practical application of insights. Fourth, Make Data Accessible, Relatable, and Interactive by using clear visualizations, plain-language explanations, and adaptable facilitation approaches. Finally, Reflect and Share Learning by inviting feedback on successes, areas for improvement, and future steps.

	Overall, this is a well-researched and highly relevant manuscript that offers valuable insights into the practice and potential of data parties in evaluation. The detailed case descriptions and robust methodological approach make it a significant contribution to the field.
	N/A.

	Reviewer 2

	This paper seeks to present “data parties” - events by which community members and partner gather to co-analyse the data - as an innovative model for evaluation. They use case studies or vignettes to explore the different ways data parties unfold, and the processes and strategies researchers use to collaborative analyze data together, for different projects, and to different ends.
	N/A.

	The topic of this manuscript shows promise - much scholarship on participatory analysis is situated within larger community-based research fields. There is limited scholarship exploring the intricacies of participatory analysis in evaluation contexts. Further, the authors provide some very practical tips and strategies for thinking through how to embed a participatory approach to analysis in their work. The tables and figures presented by authors also show promise. While some tables/figures may be further strengthen, as a collection, they have the potential to provide helpful training tools for others. For example, Figure 3 in particular is helpful for emerging researchers as they consider how to plan for data parties in their own work.
	Thank you for the positive feedback about our manuscript. We carefully revisited all figures and tables to ensure that each one clearly communicates its purpose and contributes meaningfully to the manuscript. For instance, we determined that the components of Figure 2 were better conveyed in a structured layout, so we revised it as a table. We also revised the accompanying text of each table and figure to explicitly state what readers should take away from each element (more detail is available in Review 1’s response to comments about tables and figures).

	However, despite this promise, the manuscript may benefit from a number of revisions prior to publication. First, the paper lacks clear organization and structure. While the case study approach is a useful - and exciting - method to draw on, the time points, vignetters, and overall conceptual flow was hard to follow. 
	Thank you for this helpful note. We have adjusted the manuscript to include a paragraph in the introduction that outlines the overall structure of the manuscript and the rationale for its intentional organization (p.5)

We have added clarifying sentences to increase clarity about timepoints, as well as a new subheading to separate timepoints as its own section for each vignette (p. 15; p. 17; p. 20; p.23).

We have added clarifying sentences to the framing paragraph about vignettes to increase cohesion and conceptual flow (p. 15).

We have added a clarifying paragraph for the conceptual framing section to enhance flow and meaningfully bridge the theoretical/conceptual gaps (p. 7).

	Second, the framing of the paper within the field of evaluation - while the site of this work - feels out of place for the opening literature review. There is an emerging and burgeoning field in participatory analysis - and yet none of this literature is mentioned. Authors may consider review of this literature to consider - what is the unique “add” of their particular article? At times, some of the claims for contribution felt surface level, and too-common place given the context of participatory research. Future revisions could push for greater analytic and theoretical depth.
	This comment was very helpful. We have added some references connected to the field and growing adoption of participatory analysis, as well as clarified this paper’s contributions and purpose to that context (p.6-7).




	While the journal focus is applied, there is still a place for thinking through the contributions this paper could make to a larger field. For example, as mentioned above, one novel contribution is evaluation as a field for this work. How does participatory data analysis vary in evaluation vs more formal research? Or, what is the relationship between data parties, and the larger literature on participatory analysis?
	This is an excellent point. To address this question meaningfully, we’ve included an additional paragraph that speaks to these questions directly (p.7). The paragraph discusses the connection between participatory analytical methods in evaluation and the increasing presence of transferability to formalized empirical research contexts. 

	Another novel contribution is the case study approach, to explore how data analysis plays out across all cases. While this last focus, may have been the articles intention, more could be done to really tease out lessons learned. All could be fruitful sites to explore for future paper revisions.
	This is a great point. We have addressed this by adding a brief paragraph outlining the explicit use of a case study approach with a shared throughline of participatory analysis and the applicability of insights to innovating empirical research approaches, especially when seeking to value engaged perspectives more intentionally (p.33)	Comment by François-Daniel Portelance: Might need an extra review to ensure this is the point we intended/want to make in response to this comment

	As mentioned above, authors may want to consider framing their paper within the context of participatory analysis literature, and streamlining some of the sections. 
	Thank you for this helpful note. We have adjusted the manuscript to include a paragraph in the introduction that outlines the overall structure of the manuscript and the rationale for its intentional organization (p.5)

	The figures/tables show promise but some are more developed than others. What might a reader glean or take away from each figure or table? What do they accomplish? Authors might want to to turn to these figures/tables as a conceptual starting point for re-organization.
	As noted above, we revised the text surrounding all tables and figures to ensure they are accessible and clearly articulate their purpose. We also converted Figure 2 into Table 2 to present the information in a clearer, more structured format that better supports its intended function.

	Further, the time points felt confusing and hard to follow.
	Thank you for highlighting this point. We have added clarifying sentences to increase clarity about timepoints, as well as a new subheading to vignettes to provide structure to timepoint sections (p. 15; p. 17; p. 20; p.23).


	Through case studies, the authors demonstrate clear involvement from stakeholders in the data parties. The case studies were a strength of this paper. However, the lack of paper structure, made grasping some of these details difficult. Future re-organization could help to make these points of involvement more clear.
	Thank you for this helpful note. We have adjusted the manuscript to include a paragraph in the introduction that outlines the overall structure of the manuscript and the rationale for its intentional organization (p.5)



	In the end, this paper topic - and the case study approach - shows promise. I wish the authors well on future revisions, and recommend resubmitting the paper to this journal (or alternatively another evaluation focused journal) once some of the conceptual and organizational challenges are addressed.

	N/A





