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Practical Evaluation Practices

Presented by:

Paul Roback

Professor & Community Development Educator

paul.roback@wisc.edu ~ 262‐335‐4480

Why don’t we evaluate more?
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Responses May Mean a Lack of:
 Evaluation tools

 Program objectives

 Program logic model

 Evaluation process skills

 Willingness towards self‐improvement

 Understanding of “educator” role

 Evaluation habit

Theory of Change / Program Logic
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 What questions do you need answered in 
order to make an informed decision 
when purchasing a package of chocolate 
chip cookies?

 What criteria do you use?

Evaluation Demonstration

Basic Scoring Rubric

Criteria Poor
Needs 

Improvement
Neutral Good Delicious

Number of 
Chocolate
Chips

Texture

Taste
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Basic Scoring Rubric

Criteria Poor
Needs 

Improvement
Neutral Good Delicious

Number of 
Chocolate
Chips

Can’t see 
them

Less than half About half
More 

than half
More than I 
can count

Texture
Really 
hard

Mostly hard
About half 
hard/soft

Mostly 
soft

Right out of 
the oven

Taste
Like a 

dog 
biscuit

Barely edible
Nothing to 
write home 

about
Quality 

Like 
grandmas 

Basic Scoring Rubric

Criteria Poor
Needs 

Improvement
Neutral Good Delicious

Number of 
Chocolate
Chips

1 2 3 4 5

Texture 1 2 3 4 5

Taste 1 2 3 4 5
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Likert Scale
Question / Criteria Strongly 

Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree

Creating a vision 
statement helped 
clearly define our 
direction as an 
organization.

1 2 3 4 5

The process of 
identifying and 
prioritizing goals 
increased our ability to 
identify issues and set 
priorities.

1 2 3 4 5

Creating action plans 
increased our ability to 
focus goals into future 
actions.

1 2 3 4 5

“Be outcome driven, not activity 
driven!”
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Needs Assessment

 Nonprofit Coalition 

 Surveys‐ 2012, 2015, and 2017

 Goals

 Nonprofit fiscal health

 Educational needs

 Longer‐term outcome measurement‐ added 
in 2017

 9 workshops

 Presenters‐ subject matter experts

 264 total participants‐ Avg. 29 per session

 Evaluations conducted at each session
 Avg. increase in understanding of session topics went 
from a 2.9 pre‐session to a 4.0 post‐session. 

 (on a 5‐point Likert Scare where 1 = no understanding and 5 = a very good 
understanding)

Coalition Response: 2013‐15
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Measuring Outcomes: 
2013‐2015 Nonprofit Workshop Trainings 

Questions sent as part of the Nonprofit & the Economy Survey
75 surveys sent.  35 responses received.  44.9% responses rate.
Percentage based on responses of those that attended at least one training.  N=27

As	a	result	of	attending	one	or more	of	the	nonprofit	
training	session:	(check	all	that	apply)
Our organization has applied knowledge 

gained from at least one of the sessions. 
52%

Our organization has increased the number 

of tools we can use to strengthen our 

organization.

30%

Our organization has an increased capacity 

to address community issues and 

opportunities.

19%

29 organizations (2013‐15)

Strategic Thinking
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Evaluation Tool

Measuring Outcomes: 2014 & 2015
Strategic Thinking

24 surveys sent. 20 responses. 83% response rate. 
No responses for Disagree or Strongly Disagree. 

As	a	result	of	Paul’s	
facilitation:

Neutral Agree
Strongly	
Agree

Our organization has been 

strengthened.

1
(5%)

4
(20%)

15
(75%)

Our organization has been 

more strategic in fulfilling 

our mission.

2
(10%)

6
(30%)

12
(60%)

Our organization has an 

increased capacity to 

address community issues 

and opportunities.

0
(0%)

10
(50%)

10
(50%)
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Monthly Outcome 
Reporting

Outcome 
Measurement 

through 
Evaluation
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Thank You!
Let’s Evaluate! 
paul.roback@wisc.edu


