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Program PLO study program that is charged to the course
Learnin
Outcom%s PLO-8 Able to apply and utilize research in the field of education management independently or in groups to provide
(PLO) alternative solutions to problems in the field of education management
PLO-10 Able to communicate both written and orally in accordance with academic values, norms and ethics
Program Objectives (PO)
PO -1 Utilize learning resources and information technology in applying analytical and problem solving skills based on the
concepts of information systems, entrepreneurship and the substance of educational management.
PO -2 Master the theory/concept of Educational Program Evaluation in depth and be able to apply it according to needs in
the field of education
PO -3 Make the right decisions based on organizing, analyzing and processing data, and being able to provide guidance
in choosing various alternative solutions independently and in groups.
PO -4 Responsible for self-learning performance, agreement with group colleagues by applying relevant studies in the
field of Educational Program Evaluation
PLO-PO Matrix
P.O PLO-8 PLO-10
PO-1 v
PO-2 v
PO-3 v v
PO-4 v
PO Matrix at the end of each learning stage (Sub-PO)
P.O Week
1 2 4 6 7 8 9 10 | 11 | 12 | 13 [ 14 | 15 | 16
PO-1 viiviiv]|v]v
PO-2 V|V v
PO-3 v | v v v
PO-4 v v v v
Short This course examines the basic concept of evaluating educational programs with supporting components and indicators of their
Course effectiveness to be identified and then evaluated systematically, systemically and sustainably. The substance of this course is
Description | directed at evaluating educational programs with stages: (1) preparing instruments; (2) data collection, (3) data analysis; (4) reporting
evaluation results; to the preparation of a Follow-up Plan (RTL) based on evaluation results to improve effectiveness/performance.
Problem solving through active learning with a combination of discussion, question and answer methods, giving assignments and
practice, overall with the help of presentation media and the use of a laptop/PC.
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References
(Sub-PO) Indicator Criteria & Form | Offline ( Online ( online)
offline )
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1 Students can 1.Students know the | Criteria: Lectures 5%
ggggiﬁ?ﬁe&g of Tuition Contract in 1.Valug C.riteria: and ;
educational program one semester 2.Special: 90- | Questions
evaluation 2.Students know the 100; and
Semester Study 3.Very Good: Answers
Plan (RPS) 76-89; 2X 50
3.Students know the 4 Fair: 56-75;
basic concepts of 5.Less: 0-55
educational program
evaluation Form of
Assessment :
Participatory
Activities
2 Students can 1.Students know the | Criteria: Lectures 5%
gggi%rif‘ﬁgeéqg of Tuition Contract in 1.Va|u§ C.riteria: and ;
educational program one semester 2.Special: 90- Questions
evaluation 2.Students know the 100; and
Semester Study 3.Very Good: Answers
Plan (RPS) 76-89; 2X50
3.Students know the 4 Fair: 56-75;
basic concepts of 5.Less: 0-55
educational program
evaluation Form of
Assessment :
Participatory
Activities




Students can 1.Students know the | Criteria: Lectures 5%
uor:)?géf_tgrrli(irt]?eed meaning of the 1.value Criteria: |and
Approach Object-Oriented 2.Special: 90- | Questions
(Objective-Oriented Approach 100; and
Approach) (Objective-Oriented 3.Very Good: Answers
Approach) 76-89; 2X50
2.Students know the 4 Fair: 56-75;
principles and 5.Less: 0-55
objectives of the
Object-Oriented Form of
Approach Ass_egsment :
3.Students know the | Participatory
process and Activities
characteristics of
the Object-Oriented
Approach.
4.Students know the
problems of
implementing the
Object-Oriented
Approach (min 1
case study/case
example)
Students can 1.Students know the | Criteria: Lectures 5%
thlln:ne;;teaﬁggﬂe meaning of 1.value Criteria: [and
Oriented Approach Management- 2.Special: 90- | Questions
Oriented Approach 100; and
2.Students know the 3.Very Good: Answers
principles and 76-89; 2X50
objectives of the 4 Fair: 56-75;
Management- 5.Less: 0-55
Oriented Approach
3.Students know the | Form of
process and Assessment :
characteristics of Participatory
the Management- Activities, Portfolio
Oriented Approach Assessment
4.Students know the
problems of
implementing a
Management-
Oriented Approach
(min 1 case
study/case
example)
Students can 1.Students know the | Criteria: Lectures 5%
wg&gr@gg_the meaning of the 1.value Criteria: [and
Participant Participatory-Natural | 2.Special: 90- | Questions
Approach Approach 100; and
(Naturalistic- 3.Very Good: Answers
Participant 76-89; 2X50
Approach) 4 Fair: 56-75;
2.Students know the 5.Less: 0-55
principles and
objectives of the Form of
Naturalistic- ngt?oslzment :
i:g:glssr? t Assessment, Test

3.Students know the
process and
characteristics of
the Naturalistic-
Participant
Approach

4 .Students know the
problems of
implementing the
Naturalistic-
Participant
Approach (min 1
case study/case
example)




Students can
understand the
Context-Input-
Process-Output
(CIPP) Evaluation
Model/Stufflebeam’s
Model

1.Students know the
meaning of the
Context-Input-
Process-Output
(CIPP) Evaluation
Model/Stufflebeam's
Model

2.Students know the
Problems/Examples
of implementation of
the Context-Input-
Process-Output
(CIPP) Evaluation
Model/Stufflebeam's
Model (min 1 case
study/case
example)

3.Students know the
process and
characteristics of
the Context-Input-
Process-Output
(CIPP) Evaluation
Model/Stufflebeam’s
Model

4 .Students know the
principles and
objectives of the
Context-Input-
Process-Output
(CIPP) Evaluation
Model/Stufflebeam's
Model

Criteria:

1.value Criteria:

2.Special: 90-
100;

3.Very Good:
76-89;

4 .Fair: 56-75;

5.Less: 0-55

Form of
Assessment :
Portfolio
Assessment

Lectures
and
Questions
and
Answers
2 X50

5%

Students can
understand the
Contenance/Stake's
Evaluation Model

1.Students know the
meaning of the
Contenance/Stake's
Evaluation Model

2.Students know the
Problems/Examples
of implementation of
the Contenance
Evaluation
Model/Stake's
Model (min 1 case
study/case
example)

3.Students know the
process and
characteristics of
the
Contenance/Stake's
Evaluation Model

4 .Students know the
principles and
objectives of the
Contenance/Stake's
Evaluation Model

Criteria:

1.value Criteria:

2.Special: 90-
100;

3.Very Good:
76-89;

4 .Fair: 56-75;

5.Less: 0-55

Form of
Assessment :
Test

Lectures
and
Questions
and
Answers
2 X 50

5%

uTsS

Forms of
Assessment :
Participatory
Activities, Portfolio
Assessment, Tests

2 X50

15%




9 Students can 1.Students know the | Criteria: Lectures 5%
understand the Goal meaning of the Goal 1.Value Criteria: | and
Free/Scriven's E S 2 1o Questions
Model Evaluation ree/Scriven's .Special: 90
Model Model Evaluation 100; and

Model 3.Very Good: Answers
2.Students know the 76-89; 2X50

principles and 4 Fair: 56-75;

objectives of the 5.Less: 0-55

Goal Free/Scriven's

Model Evaluation Form of

Model Assessment :
3.Students know the | Participatory

process and Activities, Portfolio

- Assessment

characteristics of

the Goal

Free/Scriven's

Model Evaluation

Model
4 .Students know the

Problems/Examples

of implementation of

the Goal Free

Evaluation

Model/Scriven‘s

Model (min 1 case

study/case

example)

10 Students can 1.Students know the | Criteria: Lectures 5%
%%dé_rstand the meaning of the 1.value Criteria: [and
UCLA/University of CSE- 2.Special: 90- | Questions
California in Los UCLA/University of 100; and
Angeles's California in Los 3.Very Good: Answers
Evaluation Model Angeles's 76-89:; 2X50

Evaluation Model 4 Fair: 56-75;
2.Students know the 5.Less: 0-55
Problems/Examples
of implementation of | Form of
Assessment :

the CSE-
UCLA/University of
California in Los
Angeles's
Evaluation Model
(min 1 case
study/case
example)
3.Students know the
process and
characteristics of
the CSE-
UCLA/University of
California in Los
Angeles's
Evaluation Model
4.Students know the
principles and goals
of the CSE-
UCLA/University of
California in Los
Angeles's
Evaluation Model

Participatory
Activities, Portfolio
Assessment




1 Students can 1.Students know the | Criteria: Lectures 5%
g?iﬂigtﬁgf? the meaning of the 1.Value Criteria: | and .
Evaluation Brinkerhoff 2.Special: 90- | Questions
Model/Brinkerhoff's Evaluation 100; and
Model Model/Brinkerhoff‘s 3.Very Good: Answers

Model 76-89; 2X50
2.Students know the 4 Fair: 56-75;
Problems/Examples 5.Less: 0-55
of implementation of
the Brinkerhoff Form of
Evaluation Assessment :
Model/Brinkerhoff‘s Parltl.m.patory
Model (min 1 case Activities, Tests
study/case
example)
3.Students know the
process and
characteristics of
the Brinkerhoff
Evaluation
Model/Brinkerhoff‘s
Model
4 Students know the
principles and
objectives of the
Brinkerhoff
Evaluation
Model/Brinkerhoff‘s
Model

12 Students can 1.Students know the | Criteria: Lectures 5%
L,\’Ane(igitsaerrd the meaning of the 1.value Criteria: [and
Evaluation Metfessel 2.Special: 90- | Questions
Model/Metfessel & Evaluation 100; and
Michael's Model Model/Metfessel & 3.Very Good: | Answers

Michael‘'s Model 76-89; 2X50
2.Students know the 4 Fair: 56-75;
problems/examples 5.Less: 0-55
of implementation of
the Metfessel Form of
Evaluation Assessment :
Model/Metfessel & Zitrit\ll(i:tlizasm%sts
Michael's Model '
(min 1 case
study/case
example)
3.Students know the
process and
characteristics of
the Metfessel
Evaluation
Model/Metfessel &
Michael‘'s Model
4 .Students know the
principles and
objectives of the
Metfessel
Evaluation
Model/Metfessel &
Michael‘'s Model
13 Students can 1.Students know the | Criteria: Lectures 5%
Llé?der_stand principles and 1.value Criteria: | and
anning in L il i
Educational objectives of 2.Special: 90- | Questions
Program Evaluation planning in 100; and
educational program | 3.Very Good: Answers
evaluation 76-89; 2X50
2.Students know the 4 Fair: 56-75;
Problems/Examples 5.Less: 0-55
of Planning
Implementation in Form of
Educational Assessment :
Program Evaluation Parltllmlpatory
(min 1 case Activities, Tests
study/case
example)

3.Students know the
process and
characteristics of
planning in
educational program
evaluation




14 Students can 1.Students know the | Criteria: Lectures 5%
ggﬂgg}ggd Data principles and 1.Value Criteria: | and .
Technigues and objectives of Data 2.Special: 90- | Questions
Instruments in Collection 100; and
Educational i Techniques and 3.Very Good: Answers
Program Evaluation Instruments in 76-89; 2X50

Educational 4 Fair: 56-75;
Program Evaluation 5.Less: 0-55
2.Students know the
Problems/Examples | Form of
of implementation of | ASSessment :
Data Collection Parltl.m.patory
Techniques and Activities
Instruments in
Educational
Program Evaluation
(min 1 case
study/case
example)
3.Students know the
process and
characteristics of
Data Collection
Techniques and
Instruments in
Educational
Program Evaluation

15 Students can 1.Students know the | Criteria: Lectures 5%
g?ggf;%gﬂ tohfe principles and 1.Va|ue_ C.riteria: and ;
reports in objectives of 2.Special: 90- | Questions
educational program preparing reports in 100; and
evaluation educational program | 3.Very Good: Answers

evaluation 76-89; 2X50
2.Students know the 4 Fair: 56-75;
Problems/Examples 5.Less: 0-55
of implementation of
Report Preparation | Form of
in Educational Assessment :
Program Evaluation Participatory
(min 1 case Activities, Tests
study/case
example)
3.Students know the
systematics of
preparing reports in
educational program
evaluation
4 .Students know the
process and
characteristics of
preparing reports in
educational program
evaluation
16 UAS 15%
Form of 2 X 50
Assessment :
Participatory
Activities, Tests

Evaluation Percentage Recap: Case Study

No | Evaluation Percentage
1. [ Participatory Activities 50%
2. | Portfolio Assessment 20%
3. | Test 30%
100%
Notes
1. Learning Outcomes of Study Program Graduates (PLO - Study Program) are the abilities possessed by each Study
Program graduate which are the internalization of attitudes, mastery of knowledge and skills according to the level of their
study program obtained through the learning process.
2. The PLO imposed on courses are several learning outcomes of study program graduates (CPL-Study Program) which are
used for the formation/development of a course consisting of aspects of attitude, general skills, special skills and knowledge.
3. Program Objectives (PO) are abilities that are specifically described from the PLO assigned to a course, and are specific
to the study material or learning materials for that course.
4. Subject Sub-PO (Sub-PO) is a capability that is specifically described from the PO that can be measured or observed and
is the final ability that is planned at each learning stage, and is specific to the learning material of the course.
5. Indicators for assessing ability in the process and student learning outcomes are specific and measurable statements that

identify the ability or performance of student learning outcomes accompanied by evidence.




© o®oN

10.
11.
12.

Assessment Criteria are benchmarks used as a measure or measure of learning achievement in assessments based on
predetermined indicators. Assessment criteria are guidelines for assessors so that assessments are consistent and
unbiased. Criteria can be quantitative or qualitative.

Forms of assessment: test and non-test.

Forms of learning: Lecture, Response, Tutorial, Seminar or equivalent, Practicum, Studio Practice, Workshop Practice,
Field Practice, Research, Community Service and/or other equivalent forms of learning.

Learning Methods: Small Group Discussion, Role-Play & Simulation, Discovery Learning, Self-Directed Learning,
Cooperative Learning, Collaborative Learning, Contextual Learning, Project Based Learning, and other equivalent methods.
Learning materials are details or descriptions of study materials which can be presented in the form of several main points
and sub-topics.

The assessment weight is the percentage of assessment of each sub-PO achievement whose size is proportional to the
level of difficulty of achieving that sub-PO, and the total is 100%.

TM=Face to face, PT=Structured assignments, BM=Independent study.



	Universitas Negeri Surabaya Faculty of Educational Sciences  Bachelor of Education Management Study Program
	SEMESTER LEARNING PLAN
	Program Learning Outcomes (PLO)
	PLO study program that is charged to the course
	Program Objectives (PO)
	PLO-PO Matrix
	PO Matrix at the end of each learning stage (Sub-PO)
	Short Course Description
	References
	Supporting lecturer
	Final abilities of each learning stage  (Sub-PO)
	Week 1
	Week 2
	Week 3
	Week 4
	Week 5
	Week 6
	Week 7
	Week 8
	Week 9
	Week 10
	Week 11
	Week 12
	Week 13
	Week 14
	Week 15
	Week 16
	Evaluation Percentage Recap: Case Study
	Notes

