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The Distance Education Program for Literacy Providers was developed jointly by The Nova 

Scotia Literacy Association and the Open and Distance Education Agency (ODEA) in early 

2012. The program was developed to respond to a need for development of a training program 

for literacy providers around the province. The program is two semesters long and provides 

training for both voluntary and paid literacy providers in schools, work places and training 

institutions.  

A training partnership has been established with the NS Literacy Association (NSLA) and 

through this partnership, an awareness of the necessity of a good training program and the 

development of its own curriculum has been developed.  

All courses are completed online through the common Moodle platform. The courses are 

interactive, including teaching activities and mini assignments. Participants completing all four 

courses obtain a widely accepted certificate by Shannon University allowing them to become a 

literacy provider across most of North America. 

 

Evaluation Approach 

An evaluation model has been requested from the consultant. The consultant has determined 

the best suited approach will be a Management-Oriented Evaluation Approach, using 

Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation Model. (See Appendix A) Stufflebeam (1971, 2004b, 2005 as 

cited in Fitzpatrick et al 2011, p. 173) was a strong influence of Decision-Oriented Evaluation. 

He felt that evaluation involved value, credibility, importance to guiding decision making 

support and accountability in disseminating effective practices to improve understanding among 

stakeholders.  Developed almost 50 years ago, the fundamentals of this evaluation model are still 

widely used today in education. These four evaluations make up the acronym CIPP.  It’s 



derivation is from the evaluation roles, context, input, process and product. The CIPP model is 

the longest enduring of the initial evaluation models with a focus on improving programs, which 

is achieved through improving decisions. (Fitzpatrick et al). 

Based on this model, this evaluation approach will evaluate the DEPL as outlined: 

1. Context evaluation, to notify planning decisions: Needs assessment program goals. The 

students' and clients' requirements and problems. What is the result of the program?  

2. Input evaluation, to help administrators choose specific strategies for implementing 

interventions and modifying problems. 

3. Process evaluation, assessment to help with implementation decisions: Once the program 

starts, the key decisions initiated are about the change in its implementation. The questions 

are: Is the program running as planned? What changes have been made? What are the 

obstacles that threaten its success? What revisions do we need to make? While these 

questions are answered and monitored the program can be modified. 

4. Product evaluation, ratings to support recycling decisions: what results have we achieved? 

How much has the need been reduced? What to do with the program after it has finished. 

Does the program need revision? Shall it be discontinued? Is there room for expansion? 

These questions are essential to assess the success of the program (Fitzpatrick et al 174).  

 



Plan: Effectiveness Evaluation 

Purpose/Question 

The objective of this evaluation is to gain answers to the following questions: 

1. Are the program and courses well-structured and designed?  

2. Do the courses and program make effective use of technologies employed? 

3. Is the program cost effective, in terms of program inputs? 

4. To what extent are program outputs consistent with program objectives? 

5. Does the program enhance literacy providers’ tutoring – is there evidence of knowledge 

transfer? 

6. Does the program meet both groups of literacy providers’ needs? 

The consultant(s) will enter a contractual agreement with ODEA and NSLA, as well as 

Shannon University for the consultant(s) to carry out their work. This report will be submitted to 

the Shannon University Evaluation Committee. 

Contract 

This committee consists of one faculty representative from Continuing Research, two 

representatives from ODEA, and three representatives from the NSLA Executive Committee. 

The Evaluation Committee will meet with the consultant(s) prior to the start of the project to 

obtain a complete explanation of the requirements. The consultant(s) will formally meet with the 

evaluation committee twice after the initial consultation, once upon completion of the interim  

evaluation report, and once after the completion of the final draft report.   

 



Evaluation Process 

Based on the CIPP Evaluation Approach, a formative evaluation role will be applicable in the

development of  the Program Evaluation Proposal and applied. Data on the course structure 

and design, student outcomes from both the literacy provider program and the students being 

taught by literacy providers who have graduated from the program will be collected along with 

data on the efficiency of technology use.  

This data will be collected by student questionnaires, surveys, curriculum-based measures and 

documents and records. Direction will be given to identify necessary interventions and select and 

rank targets based on assessment of needs, problems, assets, and opportunities. 

Once this data is processed the evaluator(s) will determine how well the results of the 

program match the purpose of the program and the cost-effectiveness of the input to the 

program.  

The final evaluation will provide counsel on continuing, changing, or discontinuing efforts 

based on an assessment of results (Fitzpatrick et al 175). 

 

Budget (Diabetes Distant Education Proposal, 2014) 

Effectiveness Evaluation 16,000.00 

Salary Evaluation Consultants (250 hours@ $100 per hour) 25,000.00 

Research Assistant (75 hours @ $40 per hour) 3,000.00 

Travel 

Three site visits for two people (airfare @ $400 per visit)   1,200.00 

Accommodation (30 days @ $140 per night) 4,200.00 



Meals (30 days @ $75 per day)   2,250.00 

Miscellaneous (Ubers, gratuities, etc.) 200.00 

Administration Costs 

Development of Program Evaluation Proposal 
Overhead (20% of salary allotment) 5,000.00

 
Total 56,850.00 
 
Timeline/Schedule 

The proposed schedule is outlined based on a start date of January 25, 2013. 

Period Evaluation Activities 

Jan 25 – Feb 3 Initial meeting with clients to establish criteria for evaluation. Examine the

documentation and records of the program. Determine and rank goals, 

problems, assets and opportunities.

Mar 18 Submission of Interim Evaluation Report. 

Mar 25 – Apr 3 Second formal meeting with Evaluation Committee. Review data and 

instruction for choosing a program or alternate strategy based on assessing 

resource allocation plans.  

April 25 – May 16 Complete all post-program follow up and data collection. Assess final 

outcomes. 

May 30 Completion and submission of final draft follow-up report (eight copies of 

each report will be submitted).  



June 2 - 11 Final formal meeting with Evaluation Committee. Review of final draft 

report with guidance for continuing, modifying, adopting, or terminating 

the effort based on assessing outcomes. 

June 18 Submit Final Report 

Evaluation Consultants (Diabetes Distant Education Proposal, 2014) 

Should the contract be awarded, our team of experienced and conscientious consultants will 

conduct the evaluation on the Distance Education Literacy Providers Proposal. 

Jane Smith, Ph.D. Jane completed her Ph.D. in online learning and adult education through 

Athabasca University in 2001 and has worked in the field of online education for the past twenty-

one years. Prior to completing her Ph.D. she did a MEd in Language and Literacy through the 

University of Victoria. She is the founder of We All Can Read, a widely used literacy program for 

adults, as well as fundamental in the development of its online platform development. She has 

been active in over twenty-five evaluations including Epic, Readworks, Oxford Owl, Pro 

Literacy, and Gemm Learning.  
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Sarah Kline, Ph.D. Pro Literacy, Phone: 555-555-555, Email:  susan@prolit.ca 

 

Kevin Anderson, Ph.D. Kevin holds a PhD in educational technology from the University of 

Winnipeg. He has been engaged in program evaluation for the past 12 years, while teaching for 

the University of Western Ontario in Distance Education and Adult Education. Kevin has 
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completed over 20 evaluations including ON Distance Education for Adult Learning, Online 

Educational Technology, and BC Distance Course Development. 
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Appendix A

Fig. 1
Key Components of CIPP Evaluation Model and Program Relations (Fitzpatrick et al 177)

 

 
 

Note: Stufflebeam’s wheel 

illustrates the impact of core values 

on each evaluation activity. The 

evaluation, he writes, should be 

grounded in these values which 

include “ideals held by society, 

group, or individual” and “provide 

the foundation for deriving and/or 

validating particular evaluative 

criteria” for judging the program 

or for making decisions and “provide the basis for selecting/constructing the evaluation 

instruments and procedures, accessing existing information,” and other evaluation decisions 

(Stufflebeam, 2004b, p. 250 as cited in Fitzpatrick et al 2011, p. 177). 


