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Environmental Scan of Evaluation Capacity in Alberta
An Initiative of the Canadian Evaluation Society Alberta and Northwest
Territory Chapter in Partnership with Alberta Innovates – Health Solutions
This project 1 aims to outline the evaluation needs in Alberta and the capacity to
respond to those needs. By increasing awareness and understanding of the current
state of evaluation capacity in Alberta, the goal is to contribute to an unmet need not
only provincially, but nationally. Fundamentally, it intends to support advocacy efforts
to build evaluation capacity through facilitators such as evaluation culture,
leadership and structure or the ability to interact, collaborate and communicate
across communities of practice. The objectives are based on the notion most recently
exemplified in the briefing paper: Capacity Building 3.0 – How to Strengthen the
Social Ecosystem (http://www.tccgrp.com/pubs/capacity_building_3.php):
“The world has changed, but the social sector’s understanding of capacity and capacity building have
not kept pace. Nonprofits, funders, and companies are acting together more often, whether forced by
budget cuts or drawn by the promise of collective impact. [However,] our frameworks for
conceptualizing capacity and the processes needed to build it for a networked world need to catch
up... (TCC, 2014, p. 18)”

The execution of capacity building should include thoughtful analysis and draw on
every stakeholder in the evaluation process including those who commission, fund,
utilize and produce evaluation products (TCC, 2014). This is precisely what this
project aims to achieve.
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Executive Summary
Project Purpose
This evaluation scan was undertaken by the Canadian Evaluation Society (CES)
Alberta and Northwest Territories (NWT) Chapter in partnership with Alberta
Innovates – Health Solutions to advance advocacy for evaluation in Alberta. The
purpose of the overall project (Phases 1-4) is (i) to understand, at a high level, the
evaluation needs of evaluators, funders of evaluations and decision makers who use
evaluation results, and (ii) to understand the capacity for evaluation with respect to
individuals, organizations, and systems (i.e., networks, sectors).
Between July and October 2014, the pre-phase analysis and Phase 1 of the
environmental scan was initiated. The findings presented in this report are gleaned
from both the pre-phase and Phase 1, to provide a preliminary, high-level overview of
Alberta’s enabling environment and organizational-level evaluation capacity based on
the perceptions of those responsible for conducting, commissioning, funding, and/or
using evaluation results.

Methods
A pre-phase situational analysis was conducted to engage project stakeholders, to
identify their priorities for the project, as well as to inform the evaluation questions,
design and methodology. Phase 1 consisted of fifteen semi-structured interviews with
key informants from Government, Public Organizations, and Private Industry
focusing on Health, Research and Innovation in Alberta. Mixed methods analyses
of the results were conducted and the findings organized according to the
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) model.

Evaluation Questions
The following questions were examined in Phase 1.

Examination of Organizational Needs
How are organizational evaluation activities focused in terms of purpose and type?
What tools or resources are being used?

Examination of Organizational Capacity
What is working?: Strengths, Opportunities
What should be improved?: Weaknesses and Threats
What is the current state of evaluation in Alberta 3?

Strengthening the Evaluation Ecosystem
How should evaluation advocacy efforts proceed based on the findings?

3 Evaluation capacity in the Northwest Territories was not explored due to project timelines and recruitment
limitations; efforts to engage and sample interview participants from the Northwest Territories were not
successful.
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Key Results
The purpose of this section is to present an aggregate, overall summary of the data
collected during Phase 1 of the Environmental Scan. It is not intended to describe the
specific characteristics or state of evaluation capacity of the individual organizations
that participated in the interviews. By presenting the results in aggregate, early
appreciation of the state of evaluation capacity at the provincial level can begin to be
understood, although it is important to emphasize these results represent the initial
findings of a multi-phase environmental scan.

Examination of Organizational Needs
The organizations represented in this scan undertake evaluations primarily for
accountability and learning/analysis purposes, and also for allocation and advocacy.
Regardless of an organization’s purpose for evaluation, common needs in relation to
evaluation capacity were identified among the majority of those interviewed. These
needs included:
better data access and addressing limitations to information sharing,
mechanisms to draw from, and contribute to, a central pool of evaluation tools
and resources, and
more opportunities to network, connect and learn from others.
The preliminary results suggest there is a need to focus evaluation capacity building
efforts in the area of accountability and to advocate for the value of evaluation in
informing decision-making. Emerging areas of interest for commissioners of
evaluation included complex, comprehensive, and systematic evaluation approaches,
including return on investments assessments and efficiency analyses (i.e., optimizing
processes and products to be efficient and cost effective). The early results also
suggest a number of organizations are interested in increasing organizational
capacity in these areas. However, for organizations in the developmental stage of
evaluation capacity, gaps in human resources and the stage of maturity of the
enabling environment may present challenges to fully realizing these evaluation
goals.
Gaps: Overall
Reportedly, the greatest gaps in organizational evaluation capacity occur in the area
of Human Resources and include:
inadequate staffing,
technical4 skills of evaluators (e.g., strategic, systematic), and/or specialized
skills (e.g., economic evaluations, impact analysis) to meet the needs of those
commissioning evaluations,
limited opportunities and/or support for professional development in
evaluation, and
paucity of exemplary organizational leadership 5 that supports a culture of
evaluation.

4 In terms of the specialized aspects of evaluation, such as design, data collection, analysis, interpretation and
reporting.
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Of note, the adoption and uptake of systematic, comprehensive evaluation into
practice was identified as a challenge and opportunity among all participating
organizations.

Examination of Capacity (Preliminary SWOT Results)
Strengths
In relation to evaluation capacity, areas of organizational strengths include:
organizational cultures that are learning oriented and encourage staff
participation, engagement, and reflection in evaluation, and
organizations with supportive senior managers and knowledgeable,
competent evaluation staff.
Further, organizational representatives identified opportunities to access networks 6,
and collaborations, and integration of evaluation activities into organizational
systems and processes, along dedicated staffing for evaluation as additional
strengths of the current state of evaluation capacity.
Weaknesses
Consistent with the literature, the interviewees indicated weaknesses in their
organizations related to formal evaluation training and the absence of evaluation
champions or leaders who support the ability to do and use evaluations. Weaknesses
identified across sectors also included:
weak integration of evaluation into organizational systems and processes
(e.g., because of poor data collection or lack of quality or credible information
to inform decision making),
low level of maturity 7 of the evaluation culture and social norms related to
evaluation,
inequity in capacity and resources between and among some organizations,
organizational units or portfolios,
difficulty establishing evaluation-related collaborations, both internally and
externally (for both management and evaluators),
undefined or poorly defined evaluation objectives and priorities, and poor
project planning at the onset, and
separation of senior managers or decision makers from evaluation activity.

5 As defined by Bourgeois and Cousins, 2013: “an individual with strong evaluation and management background
[who] reconciles expectations of senior management with operational requirements and resources of team, [who]
guides, mentors and coaches team members as part of his/her regular duties.
6 Systems of relatively autonomous evaluation stakeholders that are working in concert to achieve shared goals
or pursuing individual goals within a shared evaluation-related system.
7 Evaluations performed in organizations can be defined by considering three basic levels of maturity. The first
level includes the conscious use of skilled evaluation, typically in the form of quality assurance methods or
performance measurement systems. Level two supplements the organization’s internal evaluation efforts with
external evaluators or auditors providing an independent review. The third level of maturity is achieved with the
internalization of the evaluative attitude throughout the organization as demonstrated by the organization’s
structure, policies, rewards, and actions (Martz, 2013).
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Opportunities
Two areas identified as opportunities for further growth and development in
organizations in all sectors interviewed were increased socialization of the evaluation
profession and formalizing (e.g., through principled, systematic design and
frameworks) evaluation into practice. Other opportunities to advance organizational
evaluation capacity included:
providing mechanisms to support staff interaction, results sharing and
professional development,
promotion of internal or external evaluation activities and implementation of
best-practice approaches (i.e., frameworks) to guide practice and application,
and
provision of opportunities to encourage acceptance, understanding, and
appreciation of the value of evaluation.
Threats
Phase 1 of the project identified threats to strengthening evaluation capacity in
Alberta that align with threats identified elsewhere in the literature. These threats
pertain to the enabling environment for evaluation, and include:
for external evaluators, the apparent trend toward provincial organizations
using more internal resources for evaluation which may affect the rates of
external evaluation consultant/contract work,
lack of clearly defined evaluation strategies and/or plans in organizations,
differing perceptions of the value and expectations of evaluation (between
those who commission, produce and/or use evaluation results for decisionmaking), and
in some organizations, under-qualified individuals in evaluation positions
where organizational evaluation outcome expectations may exceed
professional evaluation skills.

Key Messages
Strengthening the Evaluation Ecosystem
Consistent with previous provincial and national findings, the areas where the
greatest benefit to capacity building may be realized is in the provision of:
more formal evaluation training opportunities at intermediate and advanced
levels,
enhanced leadership within organizations and communities of practice,
championing of evaluation cultures within and between organizations, and
collaboration and creation of communities of practice within and across
sectors and focus areas to increase awareness of evaluation activity and
value, and to address barriers to enhancing evaluation capacity.
Taken together, these preliminary findings suggest a promising future for the
evaluation profession, as the early results appear to reinforce the need for evaluation
services to inform decision makers and meet accountability requirements. Further,
these early results identify growth and development opportunities for the Alberta
evaluation community. While traditional evaluation approaches and skills are still
5

needed and some degree of capacity is currently present in the province, further
growth in complex, real-world approaches to evaluation is required. This includes
systematic, comprehensive and strategic evaluations as well as opportunities to
connect and engage evaluators and those who benefit from their work. Despite the
room for growth, it is a promising work in progress.

Summary & Next Steps
As a result of stakeholder engagement throughout the environmental scan, it
became apparent greater awareness of evaluation activity within the province was
necessary to benefit from the experiences of others and reduce duplication of efforts
for those seeking to understand and improve evaluation capacity in the province.
Throughout the project, all stakeholders indicated interest in having access to
mechanisms to share information and leverage tools, systems and resources to
move evaluation practice forward. The extent to which the project’s preliminary
Phase 1 results represent the population of all evaluation stakeholders in Alberta
requires further investigation. The potential benefits that could result from such an
assessment warrant further investigation and the dedication of resources.
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1. Project Rationale and Context
Historical Context
This project originated as one of the advocacy initiatives from the Canadian
Evaluation Society Alberta and Northwest Territory Chapter (CES AB/NWT). A previous
national review of advocacy efforts by the Canadian Evaluation Society (CES) inspired
the Chapter’s work, “Canadian Evaluation Society Project in Support of Advocacy and
Professional Development- Evaluation Benefits, Outcomes and Knowledge Elements”
(Zorzi, McGuire and Perrin, 2002). The national review report aimed to support
evaluation advocacy efforts as well as to identify a) the benefits attributed to program
evaluation b) the outputs necessary to achieve those benefits and c) the knowledge
and skills needed to produce the outputs (Zorzi, McGuire and Perrin, 2002). As a
result of this and other seminal advocacy efforts, and to focus on the provincial
environment, the CES AB/NWT Chapter formed the Advocacy Working Committee to
advance practice through:
1. Advocacy
2. Promotion of Professional Standards
3. Professional Learning
4. Strategic Partnerships and Networking
To support evaluation capacity building and advocacy efforts, Benoit Gauthier et al.
examined evaluation practice in Canada to understand its strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities and threats (2003). A follow-up study was conducted to identify
significant opportunities to raise the profile of evaluation and increase research on
the topic (Gauthier et al., 2010). Despite the advances in knowledge, subsequent
assessments revealed little had been done to address these opportunities (Gauthier
et al., 2010). Similarly, others have examined strengths, weaknesses, opportunities
and threats for evaluation in western Canada and Ontario, as well as the need for
evaluation teaching and learning (e.g., Coryn, 2004). While these assessments
provide a valuable snapshot of the evaluation landscape in Canada, they do not
provide a comprehensive overview of evaluation capacity on a provincial scale. This
project aims to address that knowledge gap, as it pertains to Alberta, to provide
recommendations going forward, and contribute to provincial evaluation advocacy
and capacity building efforts.
In addition, policy influences also help drive advocacy efforts and shape the
evaluation profession in Canada. Examples of these include the Government of
Canada’s establishment of the Centre of Excellence for Evaluation (CEE) in 2001 and
the adoption of results-based management practices (Poth, 2014) nationally and
provincially.
In response to policy influences, knowledge gaps, and information needs identified
by the project sponsors, this project aims to assess provincial evaluation capacity in
Alberta, to inform CES AB/NWT Chapter advocacy efforts. It incorporates multiple
perspectives in order to meet a broad range of stakeholder interests and needs (see
Appendix 1: Stakeholder Summary of Engagement and Table 1: Internal and External
Stakeholder Project Deliverable Priorities—Similarities and Differences).
7

Overall Project Objectives
The purpose of this project is to conduct an assessment of the current state of
evaluation and evaluation capacity in Alberta and the Northwest Territories. The
objective is to create public value by increasing understanding of individual,
organizational and commissioning levels of evaluation capacity. As a result, the CES
AB/NWT Chapter may better advocate to build evaluation capacity within the
province.

Project Goal
To increase understanding and awareness of evaluation capacity in the province for
the advancement of program sponsor priorities and advocacy efforts in the
evaluation community through a comprehensive
analysis of the state of evaluation.

Objectives
1. Assess individual and organizational needs and
capacity related to evaluation
2. Engage evaluation stakeholders to strengthen CES
AB/NWT relationships, and facilitate knowledge
linkage and exchange

Why this Project is Important
Based on a select document review, and follow up with
subject matter experts (e.g., C. Coryn, B. Gauthier, and
G. Barrington) no literature was found that assessed
capacity from the perspective of commissioners or
users of evaluation in Alberta and the Northwest
Territories. Hence this project presents an opportunity
to solicit and capture information from a group of
evaluation stakeholders that, to our knowledge, has not
been engaged previously in similar assessments
despite their potential influence on evaluation practice
and capacity. Once all phases of the project are
complete, the results have the potential to offer new
insights and verify the extent to which perceptions of
capacity are consistent among different stakeholder
groups: commissioners, funders, users and producers of
evaluation.

Provincial Context

Phase 1

Results of this project
are intended to
benefit evaluators,
sponsors and society
by offering insights
about the current
state of evaluation
capacity. This report
outlines the results of
the situational
analysis (pre phase)
and Phase 1 key
informant interviews
with representatives
of the Government of
Alberta, Public
Organizations and
Private Industry in
Health, Research and
Innovation sectors
and in Alberta.

Defining Evaluation and Evaluation Capacity
An operational definition of evaluation was created for the project, adapted from
national and international sources (e.g., Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development [OECD], and International Organization for Cooperation in Evaluation
[IOCE]), the Canadian Institutes of Health Research, American Evaluation Association,
and the Canadian Evaluation Society) as well as through stakeholder input.
8

For the purpose of this project, evaluation in Alberta was defined as follows:
Evaluation is the systematic and objective assessment of an entity (e.g., project,
program or policy) to determine the state of affairs, value, merit, worth, and/or
significance of the entity. It is a process often undertaken selectively to answer
specific questions to guide/inform decision makers and/or program managers and
provide information on what worked, what didn’t work (for whom in what context)
and why.
Definitions of evaluation capacity were also examined (Fowler et al., 1995; OECD,
2004; UNDP, 2009). Generally evaluation capacity is considered at three levels:
1. The enabling environment (evaluation culture, networks and access to
resources)
2. The organizational level (policies)
3. The individual level (skills)
Based on the literature, evidence of evaluation capacity is generally understood in
terms of human resources (evaluation professionals employed and/or in training), as
well as investments in resources related to evaluation such as infrastructure
(physical space and technologies). Further, organizational capacity is defined as ‘the
capability of an organization to achieve effectively what it sets out to do’ (Fowler et al
1995, p4). By extension, evaluation capacity is the ability of an organization to
successfully undertake or commission systematic and objective assessments in
order to answer organizational questions and/or fulfill accountability requirements.
Ultimately, the preliminary findings from the pre-phase situational analysis and Phase
1 presented in this report aim to provide a current snapshot of Alberta’s enabling
environment and organizational-level evaluation capacity based on the perceptions
of those responsible for commissioning and/or using evaluation results.
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2. Project Scoping and Methodology
Project Design
The original project proposal from the CES Advocacy Working Committee included
perspectives from all industrial and private sectors across Alberta and the Northwest
Territories. The requested inquiry included 6 areas of investigation:
1. Complete a literature review and environmental scan of evaluation capacity
across all industry sectors in Alberta and NWT.
2. Develop and conduct a stakeholder needs assessment survey to identify
evaluation capacity needs and gaps based on geographical area and industry.
3. Develop and conduct stakeholder and subject matter interviews and focus
groups based on findings from a needs assessment survey at the individual,
organizational and commissioning levels of evaluation.
4. Develop an evaluation asset map and data repository of assets (Human
Resources, Funders, Consultants, Major Projects, Networks and Resources)
according to stakeholder needs. Maintain the asset repository.
5. Respond to stakeholder needs. Conduct a gap analysis based on a SWOT
analysis of stakeholder feedback and develop a new advocacy plan based on
the SWOT results.
6. Develop capacity for knowledge linkage and exchange. Schedule and create
an evaluation network forum, connect with national advocacy Chapters and
integrate advocacy efforts through the CES.
The proposal was approved by the CES AB/NWT Board and subsequently sponsored
by Alberta Innovates – Health Solutions through the Performance Management and
Evaluation Internship. Advertised on the CES website, the original project timeline
was 12 weeks (July 2–October 10, 2014) for areas 1–5.
Upon commencement of the internship, the lead author and Health Research and
Evaluation Intern recommended a phased approach to the project following review of
the original proposal, information needs and feasibility constraints (time,
infrastructure and human resources) dedicated to the overall project (Figure 1). The
phased project proposed was endorsed by the Project Advisory Team. The
subsequent activities undertaken over the 12-week period included:
Pre-phase
Key Document Review
Project Management and Stakeholder Engagement
o Project design, ARECCI screening, project sponsor and stakeholder
interviews, meetings, presentation of preliminary findings, networking
and information sharing
Phase 1
Selection of Methodology
o Creation of evaluation and interview questions
Selection of Sample
o Identification of provincial sectors and interview participants
Key Informant Interviews
10

Preliminary Data Analysis and interim results presentation
During the scoping of the project phases (Appendix 2), the methodology selection
was informed by weighing pros, cons, feasibility and utility considerations. Table 2 in
Appendix 2 outlines the methods considered for the project. A logic model
summarizing this activity and the anticipated outcomes is also available in Appendix
5. The content of this report represents the initial findings from the project’s prephase, stakeholder engagement activities as well as Phase 1 results from key
informant interviews.
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Figure 1. Environmental Scan of Evaluation Capacity in Alberta Methodology Overview
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Pre-Phase: Key Document and Literature Review
A systematic literature review was not completed at this stage of the project, though it is
recommended for the final overall project report. Key documents as well as published and
unpublished literature that were reviewed were done so based on project relevance and
timelines. Documents included best practice guidelines, handbooks or resources to assess
evaluation capacity of individuals, organizations and systems. To identify relevant literature
for Phase 1, key search terms were used: evaluation, evaluation capacity, organizational
learning, commission, program evaluation, impact analysis, outcome measurement,
performance measurement, provincial, national, Canada, Alberta, etc. Multiple search
engines were utilized (EBSCO Host, Scopus, PubMed, Google Scholar, CES Grey Literature,
ERIC, Ovid, ProQuest and Web of Science).
The search was further expanded by posting a CES national website announcement seeking
information on similar projects across Canada. This resulted in information sharing from a
representative of an Ontario Public Health research study. Their research assessed a multilevel evaluation capacity building framework to guide the 36 Public Health Units across
Ontario on how to enhance and promote evaluation capacity. Currently in progress, the
group aims to identify an appropriate measurement tool to gauge evaluation capacity of
public health units while concurrently completing a scoping review of Evaluation Capacity
Building strategies (ECB). In doing so, they were in the process of completing a literature
review on the subject and shared their preliminary results. As well, information sharing (e.g.,
proposed methodologies, key documents and interview questions) with a member of the
research team at the University of Alberta Community University Partnership (CUP)
undertaking an initiative to assess evaluation capacity for community organizations affiliated
with early childhood development was also pursued.
Resources shared from both initiatives allowed for greater alignment of approaches, limited
duplicative efforts in sampling and informed selection of appropriate data collection tools,
methods and interview guides. Ultimately, these connections provided insight about the
theory of organizational evaluation capacity assessment and the dimensions of
organizational evaluation capacity (Bourgeois and Cousins, 2013). The a priori framework
utilized in the analysis of Phase 1 findings includes six dimensions of evaluation capacity in
organizations: human resources, organizational resources, evaluation planning and
activities, evaluation literacy, organizational decision making, and learning benefits
(Bourgeois and Cousins, 2013). A detailed description of the dimensions and subdimensions is described at length elsewhere and can be accessed at
http://aje.sagepub.com/content/34/3/299.abstract. According to the Bourgeois and
Cousins (2013) Capacity Building framework, the capacity to do evaluation is characterized
by the first three dimensions: human resources, organizational resources and evaluation
planning and activities. The capacity to use evaluation results relate to facilitating factors
pertaining to evaluation literacy, organizational decision making and learning benefits as
well as the organizational culture, leadership and structure (Bourgeois and Cousins, 2013).
Organizational capacity building, organized using the SWOT model, was identified in relation
to these factors.
In addition, a framework created by the RAND Europe Corporation was utilized to help
understand the purpose of evaluation among target sample. The purpose and type of
13

evaluation activities undertaken were examined with respect to the four A’s of evaluation
research (RAND Europe Developing a research evaluation framework 8, 2013,
http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_briefs/RB9700/RB9716/RAND_R
B9716.pdf). Generally, evaluations are undertaken for the purposes of:
1. Accountability: to show that money and other resources have been used efficiently
and effectively, and to hold [an entity] to account
2. Allocation: To determine where best to allocate funds in the future, making the best
use of a limited resource
3. Advocacy: to demonstrate the benefits of supporting [evaluation], enhance
understanding of evaluation and its processes among policymakers and the public,
and make the case for policy and practice change
4. Analysis and learning: to understand how and why [evaluation] is effective and how
can it be better supported (or allocated), feeding into strategy and decision making
by providing a stronger [evidence] base
These theoretical frameworks provided the necessary structure to inform preliminary data
collection and analysis. In addition to the identified generative or emerging data themes, the
findings from this report provide the direction for future project phases and advocacy efforts.

Pre-Phase: Project Management and Stakeholder Engagement
In order to navigate the project context, both internal and external stakeholders (Appendix 1)
were engaged. Priority needs and interests were targeted and summarized to decide upon
the foci and occupational sector to inform sampling. In addition, a decision was made by the
committee to identify a priority target audience to manage the scope of this work: the health
sector was given priority.
Throughout the project’s planning and implementation, a collaborative approach was
adopted to engage stakeholders to inform the project scope and design (e.g., identification
of priority sectors and sample-key informants/participants; specifying questions and
information needs) and in some cases, implementation (e.g., recruitment of participants).
Internal stakeholders included members of the CES Advocacy Committee and project
partners at Alberta Innovates-Health Solutions. External stakeholders were engaged based
on professional expertise, previous research work on the state of evaluation in Canada, and
insight into evaluation capacity and gaps in Alberta (Appendix 1). Table 1 summarizes the
subjective project priorities of both internal (n=9) and external stakeholders (n=4) as well as
similarities and differences in those priorities.

8 The RAND Corporation (a contraction of research and development) definition is specific to research evaluation, and for
the purposes of this project, the categories were adapted to pertain to evaluation practice more generally.
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Table 1. Internal and External Stakeholder Project Deliverable Priorities—Similarities and Differences
Internal Stakeholder
Priorities
Potential investment
areas, particularly in
Health, Research and
Innovation
Gaps in evaluation
capacity within the
province
Networking opportunities,
areas of evaluation
concentration
Evaluation literacy and
definitions across sectors
Identification of gaps in
subcategories: Health
Technology Assessment,
Quality Improvement,
Quality Assurance,
performance
measurement, etc.
Future need of evaluation
Take home message:
Interested in areas of
collaboration, investment,
and resource support to
improve strategic
development and direction of
evaluation

External Stakeholder
Priorities
Emerging evaluation
opportunities and high
demand sectors
List of methodologies and
tools used most often
Production of results to
inform commissioners of
evaluation (resources and
skills requirements)
Production of reference
information to leverage
existing resources
Creation of a centralized
research/evaluation
institute
Measurement of rank
order priorities:
management, technical,
etc.
Take home message: Primary
interests around advocacy to
strengthen evaluation
capacity and evaluation
activities

Similarities
Interest in areas of
innovation and future
demands
Commonality in desire to
leverage existing
resources, common
methodologies and tools
used
Interest in identifying
priority areas for advocacy
and action or investment
Interest in networking,
knowledge linkages and
exchange

Differences
Internal stakeholders were
interested in those
requiring support
(primarily at the
organizational level) to
increase efficiencies in the
province whereas external
stakeholders were
interested in identifying
resources to support
personal or evaluator level
capacity
External stakeholders
concentrated on capacity
with regards to resources,
tools and methodologies
whereas internal
stakeholders were more
interested in strategic
development, areas of
future investment and
potential for collaboration
across organizations

Results of the pre-phase activities included the recommendation of a complete literature
review as well as the provision of the project focus. Thus, the original project plan (Phases 1
through 6, Figure 1) and scope for Phase 1 was refined following pre-phase activities. As a
result, Phase 1 focused on evaluation capacity at the organizational level within
Government, Health-Focused Public Organizations, and Private Industry in Health, Research
and Innovation sectors in Alberta.

Phase 1: Project Methodology
In Phase 1 the unit of analysis was the organizational level, and data was collected from
organizational representatives via semi-structured interviews. The key informant interviews
were conducted to gain insights primarily from the perception of those who commission or
fund evaluation in terms of evaluation capacity strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and
threats (SWOT).

Phase 1: Sample
Sample selection and methodology utilized a convenience sample of key informants based
on a purposive and targeted, snowball technique. The provincial sector organizations and
key informants were identified and selected based on priority and importance to the project
sponsors and stakeholders. These sectors and organizations are listed in Appendix 4 and
represent entities that commission or fund evaluation. The key informants interviewed did
not necessarily conduct evaluations, nor did they need to have specific expertise or
experience in conducting evaluations. Rather, the Phase 1 sampling strategy specifically
targeted organizations that commission or fund evaluation work and representatives from
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those entities that use evaluation results to inform decision making, resulting in 31 invited
participants.
Interviews were completed throughout the second, third and final week of September 2014.
A response rate of 48% or a total of 15 interviews were completed, transcribed and analyzed
(Figure 2). Eleven invitees did not respond to invitation requests despite three email and
telephone reminders, resulting in a non-response rate of 35%. Two respondents refused to
participate and were unable to offer alternate contacts. Three respondents (9.7%) were
willing to participate but due to scheduling constraints, could not be accommodated within
the project timelines.
10% 6%

Completed Interviews
Non-Response
48%

N=11

Unable due to Timelines

35%

N=15

N=3

Refused N=2
Total invitations, N=31

Figure 2. Representation of Key Informant Interview Sample and Response Rate

Resulting participant representation by sector and focus is highlighted in Table 2. Green
shading reflects a complete response rate (all organizations invited agreed to participate),
yellow a partial response rate, and red, no response. The title in grey italics represents a
difficult to define sector that includes public health sector organizations with a focus on
innovation and advancement.
Table 2. Visualization of the Response Rates Per Sector and Focus

Sector
Government of
Alberta

Health Focused
Public Organizations

Private Industry

Colour Legend

Focus
Health

Research

Innovation

Organization

Organization

Organization

Alberta Health

Evaluation Related Research
Divisions

Innovation and Advanced
Education

Alberta Health Services

Funders/Commissioners

Industry Growth and Evaluation
Advancement/Innovation

Private Healthcare

Private Consultants

Venture Capitalists

Representativeness of Invited Sample
>75–100%
75% or less
0%

One interviewee was unable to answer the questions. Of the 14 remaining interviewees, 13
(87%) confirmed the evaluation definition captured what their organization does in terms of
evaluation activities. The least amount of alignment with the definition occurred in the
private industry sector, with research focus, but was not observed in the health or innovation
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foci. Of the 14 organizational representatives interviewed, 8 (57%) commission evaluations,
nine (64%) fund evaluations, 13 (93%) use evaluation results and all 14 undertake
evaluations within their organizations. Although all organizations reported doing evaluation
work, only 50% (7 organizations) have a dedicated evaluation unit or staff to conduct
evaluations.

Data Collection
Phase 1 results were informed by both primary and secondary data collection sources.
Secondary data collection included review of current:
1. National CES membership statistics,
2. Government of Alberta Office of Statistics and Information records (e.g., provincial
budgets), and
3. insights to areas within the province and across Canada already examined by other
groups (e.g., public health units, private, not-for-profit community groups and
universities across Alberta) gained through networking and email communications
encouraging information sharing between the author and current evaluation focused
researchers.
For the primary data collection, key informant interview questions (Appendix 3) were drafted
and reviewed by the project advisory group, as well as members of the Performance
Management and Evaluation (PME) Department at AIHS for content and construct validity.
Alignment with questions used in other projects (e.g., the University of Alberta’s Community
University Partnership research) was done to improve potential for comparison of results to
other studies of the topic. The interview approach was inclusive of both quantitative and
qualitative questions, flexible to the preference of the participant (telephone or in-person)
and generally took 1 hour to complete. The tasks and methods for each evaluation question
are represented in Figure 3.

Figure 3. Data Collection Techniques Utilized to Answer Key Evaluation Questions

Data Analysis
Audio recordings and transcript data were uploaded to NVivo qualitative data analysis
software: QSR International Pty Ltd. Version 9, 2010. Open-ended qualitative questions were
coded into themes from the dimensions of the organizational evaluation capacity
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framework: human resources, organizational resources, evaluation planning and activities,
evaluation literacy, organizational decision making, and learning benefits (Bourgeois and
Cousins, 2013). Where appropriate, weighting of interviewee responses to determine
organizational capacity within the dimensions was based on assignment of a count of 1 to
each organization, regardless of number of references coded to the dimension of capacity.
Columns were summed to 100% and percentages identified (see Table 3). Quantitative data
from the closed ended interview questions were entered into SPSS statistics (Version 21.0.
Armonk, NY: IBM Corp.) and examined using descriptive statistics (frequencies and crosstabs). The results are deductive, based on literature theming, as well as inductive and
generative as analysis occurred without comparison to a priori hypotheses.

Scope and Limitations
A primary constraint of this project was time. Because of the decision to ensure due
diligence through stakeholder engagement, timelines limited the breadth and depth of
subsequent Phase 1 investigation. Despite this, had the pre-phase engagement not
occurred, awareness of similar initiatives may not have been revealed. The actions of
networking and promotion of this project further contributed to the infancy of potential
partnerships and awareness building among those with similar interests and initiatives such
as the University of Alberta, Ontario Public Health and project stakeholders, for example.
Aspects of the project design also contributed to limitations of the results. Due to the data
collection method selected for Phase 1 (key informant interviews) results were limited to
input provided by a select sample of respondents and therefore is not a broad
representation of the population of evaluation commissioners and funders in the province.
Because only one primary data collection method was used, triangulation of results was not
possible in Phase 1.
The sampling technique was a convenience snowball sample: the majority of the cohort
selected represented organizations and individuals known to project stakeholders.
Commissioners and funders of evaluation from other sectors (e.g., education/academia) as
well as other stakeholders and informants already involved or participating in similar
projects were excluded (e.g., community organizations and University evaluation experts
within the CUP study) to reduce duplication.
To increase the sample’s robustness, respondents were selected based on the
representativeness within the sector/focus. For example, within the Government sector
Health focus cell, representatives from both operational and policy level divisions were
identified to increase the robustness of the sample (see Appendix 4). Non-response was a
limitation. If an invited organizational representative was unable to participate, an alternate
contact was requested. An introductory message as well as follow-up emails and telephone
calls were conducted to attempt to reduce the non-response bias and engage nonrespondents.
Due to the nature of the data collection and the limited purposive sample size, the project’s
Phase 1 results cannot to be generalized across all sectors and provinces. To address
analysis constraints, subject matter experts at the University of Alberta as well as an
independent consultant specializing in qualitative techniques were contacted for advice to
inform data analysis with respect to bias, validity and reliability considerations. Furthermore,
the data collected were not a result of the measurement of evaluation capacity directly—
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through observation, behavioural or skill acquisition assessment—but rather an assessment
of organizational leaders’ perceptions of such capacity. The subsequent results and insights
that can be gleaned from such data are reflective of the subjective responses of the current
organizational and provincial context within the targeted sectors and areas of focus. In spite
of these limitations, this project aligned with past and current research designs and pursued
efforts to reduce bias and maximize the utility, credibility and reliability of the results where
possible, feasible and ethical to do so.
Although the project’s Phase 1 results are best considered tentative until verified through
other means, replicated in other audiences and/or repeated in the same audience at
another point in time, the results are still of value to inform decisions given the consistency
of results with data found in other sources—literature (theory and/or other research), as well
as census or supporting statistics—and appear to be internally valid due to the consistency
of results reported within homogeneous groups, by sector or focus.
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3. Examination of Needs

This section describes organizational evaluation purpose and type of evaluations completed
as well as evaluation tools used according to sector and focus. Because Phase 1
interviewees may not have been producers of evaluation, evaluation type (e.g., formative,
summative, developmental evaluations) and the tools utilized for evaluation were not
examined at length or identified explicitly within this sample as this will be an area of
primary focus in subsequent phases of the project. The intention is to provide insight into
the driver or purpose of evaluation from an organizational level perspective. The results are
both deductive based on literature theming, as well as inductive and generative as analysis
occurred without comparison to prior hypotheses.

How are Organizational Evaluation Activities Focused in Terms of Purpose and
Type?
The following diagram is intended to provide a visualization of the primary evaluation
purpose(s) within each organization, based on RAND Europe’s Four A Framework. Each
organization is represented by a black oval and the oval’s position reflects the primary
purpose(s) for which an organization undertakes and/or commissions evaluation.

Figure 4. Venn Diagram of Primary Organizational Evaluation Purpose as Depicted by Interview Responses 9

9 Adapted from Panel on Return on Investment in Health Research, 2009. Making an Impact: A Preferred Framework and
Indicators to Measure Returns on Investment in Health Research, Canadian Academy of Health Sciences, Ottawa, ON,
Canada.
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As highlighted in Figure 4, most (n = 11, 78%) conduct or commission evaluation for the
purpose of accountability. Three (21%) participated in evaluation solely for analysis and
learning either within their organization or for external requests. Interestingly, only one (7%)
interviewee indicated evaluation activities were also related to advocacy or to demonstrate
the benefits of supporting evaluation, to enhance understanding of evaluation and its
processes among policymakers and the public, and to make the case for policy and practice
change.
Evaluation topics were identified most often as broad and varied versus focused. Also noted
was the apparent relation between the variety of evaluation topics pursued by an
organization, and whether the organization was undergoing resource (structural transitions)
or evaluation culture changes. Evaluation culture changes or transitions were demonstrated
in comments about changing social norms and processes in relation to evaluation activities.
Seven of the 14 organizations were undergoing some form of cultural transition toward
improving shared values and basic assumptions related to evaluation activities. Four of
these were also undergoing shifts in human resources or structural transitions. These
transitions were either in response to loss of staffing or a strategic plan to increase or
reallocate staffing to better accommodate evaluation activities. There was no clear
correlation, however, between structural and cultural transitions and evaluation capacity to
do evaluation or use evaluation findings. Both stable organizations and those in transition
were most often categorized within the developmental or developing level of evaluation
capacity (described in Appendix 6, Table 5).
Taken together the preliminary results suggest there is a need to focus evaluation capacity
building efforts in the area of accountability and in advocating for the value of evaluation
results to inform decision-making. Return on investments assessments, efficiency analyses
in addition to program deliverables (producing the best results in the most efficient and cost
effective manner) were often cited as the emerging areas of interest for commissioners of
evaluations. The results also suggest there is movement toward increasing capacity within
organizations to undertake complex evaluations.

What Tools or Resources are Being Used?
Since the interviewees were not necessarily the users of evaluation tools (or producers of
evaluation results), investigation of evaluation tools will be explored in subsequent project
phases. The context or application of tools relative to purpose was also not examined during
this phase of the project. Moreover, because of the small sample size, the tools or resources
identified were generalized and the questions on use were based on satisfaction of internally
or externally commissioned work. Ultimately, the results from this question are intended to be
triangulated at the completion of Phases 2 and 3 to provide a greater index of tools and
resources as viewed by commissioners, funders, users, and producers of evaluation.
Use of evaluation frameworks as a tool to guide evaluations was assessed and found to be
split equally among the sample: half were using or developing an evaluation framework for
their organization and half were not. Additionally, all of the respondents indicated their
organizations conduct evaluations and just over half utilize resources and tools that were
publically available. Of those using proprietary resources, some interviewees were still willing
to make the resources publically available in the future to support the future of evaluation
capacity if not restricted by internal policy.
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The level of satisfaction with internal and external evaluations was investigated to reflect the
usability of the evaluation results and resources. Of the 14 organizations conducting internal
evaluations, 13 used the results of evaluations to guide decisions and the majority was
satisfied with internally produced evaluation products. Keeping in mind the small sample
size, a comparison of the level of satisfaction was created to gain understanding of whether
internally conducted evaluations or externally conducted evaluations produced results that
satisfied the needs of the organization. This is depicted in Figure 5.

Figure 5. Comparative Percentages of the Level of Satisfaction of Evaluation Products Conducted Either
Internally or Externally

The level of satisfaction with the products of externally conducted evaluations was lower
than those internally produced. Of those who contracted evaluation work (8 of 14), the
majority indicated they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the products of externally
conducted evaluations, and were more likely to report dissatisfaction with external
evaluations than satisfaction. Common reasons offered included misunderstanding of
expectations (both organizational and evaluator), changes to the organization/project or
short-comings in evaluator ability. Interestingly, the majority of unsatisfied participants noted
their dissatisfaction was due in part to the organization, lacking clear expectations for the
project/evaluator, as well as the evaluator’s understanding of project deliverables and
his/her adhered to professional limitations/competencies.

What Are the Needs Related to the Purpose and Type of Evaluations?
Ultimately, these data suggest most interviewees had resources to do evaluation, undertook
evaluations for the purpose of accountability, and were willing to share information related
to tools and resources if not restricted by policy and presented with the opportunity.
Throughout the interviews, all respondents showed interest in a mechanism to share and
leverage information, common tools, and common systems, especially in similar sectors, or
foci to move practice forward. This speaks to the current trend in evaluation literature and
the movement towards shared practice, expectation management and validation of capacity
(TCC, 2014). Organizations complete evaluations for a variety of purposes. Common to all,
was the desire to learn from each other and how they can advance systematic and strategic
elements together. These findings suggest that through increased advocacy and ultimately,
evaluation capacity building within sectors and/or communities of practice, organizations as
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well as externally contracted evaluators can create, use or gain access to the most efficient
tools to manage expectations, deliver quality results and increase the perceived value of
evaluation to inform decision making and policy.
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4. Examination of Capacity

This section describes internal (organizational) and external (provincial) influences to
evaluation capacity. It aims to present the current (internal) organizational capacity to do
evaluation and use evaluation results, as well as external influences including threats and
supports for evaluation within Alberta at the time of this project.

The Capacity to Do Evaluation
The capacity to do or conduct evaluation is reliant on human and organizational resources,
as well as evaluation planning and activities. Human resources address the staffing, career
progression, technical and interpersonal skills of evaluators, professional development and
quality leadership (Bourgeois and Cousins, 2013). Organizational resources include budget,
data collection systems or frameworks and organizational infrastructure. Evaluation
activities include the development of an organization-wide evaluation plan, the inclusion of a
risk assessment or prioritization system and a systematic or regular review of the evaluation
plan itself. Information sharing (inclusive of knowledge exchange, management and
processes) is also included here. To help identify gaps in factors associated with capacity:
Human Resources, Organizational Resources and Evaluation Planning and Activities,
responses from the interviews were coded to categorize organizations into levels of low,
developmental, intermediate or exemplary evaluation capacity (Table 3). Responses were
weighted by organization (value of 1 assigned regardless of the number of responses coded
as falling within a category) and assigned to levels of capacity described by the Bourgeois
and Cousins framework.
Table 3. Percentage of Organizational Responses Reflecting Level of Evaluation Capacity Within Human
Resources, Organizational Resources and Evaluation Planning and Activities Dimensions
1. Human Resources
Exemplary Level of Capacity
Intermediate Level of Capacity
Developmental Level of Capacity
Low capacity

2. Organizational Resources
Exemplary Level of Capacity
Intermediate Level of Capacity
Developmental Level of Capacity
Low capacity

Sector
Focus
Health Focused
Government
Private
Public
Health Research Innovation
of Alberta
Industry
Organization
17%
12%
14%
4%
15%
17%
29%
18%
12%
18%
12%
7%
18%

Sector
Focus
Health Focused
Government
Private
Public
Health Research Innovation
of Alberta
Industry
Organization
2%
16%
7%
27%
9%
16%
7%
7%
20%
6%
27%
33%
60%
39%
13%
44%
7%
5%
6%

Table continued on next page.
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3. Evaluation Planning and Activities
(Capacity)
Exemplary Level of Capacity
Intermediate Level of Capacity
Developmental Level of Capacity
Low capacity
Percentage of
Responses
0%
1–25%
26–50%
51–75%
76–100%

Sector
Focus
Health Focused
Government
Private
Public
Health Research Innovation
of Alberta
Industry
Organization
18%
2%
6%
14%
9%
13%
14%
18%
5%
35%
36%
63%
36%
41%
53%
2%
5%

Colour

Based on the analysis and categorization, few organizations were classified as having
exemplary evaluation capacity in all three areas examined, suggesting support for growth
and opportunities for improvement, particularly in areas with the most white and grey
shaded cells. The most apparent gaps were in the area of Human Resources (primarily
staffing, technical and interpersonal skills of evaluators, professional development and
quality leadership), followed by evaluation planning and activities, and by organizational
resources.

Organizational Gaps
Multiple reasons for the state of evaluation capacity in all dimensions were reported. The
same weighting technique used to analyze the level of capacity was used to identify
organizational gaps or barriers to evaluation capacity. The most common gaps in evaluation
capacity included:
1. Evaluation Literacy: lack of common evaluation definitions (language); tools and
approaches; misunderstanding of evaluation processes, differing outcome
expectations and the absence of evaluation plans/frameworks
2. Innovation: availability and use of technology to provide reliable and valid data, gaps
in data collection techniques, usage and availability
3. Knowledge Translation: or implementation science, ability to adopt or translate
results into actions
4. Collaboration: opportunity for collaboration and access to support
5. Resources: staffing, skills, knowledge, organizational/infrastructure support, time,
access to professional development and training in advanced topics (e.g., systems
measurement)
6. Organizational Awareness: widespread understanding and appreciation of the value
of evaluation
7. Development: gaps in ability to move from topic focused evaluation to system level
evaluation priorities; challenges associated with ambiguity of systems-level
evaluations and development of common plans and frameworks
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Table 4. Percentage of Organizational Responses Reflecting the Most Commonly Cited Organizational Gaps
Organizational Gaps
Evaluation Literacy
Innovation
Knowledge translation
Collaboration
Resources
Organizational Awareness
Development
Percentage of
Responses
0%
1–25%
26–50%
51–75%
76–100%

Sector
Focus
Health Focused
Government
Private
Public
Health Research Innovation
of Alberta
Industry
Organization
13%
13%
6%
17%
14%
13%
11%
8%
20%
3%
28%
6%
19%
20%
6%
14%
33%
19%
13%
44%
25%
21%
22%
13%
7%
11%
11%
27%
13%
50%
39%
21%
17%

Colour

Most organizations within the Government sector were challenged by:
increasing demand for evaluations involving systems-level approaches,
lack of resources,
minimal or lack of collaboration and network opportunities, and
organizational awareness necessary to support evaluation capacity building.
Health-focused public organizations indicated gaps in:
implementation science and translation of evaluation results,
collaboration within the organizations,
access to evaluation resources, literacy, innovation/technology, and
ability to respond to increasing requirement for system-level evaluations.
Private industry identified challenges due to:
lack of resources (time and budget, primarily) and
increasing requirements for more comprehensive and/or systems-level evaluation
expectations.
Common across all sectors was reference to lack of resources and the ability to successfully
transition towards systems-level assessments. When the organizational gaps are examined
by areas of focus, health-oriented organizations experience the greatest barriers with
respect to Development, research-oriented organizations in Knowledge Translation and
innovation-oriented organizations in Collaboration. These gaps present areas of opportunity
to advance evaluation advocacy and capacity building efforts; should such opportunities not
be pursued, these gaps have the potential to become threats to advancing the practice and
profession of evaluation.
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The Capacity to Use Evaluation Findings
The capacity to use evaluation is related to the dimensions of organizational culture
(support, social norms and common understanding of the value of evaluations), leadership
(senior level support), and structure (systems and staffing that mediate ability to interact,
collaborate, and communicate) (Bourgeois and Cousins, 2013). Organizational capacity to
facilitate evaluation use in terms of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats
(SWOT) were identified based on these dimensions (Table 5).
Table 5. Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) Relative to Evaluation Capacity Building
Facilitators Within Organizations
Organizational
Factor

Strengths
“The cultural shift- is
really entrenching.
People need to
experience the value of
doing it this way
[towards systems
evaluation].”

Culture

Senior level
advocates and
champions
Participation and
engagement
Self-reflective

Leadership

Senior level
understanding and
advocacy
Advanced evaluation
knowledge of senior
leaders

Structure

Access to support to
engage in networks
and collaborations
Integration into
systems and
processes–dedicated
staffing/resourcing
Technology and
monitoring capability

Weaknesses
“Expertise may be
undermined or perhaps
undervalued by the
perception that
“everyone can do
evaluation”. It is a
profession.”
Maturity of
evaluation culture,
social norms related
to evaluation
Inequity across
sectors
Difficulty establishing
collaboration,
internally and
externally
Undefined evaluation
objectives and
priorities
Decentralization–
senior leadership
distance from
evaluation activities
Formal evaluation
training of
management,
regardless of
involvement in
evaluation activities
Weak integration of
evaluation into
organizational
systems and
processes, poor
project planning at
the onset
Access to technologydata collection,
quality, credibility

Opportunities
“Culture eats strategy
for breakfast… While it
takes longer to
collaborate, the product
is intrinsically better
because the process
was better.”

Threats or Limitations
“We revert back to the
old way - we want to
control it, we want a
deliverable we can put
our hands on...We are
uncomfortable with
ambiguity.”

Socialization and
formalizing
evaluation towards
systematic,
comprehensive
evaluations
Commonly defined
activities and
frameworks?

Human behaviour
change
Political nature,
priority shifts
Endorsement (or lack
of) by senior
executives

Increased
acceptance,
understanding,
appreciation of
evaluation value
across sectors
Formal evaluation
training
Communities of
practice within
sectors and foci

Political motivation
and priority shifts
Lack of common
understanding and
appreciation of value
of evaluation
activities

Expand use of the
discipline–allowing
staff to interact,
share results,
participate in formal
training internally or
externally

Inability to influence
implementation of
results due to
hierarchy
Limited dedicated
time, resources
Decentralized
management

In combination with organizational gaps, the coding of these organizational capacity
facilitators allowed for the identification of an aggregate, organizational SWOT (presented in
Figure 6).
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What is working? Strengths, Opportunities
Opportunities identified in The Lay of the Land: Evaluation Practice in Canada by Gauthier et
al. (2010) focused on: performance measurement limitations and the ability of evaluation to
expand on these, the federal policies to support a systematic view of organizational
effectiveness versus a program-by program perspective, rapid exchange of information
opportunities as well as the demographic profile of the profession to bring in new ideas and
new approaches to evaluation (Gauthier et al., 2010).
To a certain extent, the Phase 1 results align with Gauthier’s findings. Of note, opportunities
for increasingly comprehensive and systematic evaluations were identified.
To better exchange information, interviewees also suggested the following:
opportunities for staff to interact, share results, attend webinars, workshops and
formal training,
opportunities to create internally or externally defined activities and frameworks, and
environments that encourage acceptance, understanding, and appreciation of the
value of evaluation across sectors to advance organizational evaluation capacity.
The opportunity for changes in the demographic profile of evaluators was reflected in the
interviewees’ interest in more formal evaluation training and creation of strengthened
communities of practice.
Specific strengths identified in the 2010 article were related to evaluation community
beyond that of the CE designation, specifically: 1. Maturity in evaluation related
infrastructure in the federal government; in training offered to evaluators and in the
contribution that evaluation has made to program renewals; and 2. Increased recognition of
the value of evaluation and the integration of evaluation practice into habitual management
processes (Gauthier et al., 2010).
In Alberta, the interviewees identified areas of strength relative to advocacy and
championship. Having an organizational culture that encourages participation and
engagement, is self-reflective and led by senior managers with advanced evaluation
knowledge were most notably the greatest strengths in the organizations. Further, networks
and collaborations, both internally and externally, integration of evaluation activities into
systems and processes and dedicated staffing to evaluation processes were additional
strengths noted in this project.

What Should Be Improved? Weaknesses and Threats
Weaknesses and threats identified in The Lay of the Land: Evaluation Practice in Canada by
Gauthier et al. (2010) article focused on the areas of capacity and advocacy building. These
weaknesses included:
1. The paucity of tools to train and support evaluators despite the clear need for
advanced education and professional development to analyze the complex issues of
cost-effectiveness and rationale.
2. Professional limitations related to limited resources (time, budget, infrastructure).
3. Rigidity of evaluation designs, as demands require more flexible and adaptive
approaches.
4. Absence of the measurement of evaluator effectiveness.
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5. Lack of a clear champion for evaluation across sectors.
In alignment with the literature, the interviewees indicated weaknesses related to the lack of
formal evaluation training at systems level and other professional development
opportunities for evaluators and non-evaluators locally, and the absence of evaluation
champions among organizational leadership.
Other weaknesses identified across sectors also included:
weak integration of evaluation into organizational systems and processes, poor
project planning at the onset,
maturity of evaluation culture, social norms related to evaluation,
inequity in evaluation capacity and resources across sectors,
difficulty establishing collaboration, both internally and externally,
undefined or poorly defined evaluation objectives and priorities,
decentralization of senior managers or decision makers from evaluation activities,
and
data collection (i.e., incomplete data and access to the information necessary to
answer an evaluation question), quality, credibility.
External threats identified by Gauthier et al. (2010) were related to increasing evaluation
demand and limited supply of evaluators and financial resources to meet those needs.
Further, independent contract work was decreasing in some jurisdictions as well was the
ability to implement research designs to answer difficult questions. Other threats identified
in the study included:
lack of a common definition of evaluation,
disagreement on whether evaluation should focus on resource allocation or program
improvements, and
the threat of under qualified individuals presenting themselves as evaluators
(Gauthier et al., 2010).
This project phase found alignment with these threats, particularly related to ability to meet
demands, resourcing, and changes in externally contracted work due to the shift towards
internal capacity building. In addition to the literature, this project found weaknesses related
to:
differing perceptions of the value and expectations of evaluation activities,
lack of clearly defined evaluation plans or frameworks, and
threat of under qualified individuals assigned positions where expectations may
exceed professional skills related to evaluation.
Figure 6 depicts the aggregate results of identified SWOT across all organizations.
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Figure 6. Aggregate results of the organizational SWOT and identification of areas for advocacy efforts. 10

Of note, and consistent with of previous provincial and national findings, the area of capacity
building was related to formal evaluation training at intermediate and advanced levels,
enhanced leadership and championing of evaluation culture as well as collaboration and
creation of communities of practice within sectors and foci.

Examining the Current State: What is the Current State of Evaluation
Capacity in Alberta?
This section examines the perceived value of evaluation (learning benefits and reasons to
support evaluation as described by the respondents), provincial evaluator capacity, available
finances of the organizations dedicated to evaluation, and the external influences on
evaluation capacity in Alberta at the time of investigation. Secondary data (CES AB/NWT
membership statistics, number of Credentialed Evaluators) and primary data are
considered.

10 The interim data of this preliminary analysis were presented to the CES AB/NWT Chapter Board for review and feedback
to assist in creation of advocacy priorities.
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Identified Learning Benefits of Evaluation Activities
“Evaluation promotes continuous improvement, [and the] approaches encourage systems
thinking, more collaboration and recognition. We share common outcomes and we can work
better together.” (Interview participant)
The learning benefits or perceived value of evaluation activities was also explored. The most
commonly reported benefits of doing and using evaluation among the organizational
representatives interviewed included:
1. Support for policy or strategic directions and “management of the volatile political
environment” (Interview Participant)
2. Promotion of efficiencies, allowing for rapid results necessary for decision making
3. Understanding where to reinvest or divest resources
4. Socialization through the evaluation process to support future capacity, staff
engagement, and empowerment
5. Contribution to the compilation of evidence toward systems-level (health)
outcomes/impacts; aggregation of evaluation results from a specific topic or program
evaluation
Understanding the perception of those who commission evaluations regarding the value of
evaluations provides insight to expectations and possible areas to leverage with respect to
advocacy efforts. As identified in the organizational strengths SWOT analysis, having
champions and a culture supportive of evaluation activities, increases capacity to do and
use evaluations.

Current Evaluator Capacity: Canadian Evaluation Society Membership
The current state of evaluation capacity is partially reflected by national and provincial CES
membership statistics 11. Membership data were obtained from the CES National Capital
Chapter Secretariat on August 25, 2014. Percent change from 2013 to 2014 is provided
based on available data. Because multiple factors influence membership, causality of
change was not examined. Further, trends in membership as well as comparisons between
provinces were not within scope of the project. The membership data provide insight into the
state of evaluation provincially at the time of the report; however, CES membership is not a
mandatory requirement for practicing evaluators, hence CES membership statistics is not
representative of all professional evaluation capacity.

11 Credentialing data provide an indicator of evaluation quality and competency as credentials are granted based on
confirmation of professional qualifications, ethics and demonstrated through submission of evidence, peer review and
sponsor/client endorsement.
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Table 6. Canadian Evaluation Society Members by Chapter (August 2013 and August 2014)
Provincial Chapter
Ontario
National Chapter
Alberta and Northwest Territories
Quebec (Société québécoise d'évaluation
de programmes/SQEP)
British Columbia and Yukon
Nova Scotia
Manitoba
Saskatchewan
Newfoundland and Labrador
New Brunswick
Prince Edward Island
Total

August 2013
396
367
151

August 2014
345 (25.8%)
324 (24.2%)
168 (12.6%)

Percent Change
-12.9
-11.7
11.3

121

182(13.6%)

50.4

117
52
50
37
22
11
8
1332

100 (7.5%)
56 (4.2%)
46 (3.4%)
62 (4.6%
21 (1.6%)
6 (0.4%)
26 (1.9%)
1336 (100%)

-14.5
7.7
-8.0
67.6
-4.5
-45.5
225.0

In 2014, relative to other provinces, nationally, Alberta ranks 4th in terms of CES
memberships overall (Table 6) and per capita (Appendix 7). The province also ranks 4th and
is tied with Nova Scotia for percentage of members with professional designations:
Credentialed Evaluators (CEs) (Figure 7). Of the 1336 CES members in 2014, 271 (20%)
were CEs, 36 of whom were affiliated with the Alberta and NWT Chapter. New CEs in 2014
totaled 44; up from 38 in 2013.

Figure 7. Percentage of Members with the Credentialed Evaluator Designation Based on 2014 Membership
Statistics
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Membership per capita (millions of people) according to provincial and territorial 2014
census data can be found in Appendix 7. Together, these data suggest an increase in
membership as well as CEs since last year. This appears consistent with anticipated growth
for evaluation and increasing demand for advanced evaluations/competencies. Since the
last review of national membership data in 2003
(http://old.evaluationcanada.ca/txt/200312_membership_survey_report.pdf), membership trends have
not been examined in Alberta. Unfortunately, records from provincial memberships are now
collected and stored nationally (since 2012) and historical membership records prior to that
date are unavailable provincially. This presents a limitation to examining historical trends
and/or the effects of recent changes in evaluation capacity in the province. Monitoring
membership data would inform a basic understanding of the community of practice, by
providing membership: counts; level of education; years of experience; areas of practice,
etc. Such data would be valuable to inform local advocacy efforts; for example, the
establishment of capacity building targets for evaluation. In the absence of the historical
data, assessing change that results from efforts to promote evaluation and build capacity
would be difficult to assess and determine.

Economic Capacity: Investment in Evaluation Activities
The enabling environment impacts evaluation capacity. For example, availability of funds
and budgeting will impact the quality and quantity of evaluation work produced. Proposed
budget estimates for effective evaluations range between 5-20% of program costs and 1-3%
of total operational costs. Note that these estimates do not differentiate between types of
evaluation (e.g., developmental, formative, summative) and this is a limitation to the
aggregate numbers presented. (BetterEvaluation:
http://betterevaluation.org/plan/manage_evaluation/determine_resources accessed October 2014;
Gibbons and Georghiou 1987; UNODC, 2014
https://www.unodc.org/unodc/en/evaluation/evaluation-and-the-project-programme-cycle.html;
Maredia,Byerlee,et al. 2000).

Organizational Evaluation Budgeting
Organizational budgeting relative to evaluation activities was explored to gain perspective on
the enabling environment. The majority of respondents claimed the demand for evaluation
activities increased in the past five years, however, only ten were able to estimate the
budget allocated to evaluation. Organizations solely mandated to conduct evaluations, thus
influencing the percentage of budget, were excluded from the average budget estimation.
The remaining organizations were split between 0-1% and 2-5% of unit or portfolio budget
that was allocated to evaluation.
For organizations that commission evaluation work (n=8 or 57%), 4 of the respondents or
50% indicated the budget was unknown. Twenty-five percent or 2 of the respondents
commissioning evaluation work indicated the overall budget was between 0-1%. For
organizations that did not commission evaluation work (n=6 or 43%), the overall evaluation
budget was estimated to be higher, with 2 or 33% of the respondents indicating 2-5%
estimates for evaluation work. Some reporting estimates of budget allocation were as high
as 10% or more toward evaluation activities depending on operational priorities of the
organization. Once again, the types of evaluation were not specified by respondents.
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Organizational Capacity: Human Resource, Infrastructure and Evaluation
Activities
The majority of organizations represented were primarily classified at the developmental
level of evaluation capacity across all dimensions—human resources, organizational
resources and evaluation activities and planning. The most apparent gaps in capacity were
occurring in the area of Human Resources (primarily staffing, technical and interpersonal
skills of evaluators, professional development and quality leadership). Increasing demand
for evaluations involving systems-level approaches, lack of resources and equally, minimal
or lack of collaboration and network opportunities as well as the organizational awareness
necessary to support evaluation capacity building were also noted. Other gaps identified
were in implementation science and translation of evaluation results, as well as in ability to
collaborate within organizations. Equally challenging were access to evaluation resources,
literacy, innovation/technology and also the increasing requirement for system-level
evaluations. Private industry had fewer identified organizational gaps, although other
organizational challenges were identified by these respondents including lack of resources
(time and budget, primarily) and increasing requirements for more comprehensive and/or
systems-level evaluation expectations.

Ability to Meet Demands
The ability of an organization to meet evaluation requirements or demands both internally
and externally was another area of capacity explored. Based on the current capacity of the
14 participant organizations, only 8 (53%) were able to fulfill current demands for evaluation
activities. The ability to conduct evaluations or to meet the demands of evaluation
expectations is reliant on a supportive environment and was an area of which the
aforementioned organizational gaps were identified. The majority of the interviewees,
however, foresaw the support increasing (cultural, structural) for evaluation activities within
their organization in the next five years which was slightly higher than the support
anticipated for evaluation capacity building provincially (e.g., through government initiatives,
budgeting and opportunities): approximately 1 in 4 were unsure of the direction of support
over the next five years 12.

External Influences
The external environment contributes to accountability requirements and creates the
current and future demand for evaluation results. These influences may also act as a
motivator for developing evaluation capacity. Throughout the interviews, the most commonly
referenced external influences were the provincial results-based budgeting strategy and the
recommendations of the Office of the Auditor General (OAG) in Alberta, for example, in the
areas of Health and Chronic Disease Management
(http://www.oag.ab.ca/webfiles/reports/OAGSept2014Report.pdf). Federal legislation, provincial
political priorities, underdeveloped skills and/or lack of advanced evaluation competences
in combination with past experiences were also drivers to increase internal capacity among
many of the organizations interviewed.

12 A change to the leadership in the provincial governing party, as well as a downturn in the province’s fiscal situation
during the data collection period for Phase 1 may have had an influence on results; thus the results should be interpreted
cautiously and replicated elsewhere before conclusions are generated from the initial findings.
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One respondent emphasized the current state of health care was a central influence on
evaluation results to improve health systems, stating “we are the highest per capita spender
on health care than any other province, we have innovation but we have hit a cross-roads.
We have a younger population and the outcomes are worse compared to other jurisdictions.
Are we inefficient?”
Another respondent supported the necessity for evaluation to improve health systems and
inefficiencies in the healthcare budget: “Sustainability and the amount of investment
currently being made is not seen as a winning proposition. The more it sucks out of the
budget it is a catalyst to say we need change and evidence [from evaluation].”
Emerging areas of external evaluation demand included provincial health care sustainability
through evidenced-based decision making and ability to respond to the volatility of the
Alberta economy. From the subjective responses, evaluation was seen as an avenue to
support decisions not only in times of surplus, but also in times of deficit. It allows decision
makers the opportunity to make an inform decisions toward divestment or reallocation of
funds toward not only the most efficient but also the most beneficial programs and policies.
As one respondent indicated, “evaluation helps to inform decision making to better align
resources whether it is boom or bust... are we making the best decisions based on the
evidence?” Furthermore, there also appears to be a greater emphasis on the necessity for
organizations to gather multiple lines of evidence or pursue more comprehensive
assessments that go beyond tradition evaluation activities.
Interestingly, respondents in private industry indicated a perceived reduction in externally
contracted evaluations. This correlates with the stated movement toward increasing internal
capacity within other sectors, but merits further investigation. Respondents interviewed
indicated they are more often contracting out aspects of an evaluation, as opposed to all
evaluation activity.
Table 7 outlines the perceived level of future support for evaluation both internally, within
the organizations, as well as provincially.
Table 7. Ranking of Sector and Focus According to Perception of Future Support Both Organizationally and
Provincially
Perception of Future Support

Sector

Focus

Those expressing the greatest level of
uncertainty that future support for evaluation
would increase

1. Private Industry
2. Health Focused Public
Organizations
3. Government of Alberta
1. Health Focused Public
Organizations
2. Government of Alberta
3. Private industry
1. Government of Alberta

1. Health
2. Innovation

2. Private Industry
3. Health Focused Public
Organizations

2. Innovation
3. Research

Perception of increased support for resources
at the provincial level

Perception of increased support for
evaluation resources at the organizational
level

3. Research
1. Research
2. Innovation
3. Health
1. Health

35

These findings suggest there is a greater level of uncertainty for evaluation support for those
organizational representatives outside governmental departments or branches. Particularly
in private industry organizations, the perception of future support for evaluation is uncertain
or low in relation to provincial support for evaluation resources. The private industry
respondents expressed greater optimism around increasing internal organizational supports
for future evaluation activity and capacity building, compared to health-focused public
organizations.
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Discussion
Key Findings
The data indicates evaluation is initiated and practiced in Alberta at varying levels of
capacity. Evaluation awareness and basic capacity exists within government, health focused
public organizations and private industry sectors in areas focused on health, research and
innovation in the province. Secondary CES membership data for Alberta provided a proxy
measure of the baseline for current professional capacity: concerning current CES
membership, Alberta ranks 4th nationally. The province currently ties 4th with Nova Scotia
for percentage of members with professional, credentialed evaluator designations. This
project views the professional credential as another measure of evaluation quality and an
indicator of advanced evaluation capacity in the province 13. These data facilitate capacity
building target setting by the CES AB/NWT Chapter. The unavailability of the membership
data since the last review of trends (2003) presents a limitation to understanding the
sustainability and growth of evaluation capacity in the province. Again, the CES AB/NWT
Board is now well-positioned to advocate on this matter with the CES national council.
The key informant interview results revealed that the majority of organizations were in the
developmental or developing stage of evaluation capacity in areas of human resources,
organizational resources and evaluation planning and activities (Appendix 6, Table 5.)
In addition, most organizations were in cultural or structural transition toward increasing
evaluation capacity. There was an underlying recognition of the importance of clear
evaluation requirements. This was identified as necessary to inform internal evaluation
activities and/or to inform the selection and hiring of qualified staff and/or external
contractors. This was related to the respondents’ level of satisfaction with evaluations:
generally, organizations that are able to identify and clearly articulate their evaluation needs
are more satisfied with evaluation activities and products.
Taken together, these results suggest the participating organizations are already in the
process of moving from a developmental level toward an intermediate level of evaluation
capacity. In addition, the majority of organizations plan to be more involved in or anticipate
more activity in the areas of systems-thinking and strategic evaluations, in addition to
traditional program, personnel and performance evaluation. Despite this advancement,
some respondents believe the provincial capacity and the skills of local evaluators may not
be sufficient to meet the demand for the growing complexity of evaluation activities and
skills. Further, there is a greater expectation across the province (evident in the legislation of
results-based-budgeting), that complex and comprehensive evaluations will assess not only
the economic, but also the social return on investments in the health, research and social
and economic innovations.
Identified opportunities to advance evaluation included professional development,
collaboration and resource enhancements (human, organizational and evaluation planning).
13 The benefits and limitations of the credentialing process have been explored elsewhere
(http://journals.sfu.ca/jmde/index.php/jmde_1/article/viewFile/207/224;
http://evaluationcanada.ca/distribution/20140616_gauthier_benoit_kishchuk_natalie_borys_shelley_roy_simon_n.pdf)
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For instance, organizations with lower capacity across all dimensions also had fewer, or lack
of networks and collaborations within and across the organization from which to leverage.
From the perspective of those organizations that commission or fund evaluation in Alberta,
gaps in the perceived skill level of available evaluation resources and access to qualified
evaluation professionals was a key concern.
“The evaluation community in Alberta is not that robust. Not that many evaluators [are]
available [for systems level evaluations]. There are severe limitations in evaluator capacity
at an advanced level.” (Interview Participant)
The value of the CES AB/NWT Chapter as a support to organizations that commission/fund
and/or undertake evaluations was also questioned: “There is a CES but I am not too sure
how to value that. We just know it exists.” This highlights the limited interaction and
potential for enhanced collaboration between the CES and other organizations that conduct
or commission evaluations provincially. It also supports the necessity to increase networking
and formal training opportunities for members and non-members.

Emerging Areas of Opportunity
“It [evaluation] can’t be an afterthought for funding and accountability-that is slowly coming,
it’s not the norm- there needs to be a culture shift…Hopeful it [evaluation as a profession]
will become more supportive and enlightened, intentional and proactive… Maybe [someone
can] try to raise awareness and understanding?” (Interview Participant)
The primary objective of this project was to identify the evaluation needs in the province and
the capacity to respond to those needs. Because this is a phased project, in order to gain
the robust insight into the provincial context, consideration of capacity at the individual level
as well as the network level must also be assessed.
The emerging areas of need and opportunity identified in Phase 1 include the movement of
the evaluation profession towards increasing capacity to address system-level objectives,
and to undertake strategic evaluations. Further to that, it was found respondents wanted
access to clear definitions of objectives and frameworks to effectively inform to systems
assessments: “Elements of standardization [within sectors], being really clear on what it is
we need to do and getting common frameworks. They will be really important.” (Interview
Participant)
Across the sectors and foci, there is recognition of the need for improved commissioner or
organizational clarity in the articulation of evaluation objectives and conversely improved
evaluator understanding of higher-level systems contexts and approaches to such
evaluations that are necessary to produce usable results. Providing guidance in designing
frameworks and defining evaluation objectives, increased senior-management awareness
and engagement in evaluation activities, championing evaluation culture, and providing
opportunities for intermediate and advanced level evaluation training were common
opportunities identified. These results were consistent with the CES 2013 professional
development survey
(http://evaluationcanada.ca/distribution/20130610_roy_simon_kishchuk_natalie_gauthier_benoit_borys_she
lley.pdf).
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So What?
Despite the recognition of opportunities to facilitate the desired culture shift in evaluation, a
major barrier to succeeding in that shift is behaviour change. As stated by one respondent,
“[increasing] awareness [of evaluation value] is going to continue but the application is the
biggest barrier.” Another commented, “we are uncomfortable with ambiguity. In theory
people are great with it. As we encourage and help them to practice it, ourselves included,
that’s where the resistance comes up despite our best intentions. This will be one of our
main challenges.” These comments speak to the importance of utilization-focused
evaluation for both the commissioner and producer of evaluations. They also reinforce the
necessity for advocacy and investment in areas to support the transition toward evaluation
as a social norm within organizations.

Now What?
“...[there is a need to] break down the silos and work in a more open and transparent way.”
(Interview Participant)
Evaluation in Alberta is multifaceted and spans many professions and sectors of the
economy. The challenge going forward in Alberta will be addressing the identified gaps and
opportunities within organizations with lower or developmental evaluation capacity and to
promote behaviour change. The connections and collaborations between the CES and other
organizations with evaluation functions are considered essential to the creation of a fortified
and expanded professional network in the province, positioned to respond to meet the
growing demands and changing needs of clients and entities that commission evaluations.
Training opportunities are welcomed, and key to these are how to:
go beyond standard tools, frameworks and approaches to be able to better evaluate
systems-level objectives and initiatives, and
be innovative in implementation – evaluation design, methods, and reporting
considerations should be flexible and adaptive to respond to situational demands
and real-world contexts.
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Conclusion: Summary and Next Steps
“There is a call for greater sophistication in the evaluation community.”
(Interview Participant)
Despite limitations of the project, insights gained from Phase 1 provide preliminary
information to inform the direction of future advocacy efforts. As organizational levelcommissioners and users of evaluations had not formally been targeted in previous
assessments of evaluation capacity, the insights gained through this project provide a better
understanding of the current needs of this audience as well as the capacity to meet those
needs.
Based on the Logic Model, the short-term outcomes achieved in the initial phases of the
project include:
1. increased awareness of evaluation related initiatives across CES Chapters and within
Alberta,
2. increased knowledge of evaluation capacity in Alberta with a focus on Health,
Research and Innovation sectors among those that commission and/or fund
evaluation, and
3. enhanced potential to build an “Advocacy Toolbox” in future phases, by leveraging
connections established with project stakeholders.
Through assessment of evaluation purpose, type, perceived value of evaluation (learning
benefits) as well as organizational capacity dimensions, areas of evaluation need and
capacity to respond to that need were identified. Although not all project outcomes were
completed at this initial phase (e.g., identification of resources to include in an Advocacy
Toolbox), the stakeholder engagement undertaken throughout the project enabled the
identification of potential actions that could be pursued to promote advocacy within the local
Chapter. In Phase 2, gaps in understanding of provincial capacity relative to knowledge of
evaluation implementation and application will be explored by examining the tools, methods,
frameworks and approaches to evaluation used by evaluation practitioners. Once identified,
these resources can be disseminated through the Chapter’s Advocacy Toolbox and help to
further sustain and grow the evaluation capacity building efforts in the province.
Going forward, the project aims to promote:
1. increased networking and learning opportunities,
2. increased belief in the value of Evaluation (evaluation’s value add),
3. increased use of evaluation resources accessible through an Advocacy Toolbox,
4. increased evaluation capacity, and
5. new evaluation advocacy processes and strategies.
Overall, this project aims to contribute to the creation and/or strengthening of existing
evaluation communities of practice and the sharing of knowledge and lessons among those
communities. The intent of this environmental scan is to provide evidence to inform and
support evaluation advocacy plans and actions for the local Chapter, to build capacity and
convey the value of evaluation to evaluators, and other key stakeholders including those
who commission and/or manage evaluation resources.
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Informing Evaluation Advocacy Efforts
“...a lot of evaluators pick up their skills, not necessarily being formally trained. [The
opportunity is] ongoing training, education workshops to apply to lots of different
people who need to incorporate evaluation into their work.” (Interview Participant)

Suggestions Going Forward
The Phase 1 results indicate an opportunity exists for the project sponsors to explore the
benefits of further collaboration to address the gaps and opportunities for evaluation
capacity building in the province. Consider for example the following potential actions for (i)
further engagement and mobilization of the community and (ii) for subsequent phases of the
environmental scan project.

I. Potential Community of Practice Actions
1. Continue to engage and give back to the community: Consider hosting an event in
2015 to share the results of the project and sustain and/or increase project
stakeholder engagement. The event could be used to explore potential partnerships
and opportunities to collaborate with other organizations in Alberta to identify
possible synergies and areas of common interest, effort and/or activity (e.g., are
there efficiencies that could be gained in evaluation practice? Is there duplication of
effort occurring?).
2. Consider facilitating or brokering partnerships between interested stakeholders (e.g.,
post-secondary institutes in Alberta; Corporate Human Resources within the
provincial government; trainers of specialized skill development programs such as
social return on investment (SROI institute) or health technology assessment) to
increase access to more formal intermediate and advanced evaluation training
opportunities.
3. Initiate a membership statistics database for benchmarking and monitoring of
advocacy efforts. For example, such efforts might include the provision of a tool box
of resources for system-level evaluations posted to the CES website that could be
monitored to assess website traffic, uptake of web-based engagement strategies
and/or monitoring of the resource use, sharing and/or exchange.

II. Considerations for Future Phases of the Project
1. Continue to build upon the momentum and connections established through the
initial phases of this project.
2. Dedicate resources and confirm project stakeholder commitment to completion of
project Phases 2-4 to contribute towards a more complete, comprehensive
assessment of evaluation capacity in the province (and the verification of results
uncovered in Phase 1).
3. Explore emerging SWOT themes and results identified in future evaluation research.
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Appendices
Appendix 1. Project Stakeholders
Appendix Table 1. Project Stakeholder List

INTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS
Alberta Innovates – Health Solutions
Stakeholder
Role or Position
Summary of Engagement
Cyril Frank
President and CEO
Initial approval of the contracting of the
Sponsor of the project
project plan, budget and intentsponsor/funder of project.
Key individual positioned to leverage
stakeholder engagement across sectors.
Kathryn Graham
Director, Performance
Creation of the proposal of the project
Management and
overview for sponsorship by AIHS,
Evaluation (PME)
internship mentor and supervisor.
Member of the CES AB/NWT Advocacy
Committee and Advisory Group.
John Sproule
Senior Policy Director,
Engagement for direction on provision of
Institute of Health
evidence and evaluation platform for the
Economics and
province; how we develop capacity for
Consultant, AIHS SPARC
evidence for practice.
Initiative
Pam Valentine
Chief Operating Officer
Operational engagement and
identification of strategic outputs to guide
AIHS projects.
Heidi Chorzempa
Manager, PME, Past chair Operational engagement and process
EAN (evaluation and
director. Intern and project supervisor.
assessment networkEnsures the project is conducted
Government of Alberta),
according to CES Competencies and AEA
Environmental Scan
standards and principles of practice—
Project manager/Intern
meeting timelines, deliverables through
Supervisor
application of accuracy, feasibility, utility
and propriety standards.
Canadian Evaluation Society Alberta and NWT Chapter Advocacy Group
Dorothy Pinto
PhD Candidate and
Member of the CES AB/NWT Advocacy
Evaluation Consultant,
Advisory group supporting the project in
Department of Educational kind, Director at Large.
Psychology, University of
Alberta
Judith Krajnak
Director, Primary Health
Member of the CES AB/NWT Advocacy
Care Evaluation and
Advisory group supporting the project in
Analytics, Alberta Health
kind, Director at Large. Also, subject
Services, and Independent matter expert and evaluation lead acting
Evaluation Consultant;
to build capacity and create engagement
AB/NWT CES Board,
in Primary Health Care (AHS) within the
member at large
province.
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Kate Woodman

Director, CES National
Council, Consultant,
Catalyst Research and
Development

Kathryn Graham

Director Advocacy CES,
AB/NWT
Director, Performance
Management and
Evaluation AIHS
President, AB/NWT CES,
Vice president Banister
Research and Consulting

Tracy With

Member of the CES AB/NWT Advocacy
Advisory group supporting the project in
kind, Director at Large. Provides NGO and
international experience to guide the
project.
Director of CES AB/NWT Advocacy Group.

President of CES AB/NWT–engagement
reflective of the evaluation members in
Alberta.

EXTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS
Benoit Gauthier

President, CES
President, Reseau Circum

Gail Barrington

Owner and Manager,
Barrington Research
Group, Inc.
Director of the
Interdisciplinary PhD in
Evaluation, Associate
Professor of Evaluation,
Measurement and
Research, Western
Michigan University;
Director of the Journal of
MultiDisciplinary
Evaluation
Professional Development
Coordinator, CES

Chris Coryn

Scott Christian

Strategic Policy and
Research Analyst,
Justice and Solicitor
General

Engagement relative to the research
completed nationally “The lay of the land:
Evaluation Practice in Canada 2009”.
Further engagement based on CES
presidency—access to seminal survey
results on professional development, the
credentialing program and member
statistics.
Performed needs assessment survey of
evaluators in Alberta for the Lay of the
Land article 2009.
Engagement relative to the context of the
state of evaluation in Canada and Alberta.
Primary researcher/author of the State of
Evaluation in Canada (2004).

Initial connection with current projects in
Alberta including the University of Alberta
Community University Partnership to build
an evaluation capacity network. Leader of
Evaluation Cafés and networking events—
social environments to engage evaluators
and non- evaluators.

Evaluation Consultant,
Corrections
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INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS 14
Organization

Name

Title

Judith Krajnak

Director of Evaluation and
Analytics
Director

Marilyn Patton
Anderson Chuck
Catherine Gutwin

Director of Economic
Evaluation and Analytics
Director

Daphne Cheel

Executive Director

Tanya Bowerman

Executive Director

Tim Haysom

Director

Randy Yatscoff

Executive Vice President
Business Development
Vice President, Intellectual
Property Management
Vice President, Health

Ken Porter
Don Back
Monique GervaisTimmer
Jennifer McGill

Evaluation Team Manager,
Performance Evaluation
Manager
Executive Director

Rob Malatest

President

(Ms) Dale Wright

Senior Project Lead

Anette Mikkelsen

Lead

14

Primary Health Care
Alberta Health Services
Campus Alberta Quality Council
Secretariat
Government of Alberta
Institute of Health Economics
Corporate Planning and Reporting
Innovation and Advanced Education
Government of Alberta
Science and Research
Innovation and Advanced Technologies
Division
Innovation and Advanced Education
Government of Alberta
Results Based Budgeting
Budget Development and Reporting
Division
Treasury and Finance
Government of Alberta
Alberta Research and Innovation Authority
International Partnerships Division
Innovation and Advanced Education
Government of Alberta
TEC Edmonton
Innovate Calgary
Alberta Innovates – Technology Futures
Planning and Evaluation Branch
Alberta Health
Planning and Evaluation Branch
Alberta Health
Malatest and Associates Ltd.
Quality Improvement
Health Quality Council of Alberta
Quality and Safety
Health Quality Council of Alberta

Consent for acknowledgement obtained during interview.
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Markus Lahtinen

Lead

Measurement
Health Quality Council of Alberta

ADDITIONAL SUPPORTS
Louise Simmons
Lihn Nguyen

Manager, Planning and
Evaluation
Research Assistant

Cheryl Poth

Associate Professor

Kathy GermAnn

Researcher, Writer &
Consultant – Health &
Human Services & Adjunct
Professor

Eastern Ontario Health Unit
Community University Partnership,
University of Alberta
University of Alberta
School of Public Health, University of
Alberta
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Appendix 2: Pre-phase Scoping Activities
ARECCI Screening and Risk Mitigation
In order to ensure ethical conduct and alignment with evaluation standards and principles of
practice, A Project Ethics Community Consensus Initiative (ARECCI) screening was completed
(http://www.aihealthsolutions.ca/arecci/screening/53443/39c4be40e86f87b226ccf0cea5083790).This
identified areas of ethical risk in the methodology and the evaluation plan.
Recommendations from the screen indicated some potential risk and a second opinion
review (SOP) was advised. An SOP was conducted and opportunities for risk mitigation were
identified and implemented in the project including collection of informed consent and data
verification, as well as privacy protections including de-identification of information,
aggregation of results and confidential data storage.

Key Informant Interview Question Creation
Key informant interview questions (Appendix 2) were created and derived from the primary
evaluation questions, stakeholder priorities and key informant interview questions used in
another project to assess evaluation capacity of community organizations in the area of
early childhood development (Gokiert, 2013). The questions were reviewed by the project
sponsors and members of the project advisory group for content and construct validity. Due
to time constraints, a pilot test of the questions with the target audience was not completed.

Key Document Review
Seminal literature and key documents relating to evaluation advocacy, evaluation capacity,
and environmental scan methodology were reviewed and referenced throughout this project.
A compilation of references a well as a summary of their relevance was initiated. Due to
timelines, a complete literature review was not conducted; however, during pre-phase
engagement of stakeholders, the Eastern Ontario Public Health shared results of a recently
completed literature review on organizational evaluation capacity in public health.

Leveraging Assets
As a result of networking and engagement, it was revealed that similar initiatives
investigating evaluation capacity were also underway in the province. This included the scan
of community-based capacity in evaluation at the University of Alberta and an investigation
of evaluation function in the Government of Alberta 15.
For example, an investigation of evaluation function within the ministry of Health aimed to
explore how a newly formed unit and branch dedicated to evaluation function can best
support current and future evaluation work in Alberta Health (Hare, 2014). Results of this
project identified five key evaluation needs in Alberta Health, as follows:
1. Build evaluation capacity
2. Clarify and coordinate evaluation work
3. Conduct system-level evaluation work and foster key partnerships
4. Enhance inter-ministry evaluation collaboration
5. Use evaluation to effectively respond to external pressures

15

At the time this report was prepared, the results of those projects were not publically available.
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Appendix Table 2. Pros and Cons of the Evaluation Capacity Project Data Collection

Data Collection
Method
Survey

Interviews

Focus Groups/
Forum

Pros
Standardization
Easy to do with a large group
Ease of administration
Suitability to tabulation and
statistical analysis
Sensitivity to subgroup
differences

Allows for clarification
Able to gather in-depth
information
Can tailor the line of
discussion to the individual
May be easier to reach
specific individuals
More personalized approach
Easier to ask open-ended
questions, use probes and
pick up on nonverbal cue to
explore perceptions of
evaluation capacity
Generate fresh ideas
Allows clarification
Efficiency of getting
information from a number of
people
Provides immediate sharing
and synthesis
Personalized approach
Group members stimulate
each other

Cons
Prone to error
Possible response bias
Samples must be carefully
selected to ensure statistical
meaning
Issues sampling an unknown
population
Subject to misinterpretation,
depending on how questions are
designed and asked
Tendency for scope of data to be
limited
Time-consuming
Reactive effect: interviewer’s
presence and characteristics may
bias results
More data collection and analysis;
time-consuming
Respondents who prefer
anonymity may be inhibited by
personal approach
May reach only a smaller sample
Difficult to analyze and quantify
results
Time-consuming
Subject interpretation
High cost per participant
Lack of confidentiality
Respondents who prefer
anonymity may be inhibited by
personal approach
Input may be unbalanced because
some group members dominate
Group members and interviewer
can bias responses
Maybe difficult to analyze or
quantify data
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Appendix 3: Interview Guide
Environmental Scan of Evaluation Capacity in Alberta/NWT
Interview Script for Key Informants
Organizational Representatives
Introduction (5 min)
Thank you very much for agreeing to meet with me today. My name is Crystal Corrigan and I
have been contracted to complete a situational analysis of the evaluation capacity within the
province. Before we begin, do you have any questions or comments about the project?
Consent
With your permission I will record and transcribe this information to guide analysis and
subsequent phases of the project. The only limitation of the software is that we cannot use
speakerphone, or it will not capture the conversation. Please use your handset. Also, please
be assured that the information you provide will be held in confidence at all times and
results reported in aggregate. Do I have your permission to proceed?
Yes
No
Would you be agreeable to have your name and title published in the acknowledgements of
the final report?
Yes
No
Should you have any questions or wish to stop the process at any time, please feel free to let
me know.
As a reminder, the context and purpose of this project arose from the Canadian Evaluation
Society, Alberta and NWT Chapter board with sponsorship from AIHS. The overall objective of
this project is to assess evaluation needs and capacity in Alberta/NWT and to build on the
existing work towards creating evaluation capacity across Health, Research and Innovation
sectors in the province.
The intent of the project is to generate knowledge and insights that can contribute to
evaluation advocacy and capacity. It has been divided into phases: the focus of Phase 1 is to
understand the context in which evaluation is occurring in the province by speaking with
stakeholders who commission and/or use the results of evaluation.
For reference, this project uses broad definitions of evaluation and evaluation capacity:
Evaluation: Evaluation is the systematic and objective assessment of an entity, (project,
program or policy) to determine the state of affairs, value, merit, worth, and/or significance
of the entity. It is a process often undertaken selectively to answer specific questions to
guide decision makers and/or program managers and to provide information on what
worked, what didn’t work (for whom in what context) and why.
Evaluation Capacity: Evaluation capacity exists on three levels: the enabling environment
(e.g., networks and access to resources), the organizational level (e.g., policies), and the
individual level (e.g., skills). Organizational capacity can be defined as “the capability of an
organization to achieve effectively what it sets out to do.” By extension, evaluation capacity
is the ability of the organization to successfully undertake or commission systematic and
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objective assessments in order to answer organizational questions (e.g., for learning),
and/or fulfill accountability requirements.
There are six main dimensions of evaluation capacity that we will be exploring:
Human resources
Organizational resources
Evaluation planning and activities
Evaluation literacy (understanding)
Learning benefits and
Organizational decision making
Questions (40 min)
Is there anything else you feel is important to share?
Once I have reviewed my notes for completeness, I will send a copy to you for your approval.
These results will be entered into coding software to identify themes and reported in
aggregate. The following project phase will aim to understand evaluators or evaluation
producer’s capacity. Once those data are captured, it will all be synthesized to help identify
areas of the provinces strengths, areas of growth, opportunities and threats related to
evaluation. The final report will be available at www.evaluationcanada.ca.
Should the opportunity arise that the Canadian Evaluation Society would like to assess
trends over time, would you be willing to participate in a follow-up in the future?
Yes
No
Thank you very much for your participation. Have a great day.
Environmental Scan of Evaluation Capacity in Alberta/NWT
Phase 1: Question Guide for Key Informants
Organizational Representatives (Commissioners and Users of Evaluation)
Date:
Name:
Organization:
Title/Position:
Email or preferred contact:
Consent to participate received:
Defining Evaluation
We are trying to determine the context in which evaluation is performed. The definition
provided was an example description of evaluation.
1. Does the evaluation definition capture what you do in terms of evaluation or
assessments?
a. Yes
No
b. If no, what do you see as main differences and main similarities?
Differences:
Similarities:
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Organizational Demographics
2. Does your organization commission (request evaluation work, for example through
requests for proposals) and/or fund (specifically as a role or mandate within the
organization), use or conduct evaluations or other forms of assessment?
Commission:
Yes
No
Fund:
Yes
No
Use:
Yes
No
Conduct (produce): Yes
No
a. If not currently, what are the perceived barriers or limitations?
3. A. What is the purpose of the evaluation/assessment activity?
Examples: Learning, accountability to funder
B. What are the topics?
Examples: Personnel, programs, policies
4. And how is the evaluation undertaken: internally, externally (commissioned), or
externally (funded/contracted)?
Internally
Externally (commissioned)
Externally (funded/contracted)
5. If conducted internally, does your organization have a dedicated department or unit
responsible for conducting or performing these evaluation/assessments?
a. Would you be willing to share an organizational chart or job description, (or if
publically available where I may be able to locate)?
6. (As a reminder all responses will be held in strict confidence and results reported in
aggregate. This next question is intended to inform the evaluation community of the
perception of the usability of evaluation results.)
A. If conducted internally, is your organization satisfied with the products of internal
evaluation work?
Yes
No
i. How satisfied or dissatisfied?
Very satisfied
Somewhat Satisfied
Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied
Somewhat Dissatisfied
Very Dissatisfied
ii. If at all dissatisfied, what do you perceive as limitations of the evaluation or
assessment products?

52

B. If commissioned or funded externally, is your organization satisfied with the
products of the evaluation or assessment work?
Yes
No
i. How satisfied or dissatisfied?
Very Satisfied
Somewhat Satisfied
Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied
Somewhat Dissatisfied
Very Dissatisfied
ii. If at all dissatisfied, what do you perceive as limitations of the evaluation or
assessment products?
7. If external, can you describe the commissioning or funding (contracting) process?
8. How often does your organization evaluate/undertake evaluations or assessment
activities—episodic, annually, etc.?
9. Has the demand for evaluation activities increased in your organization in the last 5
years?
Yes
No
a. If yes, what have been the areas of greatest demand?
10. On average, what proportion of your organization’s annual budget is allocated to
evaluation? Inclusive of: cost of the evaluation position (total salary and any
benefits or bonuses), resources, infrastructure, etc.?
(This is estimated across all portfolios or areas within the organization you are
representing.)
a. Percentage of total budget (Example: program, operational or portfolio)
0–1%
2–5%
6–10%
10%+
b. In the future, do you see this changing?
Yes
No
c. If yes, how so?
i. Staffing, resources, training
11. How does your organization benefit from (or derive value) from the evaluation or
assessment activities?
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Evaluation Areas, Types, Tools and Resources (This is where we will discuss evaluation
logistics)
12. What type or form(s) of evaluations does your organization commission and/or fund,
use or produce?
Examples: Formative, Summative, Developmental, or Outcome
13. What methods or type of evaluations or assessments does your organization
commission and/or fund, use or produce?
Examples: HTA, Social network analysis, surveying, social return on investment,
econometrics, other
14. What methods are most often used?
15. Does your organization use or apply an evaluation framework to your assessment
activities?
Examples: Payback framework, Balanced Scorecard
16. What tools and resources are used most often in the assessments?
Examples: Logic models, rates of return, data visualization
17. Is your organization able to fulfill its current demands for evaluation or assessment?
Yes
No
a. If no, what is not being done and what are the key limitations preventing this?
18. In respect to evaluation advocacy, are the processes, tools or resources your
organization uses publically available?
Yes
No
a. If no, would your organization be willing to share in the future?
Yes
No
b. If yes, how is the information made public?
Organizational Evaluation Capacity
19. As an organizational leader, do you anticipate a more or less supportive environment
within your organization for conducting or using results of evaluations in the next 5
years?
More
Less
a. How do you propose it will change with regards to evaluation as an
organizational priority?
20. What do you perceive are the key strengths related to evaluation in your
organization?
21. What do you perceive are areas of growth or improvement for evaluation in your
organization?
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22. What are the limitations to using the results or conducting evaluation in your
organization?
23. Where do you perceive are the areas of opportunity related to evaluation in your
organization?
Provincial Evaluation Capacity (If able to offer an opinion, we will briefly discuss provincial
evaluation capacity)
24. As an organizational leader, do you anticipate a more or less supportive environment
within the province for conducting or using results of evaluations in the next 5 years?
More
Less
a. How do you perceive it changing with regards to evaluation as provincial
priority?
25. What do you perceive as the evaluation strengths in the province?
26. What do you perceive are areas of growth or improvement for evaluation in the
province?
27. What are the limitations to using the results or conducting evaluation in the
province?
28. Where do you perceive are the areas of opportunity related to evaluation in the
province?
Is there anything else you feel is important to share?
To understand the overall picture of evaluation capacity within your organization, allow me
to paraphrase some key points:
1.
2.
3.
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Appendix 4: Project Phase 1 Sample Matrix
Sector Matrix for Phase 1 Selection of Key Informants
Commissioners or Users of Evaluation
Internal Stakeholder: AIHS Sponsor Prioritized Sectors from Consultations
Focus

CES Alberta/ NWT Prioritized Sectors from Consultations

Sector
Government of Alberta

Health
Organization
Alberta Health

Planning and Evaluation (Policy)

Health Focused Public
Organizations

Innovation
Organization

Evaluation Related Research Divisions Innovation and Advanced Education
IAE- Campus Alberta Strategic
Directions Committee

Planning and Evaluation
(Operations)

HS-Quality Assurance and Continuous
Improvement
TBF- Budget Development and
Reporting Division

Research and Innovation

IAE- Corporate Planning and Reporting

Alberta Health Services

Funders/Commissioners
Institute of Health Economics (Health
Technology Assessment)

Strategic Clinical Networks
Research, Innovation and
Analytics
Primary Care Networks

Private Industry

Research
Organization

Alberta Innovates-Tech Futures (AI-TF)

Alberta Research and Innovation
Authority (ARIA)
Innovation and Advanced
Technologies- Science and
Research Branch

Industry Growth and Evaluation
Advancement/ Innovation
TEC Edmonton

Private Healthcare

Private Consultants

Innovate Calgary
BioAlberta
Social Return on Investment (SROI)
Alberta
Venture Capitalists

Covenant Health- Quality and
Evaluation
Health Quality Council of
Alberta (HQCA)

Organization (Targeted)
Individual (Random)- Community/
Independent consultant

AVRIO Ventures- Food, health and
wellness
Business Development Bank of
Canada (BDC) Healthcare

Acronyms: IAE – Innovation and Advanced Education; HS – Human Services; TBF – Treasury Board and Finance
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Appendix 5: Project Logic Model
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Appendix 6: Dimensions of Organizational Capacity by Developmental Level
Appendix Table 3. Capacity to Do Evaluation, Dimension 1, 2 and 3: Human Resources, Organizational Resources and Evaluation Planning and Activities.
Example of Exemplary Capacity across Each Dimension 16
Dimension

1. Human Resources

Sub Dimensions
Communication and
Interpersonal Skills
Evaluation unit, branch or
division has clearly
established client or
stakeholder trust
Evaluation reports,
findings and
communications provide
clear, transparent
messages
Commissioners or funders
of evaluations feel
evaluators understand
key information needs
and are met through
appropriate evaluation
activities

Evaluation Logic and
Technical Skills
Evaluation priorities are
clearly identified and
linked to organizational
priorities
Innovative use of
methods and data
collection
Recommendations made
in evaluation reports are
clearly linked to
evaluation findings
Evaluation Projects are
generally well managed
and issues are resolved
quickly by senior
evaluators

Budget

2. Organizational
Resources

16

Evaluation budget ensured through continued funding
specifically allocated to the evaluation unit, activities (e.g.,
not shared with other corporate units)
Evaluation budget is allocated based on evaluation plan

Leadership
Evaluation unit, branch or
division headed by leader with a
strong evaluation and
management background
Leader effectively reconciles
expectations of senior
management with
operational/policy requirements
and resources
Leader guides, mentors or
coaches team members as a
part of regular duties

Ongoing Data Collection
Performance measurement
system fully implemented
across organization/programs
High quality information is
collected by the performance
measurement system and data
feed directly into results-based
management (including
evaluation studies)

Professional Development
Assessment of skills is
done regularly and
learning activities are
provided to fill gaps in
skills
All team members have
personalized learning
plans
All staff engage in
external professional
development activities
Organization develops
own professional
development activities
(e.g brown-bag sessions,
resources, seminars or
connection opportunities)

Staffing
Evaluation unit, branch or
division is optimally
staffed based on
requirements of the longterm evaluation plan
Balance of junior and
senior evaluator positions
given organizational
requirements (size of
organization, internal or
external evaluations etc.)
Career progression
process is in place to
ensure succession
planning and employee
retention

Organizational Infrastructure
Organization/unit/branch has a stable governance
structure and clear accountability lines for results
Organizational policies on evaluation have been
developed and implemented
Organizational culture ensures that performance data
feed into a structured planning and reporting process
Existence of organizational supports that provided needed
services to evaluators, allowing competent, timely results

Adapted from Bourgeois, I., and Cousins, JB., (2013). Understanding Dimensions of Organizational Evaluation Capacity. American Journal of Evaluation. 34(3) 299-319.
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Appendix Table 3. (Continued)

Evaluation Plan

3. Evaluation and Planning
Activities

Evaluation plan follows a
set cycle (e.g., 3-5 years)
and is updated annually
Evaluation plan
developed in consultation
with all senior managers,
commissioners and
includes a needs
assessment exercise
Ongoing evidence
gathering allows for
changes to be made
during organizational
changes, transitions or
political turn-over
Includes a review of the
evaluation plan itself (e.g.,
establishing and
measuring standards for
the unit or branch,
assessing impact on the
organization)

External Supports
Commissioners of
evaluations and
evaluators, make
frequent use of external
supports: professional
associations, published
standards and
frameworks etc.
Commissioners of
evaluations and
evaluators are actively
involved in broadening
external networks by
liaising with other
organizations, engaging
academic experts etc.
External stakeholders
responsible for delivery of
programs are involved in
evaluation activities

Information Sharing
Major decisions on evaluation
projects are discussed within
the branch or unit to benefit
from internal knowledge and
experience
Commissioners and Evaluators
actively gather information on
new developments in policy and
strategic planning
Knowledge management
processes/challenges are
discussed regularly and
common standards are followed
by staff

Organizational Linkages
Internal and external
consultants are in regular
contact with
commissioners or
program managers
Ready access to Lead on
all aspects of evaluation,
clear interest in
evaluation information by
senior management
Evaluation unit or branch
located in close proximity
to key organizational
areas: policy
development, strategic
planning and
performance
management units

Use of Consultants
High quality work
produced by consultants
when involved
Appropriate balance of
evaluations designed and
conducted by staff or
consultants with specific
expertise (e.g., when the
scope is too large for the
evaluation unit or with
complex
interdepartmental
evaluations/systems
analyses)
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Appendix Table 4. Capacity to Do Evaluation, Dimension 1, 2 and 3: Human Resources, Organizational Resources and Evaluation Planning and Activities.
Example of Developmental or Developing Capacity across Each Dimension 17
Dimension

1. Human Resources

Sub Dimensions
Communication and
Interpersonal Skills
Evaluation unit, branch or
division is working toward
building client trust
Evaluation reports,
findings generally written
in a clear manner (e.g.,
clients suggest edits or
clarify findings)
Commissioners or funders
of evaluations feel
evaluators are open to
learning about issues
related to program
management

Evaluation Logic and
Technical Skills
Evaluation priorities are
clearly identified
Use of methods and data
collection respects
standards and yields
defensible findings
Recommendations made
in evaluation reports are
usually linked to
evaluation findings
Some project
management issues due
to lack of resources or
experience

Budget

2. Organizational
Resources

17

Evaluation budget provided on a case-by case basis for
each new project
Evaluation budget is not consistent with evaluation plan

Leadership
Evaluation unit, branch or
division headed by individual
who is new to the area of
evaluation and/or has limited
experience (at the level
required for evaluation
activities)
Leader no generally involved in
senior level discussions and
assigns work based on
operational requirements
Leader coordinates team
activities but is not involved in
guiding evaluation work to align
with organizational priorities
Ongoing Data Collection
Performance measurement is
done program by program basis
Ad hoc implementation of
performance measures with
uneven quality
Performance data are difficult
to integrate into results-based
management/evaluations

Professional Development
Some staff members
engage in professional
development delivered by
external organizations to
improve generic skills
(e.g., not necessarily
related to evaluation)

Staffing
Evaluation unit, branch or
division is partially staffed
(difficult to meet
operational requirements
outlined in the evaluation
plan)
Few senior evaluation
positions in the unit
Career progression occurs
in an ad hoc manner
No succession planning
efforts are underway

Organizational Infrastructure
Organization/unit/branch still under development (no
clear governance structure, policies on evaluation in place
or structured planning process)
Organizational supports often fail to provide needed
services to evaluators

Adapted from Bourgeois, I., and Cousins, JB., (2013). Understanding Dimensions of Organizational Evaluation Capacity. American Journal of Evaluation. 34(3) 299-319.
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Appendix Table 4. (Continued)

Evaluation Plan

3. Evaluation and Planning
Activities

Evaluation plan exists for
1-2 years
Evaluation plan
developed in consultation
with program managers or
senior managers
No consideration of risk in
planning evaluation
schedule

External Supports
Commissioners of
evaluations and
evaluators, have access
to basic external supports
(professional association,
published standards) but
do not often make use of
them
Commissioners of
evaluations and
evaluators do not
generally liaise with
external organizations or
experts
External stakeholders are
informed of evaluation
reports once published

Information Sharing
Evaluators share their progress
with supervisors and other staff
in a sporadic, informal manner
Commissioners and Evaluators
are not aware of new
developments in policy and
strategic planning
Knowledge management
standards exist but are not
followed

Organizational Linkages
Internal and external
consultants communicate
with commissioners/
evaluators on specific
issues related to projects
Lead is made aware of
evaluation findings only
through formal
requirements
Evaluation unit or branch
is removed (physically or
structurally) from other
key organizational areas:
policy development,
strategic planning and
performance
management

Use of Consultants
Virtually all evaluations
are designed and
conducted by external
consultants
Commissioners are
mainly involved in
managing contracts and
overseeing work done
with little substantive
input
Varying quality levels in
work produced by
consultants
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Appendix 7: CES Membership – Provincial Counts

Provincial CES Members per Capita
(Millions of people)
0.00020
1.8E-04

0.00018
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0.00016

New Brunswick

0.00014
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0.00008
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0.00004
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4.1E-05
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2.2E-05 2.4E-05
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7.9E-06
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Figure 8. Canadian Evaluation Society Membership per Provincial and Territorial Census (2014)

Relative to other provinces, nationally, Alberta ranks 4th in terms of CES memberships
overall (Table 9) and by capita (Figure 9). The province also ranks 4th and is tied with Nova
Scotia for members with professional designations: Credentialed Evaluators (CEs) 18. Of the
1336 CES members in 2014, 271 (20%) were CEs, 36 of whom were affiliated with the
Alberta and NWT Chapter. The percentage of Credentialed Evaluators per provincial and
territorial CES membership is displayed in Figure 7.

18 Credentialing results provide an indicator of evaluation quality and competency as credentials are granted based on
confirmation of professional qualifications demonstrated through submission of evidence, peer review and sponsor/client
endorsement.
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