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9.  T
h

e q
u

estio
n

 o
f tim

elin
ess

A
s the instructor of record, you are responsible for providing a per-

form
ance evaluation for every student receiving credit in your

course and for doing so in a tim
ely fashion (see regulation 9.2.2 on

page 3).  W
hen evaluations are not w

ritten, students are deprived of
im

portant feedback on their perform
ance, they and their academ

ic
advisors/preceptors are deprived of evaluations for academ

ic stand-
ing review

, honors and aw
ards, and student applications to graduate

program
s and professional schools m

ay be com
prom

ised.  

10.  C
lo

sin
g

 rem
arks

U
C

S
C

 is unique in the U
niversity of C

alifornia system
, and am

ongst
m

ajor research universities in the nation, in providing w
ritten 

perform
ance evaluations to students � a key aspect of our 

continuing com
m

itm
ent to undergraduate education.  T

he continued
vitality of our perform

ance evaluation system
 relies on the faculty's 

w
illingness to use the system

 to their best advantage by authoring 
evaluations that are accurate, m

eaningful, and readable, but w
hich

do not unduly tax the instructor or require an alteration in her/his
pedagogy.  U

sed properly, the w
ritten perform

ance evaluation 
system

 should not be a burden, but rather a tool in teaching.
E

xperim
ent, talk w

ith colleagues, exam
ine the m

any exam
ple 

evaluations in this docum
ent and, m

ost im
portant, let the system

w
ork for you and your students.

1. In
tro

d
u

ctio
n

In the year 2000, U
C

S
C

 adopted a revised student evaluation
system

 that added m
andatory letter grades, previously a student's

option, to the existing perform
ance evaluation system

.  T
his revision

established a parallel system
 of letter grades and G

P
A

s at U
C

S
C

. 
It did not replace w

ritten perform
ance evaluations nor did it m

odify
that system

 or its scope.  W
ritten perform

ance evaluations continue
to anchor a system

 that encourages students and instructors to get
to know

 one another, that allow
s instructors to acknow

ledge and
docum

ent the full range of student achievem
ent, and that can pro-

vide m
uch m

ore inform
ation than do conventional transcripts.

A
lm

ost from
 the founding of the cam

pus, U
C

S
C

 has used
w

ritten
perform

ance evaluations to evaluate student perform
ance, rather

than relying solely on conventional letter grades.  T
his practice

reflects our conviction that the results of higher education cannot be
adequately sum

m
arized in a single, one-dim

ensional m
easure,

nam
ely an A

, B
, C

, D
 or F.  O

ur perform
ance evaluation system

 has
proven valuable to students and the faculty and is view

ed in 
retrospect by m

any of our alum
ni as one of U

C
S

C
's m

ost valuable
features. 

R
esearch indicates that students' understanding is prom

oted by
environm

ents that prioritize learning goals and evaluate perform
-

ance in w
ays that are closely tied to processes of learning and

instruction (see the N
ational A

cadem
y of S

ciences report: "H
ow

P
eople Learn," 1999).  V

iew
ing a situation as an opportunity for

learning�as opposed to m
erely a validation of ability�induces 

students to choose m
ore challenging tasks, persevere in the face of

difficulties, perceive instructors and peers as resources rather than
as potential obstacles, and develop long-term

 interest. 

A
ccording to m

any U
C

S
C

 students and graduates, this form
 of

assessm
ent can help students distinguish their strong and w

eak
areas and detect patterns in their perform

ance across quarters.  It
can focus their efforts on im

provem
ent, encourage them

 to go

1
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beyond expectations, and help them
 learn to collaborate, creating

an intellectual culture in w
hich students w

ith different talents and
perspectives learn to respect differences rather than com

pete w
ith

one another along a single dim
ension of perform

ance.

In order for the perform
ance evaluation system

 to flourish, it is
im

portant for instructors to understand the system
 and to find w

ays
of w

riting evaluations that w
ork for them

 in their courses. T
he 

perform
ance evaluation system

 acknow
ledges the trem

endous vari-
ations of classroom

 environm
ents, evaluation strategies, and logistic

concerns from
 course to course across our cam

pus.  T
he perform

-
ance evaluation system

 presents a set of tools that are flexible, indi-
vidual, and pow

erful.  It does not im
pose stylistic uniform

ity, nor
does it m

andate uniform
 expectations of instructors.  R

ather, it offers
each instructor the m

eans to evaluate students as best fits the
course and the student.  T

his guide details the perform
ance evalua-

tion system
 at U

C
S

C
 and provides helpful tips, som

e recom
m

enda-
tions, and a catalog of sam

ple student evaluations.  T
he latter are

intended to docum
ent the rich variety of w

ritten evaluation possible
w

ithin the perform
ance evaluation system

 and to offer ideas and
tem

plates for evaluation w
riters.




*A
t U

C
S

C
 the grade of D

 results only in credit tow
ard the requirem

ent of 180 credit

hours for graduation; courses for w
hich the student receives a grade of D

 do not

count tow
ard m

ajor, m
inor, or college requirem

ents or for general education.  T
here is

no C
-; students w

hose w
ork is passing, but below

 C
 in quality receive a D

.  T
he

choice of adjectives in the evaluation should be consistent w
ith the grade of D

.

8.  T
h

e co
u

rsew
o

rk d
escrip

tio
n

 field

T
he instructor m

ay choose to w
rite a brief description of the course-

w
ork  that the R

egistrar inserts at the beginning of each student's
evaluation. T

his is inform
ation about the classw

ork that is applicable
to all students in the class and does not vary from

 student to stu-
dent.  Typical content includes the scope of the course, textbooks
used, a breakdow

n of assignm
ents and exam

s, etc.  In larger class-
es, the coursew

ork description is w
ell used to docum

ent the basis of
student evaluation.  You m

ay w
ish to include the average grade or

m
edian score for the class as a pow

erful hedge against grade infla-
tion.  You should usually avoid sim

ply quoting the catalog descrip-
tion of the class w

hich is available on the w
eb.

T
he C

om
m

ittee on E
ducational P

olicy im
poses a lim

it of 60 w
ords

on coursew
ork descriptions.  A

lthough this m
ay seem

 restrictive, it
m

ust be rem
em

bered that a student's transcript is an evaluation of
that student's w

ork, not a series of expansive coursew
ork descrip-

tions w
ritten by instructors w

ith understandable pride.  

C
E

P
recom

m
ends that you revise your coursew

ork description w
ith

each offering of the course.

2
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G
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P
/N

P
A

djectives
A

P
H

onors, superb, outstanding, excellent, top-notch

B
P

V
ery good, quite good, above average

C
P

A
verage, satisfactory, fairly good, passing

D
*

N
P

B
elow

 average, m
arginal

F
N

P
P

oor, inadequate, inferior, unsatisfactory



S
tudent ability, health, physical or learning disabilities, religious and

political beliefs, and the like, are never considerations in student
assessm

ent and have no place in perform
ance evaluation.

S
tudents have the right to initiate grievances for perform

ance evalu-
ations that they feel are based on criteria other than academ

ic per-
form

ance or that apply academ
ic criteria in an arbitrary or capricious

w
ay that does not reflect student perform

ance in relation to course
requirem

ents.  T
he student grievance procedure can be found in

A
ppendix C

 in the M
anual of the S

anta C
ruz D

ivision A
cadem

ic
S

enate: http://senate.ucsc.edu/m
anual/S

C
app99.htm

l#A
ppendixC

.

T
he explicit m

ention of letter grades in perform
ance evaluations is

perm
itted.  G

iven the near universal character of letter grading sys-
tem

s, inclusion of a letter grade or grades in an evaluation m
ay pro-

vide a com
pact and potentially precise sum

m
ary of student perform

-
ance.  H

ow
ever, letter grades are single-dim

ensional indicators of
student perform

ance and are inherently lim
ited.  F

urtherm
ore, per-

form
ance evaluations can counteract the effects of grade inflation.

C
E

P
recom

m
ends that you bear these considerations in m

ind w
hen

using letter grades in w
ritten evaluations (see also section 8).  C

E
P

further recom
m

ends that you respect the decision of students w
ho

have chosen to enroll on a P
/N

P
basis by avoiding m

ention of a let-
ter grade in the perform

ance evaluation. 

7.  M
ap

p
in

g
 ad

jectives to
 g

rad
es

T
he m

ajority of students in a course w
ill receive a letter grade at the

end of the quarter.  A
t the end of the quarter, it is im

portant that the
perform

ance evaluation be consistent w
ith the sum

m
ary letter

grade.  T
he follow

ing table w
ill help you choose adjectives that are

consistent w
ith the grade assigned.  T

hese rough correspondences
have em

erged as the consensus of a large num
ber of U

C
S

C
 faculty

and are consistent w
ith S

ystem
w

ide regulations.  T
he list is not

exhaustive, and m
any other descriptors are appropriate.

2.  S
enate regulations regarding perform

ance evaluation

9.2.1  A
t the end of the term

, each instructor teaching a credit-
granting course shall prepare a w

ritten evaluation for each student 
w

ho receives a grade of P, A
, B

, C
, or D

 in his or her class. T
he 

narrative evaluation m
ust evaluate the quality and characteristics of 

the student's perform
ance in the class.

9.2.2  E
valuations are to be filed w

ith the R
egistrar and the student's 

college at the tim
e of filing the end-of-term

 course reports or no later 
than 15 w

orking days after the close of the term
.

T
hese regulations can be faithfully redacted as follow

s:  
T

he instructor of record m
ust subm

it a perform
ance evaluation for 

each undergraduate student w
ho receives credit for the course.  

T
he evaluation m

ust describe, and is lim
ited to, the quality and 

characteristics of the student's w
ork.  It is due 15 w

orking days 
after the end of the quarter. 

W
ith the exception of excluding clearly inappropriate m

aterial, the
only requirem

ent on evaluations' content set by S
enate regulations

is that they describe the "quality and characteristics of the student's
w

ork."  N
o list of characteristics is provided, nor is there any expec-

tation determ
ining length, thoroughness, or specific content.  T

he
decision on how

 best to describe the quality and characteristics of
student w

ork is yours.  You m
ay decide to w

rite highly individual
evaluations of each student.  You m

ay decide to use a spreadsheet
m

acro to transform
 your grade sheets into descriptive text or to

drive m
enus and grids. P

erform
ance evaluations m

ay sim
ply state

the grade received, they m
ay go further and contextualize the grade

aw
arded the student, or they m

ay be m
ore synthetic. It is left to the

instructor of record to decide w
hat form

 of evaluation is m
ost effi-

cient, effective, and appropriate for your course and your students.

3
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3.  E
xam

p
les o

f p
erfo

rm
an

ce evalu
atio

n

To dem
onstrate the flexibility and pow

er of perform
ance evaluations,

w
e offer the follow

ing exam
ples.  T

he course title is in b
o

ld
face;

course descriptions are in italic
face.  A

longer list of sam
ple evalua-

tions can be found in the appendix, available online at: 
http://senate.ucsc.edu/cep/.

________________________________________________________________
E

xam
ple #1:

E
lem

en
tary L

atin
T

he first quarter of Latin form
s and syntax, using the S

m
ith and Jones textbook.

E
valuation based on class participation, quizzes, m

idterm
 and final exam

ina-
tions.

G
rasp of F

orm
s: V

ery G
ood

G
rasp of S

yntax: G
ood

S
kill in Translating: V

ery G
ood

G
eneral C

om
m

ents: M
s. S

lug w
orked hard and the results w

ere obvious.  S
he

needs only to tighten her know
ledge of syntax a bit m

ore.  T
his w

as a B
 per-

form
ance.

________________________________________________________________
E

xam
ple #2:

In
tro

d
u

cto
ry A

m
erican

 P
o

litics

M
s. S

lug produced good w
ork in the class by the end of the quarter.  H

er w
ork

show
ed m

arked im
provem

ent on both the short essays and the m
idterm

 and
final exam

s.  H
er early essays w

ere adequate, but did not alw
ays show

 a grasp
of the m

aterial;  her final essay, how
ever, w

as of excellent quality, w
ell argued

and sm
artly w

ritten.  H
er m

idterm
 w

as quite an uneven effort.  S
he easily

passed the first half of the exam
 but failed to com

plete the essay portion.  O
n

the final, by far the m
ost difficult exercise, M

s. S
lug acquitted herself nicely.  S

he
dem

onstrated a com
petent grasp of the m

aterial necessary for an understanding
of A

m
erican political developm

ent.  A
side from

 som
e m

inor conceptual confu-
sion at the outset, the paper w

as a fine synthesis of course m
aterials.  M

s. S
lug

attended and participated in sections regularly, and gave a fine oral presentation
of a chapter in S

hell�s Tim
e of Illusion.

________________________________________________________________
E

xam
ple #3:

In
tro

d
u

cto
ry P

h
ysics

O
verall G

rade: B
+

P
erform

ance on com
prehensive final: V

ery good.
P

erform
ance on m

idterm
 exam

s: V
ery good.

P
erform

ance on hom
ew

ork: E
xcellent

________________________________________________________________ 

each student personally.  S
om

e students w
ill m

ake the effort to
establish a fuller relation w

ith you; others w
ill not.  A

s a result, you
w

ill find that the level of com
m

entary you are able to provide in per-
form

ance evaluations w
ill vary from

 student to student.   T
his raises

an im
portant question: should you restrict yourself to indicators of

student perform
ance that are universally shared by students (such

as test scores, evaluations of w
ritten w

ork, etc.) or can your evalua-
tions vary?   T

his is for you to decide: S
enate regulations afford you

com
plete authority in determ

ining the degree of consistency and
thoroughness of perform

ance evaluation.  In m
aking this determ

ina-
tion, how

ever, there are a num
ber of factors you m

ay w
ish to con-

sider.  D
o you w

ish to acknow
ledge student effort at developing a

fuller line of com
m

unication w
ith you?  H

ave you strayed from
 eval-

uating perform
ance to com

m
enting on personality?  W

ill your com
-

m
ents be understood by the student and other readers? R

egardless
of class size, rem

em
ber that it is the quality of the evaluation that is

im
portant, not its length.

6.  W
h

at is an
d

 is n
o

t accep
tab

le co
n

ten
t?

E
valuations describe the quality and characteristics of student per-

form
ance in the class.  C

om
m

ents not germ
ane to student perform

-
ance are not acceptable in perform

ance evaluations.  F
or exam

ple,
"S

tudent A
is very bright but did not com

m
it sufficient effort to this

course" does not docum
ent perform

ance and is, at best, conjecture.
It is better to let the student's w

ork speak for itself, for exam
ple,

"S
tudent A

's w
ork w

as m
ixed.  Tw

o papers w
ere highly insightful

and superbly crafted w
hile the other tw

o w
ere sloppily assem

bled
and cursory."  S

im
ilarly, "S

tudent B
 did not do w

ell on the m
idterm

as the result of a severe case of flu" is not acceptable.  You m
ay

think that providing personal inform
ation (flu) puts a poor perform

-
ance into a m

ore favorable context, but a potential em
ployer m

ight
not agree.  W

e recom
m

end substituting the phrase, "circum
stances

beyond his/her control," in cases w
here you think such explanation

is absolutely necessary.  

9
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4.  W
h

o
 read

s p
erfo

rm
an

ce evalu
atio

n
s?

P
erform

ance evaluations w
ritten for all courses in w

hich a student
receives a  P, A

, B
, C

, or D
 becom

e part of the student's perm
anent

transcript and reach a large and diverse audience.  In addition to
the student, perform

ance evaluations w
ill be review

ed by college
academ

ic staff, by the student�s departm
ent, and by anyone to

w
hom

 a student opts to send the com
plete official transcript (grades

and evaluations), including fellow
ship and scholarship review

 
panels, graduate and professional school adm

issions com
m

ittees
and potential em

ployers.  O
f this audience, only the student has had

access to instructor feedback, com
m

ents, and scores provided 
during the quarter�

form
s of "real-tim

e" evaluation that should not
be deferred to an end of quarter w

ritten evaluation.  B
earing the

audience in m
ind, perform

ance evaluations should provide the 
necessary context to be understood by readers w

ho w
ere not in the

course, don�t have access to course m
aterials or syllabi, and m

ay
not be fam

iliar w
ith narrative evaluation generally.  In other w

ords,
you should w

rite evaluations under the assum
ption that your audi-

ence lies outside U
C

 S
anta C

ruz.  B
ecause outside readers m

ay be
overw

helm
ed by volum

e, w
e recom

m
end that, except in extraordi-

nary circum
stances, each evaluation you w

rite be succinct and less
than 150 w

ords in length.

E
valuations are not edited or proofread by anyone but you, but their

audience is global.  P
lease adhere to appropriate (proper) gram

m
ar

and stylistic practices.  W
hat you w

rite reflects on U
C

S
C

 as a
w

hole. S
ee

http://pio.ucsc.edu/style_guide.htm
lfor the official cam

-
pus style guide.

5.  C
o

n
sisten

cy an
d

 th
o

ro
u

g
h

n
ess

T
he m

ajority of perform
ance evaluations generated at U

C
S

C
 

docum
ent perform

ance in courses of 50 or m
ore students.  In cours-

es of this size it is often difficult, if not im
possible, to com

e to know

________________________________________________________________
E

xam
ple #4:

D
an

te's D
ivin

e C
o

m
ed

y in
 Tran

slatio
n

Large lecture class (120 students) w
ith w

eekly discussion section.  S
tudents

read D
ante's V

ita N
uova and the D

ivine C
om

edy (Inferno, P
urgatorio and select-

ed canti from
 P

aradiso.); selected lyrics from
 F

rench and Italian courtly poetry;
B

ooks I-V
I of V

irgil's A
eneid.  Tw

o papers and a final exam
 w

ere required.

M
s. S

lug did satisfactory w
ork in this course.  S

he attended the required num
ber

of sections, but consistently arrived late to class and often m
issed m

aterial that
could have benefited her greatly.  M

s. S
lug's w

ritten w
ork w

as satisfactory over-
all.  In her first paper, she raised som

e interesting and im
portant points, and

show
ed prom

ising potential, but the paper w
as lim

ited by the om
ission of an

interpretive thesis position.  

In her second paper, M
s. S

lug offered a com
petent discussion of the figures of

U
lysses and G

uido da M
ontefeltro (Inferno 26-27) in term

s of their sim
ilarity to

D
ante's ow

n role as a political leader and poetic prophet.  A
lthough M

s. S
lug did

not consult any of the reserve book list critical essays on this canto, and thus
did not present a clearly articulated interpretive thesis, she dem

onstrated under-
standing and control of the m

ajor issues of the episode.  M
s. S

lug's final exam
w

as quite good--clearly the strongest w
ork she turned in all quarter.

O
verall, M

s. S
lug did passing w

ork this quarter.
________________________________________________________________
E

xam
ple #5:

C
alcu

lu
s

E
valuations w

ere based on the m
idterm

 (30%
), a com

prehensive final exam
ina-

tion (40%
) and 5 hom

ew
ork assignm

ents (30%
).  Textbook: Jones and S

m
ith,

fourth edition.

M
idterm

: C
F

inal E
xam

: B
-

H
om

ew
ork: B

O
verall G

rade: B
-

________________________________________________________________
E

xam
ple #6:

In
tro

d
u

ctio
n

 to
 H

u
m

an
 E

vo
lu

tio
n

T
his is a large lecture course accom

panied by w
eekly lab-discussion sections.

E
valuation is based on m

idterm
 and final essay exam

s, participation in w
eekly

sections, and a term
 paper.

M
s. S

lug�s m
idterm

 show
ed a fair understanding of the issues but confusion

about som
e concepts.  M

s. S
lug follow

ed up by rew
riting the problem

 areas on
her test and w

orking diligently to clear up these m
inor confusions.  S

he
im

proved her class perform
ance by w

riting a very good final exam
.  M

s. S
lug

w
rote a thoughtful term

 paper on prim
ate com

m
unication.  M

s. S
lug w

as a dedi-
cated m

em
ber of her w

eekly discussion section, and contributed m
any good

ideas and insights into the m
atters being discussed.  O

verall, M
s. S

lug�s m
as-

tery of the m
aterial presented in this class w

as good�a B
.

________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________ 
E

xam
ple #7:

C
o

m
p

u
ter O

rg
an

izatio
n

Introductory assem
bly language and com

puter architecture.  W
eekly program

-
m

ing assignm
ents in M

IP
S

 (sim
ulator) and H

C
11 (standalone m

icrocontroller kit)
assem

bly languages. 4 graded and 6 checked off program
m

ing assignm
ents.

O
verall score com

posed of final (30%
), w

eekly quizzes (35%
), checked pro-

gram
s (10%

), and graded program
s (25%

).

89 students w
ith 78 taking final

S
core

R
ank 

M
in 

M
ax

A
ve

S
D

G
raded Labs:

55 
73

2
100 

72
21

C
hckd Labs:

62
76

20
100

82
18

Q
uizzes: 

38
79

16
93

63
16

F
inal:

49
73

39
100

67
13

O
verall: 

48
78

7
97

66
20

M
s. S

lug w
as a regular contributor to class.  S

he occasionally received reduced
scores on program

m
ing assignm

ents due to the checkoff policy and not carefully
reading assignm

ent requirem
ents.  E

ven taking this into account, her final and
quiz perform

ances w
ere poor.

O
verall class perform

ance: poor (D
)

________________________________________________________________ 
E

xam
ple #8:

P
h

ysical G
eo

lo
g

y

Introductory course using Jones and Jones, 4th edition.  S
tudents assessed on

three exam
s (50%

), four hom
ew

ork assignm
ents (35%

) and section participation
and project (15%

).  95 students com
pleted the course.  T

here w
ere 15 A

's, 30
B

's, 30 C
's and 10 D

's assigned.

M
s. S

lug received scores of 100, 77, 88 and 74 on the four hom
ew

ork assign-
m

ents (relative to class averages of 92, 86, 91 and 95, respectively).  C
om

pared
to her peers, this is good w

ork.  S
he tended to do w

ell w
ith interpretation and

synthesis, but struggled w
ith m

ore quantitative (num
erical) questions.  O

n the
three exam

s, M
s. S

lug earned scores of 77, 71 and 77 (relative to class aver-
ages of 71, 77 and 74) placing her right at the class average.  A

gain, problem
s

w
ith quantitative questions, especially calculator exercises, w

ere apparent.  H
er

section project w
as a nicely researched and w

ell-organized introduction to the
geologic history of the P

innacles N
ational M

onum
ent.  O

verall, M
s. S

lug's w
ork

w
as average.

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________
E

xam
ple #9:

In
tro

d
u

cto
ry W

ritin
g

In this introductory w
riting class, M

s. S
lug attended class regularly, contributing

frequently and usefully to discussions.  S
he satisfactorily com

pleted five of six
assigned essays, w

ith revisions.  A
fter a som

ew
hat uneven start to the quarter,

M
s. S

lug m
ade substantial progress in explaining her ideas m

ore clearly and
coherently, adding greater depth to her analyses, and im

proving the accuracy of
her proof reading and use of sources.  H

er final essay in a series of papers on
the N

apster controversy w
as particularly w

ell done.   W
hen she adds discipline

and careful revision to her considerable stylistic flair, M
s. S

lug's essays are
interesting and effective.
______________________________________________________________
E

xam
ple #10:

B
eg

in
n

in
g

 S
cu

lp
tu

re

S
culpting techniques in ceram

ics, issues and concepts related to the body and
its representation, approaches to the artistic process, the relationship of contem

-
porary art to studio practice.

M
s. S

lug's sculpting skills in this course w
ere very good, her glazing and con-

ceptual skills w
ere good.  H

er fish sculpture show
ed very good use of texture

and visually interesting form
.  A

suggestion is that she take m
ore risks w

ith
sculpture by w

orking on m
ore challenging form

s and concepts.  M
s. S

lug w
as

active in class discussions and participated in firing the kiln.
______________________________________________________________
E

xam
ple #11:

C
h

em
istry: In

d
ep

en
d

en
t S

tu
d

y

M
s. S

lug com
pleted her second quarter of independent research this quarter.

S
he continued to do an outstanding job in the isolation of sesterterpenes from

an Indo-P
acific m

arine sponge. T
he required reports, w

hile terse, w
ere subm

it-
ted in a tim

ely fashion and contained appropriate details on the progress of w
ork

in the laboratory. S
he also gave a very nice oral presentation at our m

ost recent
evening sem

inar event.
______________________________________________________________

A
s is clear from

 the above, perform
ance evaluations m

ay take m
any

form
s, allow

ing you to find the m
ode of evaluation that w

orks best
for you in your courses.
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