Staff Performance Evaluation Process Improvement Committee (PIC)
Recommendations Submitted to Human Resource Services

April 28, 2008

Background
· The Staff Performance Evaluation PIC was charged by the Associate Vice President of Human Resource Services to review the Staff Performance Evaluation process and recommend improvements.

Committee Members

· Committee members are:

· Michael Deal, Human Resource Services
· Dana Perdue, Human Resource Services
· Anne Marie Brun, Cell Biology and Genetics
· Susan Bulgin, Institutional Advancement
· Karen Gonzalez, Human Resource Services
· Sally Ross, Information Technology Services
· Sallie Spotanski, Facilities Management
· Sandy Toombs, UNT Health
· Jennifer Trevino, Office of the President
· Lil Wallace, UNT Health
Other participants included:

· Juana Castillo, Information Technology Services
· Kimberly Brown, Pharmacology and Neuroscience
· Alice Cord, School of Public Health
· Brenda Harless, Biomedical Communications
· LaMesa Herod, UNT Health
· Jackie Hubbard, Finance and Administration
· Ywanda Kimbrough, School of Public Health
· Carol Knisley, OMM
· Georgia Quintero, Molecular Biology and Immunology
· Deanna Ranker, Cell Biology and Genetics
· Dona Smith, Institutional Advancement
· Rob Wright, Biomedical Communications

· The group was facilitated by Jolie Lyon, Process Improvement Analyst in the Office of Strategy and Measurement and Cassandra Molavrh, Staff Development and Training Manager for Human Resource Services.
Committee ACTIVITY

· The PIC met eight times beginning in January 2008.  The group:

· Conducted an online survey related to the staff performance evaluation process at UNTHSC.  The questions were developed by the PIC and the survey was designed and administered by the Office of Strategy and Measurement.  An email was sent to all faculty and staff inviting staff members and faculty responsible for evaluating staff to participate in the survey.   The survey was active from February 12 - 27, 2008, and received 247 responses.

· Diagrammed the current staff performance evaluation process.

· Brainstormed elements of a recommended process and characteristics of improved forms.
· Developed a recommended process and revised forms.
Observations/Conclusions

· Administration of the staff performance evaluation varies across the institution.  The PIC reviewed known variations and included desired elements (e.g.  self-evaluation, mid-year reviews) in the recommendations.
· There is an opportunity for improved communication between supervisors and staff, as 34% of survey respondents indicated that they were surprised by their supervisor’s rating of their performance.

· An improved weighting and scoring system would clarify the evaluations and make them more user-friendly for supervisors and staff.
Initial RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Ongoing, year-round communication should be a key component of the performance evaluation process. 
2. Supervisors should participate in training to enhance their evaluation, communication and feedback skills.

3. The attached staff evaluation process should be communicated to supervisors as the Human Resource Services required process.  Steps that differ from the current process are highlighted in yellow.

4. The attached simplified six-month probationary form should be used and Human Resource Services should provide a reminder to supervisors to improve completion rates.
5. The 3 current evaluation forms (classified, non-classified non-supervisory, and non-classified supervisory) should be replaced with 1 supervisory and 1 non-supervisory revised staff performance evaluation form (attached).  

a. The proposed forms:  

i. Include annual goals/projects/duties, professional behavior, and job performance ratings.  Managerial skills ratings are included for staff with supervisory roles.

ii. Change the rating scale from a 6-point scale to a 5-point scale in response to survey feedback, review of other institution’s rating forms, and PIC discussion.  The 5-point scale and associated definitions should clarify the ratings for both supervisors and staff members being evaluated.
iii. Eliminate the weighting of specific skills and duties, which was a source of confusion for staff and supervisors.  Sections of the forms will be weighted to stress:

1. Completion of specific employee goals, projects, and objectives that link to the UNTHSC goals and strategies. 

2. Acknowledgement of the importance of professional behaviors and job performance factors.
3. The institutional focus on development of leadership and management skills.
	Section
	Supervisory Form Recommended Weights
	Non-Supervisory Form Recommended Weights

	Part A – Yearly Goals and Projects
	50%
	60%

	Part B – Professional Behavior and Job Performance Factors
	20%
	40%

	Part C – Managerial Skills
	30%
	Not Applicable


iv. Link staff goals/projects/duties to Institutional goals and strategies.

v. Include an explicit section on Teamwork.

vi. Include a section for employee comments.

vii. Require documentation or supporting statements for all ratings.

viii. Include basic functionality such as spell check, cut and paste, etc.

longer-term RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Develop a multi-tiered system of financial and other rewards for high-performing staff.

2. Implement electronic submission of evaluations, and make an ongoing employee performance tracking system available to supervisors.
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