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	CATEGORY 
	Foreperson 
	Journeyperson 
	Apprentice 
	Can-Kicker 
	Score 

	Points Assigned
	
	
	
	
	

	Assignment was thorough Part I
	The management chart had more than 8 steps with none out of sequence 
	The management chart had 8 steps in it and each step was in correct sequence
	The management chart had 6 steps and no more than on step was flipped in sequence with another.
	The management chart only had 4 steps and/or steps were grossly out of sequence
	  

	Assignment was thorough Part II
	All steps that would be expected in the project schedule were included
	No more than two significant steps were omitted from the project schedule
	No more than six significant steps were omitted from the project schedule
	The project schedule was too vague with more than six significant steps missing.
	  

	Assignment was turned in on time.
	Assignment was turned in ahead of deadline
	Assignment was turned in on the due date
	The assignment was turned in one day late
	The assignment was turned more than 1 day late.
	  

	The assignment’s visual appeal
	The assignment was eye catching in coloration and/or layout. It looked professional not amateurish. There were no misspellings

	The assignment was functional but boxes may have not been consistently sized and/or there was no appeal. But, there was no distracting parts either. There were no more than 3 misspellings
	The assignment was neatly hand drawn and the lettering was legible but did have a straightforward or professional appearance. There were no more than 5 misspellings
	The assignment looked tacky and unprofessional. Parts were misaligned and or lettering was difficult to read. There were curly cues, cutesy letters, glitter, or other items that would not be part of a professional presentation There were more than 5 misspellings
	

	Issues with the assignment  
	Each step was identified with straight forward language. nothing was vague or should have actually fallen onto another step
	Each step was identified with straight forward language. There may have been one or two steps that should have been combined such as “sanding roof parts, sanding perch” should have been combined into “sanding parts.”
	Vagueness existed with two or more steps and or the steps should have been more carefully defined such as “cutting” should have been cutting with a specified tool or what was being cut.
	The assignment would not have provided a good insight as to how the birdhouse would be built.
	


