
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Evaluation Review Committee Report provides recommendations for the evaluation process review in two phases. The bulk of the report describes the initial recommendations called Phase I. At the end of the report the committee provides recommendations for Phase II for this project.

The primary goal of the evaluation process final recommendations is to create a more efficient and clear evaluation process for everyone including students, faculty, and staff. The Evaluation Process Review Committee was given the opportunity to evaluate the current evaluation process in its entirety – starting with turning in the evaluation and ending with the posting of credit- and to create recommendations for change in the process that would allow credit to be posted in a timely manner. 

Currently the average time it takes for an evaluation to be posted to a student record is 42 days. The result is poor service for many of our students, particularly in the areas of financial aid verification and transcript generation. For example, last fall, 25 students lost all or part of their financial aid due to evaluations not being posted.

The college has seen many changes in the last thirty years. As time has passed, the lack of attention to the whole evaluation process has allowed for the development of unclear responsibilities and roles for everyone involved in it. The truth is that we have an old process that has not changed and is no longer consistent with the growth in technology and current needs of students, staff or faculty.

Now is the time to take advantage of the opportunity to bring the process and policies up-to-date. The Evaluation Review Committee has developed sixteen recommendations (Phase I) that address every issue of the entire evaluation process including procedures, policies, and responsibilities and roles of faculty and staff. 

Eleven of the sixteen recommendations need faculty approval. The other five are italicized and relate specifically to Program Secretaries’ work and resources and need administrative approval only. Most of the eleven recommendations provide administrative changes to the current process, and the remaining few provide policies that are developed to support the new procedures of the evaluation process. 

Proposed Process Changes and Updates:

· Create a standard set of guidelines for faculty about how to format evaluations, what information has to accompany them, and how to get them to the program secretaries. 
· Program Secretaries will update the datamart in Banner regarding the status of each evaluation at all points in the process. This program will be referred to as the Evaluation Processing System.

· Program Secretaries would manage the evaluation template in the automated Evaluation Processing System. Incomplete and No Credit (NCR) templates could also be managed through the Evaluation Processing System.

· The program description would be included within the evaluation template. 

· Update the format of the Faculty Evaluation Template and remove all attachments (i.e. Independent Learning and Internship Contracts and Field Supervisor Letters) to the faculty evaluation by including narrative descriptions within the form rather than attachments. 

· With input from Program Secretaries and Registration & Records, Faculty will review, revise and approve checkpoint criteria that show exactly what will be checked in the narrative evaluation. The criteria will show exactly what program secretaries will and will not update in a narrative evaluation.
· The committee recommends that there be four checkpoints for the written narrative evaluation.

1. Faculty Member: Faculty reviews the narrative prior to sending it to the Program Secretary.

2. Program Secretary: Program Secretary reviews the narrative according to the criteria checklist approved by the faculty.

3. Faculty Copy of Evaluation: Faculty will have a chance to review the “Faculty Copy” that is sent to them at the time of posting credit. Faculty should review within 5 days of receiving the copy.

4. Student copy of Evaluation: Students will be sent a copy by the Registrar’s Office at the time of posting credit. They are strongly encouraged to read their evaluation and have no longer than 30 days from the time credit is posted to address any problems they see in the narrative evaluation. 

· Eliminate faculty signature on evaluations and deliver evaluations electronically from the Program Secretaries Offices to the Registration and Records Office. 

· Registration and Records will be the official collection site for student self-evaluations. All student self-evaluations needed for transcript will be turned into Registration and Records and will be tracked in the Evaluation Processing System.

· All faculty and staff should be oriented to the newly approved and standing evaluation policies and procedures by the Academic Deans Office. The Academic Deans Office should provide annual education regarding the narrative evaluation process to new faculty and staff sponsors. 

Proposed Policy Changes and Updates:

· Update the section in the current policy (Faculty Handbook 7.622) to state that during the fifth week of the quarter the program coordinator of team-taught programs completes a list sent from Registration and Records to identify which faculty member will be writing which student’s evaluation. This will be submitted to the Program Secretary.

· Leave the current deadline for submitting all evaluations from continuing faculty at two weeks after the end of evaluation week. Require evaluations from adjunct faculty by Friday of evaluation week. Require evaluations from visiting faculty by the Friday of evaluation week in their last quarter of teaching.

· Update and modify the current “Sanctions” in the Faculty Handbook Section 7.62 Timely Evaluation of Students’ Work

· Update and modify “Procedures and responsibilities” in the Faculty Handbook Section 7.62 Timely Evaluation of Students’ Work. (Appendix F)

Proposed Resource Changes and Updates:

· Program Secretaries should be given an extra computer monitor for processing evaluations (if they want to use one).

· The committee suggests each secretary should have their own desktop laser printer in their office. 

The changes in the process will provide many benefits to all faculty, staff and students involved in the evaluation process. The most important benefit provided to students is timely credit posting. For faculty, the major benefit will be the increased availability of their program secretaries for other projects, as well as time savings for themselves of not having to manage student self-evaluations and not having to sign the evaluations for all of their students. Program Secretaries will see a complete change in their work process that will go from manual steps to automated steps that will be more efficient. Registration and Records will see huge benefits by updating and automating their posting of credit and transcript processes. Both Program Secretaries and Registration and Records staff will also have updated policies and procedures that will support their work. The Financial Aid Office should see fewer problems in the summer with outstanding credit postings and will have access to the universal tracking system to help direct them automatically to the source if credit is missing. The Deans Area and Provost Office will also benefit, by having updated procedures and policies to guide them in their support of students, faculty and staff. 

Overall, the new process will save over 60,514 pages of paper every year (This number does not include elimination of attachments, when these are considered then the estimate of paper savings could reach 100,000 pages annually) and the committee estimates a 37 percent decrease in evaluation processing time a year. By making these administrative changes, the process will affect other college processes, such as the transcript process, which will decrease overall processing time, an estimated 52 percent.

If all recommendations are approved for Phase I, the implementation of the new process could start as soon as Fall 2005. 
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