Instructions for CCSC-NW Reviewers
Thank you for volunteering to be a reviewer for the coming year's CCSC-NW Conference. We hope that the following guidelines will help you in completing your reviews.

· Please return your reviews to the CCSC-NW Paper Chair by 4-15-2005 by e-mail to sharon.tuttle@humboldt.edu.

· Ideally, the reviews should be received by the Papers Chair by that date (the Program Committee is meeting soon afterward to set the program).  If you are concerned about meeting the deadline, please send an e-mail to the Papers Chair (st10@humboldt.edu) letting her know.

· Each review form has three parts.

· The Paper Review part (with the numerical rankings) and the Comments/Suggestions For Authors part will be seen by both the author and the CCSC-NW Program Committee.

· Comments that you wish to be seen only by the Program Committee should be placed on the page labeled Confidential Comments for the CCSC-NW Program Committee.

· Be sure to fill in the paper number at the top of each form with the paper being reviewed.

· Please keep in mind that the Call for Papers encouraged "participation by faculty, staff, and students in Computer Science, Computer Engineering, Computer Information Systems, Management Information Systems, and other disciplines". Therefore, papers in any of these areas are appropriate.

· The Call for Papers also included the following suggested topics:

*
Computer Engineering

*
Graphics, Image Processing

*
Computer Sciences and Software Engineering
*
Information Science

*
Computer Sciences Education Issues

*
Information Technology

*
Computing Science Curriculum Issues

*
Lab Use of Computers

*
Courses for Non-majors

*
Management and Administrative Issues

*
Distance Education

*
Multimedia Use and Training

*
Emerging Technologies

*
Networking

*
Ethics and Legal, Society, Gender Issues

*
Software Development and/or Use

*
Faculty Development and Support

*
Student Research

· Criteria guidelines for Paper Review Form.  Please use the following scale when rating the quality of the paper in each category:

5
Excellent
Top 10%

Likely to be among top 3 papers at conference

4
Good
Next 20%

Above average for CCSC papers

3
Average
Next 30%

Comparable to many CCSC papers

2
Fair
Lower 30%

Correct but not overly interesting

1
Poor
Bottom 10%

Contains serious errors or deficiencies

· While the papers sent to an individual reviewer may be of much higher or lower quality than the norm, it is hoped that the above will nevertheless give some guidance about the intent of the different ratings. 

