
 

  

 

   
  

  
 

  
 

 
  

 
 

    

  

 
 

 
 

 

    

    

 

 

Building Capacity With Evaluation Standards and 
Guidelines in Prince Edward Island: Responding to 

Academics’ “Call to Action” 

  Bobby Thomas  Cameron 
University of Prince Edward Island, Charlottetown, 

Prince Edward Island, Canada 

Abstract: Te purpose of this practice note is to promote knowledge sharing 
and insight for evaluation practitioners and academics in other jurisdictions by 
refecting on evaluation policy development in Prince Edward Island. T e author 
describes the process of developing evaluation standards and guidelines for the 
Government of Prince Edward Island and the benefts of a systematic development 
process. Te author reviews each phase of the process, including “Identify,” “Con-
sult,” “Study,” “Consensus,” “External Review,” and “Endorsement.” T e author 
concludes that the beneft of developing evaluation standards and guidelines is 
two-fold: A new resource is added to the government’s evaluation toolkit, and the 
development process provides an opportunity for capacity and interdepartmental 
community building. 
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Résumé : Le but de cette note de pratique est de promouvoir le partage des connais-
sances et des idées pour les praticiens de l'évaluation et les universitaires d'autres 
juridictions en réféchissant à l'élaboration de politiques d'évaluation à l'Île-du-
Prince-Édouard. Je décris le processus d'élaboration de normes et de lignes directrices
d'évaluation pour le gouvernement de l'Île-du-Prince-Édouard et les avantages d'un 
processus d'élaboration systématique. J'examine chaque phase du processus, y com-
pris « Identifer », « Consulter », « Étudier », « Consensus », « Examen externe » et 
« Approbation ». Je conclus que l'avantage de l'élaboration de normes et de lignes 
directrices en matière d'évaluation est double : une nouvelle ressource est ajoutée 
à la boîte à outils d'évaluation du gouvernement et le processus de développement 
ofre une opportunité de renforcement des capacités et de la communauté intermin-
istérielle.    
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80 Cameron 

  INTRODUCTION 
Evaluation standards and guidelines are useful for practitioners because they pro-
vide a structure, resources, and expectations for quality when completing evalu-
ations. Tey help to guide evaluation practices (Bustelo, 2006), institutionalize 
professional norms (Gugerty et al., 2021), reduce uncertainties among practi-
tioners (Baer, 1986) and provide a means for practitioners to judge the quality 
of the profession’s outputs (Arminio, 2009). In sum, standards promote quality 
assurance (Schwartz & Mayne, 2005). To date, in-depth studies of Prince Edward 
Island (PEI) are under-represented in the program evaluation literature. A note-
worthy exception is Mowry et al.’s (2001) contribution where the authors ref ected 
on evaluation policy and practice in the Government of PEI. Twenty years ago, 
Mowry and her colleagues observed that there was an evaluation structure emerg-
ing in the provincial government with a focus on accountability. 

 Tis practice note ofers a view into evaluation capacity building at the pro-
vincial level of government in Canada by describing a recent process I led to 
codify evaluation standards and develop evaluation guidelines (i.e., policy) for 
the Government of Prince Edward Island. Te purpose of this note is to provide 
an illustrative case and practical example of evaluation policy development and 
to promote knowledge sharing and insight for evaluation practitioners and aca-
demics in other jurisdictions. Overall, the key lesson learned is that evaluation 
policy development processes are improved when they are based on multiple lines 
of evidence, theory, practice and diverse forms of consultation with internal and 
external stakeholders. 

In the Canadian context, the most well-known evaluation standards are 
those adopted by the Canadian Evaluation Society (e.g., Yarbrough et al. 2011), 
originally developed by the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evalu-
ation. Te historical origins, purpose, scope, and application of the standards 
are contained in a rich body of literature including Stuf  ebeam (1982, 1985, 
1986, 2004), Stufebeam and Madaus (1983), Yarbrough, et al. (2004), Yarbrough 
(2017), and others (e.g., Ameen, 1990; Linn, 1981; Nowakowski, 1990; Russon, 
Ed., 2000; Stake, 1981; Tompson, 1994; Wargo, 1981). During the latter part of 
the twentieth century, program evaluators were increasingly becoming concerned 
with evaluation results being ignored by decision-makers (Tompson, 1994). T e 
Joint Committee “brought forward a broader concept of evaluation” than previ-
ously accepted, through deliberative discussions regarding evaluation with stake-
holders (Stufebeam, 2004, p. 100). It is within this milieu that the Committee 
went on to establish standards for evaluation using a rigorous process of research 
and consultation (Stuf  ebeam, 2004). Te standards have since been assessed and 
are considered best practice (T ompson, 1994). 

More recent reviews and updates to the standards have continued the tradi-
tion of integrating evaluation scholarship and collaborating with practitioners 
and academics (Yarbrough, 2017). Yarbrough explains that, for example, the 
evaluation standards for utility intentionally integrated theoretical and practice 
scholarship “to serve as ef  cient scafolding for knowledge and values related to 
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evaluation” (Yarbrough, 2017, p. 285). Bustelo (2006) argues that the creation 
of evaluation standards and guidelines impacts evaluation culture. T is occurs 
through participatory processes, refection on evaluation practice and consolida-
tion of academic and professional perspectives. As such, the literature shows that 
efective evaluation policy development needs to be responsive to the needs of 
users, requires input from both theory and practice and can lead to changes in 
organizational norms and culture. 

At the federal level of government in Canada, evaluation practitioners will be 
familiar with the Policy on Results, Directive on Results, and the associated evalu-
ation competencies established by Treasury Board Canada Secretariat. Like the 
standards adopted by the Canadian Evaluation Society, the federal government’s 
evaluation policy has been refected upon and studied (e.g., Aucoin, 2005; Foote, 
1986; Dobell & Zussman, 2018; Lahey & Nielsen, 2013; Maxwell, 1986; Mayne, 
1986; McDonald & Teather, 1997; Müller-Clemm & Barnes, 1997; Rutman, 1986; 
Rutman & Mayne, 1985; Segsworth, 1990, 2005; Shepherd, 2012, 2018; Young, 
2006). Tis is not the case for sub-national jurisdictions. In Canada, there is a 
relative dearth of literature on the evaluation policy of provinces, territories and 
municipalities. Tis note works towards flling this gap by adding to the small 
body of literature on provincial evaluation policy in Canada (e.g., CJPE, 2001, 16, 
special issue; Lahey et al., 2020; Penny, 1979). 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
 Te process to codify evaluation standards and develop guidelines was adapted 
from lessons learned in case studies such as Hatanaka and Konefal (2012), Mil-
lerand and Baker (2010), and Koldsgaard et al. (2008). Several best practices for 
developing technical standards described by Schmidt (2017) were also applied. 

In PEI, the Joint Committee’s evaluation standards were formally adopted. 
Evaluation guidelines were developed based on several rounds of meetings and 
research, described in more detail below (Table 1). Te purpose of the guide-
lines is to provide practitioners with tools to implement quality evaluations in 
line with the standards. Tey are based on the needs identif ed by the users and 
themes identifed in other organization’s guidelines (see Appendix). T roughout 
the guidelines, the standards are referenced so that practitioners can easily make 
connections with best practice. Afer reviewing the literature on standards and 
guideline development, the process in PEI unfolded through the following phases: 
Identify, Consult, Study, Consensus, External Review, and Endorsement and Dis-
semination. 

Identify 
An opportunity to develop evaluation policy was identifed in early 2020. T is op-
portunity was identifed through informal conversations with policy staf , staf in-
volved with evaluations, senior decision-makers and a thorough review of existing 
policies and procedures regarding policy and program development. By and large, 
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Table 1. Government of PEI’s evaluation standards and guidelines 
IN

TR
O

D
U

CT
IO

N
 

Policy Framework for the Standards and Guidelines 

What is Evaluation? 

• The history of evaluation 
• The theory of evaluation 
• The practice of evaluation 
• The accountability function of evaluation 
• The decision-making function evaluation 

• The applied research function of evaluation 
• The learning function of evaluation 

Why Evaluate? 

Why Have a Standard? 

ST
A

N
D

A
RD

 

Purpose of the Standard 

Objectives of the Standard 

Application of the Standard 

The Government of Prince Edward Island’s Evaluation Standard 
(adopted from the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational 
Evaluation) 

• Utility Standards 
• Proprietary Standards 
• Feasibility Standards 
• Accuracy Standards 
• Accountability Standards 

G
U

ID
EL

IN
ES

 

Planning for Evaluations 

• Evaluability: Deciding What Should be Evaluated 

• Developing Evaluation Research Questions 
• Choosing an Approach 
• Internal Evaluators vs External Evaluators 
• Developing an Evaluation Plan 

Managing Evaluations 

• Evaluation Advisory Committees 

Conducting Evaluations 

• Evaluation Project Management 

• Evaluation Anxiety and Resistance to Change 
Communicating Evaluation Findings 
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TE
M

PL
AT

ES
 

A
PP

EN
D

IC
ES

 
Common Evaluation Theories (Evaluation Theory Tree) 

Sample Logic Models 

Sample Evaluation Matrices 

Sample Terms of Reference for an Evaluation Advisory Committee 

Evaluation Report Outline Examples 

Evaluation Guidelines by Policy Domain 

Evaluation Ethics Statement (Canadian Evaluation Society) 

Evaluation Myths (and Answers) 

Evaluability Assessment Form 

Evaluation Plan and Matrix Template 

Assessment Form for Evaluation Quality 

Logic Model Template 

Survey Development – Checklist and Guidelines for Quality 

Interview Question Development – Checklist and Guidelines for Quality 

Organizational Evaluation Capacity Assessment Checklist 

Checklist for Selecting an External Evaluator 

the Government of PEI had relatively few formalized policies and procedures 
for conducting evaluations. Furthermore, Lahey et al. (2020) identifed that pro-
vinces in Canada generally lack evaluation policies; the authors brought forward 
“a ‘call to action’ for gaining greater use of systematic evaluation in provincial 
governments” (p. 113). As such, a clear organizational evaluation capacity gap 
was identifed as well as a need to fll this gap with policy for evaluation practice. 

Consult
 Te process of developing policy for the Government of PEI relied heavily on 
the activities of an interdepartmental Advisory Committee. Te committee was 
established to understand evaluation resource needs and to provide feedback on 
draf versions of the standards and guidelines. From the literature, I learned that 
the benef ts of engaging end-users to oversee the development of standards and 
guidelines is that it allows for a greater understanding of needs and raises aware-
ness (Schmidt, 2017). Afer securing senior-level support for the establishment of 
a committee, I reached out to individuals from each department to identify those 
who had an interest in participating. T e fnal membership refected a diversity of 
perspectives from most departments in government with various degrees of eva-
luation practice experience. Te committee followed a semi-structured approach 
using a consensus-based decision-making process. Committee meetings were 
held throughout the fall of 2020 and consisted of discussions regarding evaluation 
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practice in government, the gaps and needs of civil servants conducting evalua-
tions, and feedback on draf versions of the policy. 

Study
 Te evaluation standards adopted by the Canadian Evaluation Society were iden-
tifed as the most rigorous and comprehensive standards available in Canada. A 
scan of evaluation guidelines from other jurisdictions was also completed, with 
a focus on fnding guidelines related to the primary policy domains contained 
within the Government of PEI’s portfolios. Te purpose of the scan was to identify 
content and structures that are common for evaluation guidelines. In total, 75 
guidelines were identifed and reviewed, shown in the Appendix. T ese guidelines 
may serve as a useful starting point for practitioners in other jurisdictions. 

A non-systematic literature search was also completed. Peer-reviewed litera-
ture on evaluation capacity building, planning, project management, research, ap-
proaches, methods, management techniques, and communication was reviewed. 
Literature was identifed primarily through Google Scholar using key terms such 
as “developing standards”, “standard development processes”, “evaluation theory”, 
“evaluation approaches”, and “communicating evaluation*”. To ensure that the 
guidelines were evidence-informed, practices contained within the literature were 
integrated and referenced within the f nal guidelines. Literature served as a tool 
for basic triangulation, where fndings from the literature were brought forward 
to the Committee to be assessed for usability while the Committee’s decisions 
regarding content for the guidelines were cross-checked against theory and best 
practice. In total, 68 articles were reviewed and included. 

Consensus
 Te Joint Committee’s standards were presented to the committee for review, 
feedback and endorsement, as were draf versions of the guidelines. For the 
evaluation standards, consensus was essentially immediate, since the standards 
were already endorsed by several other organizations (e.g., the Joint Committee 
on Standards for Educational Evaluation, the Canadian Evaluation Society, and 
the Government of Canada). Te adoption of the standards by American and 
Canadian evaluation groups provided the Committee with confdence that these 
standards were generally accepted as best practice. However, feedback from the 
Committee regarding the standards included that it may be dif  cult to operationa-
lize these standards in practice (a challenge that was also recognized in Wingate’s 
[2009] investigation of implications for the use of program evaluation standards 
in practice). As a result, a metaevaluation checklist was developed which operatio-
nalized the standards. Te checklist was included as an appendix to the guidelines 
to allow evaluators to review evaluation reports to assess the degree to which the 
standards were applied. 

Consensus for the evaluation guidelines was achieved once members re-
viewed draf sections, and suggested edits to ensure that the fnal guidelines met 
the needs of their respective departments. Members also provided the standards 
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and draf guidelines to colleagues in their departments for review and feedback. 
Tis helped to build awareness of the evaluation development process and later 
the dissemination of the standard and guidelines. Furthermore, the discussions 
around the draf guidelines brought forward tangential conversations regarding 
evaluation challenges, barriers, and innovations occurring across government, 
which in turn supported the foundation for an informal community of practice. 

External Review 
In line with the intention of metaevaluation, the standards and guidelines were 
provided to three Credentialed Evaluators external to the Government of PEI 
for review and feedback. Te purpose of this phase was to beneft from the pers-
pective of professional evaluators by subjecting the policy to rigorous external 
examination. Furthermore, at this stage, the Joint Committee on Standards for 
Educational Evaluation provided approval for the government to adopt the pro-
gram evaluation standards. Overall, feedback from the external evaluators was po-
sitive. Most comments related to the need to simplify the instructions contained 
within the guidelines. As such, a one-page user-focused infographic was added to 
the fnal document to direct evaluators on how to use the standards and guidelines 
in practice. 

Endorsement and Dissemination
 T e fnal phase of the development process involved seeking endorsement from 
the heads of each department. Te evaluation capacity-building literature has 
made clear that senior leadership’s support for evaluation is critical for the 
sustainability of evaluation structures, policies, and practices (e.g., Lau, 2019; 
Schwarzman, et al., 2021; Taut, 2007; Wade & Kallemeyn, 2020). T e standards 
and guidelines, shown in  Table 1,  were presented to the Interdepartmental De-
puty Minister’s Council for review. Te standards and guidelines were endorsed. 
Dissemination occurred by posting the standard and guidelines to online web-
pages for staf, communicating the existence of the policy to Department heads, 
circulating the policy to various working groups in government and f nally 
word-of-mouth. 

  LESSONS LEARNED 
Overall, the primary lesson learned from the development of evaluation policy 
for the Government of PEI is that it is important that these types of development 
processes are based on multiple lines of evidence and diverse forms of consulta-
tion. Completing rigorous and broad scans of the academic and grey evaluation 
literature, combined with internal and external reviews, provided useful context 
and insights. Te idea of “not re-inventing the wheel” should be one that is consi-
dered by practitioners in other jurisdictions who are considering developing eva-
luation standards and guidelines for their respective organizations. At the same 
time, those leading evaluations need to be aware of the needs of local evaluators 
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and design policy that is responsive. Te process described in this practice note 
(and in the examples shown in the Appendix) can serve as a starting point. 

Having an advisory committee including end users from each government 
department allowed there to be a diversity of evaluation perspectives and for 
awareness to be built early on. I found that acting as a  facilitator of the commit-
tee, as opposed to a manger, allowed for leadership to organically emerge, ebb, 
and fow among membership. Tis, I believe, is important for developing an or-
ganizational culture that promotes evaluation leadership to be shared among staf 
Furthermore, as a result of committee members meeting regularly, an informal 
community of evaluation practice formed, with members being connected to 
consult with one another during evaluation projects in the future. Communities of 
evaluation practice allow for sustained relationships, mutually def ned evaluation 
identities, the discovery of innovation, the sharing of information, and ultimately 
the sustainability of evaluation practice (Khalil et al., 2016). Indeed, feedback 
from membership refected this: Members appreciated having the opportunity for 
cross-departmental and informal discussions regarding evaluation practice. It was 
clear that connections were made as a result of the deliberative and consensus-
based policy development process. 

In hindsight, I believe that initial training for committee members on stand-
ards and general discussions to build consensus around evaluation terms would 
have been helpful to improve engagement and productivity. While a shared 
language and understanding of key evaluation terms and concepts emerged 
throughout the process, in the future, introductory meetings should provide an 
opportunity for sharing knowledge with respect to evaluation terms and concepts. 
Tese types of discussions not only help with quickly establishing a shared lan-
guage but also identifying assumptions about evaluations, standards, and guide-
lines. Teory and best practice can be used to inform these types of discussions. 

It is important that advisory committees for developing standards and guide-
lines allow for open, informal dialogue so that innovations in evaluation practice 
can organically emerge. To maintain communities of practice, it is also important 
that organizations identify a permanent “evaluation champion” to convene meet-
ings and provide a space for evaluation learning and refection on an ongoing 
basis. Without a champion, communities of practice are not sustainable (see, for 
example, Coakes & Smith [2007] on the importance of champions). Champions 
can act as in-house evaluation experts, lead meetings, and maintain a network of 
evaluation practitioners. In this line of thinking, once evaluation resources and 
policies are approved, there needs to be ongoing internal communication and 
training so that civil servants remain aware of best practices. For the purposes of 
process improvement, evaluation policy needs to be continuously evaluated. Users 
of evaluation policy should be involved in systematic evaluations to ensure that 
standards and guidelines continue to meet needs and support quality evaluations. 

Tis note has provided an overview of a recent evaluation policy development 
process in Prince Edward Island and described key tasks associated with each 
stage: Identify, Consult, Study, Consensus, External Review, and Endorsement 
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and Dissemination. Te note works towards flling a gap in knowledge of evalu-
ation policy in Canadian provinces and more specifcally Prince Edward Island. 
It represents an update from the feld as well as one practitioner’s observations 
of evaluation policy development. Key lessons for practitioners include that the 
benefts of codifying standards and developing guidelines are beyond the utility of 
the document itself: the process leads to new connections among evaluators and 
therefore a greater potential for strengthening an organization’s evaluation capac-
ity. Finally, evaluations of evaluation policy are important to ensure that standards 
and guidance documents continue to meet the needs of users and support quality 
evaluations as are organizational champions to ensure the sustainability of an 
evaluation culture.
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APPENDIX: EVALUATION GUIDELINES BY POLICY DOMAIN 
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20%20Guide%20to%20Evaluating%20Human%20Resource%20Devel 
opment%20Programs.pdf 
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extension. Canberra, Australia: Rural Industries Research and Develop-
ment Corporation. Available at https://www.betterevaluation.org/sites/ 
default/f les/98-136_0.pdf 

National Research Center, Inc. (2006 ). Community food project evaluation 
handbook. Venice, CA: Community Food Security Coalition (Prepared 
for the USDA Community Food Projects Program). Available at https:// 
nesfp.org/sites/default/f les/uploads/cfp_evaluation_handbook.pdf 

North Dakota State University Extension. (n.d.).  Program planning, evaluation, 
and reporting. Available at https://www.ag.ndsu.edu/programplanning 

Suvedi, M., Heinze, K. & Ruonavaara. (1999).  How to conduct evaluation of 
extension programs. ANRECS Center for Evaluative Studies, Michigan 
State University. Available at https://msu.edu/user/suvedi/institute/paginas/ 
pdf/Evaluation_Manual.pdf  

Swanson, B., Bentz, R., & Sofranko, A. (Eds.). (1997).  Improving agricultural 
extension: A reference manual. Rome: Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion of the United Nations. Available at http://www.fao.org/3/w5830e00. 
htm#Contents 

United Nations, International Fund for Agricultural Development. (2015). 
Evaluation manual (2nd ed.). Rome: Independent Ofce of IFAD. Availa-
ble at https://www.ifad.org/documents/38714182/39748829/manual.pdf 

iii. Aquaculture/Fisheries 
Crissman, C., Abernethy, K., Delaporte, A. & Timmers, B. (2013). A  prac-

tical guide for ex-ante impact evaluation in fsheries and aquaculture. 
Guidelines: AAS-2013-04. United Nations IFAD: Research Program 
on Aquatic Agricultural Systems. Available at http://pubs.iclarm.net/ 
resource_centre/WF_3464.pdf  
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Fishing Foundation. Available at https://www.betterevaluation.org/sites/ 
default/f les/Best_Practices_Guide_to_Program_Evaluation.pdf 

iv. Economics and Socioeconomics 
Abravanel, M., Pindus, N. & Teodos, B. (2010). Evaluating community and 

economic development programs. Washington, DC: Te Urban Institute 
(Prepared for the U.S. Department of Treasury). Available at https:// 
www.urban.org/sites/default/f les/publication/29416/412271-evaluating-
community-and-economic-development-programs.pdf  

European Commission. (2013).  EVALSED: Te resource for the evaluation 
of Socio-Economic Development - Evaluation guide. Available at https:// 
ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/guide/guide_ 
evalsed.pdf  

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2019).  Bet-
ter criteria for better evaluation: Revised evaluation criteria. Def nitions 
and principles for use. Available at https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/ 
revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf  

v. Education 
Bauer, S. & Barrett-Greenly, T. (2020).  Evaluating: Checklists & rubrics. 

Teaching Online Preparation Toolkit. Available at https://topkit.org/ 
evaluating/checklists-rubrics/ 

Government of Missouri, Department of Elementary & Secondary Edu-
cation. (2013).  Te planning, implementation and evaluation of pro-
fessional learning. Available at https://dese.mo.gov/sites/default/f les/ 
Professional-Learning-Guidelines-section-4-with-cover.pdf  

Malyn-Smith, J., Cedrone, D., Na’im, A. & Supel, J. (2013).  A program direc-
tor’s guide to evaluating STEM education programs: Lessons learned from 
local, state, and national initiatives. Available at: http://stelar.edc.org/ 
sites/stelar.edc.org/f les/A_Program_Directors_Guide_to_Evaluating_ 
STEM_Eduation_Programs_links_updated.pdf    

National Forum on Early Childhood Program Evaluation. (2007). E arly 
childhood program evaluations: A decision-maker’s guide. Cambridge, 
MA: Center on the Developing Child, Harvard University. Available 
at https://46y5eh11f gw3ve3ytpwxt9r-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-
content/uploads/2015/05/Decision_Guide.pdf  

vi. Energy 
Electric Power Research Institute. (2008). Guidebook for energy ef  ciency pro-

gram evaluation measurement & verif cation. Available at https://www. 
epri.com/research/products/1016083  

State and Local Energy Efciency Action Network. (2020).  Energy ef  ciency 
program impact evaluation guide. Evaluation, Measurement, and Verif -
cation Working Group, DOE/EE-0829. Available at https://www.energy. 
gov/sites/prod/f les/2013/11/f5/emv_ee_program_impact_guide.pdf 
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vii. Environment 
Suvedi, M. & Morford, S. (2003).  Conducting program and project evaluations: 

A primer for natural resource program managers in British Columbia. 
Forum for Research and Extension in Natural Resources (FORREX). 
Available at https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1. 
161.3564&rep=rep1&type=pdf  

Government of New South Wales, Department of Environment and Con-
servation. (2004).  Does your project make a diference? A guide to eval-
uating environmental education projects and programs. Sydney, NSW, 
Australia. Available at https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/ 
communities/040110-Project-Evaluation.pdf  

Hands on the Land. (n.d.).  Evaluation and assessment. Available at https:// 
www.handsontheland.org/educator-resources/program-providers/ 
evaluation-and-assessment.html  

Mickwitz, P. (2003). A framework for evaluating environmental policy in-
struments.  Evaluation, 9 (4), 415-436. Available at http://www.stes-apes. 
med.ulg.ac.be/Documents_electroniques/EVA/EVA-PROG/ELE%20 
EVA-PROG%207371.pdf  

United States Global Change Research Program.  Resources for evaluating 
and monitoring climate change adaptation actions in coastal regions: 
An annotated bibliography. Washington, DC. Available at https:// 
data.globalchange.gov/assets/ce/78/471e795a56e88f444eba8bdfcd07/ 
ASIWG_Annotated_Bibliography.pdf  

viii. Health 
Bowen, S. (n.d.).  A guide to evaluation in health research. Government of 

Canada: Canadian Institutes of Health Research. Available at https:// 
cihr-irsc.gc.ca/e/45336.html  

Cathexis Consulting (2015).  A guide to policy-infuence evaluation: Selected 
resources and case studies. Prepared by M. Steinberg, A. Jacobson, & K. 
Powadiuk for the Public Health Agency of Canada. Available at https://www. 
nccmt.ca/uploads/media/media/0001/01/c3374b8be4b35e1340385f1b-
593d3bb9f50f6a38.pdf 

Cusack, C., Byrne, C.Hook, J., McGowan, J., Poon, E. & Zafar, A. (2009). 
Health information technology evaluation toolkit. AHRQ Publication No. 
09-0083-EF. Rockville, MD: Agency for Healthcare Research and Qual-
ity. Available at https://digital.ahrq.gov/sites/default/f les/docs/page/ 
Evaluation%20Toolkit%20Revised%20Version.pdf  

Government of Canada, Public Health Agency of Canada. (2015).  Policy & 
program planning, implementation & evaluation. Available at https:// 
cbpp-pcpe.phac-aspc.gc.ca/resources/public-health-competencies-
information-tools/policy-program-planning-implementation-evaluation/ 

Government of the United States of America, Department of Health and Hu-
man Services. (2012).  Partnerships for environmental public health: Evalua-
tion metrics manual. National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences: 
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