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FOREWORD

The program eval uation function being established in federal departnents and
agencies is an essential part of the governnent's initiative to inprove
managemnment practices and controls. Program evaluation allows for the questioning
on a periodic basis of the rationale for each governnment program It involves
the systematic gathering of verifiable information on a program and denonstrabl e
evidence on its results and cost-effectiveness in order to provide nore and
better information for decision-nmaking.

Wth the introduction of the new Policy and Expenditure Management System a
significant step was made towards increasing expenditure control and
accountability within governnent as well as inproving policy-nmaking and priority
setting by governnent. Key to the success of this initiative is the information
base on which such decisions are made. Oficials and M nisters nust have
reliable, relevant and objective information available if real inprovenents in

t he deci si on-maki ng process are to be achi eved. Program eval uation is one

i mportant source of this information.

This Gui de, which was recently approved by the Treasury Board of Canada,
descri bes the systems and procedures departnents and agencies in the federa
government are to have in place to ensure a useful and rel evant program

eval uation function, and explains the general approaches and principles to be
used in carrying out evaluations of prograns. The successful inplenmentation of
t hese guidelines by departments and agencies is necessary in order to provide
better information for decision-making in government.

The Guide is addressed to deputy heads of departnents and agencies and to those
other officials responsible for programevaluation. | hope it will also prove
useful to other levels of government and ot her organizations interested in the
eval uati on of governnent prograns.

Donal d J. Johnston
Presi dent of the Treasury Board of Canada
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PREFACE

Scope and Coverage of the Guide

Thi s gui de covers the establishing and the ongoi ng operation of a program
eval uation function in all departnents and agenci es of the Governnent of Canada
whose prograns are subject to review by the Treasury Board, as required by the
Treasury Board Policy (1977-47) on "Eval uati on of Prograns by Departnents and
Agencies". In addition, the principles underlying the guide should prove useful
for any other evaluations of prograns being carried out, as well as in the
eval uation of policies, projects and ot her non-program eval uati ons which nmay not
be covered under the Treasury Board Policy (1977-47).

This guide will be updated as needed to reflect changing circunstances, to
i ncl ude additional subjects which are in need of elaboration and to incorporate
experi ence gained in the conduct and use of program eval uations in departnents
and agenci es.

A conpani on docunent entitled Principles for the Evaluation of Progranms by
Federal Departments and Agencies, deals with the process of conducting an
eval uation, offering suggestions in nore detail on how eval uati ons nmi ght be
carried out.

Pur pose of the CGuide

This gui de serves several purposes. First, it is to provide an expl anation
and el aboration of the Treasury Board Policy (1977-47). \Wen the policy was
i ssued in 1977, there was little formal program eval uation as envisaged in the
policy being carried out by departnents. Since then, the Ofice of the
Conptroller General (OCG has been created to see to the inprovenent of
managenent practices and controls, including the establishnment of a program
eval uation function in each departnent and agency. The experience gai ned during
this tinme, coupled with the evolution of related review and nonitoring
functions, such as internal audit, has resulted in refinement in the
interpretation of the policy. All these factors are reflected in this guide,
which is built on the experience achieved to date in departnents and agencies in
the area of program eval uation

A second purpose of this guide is to provide departnments and agencies with
assistance in establishing and maintaining a program eval uati on function. As
such, this guide serves as a general reference docunent on the program
eval uation function in departnments and agenci es.



Third, this guide should be considered as a statenent of the expectations
of the Treasury Board of Canada and the OCG in the area of program eval uation
expectations which are tenpered by the realities faced by each department. Wile
the OCG will be looking to see if the basic principles outlined here are in fact
being followed in departnents and agencies, the explicit formof the processes
and procedures foll owed by each departnent and agency will, of necessity, be
i nfluenced by its particular situation and its state of developnent in the area
of program eval uation

Lastly, this guide outlines the responsibilities of the OCGin the area of
eval uati ons of prograns.

Format of The Gui de

The guide consists of a number of chapters which cover various aspects of
t he program eval uation function. Each chapter, except the last, begins with a
statement of specific guidelines and is followed with an expl anation and
di scussion of them and their underlying principles. The guidelines sunrarized at
t he begi nning of each chapter are nunbered to correspond to the section of that
chapter where they are described. The guidelines are in fact short sumaries of
the text. Reading the text, however, is essential to a clear understanding of
t he gui del i nes.



CHAPTER |

THE TREASURY BOARD PQOLI CY
ON THE EVALUATI ON OF PROGRAMS

1.0 GUI DELI NES

1.1 Program eval uation in federal departments and agenci es shoul d
i nvol ve the systematic gathering of verifiable information on a
program and denonstrabl e evidence on its results and cost-
ef fectiveness. Its purpose should be to periodically produce
credible, tinely, useful and objective findings on prograns
appropriate for resource allocation, programinprovenent and
accountability.

1.2 The eval uation of prograns should be concerned with all of the
basi ¢ program eval uation issues (Table 1. 1).

1.1 | NTRODUCTI ON
1.1.1 The Need for Program Eval uation

The revi ew and eval uation of existing prograns has al ways been a part of
managi ng i n governnent. However, the nature and content of the reviews and
eval uati ons have evolved from focusing mainly on the resources used by prograns
(the dollars spent and nunbers of people enployed) to exam ning how the
resources are used, the purposes of prograns and their inpacts and effects on
soci ety.

Thi s change of enphasis has been necessary. The government has been call ed
upon over the past three decades to provide an increasing array of goods and
services to the public. Many current governnent prograns reflect significant and
sophi sticated attenpts to i nprove social and econom c conditions in an
i ncreasingly conpl ex society. As governnent expenditures have grown, the
obj ectives and results of such programs have come under nore public scrutiny as
the increased use of public funds is questioned.

This growth in both the number and conplexity of government prograns has
meant an increased need for relevant and objective information on program
results in order to inprove policy decisions. This is especially true in the
present environnent of restraint. Decision-makers are increasing their demands
for informati on on the actual, as opposed to the expected, achi evenents of
gover nrent prograns. Wile not



providing all the answers, program eval uation can be an inportant source of nore
and better information on what is being achi eved t hrough public expenditures and
gover nment regul ati on.

The benefits from program eval uation are many. Its w der inplenmentation
will lead to a better understanding of the achi evenents of prograns, thereby
enhancing the ability of the governnent - departnents, central agencies, and the
Cabinet - to allocate resources in a nore effective manner.

1.1.2 CGeneral Approach to Eval uation

Program eval uati on has been an identifiable activity for the last 15-20
years, with rmuch of the early efforts being carried out in the United States.
The experiences gained there, elsewhere, and in Canada, have been valuable in
devel opi ng the approach outlined in these guidelines!. Nevertheless, the
approach being encouraged in the Canadi an federal governnent is unique, in
several ways substantially different frommany other endeavors in this area

Mich early work in program eval uation considered the activity to be akin
to scientific research, as an undertaking designed to unanbi guously identify and
measure the results of governnent interventions in society.? Controlled
experimental designs were conmon in an attenpt to determine scientifically
whet her or not the programhad a particular effect. These desi gns were accepted
as the nodel for program eval uation

Program eval uation, as it is developing in the federal governnent of
Canada, has a different approach in mnd. It is viewed as an aid to decision
maki ng and managenent; that is, as a source of information for resource
al  ocation, program i nprovenment and accountability in government. As such it
i nvol ves the systenatic gathering of both verifiable informati on on a program
and denmonstrabl e evidence on its results and cost-effectiveness. Program
eval uation is one neans of providing relevant, tinely, and objective findings -
i nformati on, evidence and concl usions - and recomendati ons on the perfornance
of governnent prograns, thereby inproving the information base on which
decisions are taken. In this view, programevaluation, as part of this decision
maki ng and nanagenment process, should not be seen as an exercise in scientific
research ainmed at producing definitive "scientific" conclusions about prograns
and their results.® Rather it should be seen as input to the conplex,

i nteractive process that is governnent decision making, with the ai m of
produci ng obj ective but not necessarily conclusive evidence on the results of
prograns. Wile credible analysis is



al ways required in programevaluation, a strict research nodel for evaluation is
of ten i nappropriate because of tinmng constraints and an inability to adequately
take into account the nultiple infornmation needs of the client and users of the
eval uati on.

Program eval uation in the federal governnent recognizes the many factors
that enter into managenent in government and recogni zes the need for a variety
of kinds of information depending on the particular situation. Judgenent by
deci si on-nmakers on the rel evance and interpretation of program eval uation
findings and recomendations is always required. The general approach taken is a
flexi ble and responsive one, structured to the needs of the deputy head as both
the client of the evaluation and the senior official responsible for the overal
managenent of and accountability for his or her prograns, while still producing
obj ective, denonstrable evidence and information, and credi bl e concl usi ons on
prograns and their results. This guide offers principles, practices and
procedures for successful inplenentation of program eval uation

1.2 THE POLI CY AND THE BASI C PROGRAM EVALUATI ON | SSUES

1.2.1 The Policy

During the 1970s there was an increase in evaluation activity throughout
t he governnment across a broad spectrum This ran from program forecast and
review, and operational auditing, to in-depth, formal, quantitative eval uations
of the effectiveness of specific prograns. These latter fornal eval uations were
carried out on a highly selective basis, normally in response to mgjor policy
pl anning priorities or issues, rather than as part of the ongoing exam nation of
exi sting prograns by departnental managenment. Thus whil e managenent in
gover nnment has been carrying out evaluation studies for sonme tinme, fornal
systematic, and regular evaluation of the full range of governnment prograns was
initiated in 1977 with the issuing of the Treasury Board Policy Circular 1977-
47, "Eval uation of Programs by Departnents and Agencies". To a considerable
extent this policy was built upon the best practices already in existence in
several departnents and agencies. The general statenent of the policy is that:

Departments and agencies of the federal government will periodically review
their programs to evaluate their effectiveness in neeting their objectives
and the efficiency with which they are being admi ni stered.



More recently the inportance to the governnent OF program eval uati on has been
reinforced by the close links it has with the new Policy and Expenditure
Managenent System Departnental program eval uation plans are seen as el ements of
departnmental and agency strategi c and operational plans, and should reflect the
priorities determ ned by the Policy Comittees and the Treasury Board of Canada
in addition to the priorities of the departnments and agenci es (see Section
2.1.2).

The purpose of program evaluation in the federal governnent undertaken
pursuant to the Treasury Board policy is to assist in ensuring that deputy heads
of departnents and agenci es have the appropriate infornation on the results of
their programs in order to be able:

- to make nore inforned deci sions on the managenent and resourcing of their
progr amns;

- to be accountable for the programs for which they are responsible; and
- to provide quality advice to Mnisters.

Wi le the focus for programevaluation is with the deputy head, who is seen as
the client of the evaluations, programevaluation will provide an opportunity
for Iine managers to obtain nore in-depth information on their progranms and to
expl ore nore fundanmental evaluation issues of interest to themthan is possible
during day-to-day nmanagemnent.

1.2.2 The Basic Program Eval uation |ssues

The focus of the policy is on the evaluation of prograns, as opposed to, in
particul ar, the evaluation of systenms and procedures which are, in general
examined in internal audit (see Section 2.4 for a discussion of the distinction
bet ween program eval uation and internal audit). As envisaged in the policy,
program eval uation is considered to cover a number of basic program eval uation
i ssues:

- Program Rati onal e: Does the program nake sense?

- Inpacts and Effects: What has happened as a result of the
progr anf

- (bjectives Achi evenent: Has the program achi eved what was
expect ed?

- Alternatives: Are there better ways of achieving the
results?



Table 1.1 lists these four general classes of evaluation issues, along with
seven nore specific basic evaluation questions which should be considered in a
program eval uati on. These questions define program eval uati on and can serve as a
general guide to the kinds of questions which should be considered in the

eval uation of a program

Table 1.1

BASI C PROGRAM EVALUATI ON | SSUES

Cl asses of Eval uation |ssues Basi ¢ Eval uati on Questions

PROGRAM RATI ONALE - To what extent are the objectives

(Does the program nmake sense?) and nandate of the programstil
rel evant ?

- Are the activities and outputs of the
program consi stent with its nandate and
plausibly linked to the attai nment of
the objectives and the intended inpacts
and effects?

| MPACTS AND EFFECTS - What inpacts and effects, both
(What has happened as a i ntended and uni ntended, resulted
result of the progran?) from carrying out the progran?

- I n what manner and to what extent does
t he program conpl enent, duplicate,
overlap or work at cross-purposes wth
ot her prograns?

OBJECTI VES ACHI EVEMENT - In what manner and to what extent
(Has the program achi eved were appropriate program objectives
what was expect ed?) achieved as a result of the progran?
ALTERNATI VES - Are there nore cost-effective alter-
(Are there better ways of native prograns which m ght
achieving the results?) achi eve the objectives and i ntended

i mpacts and effects?

- Are there nore cost-effective ways of
delivering the existing progranf?




Programrational e i ssues focus on the continued rel evance of the program
in light of present social and econom c conditions and government policy. Here
the very existence of the programis to be questioned by asking (a) if the
programis still needed for current government policy, even assuming it is
produci ng as expected; (b) whether the program continues to be accurately
focused on the problemor issue it is addressing; and (c) whether the mandate
and objectives are adequately stated. The focus here is on the progranis
rati onale, not the rationale of the policy fromwhich the program evol ved.
Program eval uati on nmust take sone |evel of policy, such as the departnent's
| ong-term obj ectives, as given in order to have a basis on which to conpare the
program

A good understanding of the rationale of the program should be devel oped,
by conparing the current programactivities with the nandated activities and
exam ning the continued plausibility of the |Iinks between the progranm s outputs
and both its objectives and intended inpacts and effects. (These ternms are
el aborated upon in Section 4.2.2 and in particular Table 4.1, as well as in the
d ossary.)

Consi deration of the inpacts and effects of a programinplies a broad
view, an attenpt to determ ne what has happened as a result of the program It
is concerned with all the results that are attributed to the program both
i ntended and - often of nore interest - unintended, regardl ess of the stated or
cl ai med objectives of the program This includes inpacts and effects on and by
other related prograns. This point is often of primary interest when the
obj ectives of the programare unclear or there is little agreenent on what the
preci se objectives should be.

hj ectives achi evenent issues are concerned with deternining the manner
and the extent to which appropriate objectives are achieved as a result of the
program This point has often been narrowWy taken as the only focus for program
eval uation. Determ ning the achi evenent of objectives would normally involve
i nvestigating a nunber of the inpacts and effects of the program

Finally, the consideration of alternatives is a yardstick for assessing
the relative worth of the program The objectives nmay have been nmet and there
may have been no negative inpacts or effects, but there may be better ways of
achi eving the objectives or intended inpacts and effects; achieving the same for
| ess cost, obtaining nore or better results for the sane cost; or achieving
proportionally nore or better results with increased costs. The program woul d
then be nore



ef fective and be delivered nmore efficiently. Better alternatives could include,
as appropriate, both alternative ways of delivering the programand alternative
prograns or types of prograns (for exanple, a regulatory or tax expenditure
program as opposed to an expenditure program to achieve the objectives and

i ntended inpacts and effects. The | evel of detail undertaken in the

consi deration of alternatives would vary, but it is not expected that in-depth

t horough anal ysis of alternatives would nornally be part of an eval uati on study.
Typically, the analysis carried out would indicate prom sing alternatives which
could be further exanined by an appropriate planning group

1.3 MAIN FEATURES OF THE POLI CY Cl RCULAR

The Treasury Board Policy Circular 1977-47 refers to a nunmber of features
of the program eval uation function which is to be established in all departnents
and agencies. The main features are outlined below This guide discusses and
el aborates on these and provi des additional guidelines on program evaluation in
departments and agenci es.

Deputy head responsibility: The deputy head of each departnent and agency
is responsible for establishing the program evaluation function in his or
her organi sation, for ensuring that appropriate program eval uati on studies
are being carried out in an objective nmanner, the findings of which are
conmuni cated to the deputy head and other rel evant |evels of managenent,
and for taking appropriate decisions as a result of the findings. He or
she is the client of the evaluations.

Coverage: All prograns in each departnment and agency shoul d be eval uated.
For certain adm nistrative support functions in a departnent, interna
audit may provide all or nobst of the pertinent evaluation infornmation and
evi dence, in which case the program eval uation unit may not have to carry
out an additional study. (See Section 2.4 for nore on this issue.)

Cyclic evaluations: Prograns should be evaluated on a periodi c basis.
Wil e the policy suggests a 3-5 year cycle, it is recognized that in sone
cases a longer tine frame may be required. In each departnent an
appropriate cycle should be established, depending on the nature and
maturity of the prograns.

oj ectivity: Program eval uation studi es shoul d be designed and carried out
in an objective manner. The need for objectivity and, in particular, being
seen to be objective is the main reason behind



1

the requirenent that responsibility for the program eval uation function be
i ndependent of |ine managenent. (bjectivity is also enhanced by the
explicit delineation of appropriate reporting |evels and by the

devel opnent and aut horization of terns of reference for individua

eval uati ons.

Conpr ehensi veness: Each individual evaluation should provide for a
t horough review of the programand its results. Al the basic evaluation
i ssues shoul d be seriously considered. These are di scussed in Section 1.2.

Departmental eval uation plan: Departments and agenci es should prepare a
pl an for evaluating their progranms. Appropriate evaluation plans are
di scussed in Chapter 4.

Appropri ateness: The eval uati on processes set up, the personnel used, and
t he eval uati on studies undertaken, should all be appropriate to the

i ndi vi dual situation. Appropriate processes, personnel and studies are

di scussed in Chapters 3, 5 and 6 respectively.

Identification of evaluation requirenents in new prograns: Future

eval uation requirements should be identified for all new progranms and
exi sting prograns where appropriate, in order that subsequent eval uation
studi es can be adequately carried out. Appropriate eval uation franmeworks
are di scussed in Chapter 7.

Notes to Chapter 1

For a discussion of sone of this experience, see "Program Eval uation: An
Introduction", Ofice of the Conptroller General of Canada, OQtawa, February,
1981.

Most books and articles on program eval uation present elenents of this
viewpoint. One early book is E. A Suchman's, Eval uative Research. New York
Sage, 1967.

For two di scussions of this viewpoint see M GQuttentag, "Evaluation and
Society", in M CQuttentag and S. Saar (eds.), Evaluation Studies Review
Annual , vol. 2. Beverly Hills: Sage, 1977, pp. 52-56, and C E. Lindbl om and
D. K. Cohen, Usabl e Know edge. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1979.
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CHAPTER 2

AN OVERVI EW OF PROGRAM EVALUATI ON
| N DEPARTMENTS

2.0 QU DELI NES

2.1 Program eval uati on should be an integral part of the managenent
review and nonitoring function in departments and agenci es,
providing input into planning and budgeti ng.

2.1 PROGRAM EVALUATI ON AND THE MANAGEMENT PROCESS
2.1.1 The Departnental Managenent Process

Managenent in departments and agenci es can be discussed in terms of three
interrelated activities:

- planni ng and budgeti ng (deci si on-naki ng);
- inplenenting (directing); and
- reviewing and nmonitoring (eval uating).

Pl anni ng and budgeting invol ves setting goals and objectives, devel opi ng
general strategies and operational plans for achieving themin |ight of past
results, and conmitting resources to these ends. |nplenenting involves carrying
out these plans, and the ongoing direction of the resulting operations.

Revi ewi ng and nmonitoring involves the determ ning of the perfornmance and results
of the operations agai nst expectations, objectives and pl ans.

Revi ewi ng and nonitoring provide the necessary feedback between intentions
and actual results, linking results with planning and directing. The review and
nmoni toring function of a deputy head involves at |east three conpl enentary
processes (discussed later in this chapter):

- program eval uati on;

- internal audit; and

- ot her managenent review and information processes (including financial
reporting, performance neasurenment, nanagenent review and quality
review.

11



Program eval uation is an integral part of this review and nonitoring
function, providing the deputy head with i ndependent, objective information and
evidence on the results of his or her prograns. This information provides
f eedback which can be used both to inprove current operations and to provide a
basis for future strategic planning. Program eval uati on conpl etes the package of
formal review and nonitoring mechani snms which are essential for good nanagenent
today. Figure 2.1 illustrates this feedback and conpares it to that provided by
the other aspects of the review and nonitoring function. (Section 2.4 of this
chapter discusses the simlarities and differences anong these vari ous aspects
of the review and nonitoring function.)

The inmportant point to note is that the nore established review and
noni toring processes- internal audit and nanagenent review processes- tend to
concentrate heavily on feedback between operational plans, operations and
operational outputs. Program eval uation on the other hand extends beyond this to
ook in a systematic way at both the results of prograns in the externa
environnent and the basic rationale of the program and to use this information
in strategic planning and ot her nmanagenent processes.

2.1.2 Relation to the Policy and Expenditure Managenent System

Program eval uation is also an inportant elenment in the governnent-w de
managenent systens of concern to central agencies. The Policy and Expenditure
Managenment System now being i npl enmented by the government represents a
significant step towards inproving the government's control over the allocation
of resources. Wth the introduction of policy envel opes, policy decisions in the
future should be made with a better know edge of the resources and opportunity
cost required to inplenent initiatives, and will be taken with a better
under standi ng of the constraints on resource availability. The Policy
and Expenditure Managenent Systemcalls for and relies on program evaluation in
two ways; informally, through its enphasis on objectives, on the contribution of
programs to objectives, and on the results of prograns; and formally, through
the calling for sumaries of findings of evaluations and departnental program
eval uation plans to be submtted to the appropriate policy comittee and to the
Treasury Board.

The Guide to the Policy and Expenditure Management Systent clearly enphasizes
the need for departnents and central agencies to plan in ternms of objectives,
how t o achi eve them and what the alternatives are, to know what the results have
been of existing prograns, and to ensure that new prograns can be adequately
eval uated. This
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kind of information is critical to successful nmanagenent. Program eval uati on can
play an inmportant role since this type of information is what shoul d be
forthcom ng from program eval uation studies. It can be expected that, as the
Pol i cy and Expenditure Managenent System becones increasingly operational, the
demand for the findings of evaluations will increase

More specifically, program evaluations and departmental program eval uation
plans are to be formally part of three of the principal instrunents in the new
process: the departnental Strategic Overview, the Milti-Year Operational Plans
and the Budget - Year Operational Plans.?

The Strategic Overview, subnitted annually by March 31, should contain, in
part, "a summary of the findings of program eval uati ons and the changes proposed
as a result of these findings." This should include findings fromboth
eval uation studies and, where appropriate, evaluation assessnents (see Section
2.2).

Departmental program eval uation plans are to be devel oped by departnents
and agencies in consultation with the Policy Conmittees secretariats and
Treasury Board Canada (see Chapter 4). The departnental |[ong term program
eval uation plan (see Section 4.4.1) is to be submtted along with the Milti-Year
Operational Plan by March 31, and the departmental annual program eval uation
pl an (see Section 4.4.2) is to be submtted along with the Budget- Year
Operational Plan by Cctober 31. The Policy Comittees, assisted by the Treasury
Board of Canada, will review these plans and nay direct departnents and agencies
with respect to any changes which nay be desired. Through these neans, program
eval uati on becones an integral part of expenditure nanagenment in the government
and hence will be better able to contribute to i nproved nanagenent in
gover nnent .

2.2 PROGRAM EVALUATI ON: CONCEPTS AND BASI C TERMS

There is no widely accepted terminology in the field of program

eval uation. As a result, nuch of the confusion surroundi ng program eval uation is
due to different people using simlar terns to nean different things or
different terns to mean sinmlar things. There are no "correct" definitions but
there is a great need for a comonly accepted termi nology. The terns defined

bel ow have been found useful in discussing the various concepts and aspects of
program eval uati on whi ch have been devel oped at the O fice of the Conptroller
Ceneral, in conjunction with departnents and other central agencies, in order to
i mpl enent the Treasury Board policy on the eval uati on of prograns.
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The term programis used to describe any group of resources and
activities,® and their related direct outputs, undertaken pursuant to a given
objective or set of related objectives and admi ni stered by a departnent or
agency of the governnent. Activities are taken here to include any rel ated
powers or functions, for exanple, those with direct outputs in the form of
regul ations or provisions in tax |legislation. An Estimates Programis a program
found in the governnent's annual Estinmates. A program eval uati on conmponent is a
group of activities of a department - usually a part of an Estinmates program -
with a conmon objective (or set of related objectives) which is suitable to the
departnment for eval uation purposes (see Section 4.2.2). Wile evaluations called
for by the Treasury Board policy are typically carried out on program eval uation
conponents rather than on the |arger Estinmates prograns, the (generic) term
"program " is used throughout this Quide interchangeably with the term "program
eval uation component". Furthernore, the term "departnment” when used alone, is
meant in this Guide to cover both departnments and agencies of the federa
gover nnent .

Figure 2.2 illustrates a useful way to view the structure of a program
Resources are used to provide for the activities undertaken by program
personnel, and these activities produce direct outputs, which in turn result in
i npacts and effects by which the objectives can be achieved. The term objective
is used to refer to a purpose statenment which indicates what is to be
acconplished in terms of inpacts and effects, not outputs or work-processes.
This latter type of purpose statement mght better be referred to as a goal. The
obj ectives of interest in programevaluation are these inpacts and effects-
orientated types of objectives. By describing the various el enents of any
program structure, in particular, the activities, the outputs and the inpacts
and effects, as well as the Iinkages anong them (how, for exanple, specific
outputs result in certain inpacts and effects), and the objectives to be
achi eved, a conplete description of the programfor eval uation purposes is
provi ded.

The general area of concern in this guide is that of assessing government
prograns. Both existing and future or planned prograns can be assessed and the
termeval uation, as used in this guide, refers to assessing ongoi ng, existing
prograns.* The ternms "appraisal" or “analysis" are often used to refer to the
assessment of future planned prograns.

Program eval uation, as a managenent function, is the fornmal assessnent of

prograns and their results and invol ves investigating and anal ysing sone or al
of the basic program eval uation issues (see
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Table 1.1). A program evaluation, as a procedure, is the evaluation of an

i ndi vidual program and nornally consists of both an eval uati on assessment study
and a program eval uati on study. The program eval uati on process entails the
conducting of an eval uation assessnent and an eval uation study, as well as the
taki ng of decisions based on the findings and reconmendati ons of the study.

Eval uation assessnent is the front-end planning part of program
eval uation. It involves analysing the programand its environnent, identifying
the specific evaluation questions to be considered and the nature of these
guestions and the extent to which they can be and will be addressed in a
particul ar eval uation study. Such factors as the needs of the client, the
resources avail abl e and possi bl e eval uati on net hods are considered. Often sone
of the programrationale issues are investigated, at |least tentatively, at this
stage. The output fromthe eval uati on assessnent process is the terns of
reference for an eval uati on study, or documented reasons for not doing such a
study at this tine(see Section 6.2).

An eval uation assessnent study is an analysis of the nature and extent to
whi ch eval uation issues can, and perhaps shoul d, be addressed and woul d
typically consider options - different sets of issues and different evaluation
nmet hods and procedures - for actually carrying out the ensuing eval uation study.
An eval uation assessnent report is a report docunenting the findings of the
eval uati on assessnent stage.

A program eval uation study is a study of a particular program which
formal |y exam nes specified evaluation issues. A program eval uation report is a
report docunenting the program eval uati on study and presenting the findings and
concl usi ons of the evaluation of the program as addressed by the study.

The carrying out of evaluations - both the assessnent studies and eval uation
studies - is covered in Chapter 6.

2.3 THE PROGRAM EVALUATI ON FUNCTI ON: AN OVERVI EW

In order to evaluate their progranms, each departnment or agency shoul d
establish a program eval uation function. The Ofice of the Conptroller Cenera
provi des, as needed, advice and assistance in this work (see Chapter 8). Wile
it may be desirable for different organizations to set up this function
differently, the general features of each should be simlar and all should
reflect certain principles. Subsequent chapters discuss these features in nore
detail and provide specific guidelines.
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In order to establish a program eval uation function, departments and
agenci es should formul ate and pronul gate their own policies on program
eval uation, tailored to their own specific situations. Chapter 3 discusses the
i mportant features of such policies.

The program eval uation function in each departnment and agency i s concerned
with three main activities: periodic evaluation of existing prograns, responding
to other denands identified by, or placed on, the deputy head for eval uation
i nfornation, and devel opnent of eval uation frameworks for new prograns.

The main activity of the program evaluation function is to ensure that al
prograns are formally evaluated by the deputy head over a given period of tine
in such a manner that all evaluation issues are seriously considered. To do
this, departments and agenci es shoul d devel op departnmental program eval uation
policies (Chapter 3), develop and maintain formal plans for evaluating their
progranms (Chapter 4),acquire appropriate staff (Chapter 5) and should carry out
eval uations and take action on evaluation findings and reconmendati ons(Chapt er
6) .

A second area of activity is to respond to denands for eval uation
i nformati on on departnental or agency prograns identified by the deputy head or
pl aced on the deputy head fromthe Cabinet or Parlianent. To the extent possible
such eval uation work should be integrated into the formal periodic evaluation of
prograns. Furthernmore, the deputy head nay, on occasion, identify the need for
addi ti onal evaluation information. Such ad hoc eval uation activity, however,
woul d not be expected to excessively interfere with the regul ar eval uati on of
progr amns.

The third area of concern of the function is the devel opnent of an
appropriate evaluation framework for all new or renewed prograns, so that a
future evaluation of the programcan be properly carried out. This activity is
di scussed and gui delines given in Chapter 7.

2.4 PROGRAM EVALUATI ON, | NTERNAL AUDI T AND OTHER MANAGEMENT
CONTROLS

Program eval uati on provi des seni or managenment with infornmation to inprove
programs, to provide quality advice to Mnisters on resource allocation and
policy matters, and to justify public nmoneys spent. Program eval uation invol ves
an in-depth and thorough assessnment of what a programis acconplishing. O her
managenent systens and reviews conpl ement the program eval uati on function and,
as shown in
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Figure 2.1, are part of the general review and nonitoring function: internal
audi t, performance measurenent, managenent reviews, quality reviews, etc.

O these review and nonitoring functions, internal audit® is the one nost
closely related to programevaluation. To clarify the distinction between these
two activities, the Ofice of the Conptroller General issued in August, 1979, a
paper entitled "Internal Audit and Program Eval uation in the CGovernnent of
Canada: A Clarification of Roles, Responsibilities and Rel ati onshi ps", which
stated that:

Program eval uation is the periodic, independent and objective review and

assessment of a programto determine, in light of present circunstance,

t he adequacy of its objectives, its design and its results both intended

and uni ntended. Evaluations will call into question the very existence of
the program Matters such as the rationale for the program its inpact on
the public, and its cost effectiveness as conpared with alternative neans
of program delivery are revi ened

Internal audit is the systematic, independent review and apprai sal of al
departnental operations, including adm nistrative activities, for purposes
of advi si ng nmanagenent as to the efficiency, econony and effectiveness of
the internal managenent practices and controls.

Internal audit is simlar to programevaluation in that it is the
responsibility of the deputy head, must be and appear to be objective, and is
done on a periodic basis. It differs fromprogramevaluation in its subject
matter: program systens and nanagenment controls as opposed to program structure
and results. Internal audit includes assessing the effectiveness of
organi zational structures and rel ationshi ps, operating procedures and systens,
and personnel requirenents and utilization.® In terns of Figure 2.2, interna
audit is focused internally on the program examining the resources, activities
and outputs and the rel ationshi ps anong these el enents. Program eval uation, on
t he other hand, focuses on the structure of the programas a whole, on its
i npacts and effects and on the rel ationshi ps between the inpacts and effects and
both the outputs produced and the resources used.

Neverthel ess there can be an overlap between the two functions especially
on questions concerning the outputs of the program and it nay not always be
possi ble or desirable to draw a |line between them This will tend to be the
case, for exanple, with many adm ni strative support functions, and prograns
whi ch are procedural or repetitive in
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nature, producing a well-specified good or service. Wen in such cases the
program has little direct inmpact on society, or its operations are mandated by
law, a well devel oped internal audit function may, in some departnents, address
nost of the issues for that programthat would normally be part of a program
eval uation, such as level and quality of service issues. That is, internal audit
woul d consider all questions which were appropriate to it, and in sone cases

t hese woul d cover many of the "eval uation" questions sensibly asked of the
program However, internal audit would not normally cover the eval uation
guestions of alternative delivery nechani sns and, of course, any question as to
the conti nued exi stence of the program

On the other hand, where internal audit coverage of issues which are of
interest to the program eval uation functi on has been i nadequate from an
eval uation point of view, the program eval uation unit nmay have to conduct
further study. Each case will have to be decided on its nerits, depending on the
nature of the internal audit function in a departnent, the specific nature of
audit and eval uation issues that should be addressed, the appropriate grouping
of activities for audit versus eval uation purposes, and the nature of the
program under consideration. It is expected that in each departnent and agency
the division between the activities of the internal audit and program eval uation
units will becone clear over tine.

The program eval uation function, as nentioned earlier, is responsible for
ensuring that all relevant program eval uati on i ssues have been seriously
considered for all prograns, even though in selected cases, as discussed above,
findings of internal audit studies may provide sufficient information for the
rel evant program eval uati on i ssues.

In addition to internal audit, there are three other managenent revi ew and
i nfornati on processes other than the regular financial reporting nechanisns
whi ch conpl ement program eval uati on

Per f ormance neasurenent is a termused to describe a nanager's routine
measur enent of the ongoing perfornmance of program operations in terns of
the econony with which resources are acquired, the efficiency with which
operations are conducted, the quality of the products or services provided
and the extent to which operational objectives are achi eved. Measurenent
can involve trends, standards and conpari sons of indicators or

ot her perfornance informati on on a progranis operations.
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Managenent Review is a termused to describe an elenment of a manager's job
whi ch may involve a wi de range of nonitoring and probl em sol ving
activities designed to ensure that operations are functioning
satisfactorily. In many cases, it constitutes a vital elenent in the
control process of the manager which reflects his personal style and may
be part of any formal managenent control system

Quality Reviewis a termwhich covers a variety of nonitoring, inspecting
and investigating activities that may exist in an organi zation. Their
primary purpose is to ensure reasonabl e adherence to a specific set of
norms or standards and as such forman integral part of the control system
of the organization. The intent is to identify on a tinmely basis

devi ations which nay result in i mediate corrective action or indicate a
need for in-depth foll ow up.

Each of these can provide valuable information for a program eval uation
(as well as, of course, for an internal audit). Perfornmance neasurenent, because
it involves the ongoing collection of information on the operations of prograns,
can be particularly useful to program eval uati on when the processes of program
delivery are being anal yzed. Furthernore, with appropriate planning, a
performance nmeasurenment system should include information on the inpacts and
effects of prograns where it is reasonable to collect this information on an
ongoi ng basi s.

In summary, the distinctive features of program evaluation are that this
function:

- focuses on the inpacts and effects of prograns, not on the ongoing
operations of prograns; and

- does not take the program as given but questions its very existence and
consi ders alternatives.

Li ke internal audit but unlike other nanagenent review and i nformation
processes, program eval uation

- is carried out primarily for the deputy head, not |ine managenent; and

- is carried out on a periodic basis, not on an ad hoc, as-needed or
continual basis.

21



Notes to Chapter 2

Governnment of Canada, Guide to the Policy and Expenditure Managenent System
(Supply and Services, Otawa, 1980.)

The overall Fiscal Plan conpletes the package of principal instruments
associated with the Policy and Expenditure Managenent System

The terns "function", "activity", "output"” and "process" are used here as
ordinary English words, not as they are fornally defined by the government
in, for exanple, the Planning Progranm ng and Budgetary Cui de.

This includes the evaluation of pilot prograns where the evaluation is an
integral part of and the main reason for the program

Fi nanci al audit, managenment audit, operational audit, conmposite audit and
conprehensive audit are all either elenents of, or synonymous with, the term
“internal audit".

Guidelines for internal audit, entitled Standards for Internal Financial
Audit, were issued by the Ofice of the Conptroller General in 1978, and are
currently being revised to reflect a broader view of the internal audit
mandat e, enconpassing all departnental operations rather than solely the
financial function.
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3.0

CHAPTER 3

DEPARTMENTAL PROGRAM EVALUATI ON POLI CY AND

ORGANI ZATI ON CONSI DERATI ONS
GUI DELI NES

3.1 Each department and agency shoul d have a program eval uati on poli cy,
conpatible with Treasury Board Policy (1977-47),which sets out the
departnent's approach to program eval uation, outlining the evaluation
organi zation, and the roles, responsibilities, authorities and
accountability of those involved. The policy should also outline
procedures for carrying out evaluations and for acting on findings, and
i ndi cate the general |evel of resources which will ensure the

mai nt enance of a program eval uation function useful to the deputy head.
Departmental and agency program eval uation policies should be subnitted
to the OCG for review.

3.2 The responsibilities of the deputy head (Table 3.1) and of the
managenent of the program eval uation function (Table 3.2)should be
clearly delineated in the departnental program eval uation policy. The
policy should also indicate how the findings and recomendati ons of
program eval uations are to be consi dered and acted upon by senior
managenent of the departnent or agency.

3.3 The process and procedures for carrying out program eval uations
shoul d be established and operated in such a manner as to ensure
adequat e participation of appropriate programor |ine managers

3.4 In organizing for programevaluation, the responsibilities for
managi ng the program eval uation function should be assunmed by one, or
at nmost two, persons. One of these persons, the departnental nmanager
for program eval uation, should report either directly to the deputy
head or to the next senior departnental officer accountable for program
eval uation - the second person in this case - who in turn reports
directly to the deputy head. Furthernore, a departmental program

eval uation unit should be established to support the departnenta
manager for program evaluation and to carry out the corporate program
eval uation activities. In addition, if a decentralized approach is
used, branch
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program eval uation units should be established as appropriate in order to
further support the function and to carry out program eval uati ons not
undertaken by the departnental unit.

The departnmental program eval uation unit should have a cl ose working
relationship with internal audit and corporate planning units to ensure
ef fective coordination anmong these activities, but a separate

organi zational unit for program evaluation should be forned.

3.1 DEPARTMENTAL POLI CY ON PROGRAM EVALUATI ON

A formal program eval uation function should be established in each
department and agency by the deputy head. This will nornmally require a
departnmental policy to be issued which translates the Treasury Board policy on
eval uation into a meani ngful and workable policy in the departnental context.

Whi |l e each departnent nay express its policy in its own way, certain
principles, outlined below, should be common to all such policies. (The names of
the conmittees, organizations and positions used bel ow are neant to be generic
in nature. They are described in nore detail in ensuing sections of this chapter
and defined in the dossary. Departnents and agenci es shoul d adopt terns
suitable to their own situation.)

An appropriate departnental policy shoul d:

(1) i ndicate that the department is regularly to carry out program
eval uations as part of its ongoi ng nanagenent process;

(ii) point out the deputy head's responsibility for the program
eval uation function and his or her role as the client for program
eval uati ons;

(iii) indicate the role and responsibilities of |ine managenent in program
eval uati on;

(iv) describe the mandate and rol e programevaluation will play in the

managenment of the departnment as well as its purpose, and distinguish
program eval uation frominternal audit,
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cor porate planning, perfornmance nmeasurenent, managenent review and
other types of review and nonitoring carried out in the departmnent;

(v) outline the organi zational structure established, or to be
established, for carrying out the required activities and identify the
participants in the program eval uation process including |ine
managenment. In addition to designating a departnental manager of
program evaluation, it will frequently be desirable to establish a
seni or nanagenent eval uation conmttee, and program eval uation
advisory comittees for individual studies;

(vi) describe the roles, responsibilities, and authorities of each
participant in the program eval uati on process;

(vii)outline the procedures that will be followed in the department in
i mpl enenting the program eval uati on function. These should cover the
devel opnent and mai nt enance of eval uation plans, the conduct of
eval uations, and the procedures by which senior managenent will
consi der and act upon the findings and recomendati ons of program
eval uati ons;

(viii)outline the flow and distribution of evaluation docunments -terns of
reference, drafts, final reports, recomendati ons and inplenentation
pl ans resulting fromeval uations — both within and outside the
department;

(ix) assign responsibility and outline procedures for ensuring that all new
or renewed prograns include an appropriate evaluation franmework;

(x) provide for the assignnent of resources - both dollars and persons for
t he program eval uation unit and a nechanismfor funding or resourcing
i ndi vi dual studies; and

(xi)indicate any other inportant feature of the program eval uation
function in the departnent.

Departnments and agenci es should subnmit their evaluation policies to the
Ofice of the Conptroller General for review As discussed in Chapter 8, the OCG
wi || coment upon, and provide advice and assistance in the devel opnent of,
program eval uation policies.
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3.2 DEPARTMENTAL RESPONSI BI LI TI ES FOR PROGRAM
EVALUATI ON

I n devel opi ng the program eval uation function, a nunber of
responsibilities can be identified. O particular concern are the respon-
sibilities of the deputy head, the responsibilities for the managenent of the
program eval uation function, and the responsibilities of the departnent or
agency for actions taken as a result of decisions based on program eval uati on
findi ngs and recomrendati ons.

3.2.1 Responsibilities of the Deputy Head

The deputy head is the pivotal figure for the success of the program
eval uation function. H's or her main responsibilities in this area are outlined
in Table 3.1.

In point 3 in Table 3.1, it is recognized that the deputy head nay only
have tine to be involved once during the eval uati on assessnent phase. If, for
exanpl e, he or she is significantly involved in the selection of an eval uation
option, then the approving of terns of reference by the deputy head based on the
sel ected option may be quite perfunctory. On the other hand, if he or she has
not been significantly involved in the selection process, then it would be
expected that the deputy head carefully consider the terns of reference and be
fully aware of the kind of study he or she is being asked to approve.

3.2.2 Responsibilities for Managi ng the Program Eval uati on Function

In order to develop and naintain a successful program eval uati on function
in departments and agenci es, the managenent of the function nust exercise a
nunber of responsibilities. These responsibilities, which are in addition to any
ot hers assigned by the deputy head, are outlined in Table 3.2.

3.2.3 Responsibilities for Foll ow Through Action

A key aspect associated with the evaluation process is the followthrough
action taken as a result of senior managenent decisions based on a consideration
of the findings and recomendati ons of an evaluation. This is the link to the on
goi ng managenent process and is essential if programevaluation is to nake
useful contributions to the nanagenent and pl anni ng of government prograns.
There are nunmerous ways a departnent or agency may w sh to inpl enent senior
managemnment deci si ons. Followthrough action from decisions based entirely or
impart on evaluation findings is no different fromaction resulting from any
seni or nanagenent deci sion. However carried out, the basic responsibilities of
the departnment in this area remain the sanme: to prepare, when required, an
i npl enentation plan; and to nonitor and report to the deputy head on the
conpl etion of the inplenentation.
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Table 3.1

PROGRAM EVALUATI ON RESPONSI BI LI TI ES OF THE DEPUTY HEAD

Establ i sh and i ssue the departnental program eval uation policy.
Approve the departnental program eval uati on plans and anendments.

Be significantly involved in the eval uati on assessnent phase of each

eval uati on by:

- considering evaluation study options and approving the selection of the
specific issues to be exam ned and general approaches to be used in each
program eval uati on study; and

- approving the terms of reference for each program eval uati on study.

At the end of each eval uation study:

- assess program eval uation study findings and reconmendati ons and deci de on
appropriate action;

- approve the inplenmentation actions to be taken as a result of decisions
based on findings and reconmendati ons of individual studies; and
approve the program eval uation reports for rel ease.

Approve eval uati on franeworks for new prograns.

Be accountable for the effects of inplenenting the program eval uation
function.
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10.

11.

Table 3.2

RESPONSI BI LI TI ES FOR MANAG NG THE PROGRAM EVALUATI ON FUNCTI ON

Prepare, update and reconmend the departnental program eval uation plans.
Approve terns of reference for all evaluation assessment studies.
Attest to the quality of all evaluation assessment studies.

Identify and address areas of concern of outside parties (Treasury
Board, Policy Conmittees, Parliament, etc.).

Recommend terns of reference for all program eval uation studies.

Attest to the quality of all program eval uation studies and reports.
Endorse or comment upon recomendati ons based on program

eval uations, and ordinarily nmake additional recomrendations reflecting a

departmental perspective.

Keep informed on the inplenentation actions resulting fromdecisions based
on program eval uati on studi es.

Devel op eval uation frameworks for new prograns in consultation with the
program desi gners, or commrent upon such framewor ks proposed by ot hers.

Exerci se functional authority with respect to program eval uati on.

Manage the departmental program eval uation unit.
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The departnmental manager of program eval uation should keep inforned on the
progress and keep track of the results of foll owthrough action based on
eval uation findings and recomrendati ons.

3.3 THE ROLE OF LI NE MANAGEMENT | N PROGRAM EVALUATI ON

The invol venent of |ine nmanagers is critical to ensuring that the
realities of the program operations and environnent are incorporated in the
program eval uati on process. Line nmanagers can and should contribute to al
phases of the program eval uati on process. A program eval uation advi sory
conmittee for specific studies may be a useful vehicle to facilitate this
participation (Section 3.4.3). In particular, |line managers nay:

(1) assi st the departnental program evaluation unit in the devel opnment
and updating of the departnmental program evaluation plans and in the
devel opnent of eval uation frameworks;

(ii) provide nenbers for the eval uati on teans when appropri ate;

(iii) identify, during the eval uati on assessnent, program eval uation
i ssues of inmportance to them

(iv) assist in the gathering of information;

(v) revi ew eval uati on assessnment reports, study terms of reference and
eval uati on findi ngs;

(vi) comrent upon reconmendations;

(vii) develop, where required, an inplenentation plan based on deci sions
taken as a result of evaluation studies; and

(viii)inplement any action required as a result of evaluation studies.

Such invol venent of I|ine nanagers will both bring to the eval uation
activity appropriate program experience and provi de these managers with a good
under st andi ng of the evaluation function in their department or agency. It will
also allow line managers to obtain, from program eval uation, information of
interest to themon their prograns.
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Program eval uati on should clearly be organizationally independent from
I i ne nanagenent functions. Indeed this is essential for the objectivity of the
function. It is also essential to establish |linkages to such |ine nanagenent
processes and functions as performance neasurenent, planning, nmanagenent review,
and quality review In particular, these other functions often provide val uabl e
i nformati on and data for program evaluation studies and often facilitate the
identification of issues - especially fromthe |ine nanager's viewpoint - for
program eval uati on.

3.4 DEPARTMENTAL ORGANI ZATI ON FOR PROGRAMEVALUATI ON

In deciding on the nost appropriate way to organi ze for the evaluation
function, departnents should consider a nunber of factors. On the one hand, the
exi sting organi zation structure of the department will play a role: the program
eval uation organi zation ordinarily should seek to be as conpatible as possible
with existing structures and reporting relationships to the deputy head and with
his or her personal managenent style. On the other hand, the organizationa
structure of the function will significantly influence the quality of the
resulting eval uation process and evaluation results. Thus in sel ecting anong
various organi zational structures, a number of factors should be kept in mnd
The organi zational structure chosen in a departnent or agency shoul d:

(1) enhance the objectivity of the function, both real and perceived
(this is primarily achieved through establishing organizationa
i ndependence from | ine nanagenent);

(ii) provide for the deputy head to have significant input to the
eval uati on process;

(iii) provide for the coordination of the evaluation activities; and

(iv) ensure that the program evaluation function is an integral part of
t he ongoi ng managenment system

3.4.1 Managi ng the Program Eval uati on Function

In each departnment or agency, the responsibilities outlined in Section
3.2.2 for managi ng the program eval uation functi on should be assunmed by one, or
at the nost two, persons. One of these persons should be the focal point for the
departmental or agency program eval uation activity, should assume all or many of
the responsibilities
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listed in Table 3.2 and should devote a significant part of his or her tine to
t he program eval uation function. For the purposes of this Guide, this person is
called the departnental (or agency) manager of program evaluation (DMPE). |If the
managenent of the function is to be shared by two people, the second person
woul d either report directly to the DVPE or be the person to whomthe DWPE
directly reports, and would assume those program eval uati on nmanagemnent
responsibilities not assuned by the DMPE. The | evel of the DMPE woul d depend on
the particul ar organi zati onal structure chosen by the departnent or agency.
Figure 3.1 illustrates three possible situations. In (a) the DVWPE assunes al

t he managenent responsibilities. In (b) and (c) these responsibilities are
shared: in (b) with the head of the program evaluation unit and in (c) with the
responsi bl e corporate assistant deputy ninister(ADM or equival ent.

A departnental program eval uation unit should be established to support
t he managenent of the program eval uation function. This is the organi zationa
entity which carries out the corporate program eval uation activities of the
department or agency. This unit is operationally managed either by the DWE
(cases (a) and (b)) or a person reporting directly to the DMPE (case (c)).

3.4.2 Reporting Relationships to the Deputy Head

It is essential that the departnmental manager of program eval uati on ( DMPE)
have ready access to the deputy head, and that the deputy head provide
reasonabl e direction and strong personal support to the program eval uation
function. Figure 3.1 illustrates possible reporting relationships to the deputy
head.

A direct reporting relationship of the DMPE to the deputy head is
preferable (cases (a) and (b)), where the DVWPE is the senior departnental
of ficer for programevaluation. In large departnents this may not be possible
because of organi zational hierarchies and span of control considerations, in
whi ch case the DWPE should report to a senior staff manager who, in turn,
reports to the deputy head (case (c)). In this case the senior departnental
of ficer for evaluation is the person to whomthe DVWPE reports. To place the DVPE
el sewhere in the organizational hierarchy conprom ses his or her effectiveness
and nakes it too difficult to obtain the deputy's direction and support. The
full potential of programevaluation is not likely to be realized unless a close
wor ki ng rel ati onshi p devel ops between the deputy head and the DWPE
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3.4.3 Cormittees for Program Eval uation

In order to assist the deputy head with his or her program eval uation
responsibilities, departnents and agencies may w sh to establish a senior
program eval uation committee. Such a conmittee could neet regularly or as needed
to di scuss program eval uation matters, either exclusively or perhaps in
conjunction with other corporate matters. The specific functions of each such
conmittee would vary depending on the role the deputy head sees for the
conmittee. The existence of such a comittee enphasizes the inportance of
program eval uation in the departnent. The DMPE should sit on the senior
managenment eval uation committee where such a committee exists. This would be one
means of enhancing his or her reporting relation to the deputy head.

In addition to this ongoing committee, departnments and agencies nmay w sh
to establish, for each or for npbst program eval uations, a program eval uati on
advisory committee to assist in the managing of the particul ar program
eval uation and to provide a forumfor discussion by all those concerned with the
eval uation of the program The DWPE should be a nenber of the commttee,
probably the chairnan. The head of the program eval uati on team conducting the
eval uation and |ine nanagers whose prograns nmay be affected by the eval uation
woul d al so normally be menbers of such a committee. Such a study-specific
conmittee would provide a useful neans through which the concerns and interests
of line managers can be expressed and fornally taken into account. \Were
appropriate this comittee could include nenbers from outside the governnent,
such as client group representatives or representatives from provincial
governments, when the program understudy is part of a federal-provincial
agr eenent .

3.4.4 Organi zational Structures for Conducting Program Eval uati ons

The preferred organi zational structure is to have program eval uations
conducted centrally, with the departnental program evaluation unit responsible
for the evaluations of all program conponents of the department. Menbers of the
departnmental program eval uation unit would direct evaluation teans for each
program eval uati on study. Team nake-up would vary fromstudy to study. Use could
be made of a seconded person fromthe program being eval uated, of contracted
personnel, of other departnental personnel, and of other nembers of the
departnmental program eval uation unit. Care nust, of course, be taken to ensure
the objectivity of the team (see Section 5.1.2). This organi zational structure
enhances the objectivity of the exercise, and should enhance its credibility
with |ine managenent.
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It has been argued that such a centralized approach nmay not be al ways
possi bl e, particularly where responsibility in the departnent or agency is
decentralized and that in such cases a decentralized approach is required. This
woul d involve, in addition to the departnmental program evaluation unit, the
est abl i shnent of branch program eval uati on units, which would report
adm nistratively to the head of each branch(e.g. regional or branch ADVS) but
woul d be under the functional direction of the DMPE. The managenent of the
program eval uation function - the DVPE plus perhaps one other person - would
still retain all the responsibilities outlined in Section 3.2.2. A further
decentralization of the evaluation function would inhibit its influence as a
seni or managenent function and give rise to questions about its objectivity. The
difference in the decentralized approach woul d be that branch program eval uati on
units, not the departmental program eval uation unit, would carry out many of the
eval uati ons.

3.4.5 Relationship to Gt her Corporate Managenment Functi ons

Internal audit and corporate planning (strategic, operational and program
pl anni ng) are other corporate managenent functions that interface with program
eval uati on.

Internal audit and program eval uation are conplenentary functions (see
Section 2.4) and as such should enjoy close working rel ationships. The audit and
eval uation plans for each function should be devel oped so as to facilitate
overal | planning and program conponent identification in the audit and
eval uation areas. This will ninimze both the duplication of efforts and the
demand on |ine managers for information.

Despite the need for this close working relationship, internal audit and
program eval uati on shoul d be separate organi zati onal units producing separate
reports and findings. Otherw se, there may be a tendency for the nore well -
established internal audit function to absorb resources that should be going
into program eval uation efforts. In addition, as outlined in Chapter 5, the
skills and experience required for the two functions differ, and w thout an
identifiable separation between the two, both may suffer

As Figure 2.1 illustrated, program evaluation should provide input into
strategi c planning. Program eval uati on should be organi zationally independent
but have a good working relationship with this function. Program eval uations
will likely relate program objectives to departnental objectives established by
the strategic planning function, and identify difficulties in establishing
I i nkages between program and
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departmental objectives. Thus program eval uation reports should be nade
available to the strategic planning function so that the information and

anal ysis gained froma program eval uation nmay be di sseninated through the
departnment to those persons with a need to know such material. Conversely,
program eval uati on should take into account strategic planning initiatives and
published reports, and al so be cogni zant of changes in the corporate program
pl anni ng process.
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CHAPTER 4

DEPARTMVENTAL PROGRAM EVALUATI ON PLANS

4.0 GUI DELI NES

4.1 Departnents and agenci es shoul d develop formal plans for eval uating
all of their programs on a periodic basis and update themregul arly.

4.2 As a necessary step to devel opi ng departmental program eval uation
pl ans, the activities of the departnent should be grouped into program
eval uati on conponents, nanely groups of activities considered suitable
for evaluation purposes. The deputy head shoul d be invol ved and approve
the results. Appropriate profiles (Table 4.1) of these conmponents
shoul d be devel oped.

4.3 The program eval uati on conponents should be set in order of
priority as to their inmportance for evaluation, taking into account the
concerns and interests of the departnment, its nminister, and centra
agencies, as well as the capabilities of the departnental evaluation
unit, the resources required and technical difficulties that may be
encountered. The deputy head nust finally set the priorities for

eval uation, both for the long termand the annual pl ans.

4.4 The departnental program eval uation plan should include two parts:
t he departnental |ong-term program eval uation plan consisting of the
departnmental program eval uation profile (the individual conponent
profiles and an explanation of the overall departnental conmponent
structure) and the program eval uati on schedul e i ndi cati ng when each
conponent is to be evaluated over the evaluation cycle; and the annua
program eval uation plan indicating in nore detail the specific

eval uation activities to be undertaken in the next 12-18 nmonths. The
reasons for excluding any conponent fromthe |ong-term plan should be
docunent ed. Departmnental program eval uation plans shoul d be considered
and approved by the deputy head and should reflect the priorities and
concerns of the departnent, its mnister and of the central agenci es.
Departmental program eval uation plans should be subnmitted to the OCG
for review
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4.5 Departnental program eval uation plans should be kept up to date to
reflect the passage of tine, changing evaluation priorities of the
deputy head, slippage or ahead-of-schedul e performance, and the work
conpl eted to date.

4.1 AN OVERVI EW AND GENERAL PRI NCI PLES

Planning is essential to the successful establishment and the
continui ng operation of the program evaluation function. The Treasury Board
policy calls for all prograns in a departnent or agency to be eval uated
periodically. In order to ensure such coverage, departnental eval uation plans
are required showi ng which activities are planned to be eval uated and when

G ven the fact that in a departnent or agency there are nany, often
het er ogeneous, activities being carried out and that the eval uation of these
activities will be spread over a period of several years, preparation of a plan
requires at least two main tasks to be carried out:

- the programs of the department or agency will have to be arranged
into appropriate groupings for evaluation, namely program
eval uati on components; and

- the evaluations of these conponents will have to be set in order of
priority so that an eval uation schedul e over an appropriate
eval uation cycle can be devel oped.

In carrying out both tasks, the deputy head should be involved. As the client of
t he eval uation studies, he or she should determ ne what is to be eval uated and
when.

Figure 4.1 illustrates a representative nodel of the process that a
departnment or agency might go through in developing initial plans. The figure is
only an exanple of the steps that could be followed and it is recognized that
di fferent departnents and agencies m ght proceed differently by followi ng a
di fferent sequence or by carrying out additional steps. Indeed, a departnent or
agency may decide for strategic reasons to conduct an evaluation or two while
devel opi ng a conprehensive long-termplan in order to denobnstrate what can be
produced t hrough program eval uati on. Neverthel ess, each of the general steps
shown wi |l undoubtedly have to be carried out at sone tine in order to produce
appropriate departmental evaluation plans. The di anond-shaped deci sion points in
the figure are the najor decision points in the process where the deputy head
will nornally play a key
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FIGURE 4.1
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role, namely in agreeing to the list of program conmponents and to the eval uation
pl ans. The overal | departnental program evaluation plan is conmposed of two
separate plans: a |long-term plan which presents both the departnental program
eval uation profile - an explanation of the departnent's conmponent structure and
a description of each individual conponent - and the program eval uation
schedul e, and an annual plan. Each of these is discussed in ensuing sections of
this chapter.

Thi s ongoi ng planni ng process to produce a revised |ong-term
pl an (updated component profiles and a revised schedule) and a revised annua
plan is discussed in Section 4.5.

4.2 PROGRAM EVALUATI ON COVPONENTS
4.2.1 What is a Program Eval uati on Conponent ?

A program eval uati on conponent is a group of resources and activities,
and their related outputs, which is suitable to the department or agency for
eval uation purposes. It is usually a subset of an Estinates Program The group
of activities within a program conponent:

- has a comon objective (or set of related objectives) established at
the I evel of concern of the deputy head;

- is of appropriate size or inportance to be a focus of and support for
program deci si on making at the deputy ministerial |evel; and

- is a logical part of an overall departmental program eval uation
conponent structure, contributing to the departnent's |[ong-term
obj ecti ves.

In any maj or program a conplete hierarchy of objectives may be defined
frominproving the well-being of Canadians to establishing specific work
standards. The objective of a program eval uati on conponent should be an
obj ective of direct concern to deputy heads, rather than an objective or a goa
whi ch may be of nobre concern to |ine nanagers. Associated with any objective is
a group of resources, activities and outputs which contribute to the achi everment
of the objective. A program eval uati on conponent conprises those resources,
activities and outputs contributing to the achi evement of an objective of
concern to the deputy head.
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Thi s higher |evel focus, however, may have to be wei ghed agai nst the
criteria of being an appropriate grouping for actual decision nmaking on prograns
in the departnent. Deputy heads will be concerned with quite broad departnenta
obj ectives which cover a wide group of departmental activities, but may stil
make deci sions on snaller groupings of activities which are ained at achieving a
narrower objective. Program eval uati on conponents should relate to these
relatively |l ower |evel groupings on which managerial decisions are nornally
made.

Finally, the collection of program eval uation conponents shoul d refl ect
and outline the departnent's various strategies for achieving the departnental
wi de | ong-term objectives. The conponents should fit together in a |ogical
consi stent and conprehensive manner and each conponent should be shown
contributing to the departnent's |ong-term objectives.

Program eval uati on conponents are thus seen to be inpacts- and effects-
oriented, typically built around the intended effects of the departnent's or
agency's activities. They nmay not be identical with either existing
organi sational structures or to existing Program Activity Structures but it is
desirable to be able to reconcile information fromthe Program Activity
Structure with the program eval uati on conponents. This may entail changing the
Program Activity Structure to be conpatible with the departnment's program
conmponent structure.! The raison d' étre of the components is to provide an
appropriate focus for evaluating the results of departmental activities in
relation to the government's objectives and to the external environnent, and not
to evaluate, in particular, existing organisations. Interest is on program
ef ficacy rather than managerial accountability. In devel opi ng program eval uati on
conponents, departnents and agencies should identify the intended major results
their activities are trying to acconplish, and delineate those activities which
are directed towards each result or group of related results. Such a collection
of activities should be a suitable program eval uati on conponent.

It should be obvious that there is no unique way to divide a departnment
or agency into evaluation conponents. Any one division of the departnent into
conponents is likely to miss certain possibly inportant aspects for eval uation
Thi s suggests that components should not be seen as rigid. Wile the conponent
structure would formthe basis for program eval uation studies in departnents and
agenci es, this does not exclude other units of evaluation being used fromtine
to time for particular studies. That is, a study might be conducted that cuts
across several conponents or conbi nes several or parts thereof (see
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Section 4.4.1). Furthernore, it is expected that over tine the conposition of
eval uation components will change due to the experience gained in dealing with a
department's or agency's activities and deci sion nmaki ng process, and with the
changes in the governnents policies and objectives.

4.2.2 The Program Eval uati on Conponent Profile

Havi ng identified suitable program eval uati on conmponents, a departnment
or agency should prepare a description of each conponent in terns of what the
conponent is supposed to do, howit is delivered and the resources devoted to
it. Such a program conponent profile could be witten with varying degrees of
detail, but should include relevant information on the conponent for evaluation
purposes. In particular, it should include a description of the program
conponent structure (see Section 2.2). The basics of such a profile are shown in
Table 4.1. Conmponent profiles will allow others in the departnent, in central
agenci es or el sewhere to gain some understandi ng of what elenments of the
departnmental programs are going to be eval uated.

The profile in this table is conposed of two parts. Part Ais the basic
description of the conponent and nay be all that is needed in order to devel op
the initial departnmental program eval uation plans although an initial
specification of the conponent's elenments would seemto be required to fully
identify the conponent. Part B describes the conponent's structure and invol ves
a nore in-depth anal ysis of each conponent resulting in a diagram of the
conponent's structure - a program nodel - which captures the interrelationships
anong a conponent's activities, outputs and results. Part B nmay often be
conpl eted only during the eval uation assessnent phase of an eval uation, but
departments nay wi sh to develop part B of their conponent profiles as an
i ndependent exercise. The infornmation in part B would certainly help in defining
and setting in order the conponents for evaluation. Over tine, and as plans are
revi sed, conplete up-to-date conponent profiles should be available for al
conmponents and be part of the departmental |ong-term program eval uation plan

Departments nmay of course wish to conmpile nore information than is shown in
Table 4.1 on each conponent. In effect they may wish to prepare a Part C. Such

informati on as the evaluation history of the conponent, |ikely evaluation
i ssues, expected difficulties in doing the evaluation, known relationships to
other prograns, data that is available, etc., all would be quite useful - if

avai | abl e - as background i nformation for future planning and conducting of
eval uations. G ven the suggested 3-5 year cycle for evaluation and the normal
turnover of
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personnel that can be expected, whatever useful information that has been

devel oped on the component woul d otherwi se likely be |ost. However, such

i nfornmati on woul d not be expected as part of the formal departnental eval uation
pl ans.

A few of the elenents and terns in the profile shown in Table 4.1
require sone el aboration. The conponent description envisaged here is a short
description normally involving several paragraphs rather than several pages. It
shoul d describe in a narrative fashion what the conmponent involves, how it
operates, whomit serves, and what it tries to do, so that soneone not famliar
wi th the conponent coul d have a basi c understandi ng of what is being eval uated.
Departments and agencies may wi sh to devel op nore detail ed descriptions of each
conponent but a short sumary would be all that is expected in the
formal plans.

Simlarly, the statenent of the conmponent resources shoul d not
necessitate a |l engthy anal ysis. Wen conponents and Program Activity Structures
are conpatible, this information should be available as part of the nornmal
strategi c and operational planning. Wien conponents are not conpatible with the
Program Activity Structure, precise resource infornation may be difficult to
obtain. In this case, estimtes of the resources devoted to the component woul d
be adequate. Over tine it is expected that the Program Activity Structure will
evol ve to becone conpatible with the program conponents structure. The resources
part of the profile serves to indicate the size of the conponent in terns of
inputs and is not intended as a financial accounting statenent.

The terminpacts and effects is neant to cover any rel evant good or
service (other than the direct program outputs) or behavioral or institutiona
change that results fromthe conponent. No strong distinction is nade between
"i mpacts" and "effects", although these terns are often distinguished on a
tenporal basis or as to the diffuseness of the particular result. Typically,
several levels of inpacts and effects can be usefully identified between the
outputs and the ultinate results. In particular, it is useful for evaluation
pur poses to distinguish between the direct inpacts and effects - those
conprising the next level of results beyond the outputs - and other inpacts and
effects. Direct inpacts and effects are nmore readily associated with the
conponent in terms of cause and effect than are other inpacts and effects.

43



Table 4.1

BASI CS OF A PROGRAM EVALUATI ON COVPONENT PRCFI LE

Part A: Background

1. Conponent Mandate: A statenent of both the |egal basis of the conponent and
of what the conponent nust and may do.

2. Conmponent Objective: A statenment of what inpacts and effects the conponent
is specifically designed to acconplish or contribute to.

3. Conponent Description: A short narrative explaining what the conponent
involves: how it is delivered; the environment it operates in; the popul ation
served; and what it is to acconplish.

4, Rel ation to Estinates Program The Estinmates program or progranms from which
the conponent is funded should be identified and the rel ationship between the
conponent's objective and that of the Estimates program expl ai ned.

5. Conmponent Resour ces:

(i) Fiscal Expenditures - The operating, capital and grants and
contribution costs of the conponent as well as the authorized person-
years devoted to the conponent.

(ii) Capital Assets - An identification of the facilities and equi pnent
other than office space devoted to the conponent.

Part B: Elenents and Structure
1. Conponent El enents:

(i) Activities - Alist of the major work tasks and any powers or
functions that characterize a given conponent and which are
perfornmed or adm nistered by the component personnel

(ii) Qutputs - Alist of the goods and services which are produced or
directly controlled by the conponent personnel and distributed outside
t he conponent organization, as well as any regul ati ons or provisions
in tax |egislation produced by or nonitored by conponent personnel

(iii) Expected Inpacts and Effects - These are the further goods, services
and regul ations (if any) produced by others as a result of the
program s outputs and the consequent expected chain of outcones which
occur outside the programon society or part thereof.

2. The Conponent's Structure: A description and chart show ng the |inkages
anong the conponent elenents; i.e. a program nodel.
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The conponent's structure is a description and diagram- a nodel - of
this chain of results, i.e. of howthe conponent is supposed to work: how the
activities are expected to produce certain outputs, which result in direct
i npacts and effects, which in turn typically cause other inpacts and effects. A
basi ¢ structure for a component was shown in Figure 2.2.

The program eval uati on conponent profile serves several inportant
purposes: as an explanation - especially for organi zati ons or persons outside
the particul ar department or agency - of what each conponent involves; as a
mechani sm for reviewing the rationale of the conmponent; as a basis for planning
for evaluation; and as a way of ensuring that appropriate conmponents have been
identified.

4.3 ESTABLI SHI NG PRI ORI TI ES FOR PROGRAM EVALUATI ONS
Ranki ng the eval uati ons of progranms will allow plans to be devel oped
showi ng when each component will be evaluated. This ranking will be required for

both Iong-termand current year planning. The major factors to be taken into
account in setting priorities should be:

- the inportance of evaluating the conponent in terns of departnental
priorities; and

- the concerns and priorities of cabinet conmttees.

Wth the review of departnental program eval uation plans being part of
the Policy and Expenditure Managenent System (see Section 2.1.2), the Policy
Conmittees and the Treasury Board of Canada will have a formal way, as well as
any informal means which nay develop at the officials level, to express their
priorities and concerns on program eval uati on to departments and agenci es.
Nevert hel ess, the deputy head renains the client of these studies and as such
determnes the final priorities for programevaluation in his or her departnment
or agency.

In addition, a nunmber of technical factors should be considered in the ranking
of conponents such as the size of the conponent in terns of expenditures and/or
i mpacts on society, the anticipated cost of the evaluation, the expected
difficulties and lead time required in doing the evaluation in relation to the
experi ence and capabilities of the programevaluation unit, the timng of the
internal audit of the component, the tine since the [ast evaluation, and the
maturity of the conponent.
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4.4 DEPARTMENTAL PROGRAM EVALUATI ON PLANS

A departnental program eval uation plan should contain two parts:
1. A Long-Term Program Eval uation Plan - which conprises:

(i) A Departnental Program Evaluation Profile - a des-
cription and explanation of the program eval uati on conponent
structure and the individual conponent profiles.

(ii) A Program Evaluation Schedule - a listing of target
dates by which all conmponents are planned to be eval uat ed.

2. An Annual Program Eval uation Plan - an operational plan indicating
what will be carried out in the 12-18 nonths foll owi ng the date of
t he pl an.

Departmental eval uation plans and revisions thereof should be
submitted when nodified or updated to the Ofice of the Conptroller General for
review. Chapter 8 discusses the role the OCG can play in assisting departnents
in the devel opment of their plans. As nentioned in Section 2.1.2, departnental
| ong-term program eval uati on plans are to be submitted by March 31 and the
departnmental annual program eval uation plan by Cctober 31 to the appropriate
Policy Conmittee and to the Treasury Board.

Departmental program eval uati on plans shoul d be devel oped by the
departmental program eval uation unit and should be coordinated with the
departnental internal audit plans to ensure that both the timng and coverage of
conmon areas of interest are satisfactory to both groups (see Sections 2.4 and
3.4.5).

4.4.1 The Long- Term Program Eval uati on Pl an

The | ong-term eval uati on plan provides a description of what is to be
eval uated, and why, and conprises the departmental program eval uation profile
and schedul e.

(a) The Departnental Program Eval uation Profile

The departnmental program eval uation profile should include:

(i) an explanation of the reasons for the specific program
eval uati on conponent structure being used; and

(ii) the individual program evaluation conponent profiles.
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Because a given conponent structure in a departnent or agency is not unique (see
Section 4.2.1), the first part of the departmental program eval uation profile
shoul d be a short discussion of the reasons for choosing the particul ar
conponent structure. The program eval uati on conponent profiles were discussed in
Section 4.2.2. For an initial departmental plan, Part A of the profile may
suffice, but over tine conplete profiles should be devel oped.

For the nost part, evaluation plans will consist of studies based on
the identified program eval uati on conponents. Situations may occur, however,
where the deputy head requires an evaluation on certain parts of conmponents
whi ch do not coincide with any existing departnental conponent. At |east two
such cases can be expected to occur: studies which cut across or comnbine
conponents and i nterdepartnmental studies.

The fornmer case was nentioned in Section 4.2.1. For exanple, a program
eval uati on conponent structure in an industrial incentives area nmay be based on
the type of aid given to produce certain effects, such as increased exports or
i ncreased jobs. Wile such components should be evaluated, it nay at some point
be useful to divide up the same activities by sector - aerospace, electronics,

etc. - and evaluate the inpact of all assistance on each sector. Nothing in the
Treasury Board policy or this guide prevents such evaluation studi es which may
focus on several, or parts of several, "evaluation-plan" conponents. |ndeed such

a rethinking of what to evaluate should routinely be done and could ultinmately
| ead to changes in the formal conponent structure, if such a change woul d better
refl ect how deci sions are bei ng nade.

The ot her case that can arise is when the evaluation of certain
conponents clearly should include consideration of closely related conmponents in
other departnents. In this case, the evaluation m ght focus on two or nore
conponents and require interdepartnental coordination and cooperation. During
t he eval uati on assessnment phase, a requirenment for such interdepartnental
studi es can be determined (see Section 6.2.3). The Treasury Board policy
encourages this interdepartmental cooperation.

In both cases, such eval uations should be part of the departnental
eval uation plan, since they are part of the deputy head's fulfillnment of the
responsibility to have his or her prograns eval uated. Basing the plan on a
conponent structure is a convenient way to ensure that all departnmental prograns
are covered
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(b) The Program Eval uati on Schedul e

The program eval uati on schedul e can be devel oped when the conmponents
have been identified, when they have been ranked and when there is a reasonable
i dea of the resources necessary or available to the evaluation function. The
overal | program eval uation resource level in any given situation deternines the
| ength of the evaluation cycle, nanely, the tinme period in which al
departnmental programs can be eval uated. The Policy suggests a 3-5 year cycle. In
addition, a rough estimate of the costs of evaluating each conponent, in terms
of both dollars and persons, may have to be nmade in order to know how many
eval uations could be carried out in each year of the cycle. The program
eval uati on schedul e shoul d:

(1) clearly identify the targeted departnental eval uation cycle;

(ii) state the overall level and type of resources to be devoted to
pr ogram eval uati on;

(ii) indicate the reasons for the priorities; and

(iv) identify a set of evaluations based on the departnent's program
eval uati on component structure and their expected start and
conpl etion dates, which covers all of the departnent's
activities over the evaluation cycle.

The program eval uati on schedul e should be approved by the deputy head.
This indicates conmtment to the evaluation function and to the conpl et eness of
t he eval uation coverage of the departnent's or agency's activities. Wile
departnmental priorities will always result in specific evaluations being done at
certain times, the Treasury Board policy on evaluation requires all conponents
to be evaluated over a reasonable tinme franme. Exceptions - conponents that are
not in the schedul e and hence are not going to be evaluated - nust be docu-
mented as to why they have been excluded. Such docunentation should be part of
the schedul e.

It is fully expected that the |ong-term program eval uation plan will be
altered over tinme as priorities change and experience is gained. Section 4.5
di scusses updating the | ong-term program eval uati on plan. The | ong-term plan
represents the departnment's or agency's general strategy for evaluation and, as
such, forns part of its Milti-Year Operational Plan (see Section 2.1.2).
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4.4.2 The Annual Program Eval uation Pl an

The | ong-term program eval uation plan is, of necessity, general in
nature. In order to determine in sufficient detail what will be done in
evaluation in the following 12-18 nonths, an annual evaluation work plan is
requi red. The annual plan spells out in some detail the specific evaluation
activities which will be carried out and should reflect current year evaluation
resource levels and the capabilities and past eval uation experience of the
departnment. It should also incorporate the current year interests and concerns
of the departnent and cabinet comittees. The annual plan should include:

(i) identification of which conponents will be eval uated and why;

(ii) the timng of the evaluations including dates of inportant
m | estones, such as the end of an eval uati on assessnent;

(iii)a prelimnary identification of people and dollar resources that
will be conmitted to the eval uation

(iv) an indication of who will be carrying out the work; and
(v) up-to-date profiles for those conponents in the annual plan

Annual program eval uation plans should be approved by the deputy head.
Approval is both authority to proceed with the stated eval uations and genera
conmitment of funds and person-years. The annual program eval uati on pl an
represents the departments short-term operational plan in the area of eval uation
and, as such, forns part of its Budget-Year Operational Plan (see Section
2.1.2).

It may be noted that the annual program eval uation plan would not, in
general, be the same as the program evaluation unit's annual work plan. The
latter could include, in addition to the work outlined in the evaluation plan
such activities as preparing program eval uati on gui des and the plans thensel ves,
respondi ng to demands pl aced on deputy head for evaluation information that
could not be incorporated into the annual plan, and devel opi ng eval uation
framewor ks for new programs. Such organi zati onal work plans are not considered
part of the departnent's annual program eval uation plan
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4.5 UPDATI NG DEPARTMENTAL PROGRAM EVALUATI ON PLANS

Departnmental program eval uation plans will have to be revised as
required and at |l east annually to reflect both the passage of tinme and changes
in content as a result of changing circunstances. Updated | ong-term plans are
requi red by March 31 and updated annual plans by Cctober 31 (Section 2.1.2).

4.5.1 Revi sions Due to a New Year

Even assuning there is no need to nake changes in the departnental
program eval uati on pl an because of changi ng circunstances -an unlikely event -
it will still be necessary each year to devel op new annual plans and to add one
nore year to the long-termplan. This is the normal updating of plans required
over tine and required for the annual determi nation of next year's operationa
pl ans. This aspect of updating the departnental eval uation plans would be done
wi t hout consultation with central agencies.

4.5.2 Revi si ons Due to Changi ng G rcumst ances

In addition to revisions to departnental evaluation plans required by
t he passage of tinme, in nost cases such plans will have to be revised due to
changi ng circunstances. Such factors as:

- new or changed departmental priorities

- new or changed governnmental priorities

del ays in carrying out evaluation studies

new experience gained in evaluation, and

new departnental structures and prograns

all would nmean that the existing evaluation plans were outdated. |Indeed one of
the main responsibilities of the departnental manager of program evaluation is
to remai n abreast of such changi ng circunstances.

Each | ong-term and annual plan mght be in need of revision, and both
the set of program conponents and their priorizing could be altered. In
addi tion, departnments or cabinet commttees may wi sh that certain evaluation
studies be carried out that conbine or cut across program conmponents and/or
departments. Up-to-date evaluation plans should reflect the current priorities
in program eval uation in each departnent or agency.

50



Notes to Chapter 4

Recently, the concept of a planning el enent has been introduced to refer to
sub- groupi ngs of departnmental Estinates Prograns which are to be used for
budgeti ng purposes in the Policy and Expenditure Managenent System
specifically in the Operational Plans. Planning el enents are, |ike program
conponents, results-oriented groupings of activities and hence should, as
they are devel oped over tinme, be conpatible with program conponents. That
is, one should be either identical with or an aggregate of the other
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CHAPTER 5

PERSONNEL FOR CARRYI NG OQUT
EVALUATI ON WORK

5.0 GUI DELI NES

5.1 The personnel carrying out eval uations of prograns should have an
appropriate nmx of analytic, methodol ogi cal and project nanagenent
skills, techniques and experience. Each individual eval uator should
have basic anal ytical skills and some know edge of the program area,

be able to take an i ndependent view of the program be able to
establish credibility with senior management as well as |ine managers
and be acceptable to the departnmental nanager of program eval uation

5.2 Consul tants should be used in evaluation work as appropriate but
shoul d be cl osely managed. \When consultants are used, terns of
reference for studies and resulting recommendations are still the
responsibility of the departnental manager of program eval uation

5.1 PROFESSI ONAL SKI LLS FOR EVALUATI ON

Different departnents organize differently for evaluation (see Chapter
3) and, as a result, make use of different groups of people:

- people who work full tine in the evaluation function
- peopl e seconded from prograns or el sewhere; and
- outside consultants.

In each case, personnel working in evaluation, while bringing
to the task differing experiences and differing perspectives on eval uati on
shoul d share certain commopn characteristics. In the case of seconded personnel
this may inply the need for an orientation course on program eval uation. In any
event, the personnel used should be acceptable to the departnental nanager of
program eval uati on.

Eval uation involves a systematic gathering of denonstrabl e evidence on

the performance and results of a program Difficult issues typically arise on
how best to collect such evidence so that the findings
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- the evidence and conclusions drawmn fromit - are objective and credible.
Sonetimes this requires know edge of special techniques. A general requiremnment
will be the ability to appreciate the technical problens involved, to approach
the task from an independent point of view, to have sone know edge and
under st andi ng of the subject-matter under study, to be able to work closely with
program personnel, and to manage the study as necessary. These skills, outlined
bel ow, inmply the need for many of the evaluators in a unit to have attained the
seni or officer |evel

5.1.1 The Uni que Nature of Each Eval uati on Study

The conduct of eval uation studies does not involve routine repetitive
tasks. There are no detail ed step-by-step procedures to be carried out in each
case, but only general principles to be considered. The need for and enphasis on
eval uation assessnent inplies that each study nust be carefully designed. In
eval uation studies, the issues addressed and the approaches used may be quite
different fromstudy to study. The inplication for evaluators is that they mnust
be able to work wi thout well established systens, procedures and standards
havi ng been previously devel oped. They nust be creative in deciding howto carry
out the study, nust be able to pin-point the main evaluation issues and they
nmust be able to quickly devel op a credi bl e understandi ng of what the programis
supposed to be doing.

Each programrepresents sone process for achieving certain ends. Each
i s unique. The evaluator nmust be able to think conceptually about the program
and to develop - often frominconplete or conflicting data - one or nore
conceptual model s of the process underlying the program

5.1.2 I ndependence

The i ndependence of the evaluators is essential to the production of
obj ective and credible evaluation work. But independence is not sinmply achieved
by organi zati onal separation, although this is usually a prerequisite.
I ndependence al so requires evaluators to be able to stand back fromthe everyday
concerns of a progranis operation and to | ook at what is going on in a detached,
but not uninforned, way. The eval uator nust be able to identify, articulate, and
guesti on program assunptions at several |evels. The evaluator, should not |et
personal biases influence his or her view, and yet should be aware of the
envi ronnent and constraints under which the programoperates. Wile the
eval uator may be convinced of the validity of certain evidence or concl usions,
he or she nust remenber that the evaluator's task is to systematically (i.e. not
sel ectively) collect evidence to informothers.
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The eval uator nust be able to separate argunent from evi dence. Con-

cl usi ons nust be based on evidence which others will have to accept, including
those who may not like the findings produced. By being constantly conscious of
the need for independence, evaluators will enhance their own credibility and the
credibility of the findings.

In cases where evaluation teans are conposed in part of seconded
personnel, it may be unrealistic to expect each individual menber to take a
conpl etely independent view. In such cases, independence nust be assured through
the judicious selection of other nenbers of the team

5.1.3 Subj ect - Matter Know edge

Eval uators wi |l unquestionably produce better eval uati ons when
they are familiar with the subject-matter under investigation. Know edge and
experience in the area will allow the evaluator to nore quickly determ ne key
aspects of the programand its results. As inportant is the fact that such
know edge is alnbst a prerequisite for himor her to establish credibility with
I i ne nanagenent. The depth of subject-matter know edge needed will vary in
different areas but will be in nore denand when the program being evaluated is
nore technical or professional in nature.

5.1. 4 Anal ytical Skills

Most eval uation work involves anal ytical tasks and fairly sophisticated
anal yti cal approaches are not uncommon. Evaluators typically bring to their job
a mxed collection of skills and experience. This is in keeping with the variety
of possible considerations and tasks that nmay be undertaken in any given study.
VWhat is essential is that evaluators have an appreciation of the potential use
of a variety of analytical approaches, what special techniques can do, when they
may be used, where to get the skills, and what the linmitations are. Wat is
needed is the capability for analytic thinking rather than, necessarily, an in-
dept h know edge of any single given anal ytical technique. An understandi ng of
and experience with, for exanple, experinental designs, sanpling nethods, or
econom ¢ i nmpact nodels is not essential for any one evaluator to have, although
a program eval uation unit as a group should possess or have ready access to such
skills and experience.

Eval uat ors shoul d know when anal ytical techniques and/or experts are required.
They shoul d know, for exanple, that designing good questionnaires is a
speci al i zed task and that an effective questionnaire often requires expert
assi stance. They should know that sanmpling for data and for surveys is a

sophi sticated techni que and
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cannot be adequately done w t hout sone know edge of sanpling theory. They shoul d
know t hat statistical analysis, cost-benefit analysis, etc. all are based on
certain assunptions and conditions which, in practice, are often hard to neet,
and hence |l essen the credibility of the resulting findings. Evaluators nust have
had sufficient exposure to a variety of analytic approaches - without
necessarily acquiring an in-depth know edge - to have a substantial appreciation
of the usefulness and limtations of these techniques.

5.1.5 I nterpersonal Skills

Eval uators do not work in isolation. A high |level of interpersona
skills is essential. Typically, there is a high Ievel of contact with, in
particul ar, senior nmanagenent. The ability to deal with others in a cooperative,
sensitive way is often the key to acquiring the assistance of program personnel
Wthout their assistance, little credible informati on can be obtai ned.

Eval uators may be viewed as a threat. Therefore, they nmust be able to
satisfactorily explain the evaluator's role, be able to denonstrate a
willingness to listen and incorporate the views of program personnel, and be
abl e to develop personal credibility with seni or nanagenent and program
personnel by displaying a know edge and understandi ng of the programand its
envi ronnent. The eval uat or

shoul d be able to take a managenent perspective on a program Wt h-out
appropriate interpersonal skills, the evaluator is unlikely to be effective.

5.1.6 Proj ect Managenment Skills

The role of the evaluator within a departnmental program eval uation unit
will often be one of nanagi ng a program eval uati on study team consisting of
either consultants, seconded staff, departnmental program evaluation staff or a
mx of all three. This requires that the eval uator concerned have the
appropriate nmanagenment skills to ensure that the study is delivered within
budget, target dates and within appropriate quality standards. He or she mnust
therefore be famliar with project nanagenent principles and be aware of the
contracting for services procedures if consultants are to be used. He or she
nmust be able to direct staff and nust al so understand the decisi on naking
process in the department, to ensure that the appropriate information and
support is forthcom ng as part of the study process.

5.2 THE USE OF CONSULTANTS

Many departnents and agenci es can effectively supplenent their
eval uation resources through the use of outside consultants. Consultants may be
used for a nunber of reasons:
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- when specialized expertise is needed;
- when adequate departnental personnel are not avail able; and

- in situations where a third party is essential, for exanple
when any eval uation carried out by departmental or agency personnel
no matter how good, will not be seen as objective.

Good consultants can bring required expertise and experience to an
eval uati on assessnent or eval uation study, but should be used for
wel | -defined tasks and in well-controlled situations. Frequent progress reports
and cl ose managenent are required to ensure that problens are identified early,
that the work being carried out is on-track and in keeping with what the
departnment or agency had in nmind. Because they are not part of the eval uating
organi zation and are not subject to the daily nonitoring of departnental
resources, consultants need to work within well devel oped work plans and terns
of reference.

Finally, it nmust be pointed out that consultants cannot assune the
responsibilities assigned to departnental personnel (see Chapter 3). For
exanpl e, departnental personnel should be heavily involved in the evaluation
assessment phase since this is when the critical decisions are made on what
exactly will be evaluated and how. Wen consultants are being used, terms of
reference for their work constitute a legal contract and should, of course, be
prepared by departnental personnel. Consultants nmay very well be asked to
prepare recomendati ons, but the recomrendations that go to the deputy head mnust
be those of the departmental evaluation staff.

If these precautions are followed, consultants can be an effective

addi ti onal means of bringing expertise, experience and credibility to the
eval uati on process.
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6.

0

CHAPTER 6
CONDUCTI NG PROGRAM EVALUATI ONS

GUI DELI NES

6.1 The conduct of program eval uati ons should conprise three distinct
phases: the eval uati on assessnment (pre-evaluation planning); the

eval uation study itself (data collection, analysis and reporting); and the
deci si on- naki ng based on findings and recomendati ons of the study.

6.2 An adequat e eval uati on assessnent, with appropriate deputy head

i nvol venent, which seriously considers all the basic evaluation issues,
shoul d be undertaken prior to any evaluation study, in order to determ ne
t he appropriate focus and approach to be taken. This should result in an
updat ed conponent profile, an eval uati on assessnent report presenting
costed eval uation options and specific terms of reference (Table 6.1)
agreed to by the deputy head, including a detailed work plan, for the sub-
sequent eval uation study. Wen an eval uati on assessnent does not result in
an eval uation study, the reasons for such an outcome shoul d be docunent ed
in the assessnent report and the departnental eval uation plans
appropriately anmended.

6.3 Any eval uation study undertaken should produce objective
and credible findings, i.e. evidence and concl usi ons, on each eval uati on
i ssue specified in the terns of reference of the study.

6.3 A final report should be prepared for each eval uati on assessment
study and eval uation study undertaken. Reports should be credible and
useful and keep separate the evidence, conclusions and recomendati ons.
Reports should be reviewed by all concerned parti es.

6.4 Once decisions are taken as a result of program evaluation findings

and recommendati ons, departnments and agenci es should ensure that
appropriate followup action is taken and reported on to the deputy head.
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6.1 | NTRODUCTI ON AND OVERVI EW

Central to the program eval uation function is the planning and conduct
of program eval uati ons and the subsequent taking of decisions based on the
findings and recommendati ons. Efforts in establishing evaluation policies,
organi zati ons and processes will cone to naught if credible, tinely, useful and
obj ective evaluations are not produced and used. In this chapter, genera
gui del i nes on the program eval uati on process are presented. Mre detailed
principl es and suggestions on carrying out evaluations are presented in the
conpani on OCG docunent, Principles for the Evaluation of Prograns by Federa
Departments and Agenci es.

The eval uation process is viewed as conprising three phases:
- pre-evaluation planning (evaluation assessnent);

- conducting and reporting on the eval uation study; and

- deci si on-maki ng based on findi ngs and recomrendati ons.

That is, the evaluation of any programinvol ves sone planning for the work

i ncl udi ng desi gning the evaluation, the actual study (data collection, analysis,
formul ati on of findings and recomendations), and the taking of decisions as a
result of the study.

Figure 6.1 illustrates a representative eval uation process. The figure
indicates that in the area of inplenenting decisions, the program eval uation
function nerges with the regul ar program managenment function (shown by dotted
lines). At this point other managenent information is brought to bear on
decisions taken as a result of the evaluation study. The mmjor decision points
in the process, where the deputy head will normally play a key role, are:

- in deciding on an appropriate focus for the eval uati on study
t hrough the selection of an eval uation option

- in agreeing to detailed terns of reference for the eval uati on study;
and

- in making decisions as to the action to be taken on the findings and
reconmendati ons.

The responsibilities of the deputy head in this area were discussed in
Section 3.2.1.

Each phase in this evaluation process will be discussed in this
chapter.
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6.2 EVALUATI ON ASSESSMENT

It is essential that adequate planning for evaluation studies take
pl ace. Evaluation studies can be costly in ternms of both financial and human
resources, and experience has shown that many studies in the past have turned
out not to be used or useful. At |east part of the reason for non-use of
eval uation studies has been a | ack of adequate consideration before conmencing
the study of what is needed, what can be done and what shall be done. This Guide
aims at avoiding such pitfalls by strongly encouragi ng an adequat e pl anni ng
phase - termed eval uation assessnment - for all evaluation studies.

Eval uation assessnent is a critical part of the program eval uation
process. It provides the client of the study - the deputy head -with a way to
ensure an appropriate focus for the ensuing evaluation study and is a neans for
indicating to the client and other interested parties the kind of information
which will be produced. As such, eval uation assessnent should provide a control
on the spending of resources for evaluation studies which do not answer the
rel evant questions or in any other way are, after conpletion, found to be of
little or no use to the study's client.

Figure 6.1 shows the nain elenents of the eval uati on assessnent phase.
The physical outputs are typically terns of reference for the assessnent, an
eval uati on assessnent report, an updated conponent profile and terms of
reference for the evaluation study itself.

The eval uati on assessment process may be nore or |less fornmal, should
i nvol ve program personnel and will usually be iterative in nature, as issues are
sel ected from anong the nmany possible issues that could be addressed, and
subj ected to further questioning, consideration and costing. Terns of reference
for the assessnent nmay not always be needed and an eval uati on assessment report
may be limted to a short nenorandumin straightforward cases. It is expected,
however, that any substantial evaluation study will be preceded by a thorough
eval uati on assessnent and an appropriate report.

6.2.1 The Eval uation Assessnent Study

An eval uation assessnment study involves an identification of the
program speci fic evaluation issues to be considered in the assessnent and an
anal ysis of the nature and extent to which these evaluation i ssues can and,
per haps shoul d, be examined in the subsequent evaluation study. The assessnent
study will typically consider evaluation options for carrying out the eval uation
study. It is essential that program personnel be involved in these
consi derations in order that the
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realities of the program environment are appreciated and that their concerns are
i ncorporated into the evaluation design. In particular, of course, the deputy
head should play a significant role.

The eval uation assessnment study shoul d be conprehensive, relevant,
credible and cost-justified.' It should:

(1) Devel op an understanding of the rationale and structure of the
program and the environnent in which it is operating.

(ii) ldentify the expected use of the evaluation study (e.g. for
program i nprovenent, for input to policy devel opment, for
accountability, etc.).

(iii) Review previous evaluation work carried out on the program as
wel | as other relevant published material

(iv) Determine the programspecific evaluation issues which could be
exam ned in the evaluation study. (Table 1.1 lists the basic
generic eval uation issues that should be considered.)

(v) Expl ain the reasons for excluding any of the basic evaluation
i ssues frominvestigation in the evaluation study.

(vi) Deternine, analyse and cost the evaluation options - the
different sets of issues and different eval uation mnethods
and procedures, including data collection - available for carry-
ing out an eval uation study based on the identified issues and,
i f known, the decisions that have to be nade as a result of the
st udy.

(vii) Reconmend an appropriate eval uati on approach

The resulting eval uati on assessnent report nay or nmay not contain
explicit terns of reference for the evaluation study. This will depend, assum ng
a study will be undertaken, on the extent to which the deputy head (the client)
has had input to the eval uation assessment process. If, during the assessnent,

t he deputy head has decided on the particular focus of the study, then
recomended terns of reference could be included. On the other hand, the report
could present the nobst appropriate options for the evaluation study, with terns
of reference devel oped in a subsequent phase after a choice anong the options is
made. Wen appropriate, sunmaries of findings fromevaluation assessnents,
shoul d be subnmitted as part of the departnent's or agency's Strategic Overview
(see Section 2.1.2).
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6.2.2 The Eval uation Study Terns of Reference

Terns of reference are essential for all evaluation studies. They
provide a fornal record of agreenment between the client and the evaluators as to
what will be done. When the terns of reference are agreed to by the deputy head,
they represent a seni or nanagenent conmitment to the study, and authorize the
execution of the study and expenditure of resources thereon. They also outline
the obligations of all participants in the study - |ine nanagers plus eval uation
personnel . Appropriate terns of reference are particularly inportant when
out si de consultants are to be used.

Coming at the end of an eval uati on assessnent phase, the termnms of
reference give specific detail as to what is expected in the study. Being
specific in the terms of reference will help to reduce the |ikelihood of
m sunder st andi ng during the study and will provide a useful reference on which
to base the final report. On the other hand, terns of reference should not be
foll owed blindly. Changing circunstances and enhanced know edge of the program
obt ai ned during the study, may necessitate alternative approaches. Terns of
reference should serve as clear guidelines on what is expected of the eval uation
st udy.

An outline of typical ternms of reference are shown in Table 6.1. As the
expression is used in this guide, ternms of reference are considered to include
the detailed study work plan (item2 in Table 6.1). Wiere this is not the case,
a separate work plan should still be prepared
before the eval uati on study conmences. ?

6.2.3 O her Qutcones from Eval uati on Assessnent

VWhile the typical outconme of an eval uation assessnment is agreenent by
t he deputy head on terns of reference for the evaluation study, other outcones
are possible. It my, for exanple, be decided that an evaluation is not
appropriate at that tine or that certain inportant evaluation issues are best
addressed in another context.

An eval uation study may not be appropriate at a point in time for a
nunber of reasons, for exanple:

- the program may be too new for any significant results to have
occurr ed;

- a recent externally conducted study has answered nost
eval uati on questions;
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Table 6.1

CONTENTS OF TERMS OF REFERENCE
FOR A
PROGRAM EVALUATI ON STUDY

1. A statenent and di scussion of the specific issues to be addressed in the
st udy.

2. A detailed work plan* of the study design indicating:

- how each issue is to be addressed, that is, an explanation of the
eval uati on approach and design to be used and the tasks to be done;

- what are the criteria for neasuring the attainment of the programs
objectives and its inpacts or effects;

- what information is to be collected and how,

- who is going to do each task and the responsibilities of al
partici pants;

- when each and all tasks will be conpleted (a tinetable);
- what reports will be produced and at what frequency; and
- who are the recipients of such reports.

3. A description of the organizational and reporting relationships for
t he study.

4. A clear statenent of the authority (if needed) to do the study.

5. A specification of the resources and other costs to be committed in
t he study.

6. An outline of the procedures for amending the study work plan

*In certain cases the work plan nay be a separate docunent.
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- the program may be found to be undergoing significant review or re-
structuring;

- the priorities for eval uating have changed; or

- the avail able data may be so i nadequate that an eval uati on franework
foll owed by appropriate data collection nay be required before an
eval uation can be adequately carried out which answers the client's
needs.

Where data are found to be a problemfor certain aspects of the evaluation, an
eval uation study may, of course, still proceed, and include as one of its tasks,
an identification of what evaluation data, if any, it would be reasonable to
collect in the future on an ongoi ng basis as part of the progran s perfornmance
measur enent system (see Section 2.4). In any event, since the conponent profile
wi || have just been conpl eted or updated, whenever an evaluation is reschedul ed
to a later date, this nmay be an opportune tinme to devel op an appropriate

eval uation franework for the future eval uation

An eval uation or part thereof nmay be better carried out in another
context when the eval uation assessnment finds that, for exanple,

- certain basic evaluation issues have been identified which cut across
several program eval uati on conponents or several departnents,
suggesting the need for an integrated eval uati on extendi ng beyond the
particul ar conponent under consideration; or

- inmportant evaluation issues are found to be better addressed through
a different conponent structure, suggesting a need for a rethinking
of the conponents being used for eval uation

These possibilities are the exceptions to the usual outcone of an
eval uati on assessnent, nanely the evaluation study terns of reference foll owed
by the eval uation study. As such, they should be docunented when they occur, and
t he eval uation plans appropriately updated.

6.3 THE PROGRAM EVALUATI ON STUDY

The program eval uation study itself will typically involve the greatest
proportion of resources and time in the evaluation process. This is where the
data are collected, the analysis is carried out, and the concl usions and
recomendations are fornulated. |If an adequate eval uati on assessnment phase has
been carried out, then the steps involved in the evaluation study should be
reasonably cl ear.
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A wi de range of approaches and techni ques are available to carryout an

eval uation study froma controll ed experinental design to an anal ysis of
reported past results of the program froma random sanple to case studies. No
one approach is best in all cases and each has its advantages and di sadvant ages.
Each produces a different kind of product. Al are aimed at neasuring not only
the inmpacts and effects which have taken place, but also at gathering reliable
and credi bl e evidence that the inpacts and effects took place because of the
program and not because of some other set of conditions or factors. This
guestion of increnentality, of deternining what woul d have taken place w thout
the program is the nost difficult and probl ematic nethodol ogi cal aspect of the
eval uati on.

At the beginning of this Guide (Section 1.1.2), a contrast was made
bet ween the nore classical approach to eval uation, which views evaluation nmainly
as a scientific research activity, and the approach being encouraged in the
federal governnent, which views evaluation as an aid to decision-mking and
managenent in governnent. It was suggested that eval uati on should not be viewed
as a scientific exercise aimed at trying to produce definitive conclusions but
rat her ai med at produci ng objective but not necessarily concl usive evidence.
Thi s viewpoint has significant inplications as to the choice of an appropriate
nmet hodol ogy for an evaluation. It often nmeans, for exanple, that eval uators mnust
aggregate inferences obtained in a variety of ways, as opposed to seeking a
definitive answer to a particular question through a single nore rigorous
met hod. It nmeans that program eval uation typically seeks to determine reliable
rel ati onshi ps between a program s activities and its results rather than
definitive explanations of why the program caused certain results.

Program eval uati on shoul d, of course, involve the systenatic gathering of
denonstrabl e i nformati on and evi dence on a programand its results. It nust be
objective. Cbjectivity neans that the evidence and concl usions nmust be capable
of being verified by persons other than the original authors. This further

i mplies that evidence contrary to expectations should not be suppressed. In

ot her words, the evaluation infornation and data should be coll ected, anal ysed
and presented in a manner such that if others conducted the evaluation and used
t he sane basic assunptions, they would reach simlar findings.

In certain cases, systematic infornmation gathering and objectivity my
very well inply the need for classical evaluation research based on the
experimental design nodel. But objective evidence can be gathered through ot her
met hods as wel | .3 The relevant criteria for selecting anong eval uation
nmet hods shoul d be that credible, objective and tinely
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information i s produced which is appropriate for decision maki ng and managenent.
What may be lost to scientific authoritativeness can be gained in the areas of
rel evance, tineliness, and acceptance of findings by decision-nakers, wthout
the | oss of objectivity. That is, while objectivity and reliability - the "rules
of evidence" - should not be conpromi sed, there is usually a very real and often
difficult trade-off to be nmade between the tinmeliness, resources avail able and
rel evance of the evidence gathered and the concl usiveness of the evidence - the
degree of certainty with which definitive conclusions can be drawn wi thout the
need of substantial judgenment. Mre frequently, what night be called conditiona
concl usi ons are nmade, nanely conclusions that are not absolute in nature but are
conditional on certain assunptions, points of view or conditions. This is in
keeping with the view of evaluation as producing relevant information for

deci si on-nmaki ng rather than as replaci ng deci sion-nmaki ng by producing definitive
concl usi ons.

Eval uati on studi es shoul d gat her objective and credible information and
evi dence on each of the evaluation issues specified in the terms of reference of
the study and should, as a mininmum produce concl usions on each of these issues.
The concl usions of the study should be the answers to the questions posed in the
terms of reference.

A nmore detailed discussion of the quality of evaluation studies is
given in the OCG conpani on docunment Principles for the Evaluation of Prograns in
Federal Government Departnments and Agenci es.

6.4 EVALUATI ON REPORTI NG

For both the eval uation assessnent and the eval uati on phases of a program

eval uation, a final report is essential. This records what was done and what was
found and shoul d be both credible and useful.* A credible report is one which
presents the findings in a bal anced and conpl ete manner, identifying the
assunptions underlying the study and outlining the constraints under which the
study was undertaken. A useful report is one which produces rel evant,

significant and tinmely findings on the i ssues addressed, in a clear and
under st andabl e nanner .

It is inmportant in any evaluation report to distinguish between
evi dence, conclusions and reconmmendations as well as between factua
concl usi ons, judgenent and opinions. These distinctions are especially inportant
to keep in mind in |ight of the general approach being adopted for eval uation
(see Section 6.3). It is recognized at the outset that in many cases the
eval uation will not produce conplete definitive evidence on a program so that
findings often require a certain ampunt of professional judgenent on the part of
the evaluator and will often be
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conditional on other considerations or factors. Further, recomendations, while
bei ng based on these findings, will usually be arrived at using the experience
of the evaluator and others in the area and will take into account other

i nformati on on the program Evaluation reports should justify their selection of
i nfornmati on and evidence and its relationship to the report's conclusions and
make their assunptions explicit. For these reasons it is good practice in any
eval uati on assessnent or evaluation study report to keep separate the

i nformation and evi dence, the conclusions and the recomendati ons.

The distribution of draft evaluation reports and reconmendati ons shoul d
normal Iy include the departnmental nmanager of program eval uation and others, in
particul ar |ine managers, who have been associated with the study. In this way,
such parties can be inforned on what the study found. All interested parties
shoul d be able to comment on drafts of the report and, where differences of
opi nion remain, append their comments to the final report and/or the recomenda-
tions. The deputy head shoul d approve the distribution and rel ease of
final evaluation reports.

6.5 TAKI NG DECI SI ONS BASED ON PROGRAM EVALUATI ONS

Once the eval uation study report and reconmendati ons are subnmitted for
seni or managemnent consideration, the final phase of eval uation begins, nanely
t he taking of decisions based on the study. As shown in Figure 6.1, such
deci si ons incorporate whatever other information is avail able on the program
bei ng considered, in addition to the findings and recomendati ons of the
eval uati on study.

It is inmperative that adequate procedures be in place to ensure that
appropriate followup actions are taken for any decisions reached by the deputy
head at this stage. As indicated in Section 3.2.3, responsibility for keeping
track of such action should be clearly spelled out, either in the departnent's
program eval uation policy or as a corollary to the decisions taken. In cases
where specific changes to a programare to be made, a plan should be devel oped
to indicate just how and by whomthe changes will be nade. There should be an
i mpl enentati on report prepared which indicates just what, in fact happened -as a
result of the decisions taken by the deputy head. The responsibility for such a
report should be clearly assigned by the deputy head.
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The managenent of the program eval uation function should keep infornmed
on any actions taken which are based in whole or in large part on program
eval uation studies. Furthernore, summaries of the findings of program
eval uati ons and the changes proposed as a result of these findings should form
part of the departnent's Strategic Overview (see Section 2.1.2).

Notes to Chapter 6

1. The conprehensi veness, relevance, credibility and cost-justification of
eval uati on assessnent studies are discussed in the OCG docunent, Principles
for the Evaluation of Programs by Federal Departnents and Agencies, Chapter 2
(The Eval uati on Assessment Study).

2. Appropriate terns of reference are discussed in the OCG Principl es docunent,
Chapter 4 (Terns of Reference).

3. For one discussion of choosing anong eval uati on net hods see C. S. Rei chardt
and T.D. Cook, "Beyond Qualitative versus Quantitative Methods", in T.D. Cook
and C.S. Reichardt (eds.) Qualitative and Quantitative Methods in Eval uation
Research. Beverly Hills: Sage, 1979, pp. 7-32.

4. Credible and useful evaluation reports are discussed in the OCG Principles
docunent, Chapter 5 (Eval uation Reporting).
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CHAPTER 7

EVALUATI ON REQUI REMENTS
FOR NEW PROGRAMS

7.0 GUI DELI NES

7.1 The deputy heads of departnents and agencies, through the
departmental program eval uation policy, should ensure that all new or
renewed prograns have, as part of their design, a program profile and
an eval uation franmework. A prelimnary conponent profile should be
avai | abl e when the program concept is submtted for approval, and an
appropriate evaluation framework and conpl eted profile should be
devel oped while the new or renewed programis being desi gned and

i mpl enent ed.

7.2 Evaluation profiles and franmeworks shoul d be devel oped in cl ose
consultation with those involved in planning, designing and

i mpl enenting the new program and shoul d have the flexibility to cover a
range of issues and indicators which could beconme inportant in the
subsequent eval uation. Each evaluation profile and framework should be
approved as part of the normal program design approval process. Upon
approval of the new or renewed program the departnment eval uation plan
shoul d be amended appropriately, if required.

7.1 REQUI REMENTS FOR EVALUATI NG NEW PROGRAMS

The Treasury Board policy on the evaluation of prograns calls for the
identification of future evaluation requirenments when desi gning and i npl ementi ng
new prograns. This is a responsibility of the deputy head and the procedures for
doi ng so shoul d be el aborated upon in the departnmental program eval uation
policy. An additional inpetus for the identification of evaluation requirenments
conmes fromthe Policy and Expenditure Managenment System As part of its review
of the departnental Milti-Year Qperational Plan, Treasury Board Canada will be
exam ni ng program designs to ensure that the means of delivery are consistent
with objectives and facilitate eval uati on.

In order to be able to adequately evaluate a new program at sone tinme
in the future, appropriate evaluation requirenents shoul d be devel oped as part
of the basic program design and should contain two parts: a profile and an
evaluation framework. This will ensure that
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t he purposes of the programare clear and that, when the evaluation is in fact
carried out, the results of the program can be determ ned. An appropriate

eval uation profile and framework will greatly reduce the work required during
the future eval uation assessnent, since nuch of the analysis required wll

al ready be done. By ensuring that relevant information will be avail abl e when
the evaluation study is carried out, the evaluation framework and its

i mpl enentation will inprove the quality of the findings. In addition, the costs
of both the eval uation assessnment and eval uation study will be reduced.

Wil e the devel opnent of evaluation requirenents will typically be
associ ated with new prograns, other cases may arise when such a requirenment is
needed for an existing program such as when an evaluation is postponed to a
future date or the programreceives a renewed mandate or is otherw se
redirected. For the purposes of this guide all such progranms will be referred to
as "new'.

7.1.1 New Program Eval uati on Conponents

A new programwi | | necessitate revisions to the existing program
eval uati on conponent structure. In the sinplest case the new programw |l be a
new conponent. In other cases, the new program may be conposed of several new
conponents or be conmposed of parts of several existing conponents. In all cases,
t he program eval uati on conponent structure should be reviewed and anended to
accommodat e t he new program before or during the devel opnent of the eval uation
requi renents.

7.1.2 A Conponent Profile

A profile of the conponent (or conponents) - discussed in Section 4.2.2
- will provide an overview of the new program Once the conponent or conponents
have been identified, a prelimnary profile should be prepared to include
i nformati on on the background objectives, and basic rationale of the program
Particular attention should be paid to a description of both the environment
into which the programis being introduced and the reasons why the programis
being introduced at this time. This description will be useful in the future for
an understandi ng of the original rationale of the program The information in
the profile which is essential for an understanding of the new or renewed
program shoul d be avail abl e when the program concept is subnmtted for approval.
Once the program concept has been approved, the profile can be conpleted as the
programdesign is firmed up.
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7.1.3 An Eval uati on Franmewor k

An eval uation framework is the basis on which a future evaluation is to
be built. It outlines what the evaluation is likely to entail and, nore
critically, describes the information and data that are to be collected prior to
and during the evaluation. An evaluation framework shoul d incl ude:

(1) a statenent and di scussion of the evaluation issues that are
likely to be addressed in the subsequent eval uation

(ii) alist of tentative evaluation indicators which will be used to
describe the results of the program and how well the program has
per f or ned;

(iii) a description of the information and data requirenments needed to
i nvestigate and anal yze the issues and to neasure the indicators,
i ncluding an identification of which, if any, evaluation data it
woul d be reasonable to collect on an ongoi ng basis;

(iv) a description of any program design features needed to collect
the informati on and data requirenents; and

(v) a tentative plan for evaluating the conponents, including an
estinmate of the timng and general resource requirenents of the
subsequent eval uati on.

The eval uation framework shoul d be devel oped while the programis being
designed and i nplenmented. In the case of a pilot programwhere the purpose is to
eval uate a new program concept on a snmall scale, the eval uation franmework shoul d
be avail abl e when the programis subnmtted for approval.

7.2 DEVELOPI NG EVALUATI ON REQUI REMENTS

The devel opnent of evaluation requirenents is shown schenmatically in
Figure 7.1. Miuch of this work should normally be carried out by the departnental
program eval uation unit. The profile and franmewrk woul d be approved as part of
t he program desi gn approval process. As in the case of the conduct of program
eval uations, the concerns and interests of cabinet committees should be
consi dered. Two aspects of the devel opnent of the profile and framework are
critical: involvenent of those participating in the program design and
i mpl enentation, and flexibility of the eval uation design
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FIGURE 7.1
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It is essential that there be close coordinati on and cooperation
bet ween those actually devel oping the profile and framework - normally the
departnmental program evaluation unit - and the group designing and planning the
i mpl enentati on of the new program An appropriate profile and franmework cannot
be devel oped wi thout a thorough know edge of what the programis supposed to do
and how it is to be inplenented. Conversely, the evaluation framework
requi renents may place demands on the program design. For exanple, certain data
may be needed for the evaluation which are not strictly required to deliver the
program This woul d have program design and resource inplications. In devel opi ng
the framework, evaluation information and data which are reasonable to coll ect
on an ongoi ng basis should be identified. It would be expected that any extra
resources consuned in program managenent as a result of evaluation requirenments
woul d be nore than recovered at the time of the future evaluation. Indeed it is
expected that an appropriate evaluation profile and framework will itself
i mprove the managenent and control of the new program Cearly, cooperation
bet ween the eval uation and planning units is required in order that an
appropriate profile and franework be devel oped.

A second inportant feature of the evaluation franework is the
requirenent for flexibility. The framework nmust be able to accommpdat e
i nevitabl e changes both in the programitself as the program matures, and in the
percei ved i nmportance of evaluation issues. If the framework is linited so that
only certain issues can be effectively addressed, then there is the possibility
that, when the evaluation is carried out, the framework will be found i nadequate
due to the changing priorities on what the inportant evaluation issues are.
Flexibility will usually require that several, rather than one, indicators of
program achi evenent be devel oped.

As outlined in Table 3.2, the programevaluation unit has a role to
play in establishing evaluation frameworks. Preferably this would involve the
act ual devel opnent of the frameworks in cooperation with those designing the
program Where this is not possible, any franmework devel oped by ot hers should be
revi ewed by the program eval uation unit and coments prepared for the deputy
head.

Once the program design is approved by the department or agency, the
departmental eval uation plan should be updated to reflect the new program and
its future evaluation requirenment. The profile devel oped as part of the
eval uation requirenment will becone the profile in the plan and the eval uation
can then be fitted into the eval uation plans.
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CHAPTER 8

THE ROLE OF THE OFFI CE
OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

The O fice of the Conptroller General of Canada (OCG has been
est abl i shed by the Governnent with broad authority and responsibility for
adm ni strative practices and control in the areas of financial and operationa
managenment and procedures for program evaluation. This chapter outlines the
responsibilities, the role and the expectations of the OCGin the area of
program eval uati on.

8.1 OCG RESPONSI Bl LI TI ES FOR PROGRAM EVALUATI ON

The O fice of the Conptroller General was constituted in April 1978 by
t he appoi ntnent of the first Conptroller General of Canada and was confirmed in
| egi slation by the granting of royal assent to an amendnent to the Financi al
Admi ni stration Act (Chapter 33) on June 30, 1978. At that tine the President of
the Treasury Board transferred several responsibilities to the new Ofice from
the Treasury Board Secretariat. One of these responsibilities was to inplenent
the Treasury Board Policy 1977-47 on the Eval uation of Prograns.

The responsibility for inplementing the Treasury Board Policy in the
area of program evaluation is being carried out by the Program Eval uati on Branch
of the OCG As a result, the Branch has the responsibility to see to the
devel opnent and ongoi ng operation of program evaluation in departnents and
agencies and to provide Mnisters with informati on on the status of the program
eval uation function in departnments and agencies and on the quality of individua
program eval uations. As well, the Ofice has a responsibility to coordinate
eval uation activities, as required, between departments and other central
agenci es.

In order to exercise these responsibilities the OCG will:
- devel op and pronul gate policy and guidelines on program eval uation

- develop and maintain a close working relationship with departnents
and agenci es;

- advi se and assi st departnents and agenci es; and
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- conment upon the program eval uation function in departnents and
agenci es and the resulting evaluation docurments and reports.

8.1.1 The OCG Rel ationship with Departnents and Agencies

The Program Eval uati on Branch has been organi zed to encourage, devel op
and nmaintain a close working relationship with departnents and agenci es. By
wor ki ng closely with departnmental and agency program eval uation units, the OCG
will be able to naintain an awareness in each departnent and agency of the
status of the program eval uation function of individual departments and of the
deci sions and actions taken as a result of these program evaluation activities.
In this way the Branch is able to provide nore effective advice and assi stance
to individual departnents and agencies. In addition, this should obviate the
need for conducting fornal conpliance reviews as nentioned in the Treasury Board
Policy (1977-47).

8.1.2 OCG Assi st ance
In order to facilitate the devel opnent of program evaluation in the
federal governnent, the OCG will provide departments and agencies with both
general and specific advice and assistance. At the general level, the OCG will:
-gather and di sseminate information on program eval uation
-provi de training sessions for program eval uati on personnel in
conjunction with the Public Service Conmission and in accord with the

Seni or Training Conmittee;

-facilitate consultation, when required, anong departments and between
departnments and central agencies on evaluation related matters; and

-nmedi ate conflicting demands placed on the eval uati on resources and
capabilities of departnents by other departnents or central agencies.

More specifically, the OCG will provide departnments and agencies with
advi ce and assi stance, as needed:

-on devel opi ng depart nental program eval uation policies and

responsibilities in the area of program eval uation by discussing with
departnments various policy and responsibility options;
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-in setting up their evaluation organization, including assisting in
personnel classification and staffing, and facilitating dealings with
central agenci es on personnel and organi zational matters;

-in preparing departnental program eval uation plans by explaining the
concepts of program eval uati on conponents and pl ans, and di scussi ng
wi th departnents and agenci es possi bl e component structures;

-on the planning for and conduct of individual program eval uations,
i ncl udi ng general and technical advice, participating on advisory and
steering conmttees, and review ng eval uation work; and

-on devel opi ng appropriate eval uati on franeworks for new prograns.
8.1.3 OCG Comment s

In order to further the quality of programevaluation in the federa
government and to be able to fulfill its responsibilities, the OCG wi |l comrent
upon departnental and agency program eval uation policies and program eval uation
pl ans when they are subnmtted

These coments will be based on the conpatibility and appropriateness
of the program eval uation function and plans with the Treasury Board policy and
gui del i nes, taking into account the particular departnmental or agency setting.
Program eval uation plans will be reviewed as to the extent to which the
department is likely to be able to carry out the plan with the resources
avai |l abl e, the appropriatenes of the program eval uati on conponent structure, the
extent to which the deputy head has been involved in their devel opment, and the
extent to which cabinet committee concerns and interests have been consi dered.

The Office will also, on a selective basis, call for and comment upon
eval uati on assessnent reports, evaluation study reports and eval uation
frameworks. In, addition to comrenting upon these eval uation products at the
request of departnments, others will be comented upon based on requests by other
central agencies; requests by mnisters; size and inportance of the evaluation
and representativeness.
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The resulting coments will be on the conpatibility of the evaluation
work with Treasury Board policy, guidelines and, for the evaluation reports, the
principles enunciated in the conpani on OCG docunent, Principles for the
Eval uation of Prograns by Federal Departnents and Agencies. Attention will focus
on the terns of reference for program eval uation studies, and the findings of
t hese studi es.

8.2 TREASURY BOARD EXPECTATI ONS FOR PROGRAM
EVALUATI ON

The Treasury Board Policy on the Evaluation of Prograns inplies
certain expectations of departnents and agencies in the area of program
eval uati on. These guidelines and the conpani on OCG Princi pl es docunent reflect
t hese expectations which are sumari zed bel ow.

1. Each departnment and agency shoul d have an adequate program eval uation
function in place which includes

(a) an appropriate program eval uation policy outlining roles,
responsibilities and procedures;

(b) an appropriate program eval uati on organi zation

(c) an adequate | evel of resources - dollars and person-years -devoted to
pr ogram eval uati on;

(d) appropriate descriptions of the prograns or program conponents to be
eval uat ed; and

(e) appropriate, up-to-date |ong-term and annual plans for program
eval uati on;

and whi ch
(f) carries out program eval uations as indicated in the plans; and

(g) devel ops, as appropriate, evaluation franmewrks for new or
renewed prograns.

2. Program eval uati ons should be carried out in such a manner that
(a) adequate planning is undertaken to determ ne the appropriate
focus and approach for each study including a consideration of the

basi ¢ eval uation issues of continued rel evance, objectives achi evenent,
i npacts and effects, and cost-effectiveness;
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(b)
(c)

needs

(d)
(e)

(f)

specific terns of reference are prepared for each study;

procedures to carry out the study are appropriate to the infornmation
of the deputy head (the client) and adequately ensure the
objectivity of the results and the credibility of the conclusions;

appropriate final reports are prepared;

findings and reconrendati ons of eval uations are adequately considered
by the deputy head; and

as a result of decisions taken on the findings and recommendati ons of
the eval uation, appropriate followthrough actions are taken
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Activities - the major work tasks and any powers and functions that characterize
a given program and which are perfornmed or adm nistered by the program
per sonnel

Annual Program Eval uati on Plan - an operational plan showi ng the specific
eval uation work - tining, resources, work tasks, and personnel - to be carried
out during the 12-18 nonths foll owing the date of the plan

Department al Manager of Program Eval uation - the departnental person reporting
to the deputy head or to the senior departnmental officer for program eval uation
who is primarily responsible for the nanagenent of the program eval uation
function.

Departmental program conponent structure - a presentation and description of the
set of program conponents whi ch conprise the departnent or agency.

Departmental Program Eval uation Plans - the |ong-term and annual program
eval uation plans of a departnent or agency.

Departmental Program Eval uation Profile - the collection of program eval uation
conponent profiles in a departnent along with a description of the departnental
program eval uati on conponent structure

Deputy Head - the senior manager in a departnent or agency.

Eval uation Cycle - the tine period within which all prograns of a depart nment
wi Il be eval uat ed.

Eval uation Framework - a description of howit is planned to evaluate a program
| npacts and Effects - the consequences of a progranml s outputs enconpassing the
chain of events which occur between the programis outputs and the ultinate

ef fects of the conponent on society or any part thereof.

Li ne Manager - a manager with overall responsibility for an operating program or
prograns, or parts thereof.
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Long- Term Program Eval uation Plan - the departmental program evaluation profile
and the program eval uati on schedul e.

Mandate - a statenent of the legal basis for a program- what it may do and what
it nust do.

hj ective - a normative statenment of what inpacts and effects the programis
specifically designed to acconplish or contribute to.

Qut puts - the goods, services, regulations, or provisions in tax |aw which are
produced or directly controlled by program personnel and distributed outside the
pr ogram or gani zati on.

Program (conponent) Profile - a description of the background of the program
(mandat e, objective, what the program does, funding and resources), plus a
statement of the elements (activities, outputs, inmpacts and effects) and a
description of the programis structure (linkages anong el ements).

Program Eval uation Advisory Conmittee - a comittee of departnental personne
formed to advise on the conduct of and reconmmendations from an individua
eval uati on study.

Program Eval uation Process - the activities carried out, the decisions taken and
t he out puts produced during the evaluation of a particular program

Program Eval uati on Schedule - a | ong-term schedul e showi ng when all eval uation
conponents are to be eval uated over the evaluation cycle.

Program nanager - a manager with direct responsibility for the nanagenent of an
i ndi vi dual program

Results - the collection of outputs, and inpacts and effects associated with a
program

Seni or Managenent - the deputy head and assi stant deputy heads.
Seni or Program Eval uation Conmittee - a cormittee chaired by the deputy head for

t he purposes of maintaining the function, and of review ng and taking decisions
on the findings and recomendati ons of eval uation studies.
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