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Definition & Characteristics

A checklist is an organized tool
that outlines criteria of
consideration for a particular

Memory process.

Completeness

It functions as a support resource
Replication by delineating and
Consistency categorizing items as a list
—a format that simplifies
conceptualization and recall
of information.

(Hales et al., 2007, p. 22)
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Types of Checklists
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s this list strongly or
weakly sequential?
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Types of Checklists

World Health

SURGICAL SAFETY CHECKLIST (First Epimion)

¥ Organization

Before induction of anaesthesia sewepweress Before skinincision sessrpereeersr Before patient leaves operating room

[ PATIENT HAS CONFIRMED [ CONFIRM ALL TEAM MEMBERS HAVE NURSE VERBALLY CONFIRMS WITH THE
« IDENTITY INTRODUCED THEMSELVES BY NAME TEAM:
e AND ROLE
THE NAME OF THE PROCEDURE
= PROCEDURE RECORDED
« CONSENT [ SURGEQMN, ANAESTHESIA PROFESSIONAL
AND NURSE VEREALLY CONFIRM
« PATIENT THAT INSTRUMENT, SPONGE AND
. SITE NEEDLE COUNTS ARE CORRECT
[ SITE MARKED/NOT APPLICABLE SR {OR NOT APPLICABLE)
HOW THE SPECIMEN |5 LABELLED
[] AMAESTHESIA SAFETY CHECK AMNTICIPATED CRITICAL EVENTS (INCLUDING PATIENT NAME)
COMPLETED
[] SURGEOMN REVIEWS: WHAT ARE THE WHETHER THERE ARE ANY
CRITICAL OR UNEXPECTED STEPS, EQUIPMENT PROBLEMS TO BE
[] PULSE OXIMETER ON PATIENT AND OFERATIVE DURATION, ANTICIPATED ADDRESSED
FUNCTIONING BLOOD LOSSY
[ AMAESTHESIA TEAM REVIEWS: ARE THERE SURGEON, ANAESTHESIA
DOES PATIENT HAVE A ANY PATIENT-SPECIFIC CONCERNST PROFESSIONAL AND NURSE REVIEW
THE KEY COMCERNS FOR RECOVERY
KMOWN ALLERGY? [ NURSING TEAM REVIEWS: HAS STERILITY AND MANAGEMENT OF THIS PATIENT
< 0 No (INCLUDING INDHCATOR RESULTS) BEEN
1 ¥ES CONFIRMED? ARE THERE EQUIPMENT
ISSIES OR ANY CONCERNS?
} DIFFICULT AIRWAY/ASPIRATION RISK?
| ) 1 No HAS ANTIBIOTIC PROPHYLAXIS BEEN
| ~ [ YES, AND EQUIPMENT/ASSISTANCE GO L BB G LI
B AVAILABLE 0 Y&
[1 NOT AFPLICABLE
La u n d r RISK OF »500ML BLOOD LOSS
y (TML/KG IM CHILDREN)? 15 ESSENTIAL IMAGING DISPLAYED?
0 wNo [ YES
[J YES, AND ADEQUATE INTRAVENOUS [0 NOT APPLICABLE

9/17/2010
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THIS CHECKLIST IS NOT INTENDED TO BE COMPREHENSIVE. ADDITIONS AND MODIFICATIONS TO FIT LOCAL PR&CTICE ARE ENCOURAGED.



Reasons to suspect ADHD Reasons not to suspect ADHD

* Your child fs not able to control impulsive | » The symptoms are sporadic and

or aggressive behayiours, which are do not interfere with daily
causing relationship problems. living or relationships.
* Your child is performing poorly in school * Your child is performing at or
due to inability to concentrate, focus, or near grade level.
sit stil. * The symptoms occur only in
i The symptoms occur in many different some situations (e.g., onty at
situations home, or only at school)

* You have tried other treatments such as
behavioural therapy, but they have not
helped.
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Part B. Criteria

Determine which criteria are relevanit for your evaluation.

Section 6: Significance

Isthe inugtion of the I ?
O  Needs for human sustainability u] u}
O  Needs for social sustainability o 1]
O  Needs for economic sustainability u] u}
O  Needs for environmental sustainability o 1]
0 Scope and duration u] u}
O  risks and vulnerability u] o

Section 4: Merit (Quality disregarding costs)

What are the properties which define good sustoinabiliy ?
O  use of evidence from monitoring and evaluation u] (x]
O  appreciation of knowledge, skills, sbilities, compestencies u] u}
O  Leadership compstencies o 1]
O  Organizational characteristics u] u}
O  Infrastructure o 1]
O collaboration/finvolvement u] u}
u} the ity and its envi oontext o 1]
O  Responsivensss a u]
O Goal orientation u] (1]
O  positive and negative impacts over time u] a

Section 5: Worth [Quality under consideration of costs)

Iz the inugtion of the ar its ‘waorth the costs that scorue now ond in the futuns?
O  Time at which costs/resources are accrued u] u}
O stakeholders and impactess, to whom monetary and nonmonetary oosts o o

aoorue

O  Facets of cost u] u}
O  specific costs or resource use o o
O  resource renswal u] o
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= Example Checklists
for Evaluation
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WMU HOME ABOUT WMU ACADEMICS ADMISSIONS ALUMNI & FRIENDS STUDENT LIFE

| | ( search wmu )

The Evaluation Center

The Evaluation Center

Evaluation Checklists

ite provides refereed checklists for designing, budgeting, contracting,
g evaluatiol f programs, personnel,
collecting, z ng, and reporting evaluation
information; and determir nerit, ignificance. Each checklist is
a distillation of valuable le: arned from practice.

» Services

» Evaluation Cafe

» Checklists

» Publications

» Presentations

The site's purpos to improve the quality and co ncy of evaluations and
enhance evaluation capacity through the promation and use of high-quality
checkl targeted to specific evaluation f; nd approaches.

» Evaluation P

» Directory

» Contact Us

Evaluation Management
Search This Site Evaluation Models

Evaluation Values and Criteria

"‘9,.#* Metaevaluation
* 4 Evaluation Capacity Building / Institutionalization
Checklist Creation
4 MuOncphraary Exahalits About Checklists

Wiew Journal Here Acceptable Use Policy
Editorial Board

Submissions

Privacy & Data Security Policy | Contact Us | Site Map
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Evaluation
Management

Dan Stufflebeam
v' Plans & Operations
v Evaluation Contracts

v' Evaluation Design E'
Jerry Horn M -
v' Budget Development Checklist "
Roberts Stake E]

v Negotiating Agreements

Arlen Gullickson & Dan Stufflebeam D

v' Evaluation Feedback Workshops ]
Gary Miron )
v' Evaluation Reports

Paula Gangopadhyay
v Making Evaluation Meaningful to All EQucation Stakeholders



Evaluation
Models

+ Daniel Stufflebeam
v’ CIPP Model
+ Egon Guba & Yvonne Lincoln
v' Constructivist Evaluation
+ Ernest House & Kenneth Howe
v' Deliberative Democratic Evaluation
+» Michael Scriven
v Key Evaluation Checklist
+ Michael Quinn Patton
v' Qualitative Evaluation
v Utilization Focused Evaluation

9/17/2010
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KEY EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Intended for use in designing and evaluating programs, plans, and policies; writing evaluation reports
on them: assessing their evaluability; and evaluating evaluations of them

Michael Scriven
February 2007

GENERAL NOTE A: Throughout this document, “evaluation™ is taken to mean the determination of
ment, worth, or significance (1bbre\1‘\ted mw/s); “evaluand” means whatever is being evaluated: and
“dimensions of merit” ak a., “criteria of merit” refers to the characteristics of the evaluand that bear
on its myw/'s. This is a tool for the workmg evaluator, so knowledge of some terms from evaluation

vocabulary is assumed. e.g.. formative, goal-free, ranking; their definitions can be found in the

Evalnation Thesanurms (Scriven, 1991}, or in the Evaluation Glossary. on].i.ue at

evaluation wmich edu. Merely for simplification, the term, “programs,” is used rather than
“programs, plans, or policies, or evalvations of them. or designs for their evaluation, or reports on

their evaluation or their evaluabality.”

GENERAL NOTE B: The KEC also can be used, with care, for the evaluation of (i) products (for
which it was criginally designed—although since completely rewritten and then revised and
circulated at least 40 times); (1.1) ormmz:mom] umits such as departments, consultancies, associations,
and for that matter, and for that matter (iii) hotels, restaurants, and hamburger joints; (iv) services,
‘which can be treated as if they were aspects of programs: (v) practices, which are either implicit
policies (“Cur practice at this school is to provide guards for children walking home after dark™),
hence evaluable using the KEC, or habitual pattems of behavior, Le., performances (as in “In niy
practice as a consulting engineer, T often assist designers, not just manufacturers™), which is a slightly
different subdivision of evaluation: and, with some use of the Imagination and a heavy emphasis on
the ethical values mvolved. for (iv) some tasks in the evaluation of personnel.

GENERAT NOTE C: This is an iterative checklist, not a one-shot checklist You should expect to go
through it several times, even for design purposes, since discoveries or problems that come up under
later checkpoints will often require modification of what was entered inder earlier ones {(and no
rearrangement of the order will aveid this). For more on the nature of checklists and their use in
evaluation, see the author’s paper on that topic (Scriven, 2005) and a number of other papers about,
and examples of, checklists in evalnation by various authors, under “Checklists™ at

evaluation wimich edu.

GENERAL NOTE D: It is not always helpful to simply list here what allegedly needs to be done.
When the reazons for the rec ded coverage (or exclusions) are not obvious, e'pec],aJ.h when the
issues are highly controversial (e.g. Chefkpomt 12), Thave also provided brief summaries of the
reasons for the position taken.

GENERAL NOTE E: The determination of merit. of worth, and of significance—the trivmwvirate
values of evaluation—rely to different degrees on slightly different shees of the KEC, aswellasona
good deal of it as commeon ground. These differences are marked by a comment on these distinctive
elements with the relevant term of the three underlined m the comment. e g.. worth. unlike ment,
brings in cost. i.e., Checkpoint 8.

é Evaluation Checklists Project @
www.wiich.edwevalctrichecklists



Evaluation
Values & Criterio

s DO nleIG STUfflebeG m EVALUATION VALUES AND CRITERIA CHECKLIST
v' General Values and Criteria 200t

Sound evaluations are grounded in clear and appropriate values (principles, attributes, or
\/ R eseqrc h an d D eve I opmen 1‘ qualities held to be intrinsically good, desirable, important, and of general worth) and criteria
p (standards on which fo base judgmenis). This checklist is intended to help evaluators and

their clients consider an appropriate range of generic values and criteria as they identify those

C e n 1- e rS ( D rG f 1-) that will undergird particufar evaluations.

SOCIETAL VALUES

O Equity Fair to al—a free and reasonable conformity to accepted standards of

. .
natural right, law, and justice without prejudice, favoritism, or fraud and
"/ M I C h G e | S C rl V e n without imposition of undue hardships regarding access

O Effectiveness | Successful in meeting targeted needs and/or achieving goals

\/ D U TIeS O f Th e Te G C h er O Conservation | Deliberate, thoughtful, successful efforts to avoid waste and preserve
natural and economic resources, so institutions/programs can operate
cost-effectively and cities and the countryside can continue to be fit for

v Educational Products e an

O Excellence Possessing high standards and performing near the standards or
possessing good qualities in an eminent degree

g C G 'I' h e ri n e AWS U m b N e |S O n , O Citizenship ?g%gﬂc&gﬁ.&gtgzﬁg% ngf(:m;:tr.rt]ilrjxﬁnr;asponsiljly, and contributing to the

O Freedom Citizens' inalienable rights to follow their conscience in utilizing,

] (] L]
Jennifer Post, & Bill Bickel sUoporin, nd sl sezordng o el beles i rasonably

O Lawfulness Abiding by laws in behaving, settling disputes, distributing public goods,

‘/ InSﬁfUﬁOﬂ GII'ZO TI‘On Of Tech nology maintaining order, and sanctioning or punishing mishehavior

O Mational Maintaining ability to protect society and citizens from aggression from
Defense without and from undermining within in order to protect the society's

In SC h O O IS values, possessions, intemnational rights, and viable status in the world

community and to preserve its citizens' freedom and other rights

CRITERIA INHERENT IN THE DEFINITION OF EVALUATION

.
8 An object’s infrinsic value or quality; concems whether a program, product,
| l O Merit
‘f I—O rrl e S e p O rd or service matches the state of the art in concept, design, delivery,

materials, and outcomes
v' Large-Scale Assessment Programs

Ewvaluation Checklists Project
www.wmich.edulevalctrichecklists



MetaEvaluation

Daniel Stufflebeam, Leslie Goodyear, Jules Marquart, &

Elmima Johnson
v AEA Guiding Principles
Daniel Stufflebeam & Diana Pullin
v Legal Viability of Personnel Evaluation
Daniel Stufflebeam
v' Personnel Evaluations
v' Personnel Evaluation Systems
v Program Evaluations (Short & Long Version
v Program Evaluation Models

PROGRAM EVALUATIONS METAEVALUATION CHECKLIST

(Based on The Program Evaluation Standards)
Daniel L. Stufflebeam, 1999

for performing final, summative metaevaluations. It is organized according to the Joint
Committee Program Evaluation Standards. For each of the 30 standards the checklist includes 8 checkpoi
drawn from the substance of the standard. It is suggested that each standard be scored on each checkpol
Then judgments about the adequacy of the subject evaluation in mesting the standard can be made as follows:
0-1 Poor, 2-3 Fair, 4 Good, 5 Very Good, 6 Excellent [t is recommended that an evaluation be fall
Poor on standards P1 Service Orienta nation, A10 Justified Concl or A11 Impartial
Reporting. Users of this checklist are advised to consult the fuil text of The Jaint Comm 94) Program
Evaiu Standards, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

g
5

fttee

TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS FOR UTILITY, PROGRAM EVALUATIONS SHOULD:

U1 Stakeholder Identification

Clearly identify the evaluation ciient

Engage leadership figures to identify other stakehoiders

Consuit stakeholders to identify their information nesds

Ask stakeholders to identify otfer stakeholders

Arange to involve stakeholders throughout the evaluation, consistent with the formal evaluation agresment
Keep the evaluation open to serve newly identified stakeholders

ooooo o)

O 6 Excellent [I'5 Very Good ] 4 Good 12-3 Fair J0-1 Poor

U2 Evaluator Credibility

O Engage competent evaluators

O Engage evaluators whom the stakeholders trust

O Engage evaluators who can address stakeholders’ concems

0O Engage evaluators whe are appropriately responsive o issues of gender, sociosconomic status, race, and
language and cutural differences

O Help stakeholders understand and assess the evaluation plan and process

[ _Attend appropriately to stakehokders’ criticisms and suggestions

0 6 Excellent 05 Very Good O 4 Good 1 2-3 Fair 1 0-1 Poor

U3 Information Scope and Selection

O Assign priority to the mostimportant questions
O Allow flexibility for adding questions during the svaluation
O Obtain sufficient information to address the stakeholders’ most important evaluation questions
O Obtain sufficient information to assess the progran’s merit
O Obtain sufficient information to assess the program’s worth
O _Allocate the evaluation sffort in accordance with the priorities assigned to the nesded information
[ 8 Excellent 5 Very Good 4 Good [ 2-3 Fair 1 0-1 Poor

U4 Values Identification

o Consider all relevant sources of values for interpreting evaluation findings, including societal needs,
customer needs, pertinent laws, institutional mission, and program goals

O Determine the appropriate party(s) to make the valuational interpretations

O Provide a clear, defensible basis for value judgments

O  Distinguish appropriately among dimensians, weights, and cut scores on the involved values

O  Take into account the stakeholders’ values

O As appropriate, present altemative interpretations based on conflicti

ut credible value bases
2-3 Fair 0-1 Poor

O 6 Excellent O 5 Very Good T4 Good

Evaluation Checklists Project
wvow wmich.edu/evalctrichecklists




Evaluation Capacity Building/
Institutionalization Checklists

+ Boris Volkov & Jean King I
v' Evaluation Capacity Building

2007

. The purpose of this checklist is to provide a set of guidelines for organizational evaluation
¢ D O n I e | S 'I' U ffl e b e G m capacity building (ECB), i.e., for incorporating evaluation routinely into the life of an

organization. The checklist, which was developed from case study data and an extensive
literature review, can be a resource for a wide range of stakeholders in organizations sesking
to increase their long-term capacity to conduct and use program evaluations in everyday

v Institutionalizing Evaluation

Organizational Context: Be aware of the internal and external organizational context,
power hierarchies, administrative culture, and decision-making processes.

1. Cultivate a positive, ECB-friendly internal organizational context.
QO Make sure that key leaders of the organization support and share responsibility for ECB.
O Locate existing and enlist new evaluation champion(s) in the organization.

QO Determine and work to increase the organization’s interest in and demand for evaluation
informafion.

QO Determine if and to what extent the infernal environment is supportive of change.

0 Provide opportunities for sufficient input in decision making, ensuring that people in the
organization are able to use data to make decisions.

3 Organize opportunities for socializing around evaluation activities during the workday (for
example, working on a survey collaboratively or discussing evaluation findings at brown

{ ( bag lunches).
) et 2. Understand and take advantage of the external environment and its influence on the
N . /| organization.
» O Identify extemal mandates/accountability requirements and expectations, and integrate
=t them into the ECB efforts

s § ] Q Determine if and to what extent the extemal environment is supportive of change (for
g . example, accreditation agencies encourage innovation, professional communifies promote
evaluation activities, extemal stakeholders provide support for evaluation).

! The Institutionalizing Evaluation Checklist (Stufiebeam, 2002) is a complementary resource for people
seeking to build evaluation capacity. While sharing similar content, the capacity-building checklist was
developed with explicit attention to the ECB literature and practice.

9/17/2010 Presentation at the Conference of the Norwegian
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Checklist Creation Checklists

‘f D O n i e | S -I- U ffl e b e O m CHECKLIST FOR FORMATTING CHECKLISTS

‘ersion date: 10.04.2003

v' Checklist Development oozt

Barbara A. Bichelmeyer
(bic@indiana.edu)

.
¢ B O rb O rG B I C h e | m eye r The purpose of this checkiist is o provide support for program evaluators and athers who are
responsible for the design, development, and use of juation Use thizs checklist after|

content design and prior to final development of an evaluahcn checklist. Asse..s the draft checklist

against each criterion listed below, and make revisions as needed in order to best meet all criteria. This
. . checklist is to be used in conjunciion with the Checklists Development Checklist (available at

/ ( h e C I(l IS‘I‘ fo r FO rm O ‘I"I'I n g hitpcffwww wmich edufevalctrichecklists/guidelines him). Further guidelines regarding the design,
development, and use of checklists for evaluation are available through The Evaluation Center

hitp:fwww. wmich.edu/evalcir).

.
1.0 CONTEXT
CheCk“STS O 1.1 Thefitle is on the first page.

O 1.2 Thefitle accurately and adequately describes the purpose of the checklist.

C 1.3 A context is provided at the beginning of the checklist and specifies the following:
O 1.3.1 The audience for the checklist

1.3.2 When to use the checklist

1.3.3 General directions for the checklist

1.3.4 Toolsireferences that support the checklist

1.3.5 Where to get help for using the checklist

O 136 Developer and version date of the checklist

oooao

2.0 CONTENT

C 21 The checklist content iz complete.
(Content conveys all the necessary information to address the topic of the checklist.)

C 22 Contentis technically comect.

O 23 Precise terms are used.
(Precize terms are not open to wide interpretation, e.g., ‘three” is more precise than “several”
and “weekly” is more precise than “periodically.”)

C 24 The checkpoints focus the user on whatto do.

O 25 Precise verbs are used to delineate activities outlined in the checklist (e.g., “identify” i= more
precise than “write” and “write” is more precise than “communicate.™)

2 C 26 Language is used consistently.

{The same word is used to refer to a particular concept throughout the document, rather than
using synonyms; e.g., the term “precise” is used repeatedly, rather than “specific,” “definite,”
or “strict.”)

O 27 Acronyms are spelled out on first reference.

Evaluation Checkhses Pro;ect
www.wimich.
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% Evaluation Checklists Developed
via Dissertation Research

B
A / Western Michigan University

+ Nadini Persaud e o e
v' Cost Analysis (2007) e

e 8 Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation

» Home

» About

» Apply

+ Wes Martz oy
v' Organizational

Developing Talent

The Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation program develops evaluation
scholars and practitioners who have deep knowledge of evaluation

theory, methodology, and practice as well as superior critical thinking
and problem-solving ski

» Awards

Effectiveness P

=» Directory < | =

(2008)

Recent IDPE graduate, Dr. Tererai Trent, has been accepted for a postdoctoral position in HIV/AIDS prevention at the University
of California, San Francisco, offered through the Department of Medicine. As part of the postdoctoral fellowship Dr. Trent will
study epidemiology at Berkeley for one year.

> M Oncprar, Ecanator The Summer 2010 issue of the Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation newsletter is now available. More information

—

View Journsl Here

IDPE student Brandon Youker recently had his paper titled “The Logic of Evaluation and MNot-for-Profit Arts Organizations: The
Perspective of an Evaluation Consultant™ published in the [ntemational Journal of Arts Management.

L] LX)
" D O I l I e | O S C | I ro -I-e r n Follow us on facebook  |DPE student P Cristian Gugiu, IDPE director Dr. Chis Coryn. and EMR director Dr. E- Brooks Applegate recently had their

paper titled “Structure and Measurement Properties of the Patient Assessment of Chronic lliness Care Instrument” published in
the Joumnal of Evaluation in Clinical Practice. The paper is also a feature article on MDLinx for physicians and other health care
providers. More information

. ope .
/ S U S‘I’O I n O b I | I -I-y EVO | U O -I-I O n Beginning in Spring 2011, IDPE director Dr. Chris Coryn will begin offering a course on research synthesis and meta-analysis.
More infarmation

Frivacy & Dsta Security Policy | Contad Us | Site Map
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Opportunities for Use

Evaluation planning and design

Proposal writing

Reporting

Management ’
Metaevaluation

Program planning

And other major tasks
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b= Advantages & Disadvantages
of Checklist Use

« Consolidate vast
knowledge in a
parsimonious manner

* Improve task
performance

« Reduce influence of
halo and Rorschach
effects

e Reduce resource use

Overuse (fatigue)
Unnecessary barriers
* Tunnel vision
Inappropriate use
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Do you have any questions,
comments, or concern?
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A
% Thank youl!

Please feel free to contact me with any suggestions and ideas
regarding evaluation checklists.

Daniela C. Schroter, Ph.D.
Director of Research

The Evaluation Center

4405 Ellsworth Hall

Kalamazoo, Ml 49008-5237

Office: (269) 387-5895 Fax: (269) 387-5923
Cell: (269) 267-8227

E-mail: daniela.schroeter@wmich.edu
Website: www.evaluation.wmich.edu
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