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Further readings will be supplied during the term 
 

 
 

 Evaluate programs by determining appropriate evaluation methodologies. 
 Examine philosophy, goals and effects on outcome research. 
 Implement a data collection system. 
 Identify management and organizational implications. 
 Outline a cost analysis and cost benefit plan. 

 

 
 

 Conceptual base and linkage between interdisciplinary and inter-agency needs assessment.  
 Service design. 
 Program development. 
 Service delivery systems. 
 Program models. 
 Data collection. 
 Cost analysis and cost benefit. 
 Risk management models. 
 Social action research. 
 Evaluation methodologies 

 

The Department of Community Health Sciences expects intellectual honesty from its students. Course participants 

should be aware of University policies relating to Principles of Conduct, Plagiarism and Academic Integrity. These 

are found in the printed Faculty of Graduate Studies Calendar, or online under Faculty Regulations in the Faculty of 

Graduate Studies Calendar, or at www.ucalgary.ca/pubs/calendar/current/how/How_LB.htm. 

 

This course adheres to the grading system outlined in the University of Calgary, Faculty of Graduate Studies 

Calendar. Percentage/letter-grade conversions are standard for courses in the Department of Community Health 

Sciences. 

Grade Course 

% 

Grade Point 

Value* 

Graduate Description* 

A+ 97-100 4.0 Outstanding 

A 90-96.5 4.0 Excellent  

A- 85-89.5 3.7 
Very good performance 

B+ 77-84.5 3.3 
Good performance 

B 72-76.5 3.0 
Satisfactory performance 

B- 68-71.5 2.7 
Minimum pass for students in the Faculty of Grad Studies 

C+ 63-67.5 2.3 
All grades below B- are indicative of failure at the graduate 

level and cannot be counted toward Faculty of Graduate Studies 

course requirements. C 60-62.5 2.0 
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 Assignments are due on the specified date by 9 AM.  Students who hand in assignments late will be penalized 

5% per day for handing in late.  Assignments that are handed in 14 calendar days or more after the due date will 

be refused and the students assigned a score of zero for the assignment. 

 Students may hand in assignments late without penalty under the following circumstances: 

o The student has discussed the timelines with course instructor in advance of the due date and the course 

instructor has granted an extension 

o There is a valid health or family emergency such as is discussed under the University regulations for 

deferral of final examinations.  Students may be required to provide the Course Coordinator with such 

documentation related to illness and/or emergency as is discussed and required in the University 

regulations pertaining to deferral of final examinations.  This information can be found in the University 

Calendar. 

 

 

1. Seminar presentation                                                                                                                                       50% 
Breakdown: 
a) Seminar oral presentation  25%                                                                      Due Date: January 11-13, 2010 
b) Seminar paper  25%                                                                                             Due Date: January 29, 2010 
 

2. Practicum report                                                                                                                                               50% 
Breakdown: 
a) Oral presentation  10%                                                                                         Due Date: April 12-14, 2010 
b) Final report 40%                                                                                                         Due Date: April 23, 2010 

 
Appendix 1 
 
Student Guidelines: Negotiation for Practicum Evaluation Project 
 
You may wish to include a brief resume of your background(s) by way of introduction and explanation of this as a 
graduate course at U of C (CRDS program) including my contact information as course instructor. 
 
Introduction and Purpose: including a brief description of the program/service as background to explaining the 
purpose and scope of the proposed evaluation process. 
 
Evaluation Process 

 Evaluation Design: this might include the identification of stakeholders, development of methodology and 
evaluation questions, review of documents as well as description of any instruments you might use or 
design. 

 Data Gathering: includes how you will gather date, from whom, as well as indication of review and analysis 
of literature on best principles and practices relevant to the evaluation purpose and questions. 

 Analysis and Reporting of Evaluation Findings: include an indication of timelines for providing draft 
report for circulation to ensure accuracy of information, and intention to provide final report after 
incorporating feedback at the end of April. 

 Deliverables and projected timelines:  include the timelines for phases of the project (i.e. data collection 
phase, analysis of findings, write up, etc.) as well as anticipated oral presentation and delivery of final report. 

 
Appendix 2 
 
SEMINAR TOPICS 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: 
Students will prepare and present a seminar paper on one of the following topics. Some topics are large enough to 
lend themselves to collaborating with another student. This seminar presentation will provide an opportunity for 
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colleagues to learn from each other about specific aspects and issues of evaluation research and consultation. A 
written outline and overview of materials will be required for the seminar presentation and should be circulated in 
advance to allow other students to prepare for discussions. This should include copies of any graphical material and 
include a comprehensive list of current references. Students are invited to discuss the preparation of this seminar in 
advance with the instructor. At the time of their one hour presentation, students are expected to teach the material to 
their peers and should make notes on feedback comments and advice from fellow students and incorporate those 
into the final seminar paper submission.  
 
Marking criteria: SEMINAR PAPER (total worth 25%, each criterion worth 5%) 
1.  Analysis/synthesis of main constructs 
2.  Coherent discussion of theory and practice 
3.  Relevant and current review of literature 
4.  Organized and clearly written  
5.  Critical appraisal of current practices/issues 
 
SEMINAR TOPICS PRESENTATION SCHEDULE 
 

STUDENT(S) DATE TOPIC 

  Compare and contrast the major principles that guide the evaluator to conceptualize 
a request for program evaluation - needs assessment, summative, formative, 
emphasis on process and outcome, etc. - how to get to the question  

  An examination of major approaches to program evaluation in human services, 
which lens to use: 

 Experimental Design 
 Empowerment evaluation 
 Inclusive Evaluation 
 Goal-free Evaluation 
 Utilization - oriented evaluation 

  How to gather information for purposes of evaluation - discuss the methods of 
sampling, naturalistic inquiry, qualitative (interview, observation, etc) and quantitative 
(test measures, surveys, file data, etc) methods with an emphasis on the issues 
leading to differing results 

  How to communicate Evaluation Findings - 

discuss the implications for funders, stakeholders, decision-makers, etc. 

  Ethical responsibilities and duties in conducting program evaluation and consultation 
in human services 

  An exploration of evaluation issues in the context of social policy, human resource 
development and current resource allocation that effect the implementation of 
community based programs 

  Discuss the role of program evaluation in making a difference in the lives of people 
with disabilities - how will we know a quality program if we see one and what would it 
take to safeguard the positive features 

  Analyzing findings, lessons learned and the role of Meta evaluation in the life of 
program evaluators - what are the standards for the professional evaluators? 

  Other topics to be negotiated 
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Marking Criteria: SEMINAR PRESENTATION (Each component is worth 5% - total 25%) 
 
1. Uses adult teaching methods to convey material 
 
2. Identifies/discusses underlying theory 
 
3. Links theory to application (for example, practicum project) 
 
4. Organizes presentation and presents clearly within required timeframe 
 
5. Invites class discussion/feedback and responds appropriately to questions/debates  
 
CORE 676 FINAL EVALUATION REPORT GUIDELINES 
 
Marking criteria:  FINAL EVALUATION REPORT (each component is worth 10% - total 50%) 
 
1. Clearly written evaluation question 
 
2. Coherent presentation of theoretical issues, service delivery model and program details 
 
3. Relevant and current review of literature related to programmatic issues 
 
4. Organized presentation of methodology, data collection processes, results and analysis of findings 
  
5. Clearly written recommendations and rationale for implementation. 
 
COMPONENTS OF A TYPICAL EVALUATION REPORT 
 
I.   EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
II. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
 
III. INTRODUCTION AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
* Include description that elaborates on stated program philosophy, goals and objectives 
 
IV. AIMS AND OBJECTIVES OF EVALUATION 
* Also include identification of stakeholders 
 
V. PROCEDURE AND METHOD 
* Include literature with justification of your method 
* Sub-Headings of tools you have used 
* Description of program 
* In many reports this will come after Introduction 
 
VI. RESULTS 
* Try to follow sections under PROCEDURE AND METHOD (e.g., Specific Tests or Tools) 
 
VII. DISCUSSION 
* Raise main issues - what works/what does not 
* Provide your justification for conclusions 
* Refer to other literature 
* Give recommendations attached to specific parts of discussion 
* Include sources of error 
* Indicate where to go from here 
* Ethical Issues/Professional Issues 
 
VII. RECOMMENDATIONS 
* Can give in point form following sequence of discussion 
* Often better to prioritize under headings: 
e.g. General Recommendations 
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Philosophy 
Goals 
Program Recommendations 
Record keeping 

* Individual Client Recommendations (may handle separately) 
 
 
VIII. APPENDICES 
* Operating Budget 
* Introductory Letters 
* Timetable 
* Philosophy and Goals 
* Job Descriptions 
* Emergency Procedures 
* Daily/Weekly Records (of the Center) 
* Flow Chart 
* Contractual agreements with agency and funding sources 
 
IX. RESOURCE LISTS 
List of useful material - literature, media matter with addresses or source  
 
SOME ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR WRITING AN EVALUATION REPORT 
* Is all or part of report confidential? 
* Present and discuss draft of your report with person(s) requesting evaluation. 
* What sort of statements would you be willing to change or leave out? 
* Ethical considerations - anonymity and confidentiality. 
* Implementation issues related to recommendations. 
* Questions regarding follow-up. 
* Who will get copies of the report? 
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Course Description: 
The course is directed towards the design, development and evaluation of community based human services for 
children and adults.  A lecture and practicum course for the student who has a sound knowledge of disability issues, 
organizational and management experience and ―best practices‖ in the field of community rehabilitation. 

Each student will be required to design and implement an evaluation plan for an existing program or facility. 

FALL TERM 
1. The Nature of Inquiry 

a. How do we get at Truth 
b. Some paradigms 
c. Assumptions about the paradigms 
d. Some areas of self-knowledge 

2. Evaluation Context 
a. Values and Assumptions about human services 
b. Beliefs – world views 
c. Skills and standards 
d. Personal style 

3.  Framework for Evaluation 
a. Definitions 
b. Purposes 
c. Evaluators roles 
d. Models 
e. Emphasis 

4. Needs Assessment for Evaluation 
a. Program areas of most interest  
b. Outcomes 
c. Implementation/process 
d. Purpose of Inquiry 
e. Needs assessment 
f. Formative evaluation 
g. Summative evaluation 

5. The Primary Problems that Focus the Lenses of Evaluation 
a. Lack of Knowledge in Situation 
b. Lack of Capacity and self-determination 
c. Lack of Inclusion 
d. Lack of Independent perspective 
e. Lack of Use of evaluation results 

6. Major Evaluation Approaches that Offer Different Solutions 
a. Experimental designs – elucidate causal connections 
b. Empowerment Evaluation – process engagement 
c. Inclusive Evaluation – target excluded, underserved populations, least advantaged 
d. Goal – Free Evaluation – independent evaluation rendering independent judgment 
e. Utilization –oriented evaluation – intended use by intended users 

7. Evaluation Process 
a. Different Problems, Different Solutions, Different Results 
b. Lessons Learned From Matching Approach to Situation 
c. Evaluation Focus 
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WINTER TERM 

1. Consultation to evaluation projects – sharing the lessons learned  
Discussion of Evaluation Reports – preparation of written and oral reports for sponsors of the projects 
 

 

 Shop online: www.calgarybookstore.ca Click on Shop on-line; Click on Textbooks; Follow the directions. 

 Order by Phone: (403)220-5937; Toll Free 1-877-220-5937 

 In person: Go to the University of Calgary Bookstore, MacEwan Student Centre, Room 155, 2500 University 

Drive NW, Calgary, AB  T2N 1N4 

 

Students with a disability, who require academic accommodation, need to register with the Disability 

Resource Centre http://www.ucalgary.ca/drc/ MC 295, telephone 220-8237.  Academic accommodation 

letters need to be provided to course instructors no later than fourteen (14) days after the first day of class.  

It is a student’s responsibility to register with the Disability Resource Centre and to request 

academic accommodation, if required. 

 

Details for current course offerings are available at: www.crds.org 
 
 

http://www.calgarybookstore.ca/
http://www.ucalgary.ca/drc/

