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POLICY AND PROCEDURE

Title:			ADMINISTRATIVE FACULTY PERFORMANCE REVIEW
Policy No.:		5.24
Department:   	All Departments
Contact:		All Supervisors of Administrative Faculty	

POLICY
The NSHE Code, Chapter 5, Section 5.12.1 and 5.12.2, establishes that written performance evaluations of academic faculty and administrative faculty shall be conducted at least once annually by department chairs, supervisors or heads of administrative units. One of the purposes of annual performance evaluations is to provide constructive, developmental feedback to the faculty member. 

Every employee should have a current job description.  When establishing weights for the performance review you and your supervisor should review the current job description and update it as necessary.  

Administrative faculty will complete an annual performance review process consisting of two parts.  The first part will consist of determining weight percentages for each role at the beginning of the academic year.  The second part will be to complete their self-evaluation, compile their narrative and as needed their supporting documentation and review it with their supervisor each spring.
   
Constructive, developmental feedback between the administrative faculty member and the supervisor is the key to the successful continued improvement of the faculty member’s skills within the institution.   The total scores for each role developed during the self-evaluation multiplied by the weighted percentage for that role will provide each employee with their performance rating which will determine merit eligibility.  The administrative faculty’s supervisor will review all documents with the employee and will have the opportunity to include comments and adjust the scoring of each subcategory up or down one point upon discussion with the faculty member, any point changes must be documented by supervisor in the comment section of the performance review.

PROCEDURES
The establishment and determination of percentage weights for each role must be completed by each administrative faculty member and turned in to their supervisor by August 15 of each year.  Each administrative faculty’s supervisor will review the percentages, discuss the plan with the employee and approve the weight percentages by September 30.  It is suggested that administrative faculty retain documentation throughout the year to be submitted with their self-evaluations as evidence of work practices exceeding the satisfactory level.  Each administrative faculty will complete their self-evaluation, including providing narratives and/or supporting documentation, and turn it in to their supervisor by April 15.  The supervisor will review the self-evaluation and all narratives and/or supporting documentation, discuss the evaluation and documentation with the employee, make any adjustments, comments or suggestions they feel appropriate and turn the completed document into Human Resources by May 15.  

	DUE DATES 

	REQUIRED PROCEDURE

	August 15
	Determine weights for each role, establish goals, turn in to Supervisor

	September 30
	Supervisor will review weights and goals, discuss them with the employee and give approvals

	April 1
	Complete self-evaluation including providing supporting narrative and/or documentation and reflection on stated goals to Supervisor

	May 15
	Supervisor will review self-evaluation and documentation with employee and turn into Human Resources



The established due dates are the final date due, completion prior to the due dates to accommodate work load schedules is acceptable.  Each administrative faculty is responsible for completing and submitting the required portion of their performance review by the due dates.  Should administrative faculty have difficulty obtaining their supervisor’s approvals or participation in completing the performance review it is the responsibility of the individual faculty member to document attempts to comply with the due dates (i.e., copies of emails reminding supervisor).

WEIGHTS
Individual employees will assign a weighted value to each role one through four.  Those employees who are supervisors will also assign a weighted value to role five.  The percentage of the weight should be decided depending on 1) how vital the role is within his/her job description and 2) if the role is highly or moderately relevant to his/her duties. The weights will be determined based on the amount of responsibility and time involved. Non-supervisory employees may decide to weight each of the roles, one through four, equally using the 25% weight value.  Employees who find they have very few duties in a role, such as service to constituents and community, may weight other roles higher and rate role four at 5-10%.  The assigned weights may vary from year to year depending on annual work job responsibilities. It is the employee’s responsibility to have a discussion with their supervisor to address any changes to roles or job description during the review period and document those changes for their evaluation.  The percentages will be set by the employee and approved by their supervisor at the beginning of the evaluation cycle.  The supervisors’ decision on appropriate weights will be final.  The percentage weights of the roles will be within the following ranges:

	ROLE #
	DESCRIPTION
	PERCENTAGE RANGE

	1
	Position Coordination
	25 – 80 %

	2
	Collaboration and Productivity
	10 – 25 %

	3
	Service to Institution
	5 – 25 %

	4
	Service to Constituents & Community
	5 – 25 %

	5
	Supervisory Role
	0 – 40 %


Refer to the performance review for the specific sub-categories.  The self-evaluation contains a button-link to the comments/role narratives page in each role to write a narrative explaining how they meet each role at the satisfactory or higher level.  Ratings of Commendable or Excellent require that the self-evaluation include a narrative explaining how that rating has been achieved, which may include additional documentation, to justify the increase in scoring.  All additional documentation should be attached to the email to the supervisor when submitting the Performance Review.  It would be beneficial to list any attachments within the role narrative so the supervisor will know how it relates to the performance review.

ADMINISTRATIVE FACULTY PERFORMANCE REVIEW

The administrative faculty member will complete a self-evaluation each year. When the employee opens the performance review they will note tabs on the bottom of the page that will take the employee to the performance review directions, the review form, narrative and documentation section and the goals and reflections section.   Each evaluation will include a review and scoring of the four primary roles (supervisors will score five roles) and a minimum of three sub-categories, maximum of five sub-categories in each role. Those categories with an “*” must be included in the categories you choose to rate.  A narrative statement and, when applicable, supporting documentation must be included to support scores of Commendable and Excellent.  Narrative statements will be made by using the comments/role narratives link button at the bottom of each role.  It is strongly recommended that each administrative faculty member make notes and file documentation throughout the year rather than trying to gather all the necessary documentation while writing the self-evaluation.

The five roles the administrative faculty member will review are (1) Position Coordination; (2) Collaboration and Productivity; (3) Service to Institution (Internal to GBC), (4) Service to Constituents and Community (External to GBC); and (5) Supervisory Role.  It is understood that not all administrative faculty will have supervisory assignments as part of their duties; therefore, this section will only be issued a weighted percentage if the administrative faculty is a supervisor.  

PERFORMANCE REVIEW RATINGS

As stated in the NSHE Code Title 4, Chapter 3 Section 4.2; all performance evaluations shall include a rating of:

Excellent - Rating of 5: Provides exemplary service above and beyond job description. In order to receive an excellent score of 5, provide verifiable evidence of 2 additional duties, activities and/or projects that you have carried out that exemplifies meritorious performance

Commendable - Rating of 4: Provides commendable service beyond job description. In order to receive a Commendable score of 4, provide verifiable evidence of 1 additional duty, activity and/or project that you have carried out that exemplifies meritorious performance

Satisfactory - Rating of 3: Fulfills job description adequately. In order to receive a satisfactory score of 3, write a general overview verifying how you adequately meet each role. 
Unsatisfactory - Rating of Less than 3: Does not fulfill job duties; Unacceptable and Unsatisfactory work ethic.

Administrative Faculty will assign these ratings to each role sub-category, the performance review form will then take the average of the sub-categories and the weighted percentage to achieve the rating score for each role. Administrative faculty must achieve a minimum rating of satisfactory in each role to be considered for any merit pay. The weighted percentages will be submitted by the employee and reviewed by the supervisor no later than September 30 of each year.  The percentage for each role must be within the established range for that role or you will receive an error message.  Performance rating scores must be in whole numbers, decimal places may not be used.  If the administrative faculty member supervises other employees check the supervisory role box under job title and role five will drop into place on the performance review.   The total of all percentages entered must equal 100%.  Once all percentages and sub-category rating numbers are entered into the performance review the employee will see an overall total score at the top and bottom of the roles section.   That score will place the employee in the following performance level:

	OVERALL PERFORMANCE LEVEL
	RATING SCORE

	Excellent
	4.60 – 5.00

	Commendable
	3.80 – 4.59

	Satisfactory
	3.00 – 3.79

	Unsatisfactory
	< 3.00









GOALS AND REFLECTION

The administrative faculty member will set annual goal(s) for their professional and/or personal growth. The goals will be determined by the administrative faculty member by August 15 of each year and discussed with the supervisor by September 30 each year. The goals will not function as part of the Administrative Faculty Performance Review. The goals will be reviewed annually and each employee will provide a written reflection of the goals on the Performance Review Annual Summary tab on the Administrative Faculty Performance Review form by April 15.

OVERALL RATING OF UNSATISFACTORY

Academic or administrative faculty members receiving an overall rating of “unsatisfactory” on their evaluation shall be provided with constructive feedback in the written evaluation for improving their performance. This constructive feedback must include a written plan for improvement, which must be specific and must be provided at the time of the first “unsatisfactory” rating.   (NSHE Code Title 4, Chapter 3, Section 4.6.,)

EMPLOYEE REJOINDER

Academic and administrative faculty who disagree with the supervisor’s evaluation may submit a written rejoinder, as provided in the NSHE Code, Section 5.16, NSHE Title 4, Chapter 3, Section 4.5, and GBC Bylaws 5.3.  Following the provisions in these two references, GBC uses the peer review process to address faculty objections to an adverse annual evaluation rating.  The result of the peer review will be a recommendation to the president for a final decision.  Whether the president accepts or rejects the peer review recommendation, the president must include a signed addendum on the front of the original evaluation stating the change, if any, and the reasons for the change or the reasons for a denial of a recommended change.  See GBC Bylaws 5.9 for more detail on the peer review process. 
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