Evaluation Checkpoint Criteria
Faculty Approved February 2006

The expectation is that Program Secretaries will receive evaluations of students in final form, including compiled multi-quarter evaluations. They will review every evaluation for all the items listed in Sections I, II and III below. They will correct those listed in Section II; items in Section III will be corrected by faculty authors.

I.
Program Secretaries will check the following items on          

Every evaluation before it is submitted to Registration:

A. Header (for correct information): name; ID number; program/contract number(s); program title; begin/end dates; total credit award and matching equivalencies; credit award equal to or less than registration total

B. Description: title is same as in Banner; format layout is consistent; includes faculty name, as preferred, and is consistent with “Written by” section in evaluations; description is correct for quarter and year

C. Titles: faculty name as preferred in both the Description and Evaluation sections

D. Text: proper spelling of student’s name or clarification if nickname is used; consistent format of layout; acceptable wording (see Section III. C. below) 

E. Equivalencies: format is consistent; credits add up to total award; if applicable, upper-division science credit is indicated by asterisk, (Faculty Handbook, Sec. 7.620, “Evaluation Writing”).

II.
PROGRAM SECRETARIES WILL CORRECT THE FOLLOWING ERRORS IN EVALUATIONS WITHOUT CHECKING IN WITH FACULTY:

A.       Misspellings and common, conspicuous grammatical errors

B.       Incorrect gender/name

C.       Missing words (e.g., “the,” “and”); incorrect punctuation or verb tense 

D.       Credit equivalencies in improper format 

E.       Overall text and layout consistencies, e.g., section headings, book titles.

III. FACULTY WILL CORRECT ERRORS THAT INCLUDE, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE FOLLOWING:

A.       Credit Equivalency discrepancies

B.       Evaluation not in final format:

1. Unclear or missing text, e.g., sentence ends mid-sentence; sentence doesn’t make sense as written

2. Appears to include in-house comments, e.g., italicized or bolded reference to work left to complete, personal comments to student

3. Faculty changes style mid-evaluation, e.g., text switches to second person mid-paragraph

4. Wrong evaluation, e.g., file listed as John Jones but pulls up as Jane Smith

5. Missing components, e.g., pieces needed from teaching colleagues or program description

6. Missing contract or internship title in the Description section.

C.
Unacceptable wording or references as per Faculty Handbook (Sec. 7.620, “Evaluation Writing”)             

1. References to letter grades, or statements of percentage comparisons or test results made between students

2. References to reduced credit and/or no credit

3. References to credits attempted if student received less than full credit

4. Direct mention or references to disability, health/illness, financial problems, disclosure of gender change, etc. (as per WAC 162-12-140, “Pre-Employment Inquiries”).

