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Abstract. Grant-funded programs are time-limited commitments made under public scrutiny, and their results
depend as much on disciplined management as on program design. This article organizes grant management
into five phases (plan, launch, implement, evaluate, and closeout) and links each to federal requirements under
2 C.F.R. Part 200, to logic-model and evaluation practice, and to empirical lessons from workforce program
research. It offers practical tools, examples, and recommendations for program leaders, subrecipients, and
funders.

Introduction

A grant is a time-limited promise: to serve a defined number of people, to achieve stated outcomes, and
to account for every dollar. Programs that fall short rarely fail because of a poor idea. More often, they
fail because of execution: enrollment that starts late, spending that drifts from the approved budget,
partners who are not monitored, evaluation that is designed after the fact, or closeout that begins when
the money runs out. For federal awards and the subawards made under them, the governing rules are
found in the Uniform Guidance, 2 C.F.R. Part 200 (Office of Management and Budget [OMB], 2024),
which the Office of Management and Budget revised in 2024. Commentators on the revision note that

language on subrecipient monitoring was strengthened to signal that more robust oversight is expected
(Forvis Mazars, 2024).

This article presents a five-phase lifecycle, shown in Figure 1, in which each phase ends with a
documented decision point. The approach reflects project management practice (Project Management
Institute, 2021), evaluation theory (Patton, 2008), and the regulatory requirements that apply to federal
funds. Readers should always confirm the terms of their own award, since agencies may add conditions
and the regulations continue to evolve.
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Figure 1. The Grani-Funded Program Lifecycle and Its Core Deliverables
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Phase 1: Plan

Planning begins before the award, in the application, and continues in the first weeks afterward. Three
products matter most. The first is a logic model that links inputs and activities to outputs, outcomes, and
long-term impact (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004). Figure 2 illustrates a logic model for a workforce
program. Its value is discipline: each target must be traceable to a resource and an activity, and each
outcome must be measurable.

The second product is a realistic budget and timeline. Costs charged to a federal award must be
allowable, allocable, and reasonable under the cost principles in Subpart E of 2 C.F.R. Part 200 (OMB,
2024), so program staff and finance staff should review each budget line together before launch. Start-up
activities such as hiring, space, and partner agreements typically consume more time than applicants
expect, and enrollment targets should reflect that lag. The third product is an evaluation plan. Patton
(2008) argues that evaluations are most useful when planned with their intended users and uses in mind,
so funders, partners, and program staff should agree at the outset on the questions the evaluation will
answer. Funders increasingly expect such plans, in part because the Foundations for Evidence-Based
Policymaking Act (2019) requires federal agencies to build and use evidence.
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Figure 2. A Logic Model for a Grant-Funded Work{orce Program {Iusirative)
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Finally, create a risk register that lists what could prevent the program from meeting its targets (late
hiring, weak referral pipelines, partner capacity, data system gaps), assigns an owner to each risk, and
defines a response.

Phase 2: Launch

The first 90 days establish the management system. Hold a kickoff meeting, publish a responsibility
matrix that names who decides, who performs, and who must be consulted for each major task, and fill
key positions quickly. Under 2 C.F.R. § 200.308, changes in scope or key personnel generally require
prior approval from the awarding agency, so program directors should know in advance which changes
require written permission (OMB, 2024).

If the program passes funds to partners, the pass-through entity must evaluate each subrecipient's risk
and include required elements in a written subaward (2 C.F.R. § 200.332). A short subrecipient readiness
review covering financial systems, prior audit findings, program capacity, and reporting ability is far
easier to complete before work begins than after problems appear. Set up cost accounting codes,
timekeeping procedures that document personnel costs (2 C.F.R. § 200.430), a participant database with
consent forms and defined data fields, and a reporting calendar. Figure 3 summarizes key compliance
milestones across the award life.
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Figure 3. A Federal Grant Compliance Calendar (2 CFR Part 200)
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Phase 3: Implement

Implementation is a routine of measurement and response. A monthly dashboard should compare
enrollment, completion, and outcome data with targets, and compare spending with the approved

budget. A simple red, yellow, and green rating for each indicator, paired with a named owner and a
corrective action for anything not green, turns the dashboard into a management tool.

Consider a hypothetical example. At month three, a training program has enrolled 40 percent fewer
participants than planned. A root-cause review finds that referral partners were not given a clear
eligibility screen and that orientation sessions were held only on weekday mornings. The program adds a
one-page referral guide, offers evening orientations, and tracks referrals weekly. Had the shortfall
reflected a flawed target rather than a process problem, the appropriate step would have been to discuss
a modification with the program officer promptly, since regulations require prior approval for certain
changes and agencies respond better to early communication than to year-end surprises.

Monitoring of subrecipients should follow a written plan that combines desk reviews of invoices and
reports, periodic site visits, and follow-up on findings, because the pass-through entity remains
responsible for oversight of the funds it distributes (2 C.F.R. § 200.332). Quarterly financial and
performance reporting follows award terms (2 C.F.R. §§ 200.328-200.329). Organizations that expend $1
million or more in federal awards in a fiscal year beginning on or after October 1, 2024 are subject to a
single audit under the revised threshold (2 C.F.R. § 200.501), so audit readiness should be a daily habit
and not a year-end project.

Phase 4: Evaluate

Evaluation serves two purposes. Formative evaluation asks whether the program is operating as intended
and uses findings to improve it while it is running. Summative evaluation asks whether outcomes were
achieved and whether the program made a difference (Patton, 2008). Participant surveys, partner
interviews, attendance and completion data, and employer feedback all inform formative work.
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Summative analysis should compare outcomes with benchmarks or comparison groups where feasible
and should disaggregate results by participant characteristics to reveal equity gaps.

Timing matters. In the WorkAdvance evaluation, implementing the model took more than a year for
some components at some providers, and later enrollees were more likely than earlier ones to experience
a fully developed program (Hendra et al., 2016). The lesson for program leaders is to separate evidence
about start-up problems from evidence about mature performance, and to explain this distinction to
funders. Most important, schedule time to act on findings: a mid-course review, a written list of
decisions, and revised procedures show funders and partners that evaluation changes practice.

Phase 5: Closeout

Closeout planning should begin about six months before the period of performance ends. Federal
regulations generally require recipients to liquidate financial obligations and submit all required reports
within 120 calendar days after the end of the period of performance (2 C.F.R. § 200.344), and records
must typically be retained for three years from submission of the final financial report (2 C.F.R. §
200.334). A closeout checklist should cover unobligated balances, equipment disposition, final financial
and performance reports, subaward closeout, and document archiving.

Closeout also determines whether results last. A sustainability plan should identify which services will
continue and with what funding, how participants will be transitioned, and how lessons will be shared
with partners and funders. A brief close-out report that describes what the program achieved, what it

learned, and what it would change gives the organization a foundation for its next proposal.

Recommendations
1. Build a logic model and an evaluation plan before launch, and tie every budget line to an activity
and an outcome.

2. Use the first 90 days to establish roles, subaward terms, cost codes, data systems, and a reporting

calendar.

3. Review a one-page dashboard monthly, with an owner and a corrective action for each indicator
that is off track.

4. Monitor subrecipients on a written, risk-based schedule, and document every review.

Raise problems with the awarding agency eatly, and seek written approval before changing scope

or key personnel.

6. Distinguish start-up findings from mature-program findings in evaluation, and schedule time to act
on them.

7. Begin closeout planning six months before the end date, and build a sustainability plan with

partners.

Conclusion

Managing a grant well is a craft that can be taught and measured. The lifecycle presented here does not
replace the program officet's guidance or the award terms, but it offers a shared structure that helps
leaders anticipate problems, document decisions, and demonstrate results. Programs that treat
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compliance, performance, and learning as parts of a single management system are more likely to deliver
outcomes for participants and to earn the trust of the funders who invest in them.
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