MAT Performance Appraisal

Advisory Team

April 29, 2008

10:00 – 12:00 a.m.

District Office, Maricopa Room

Minutes

Called to order: 10:11am

Attendees: Sherrie Faulkner, Judy Castellanos, Sara McCarthy, David Thompson, Chris Hoeffler, Scott Schultz, Cheryl Crutcher

A. Welcome 

B. Review Minutes, Updates

Extra emails from Chris and Scott helped generate more responses to the competency survey.

Judy had a report run to indicate how many direct reports each supervisor has.  The results of the report made it clear that there are quite a few supervisors that have so many direct reports there is no feasible way they could do evaluations for all of them every year.

Survey Results – 247 MAT responses and 167 other policy groups’ responses. Out of top 11 competencies select for MAT by MAT and other policy groups, 6 of them are shared or selected by both groups. The group decided to go ahead with the current results and not attempt to get input from more employees.

Sherrie asked if there was good distribution among the different grades in MAT, Sara will create a report to get the percentages of responses based on grade.
The general plan is to create a new tool that has a set number of the most important competencies to keep things as simple as possible. Other competencies will be available if a supervisor wishes to address more with their employee.

A concern was raised that employees may feel like this is being dictated for them, however all employees were given a chance to offer their input and only one concern was raised. 

Pat and Sara will create a sheet with definitions of all competencies to work with to identify competencies to move forward with.  If there is a competency that is closely aligned with another competency, they could be combined to create a competency that includes broader areas.  Communication is an example that could include written and oral.

C. Review Agenda and Expected Meeting Outcomes
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Pat suggested we should work on creating the best plan/tool before thinking about what consequences should be attached to it.  It may be helpful to use the pilot a year to determine if the tool is working the way the group expected/hoped before recommending consequences. Pat included information from Yavapi and Pima Community Colleges and how they handle performance evaluations and the consequences of not completing them.

D. Refine Goal Statement

By Fall 2008 create an interactive competency based employee professional development system with realistic measurements that fosters employee relationships and focuses on achieving superior performance.

Cheryl pointed out that our tool will have to be very specific because standards are subjective depending on the person.  Sherrie said we will need to differentiate between poor, good and outstanding are.  Hiring the Best teaches that supervisors should indicate to employees when they start what exactly is superior performance and this could be incorporated into the training on using the new tool.  Chris mentioned that when PSA revised their performance evaluations that they found out that many MAT supervisors who conducted the evaluations interpreted them differently than intended.  It will be very important to go out and get input from various employees to get their interpretations. Sherrie mentioned that performance standards will be different depending on the employee and the tool will need to be customizable to be most effective.

E. Identify activities to gather input

Analysis of responses to survey 

Get 5 people in a focus group and ask them what they would like to see developed

· How much time would you realistically spend per employee?

· Likely hood to use

· How many pages 1, 2, etc

· Components-defined expectations

· Self evaluations; 360 evaluations

· How measured-numeric, written 

· What works?

· What needs to be changed?

· What technology barriers?

· What tools do you need to do a successful performance evaluation?

· How much time have you spent in training/would you spend?

· What is the standard process, major steps at your college?

· Experience at other organizations

Stratified:

· 3 - VP Groups

· 11- Groups at each college/DO

· 3-5 in each group that conduct evaluations with at least 2 that supervise MAT employees

Collect information from each group at beginning of session:

· How many conduct evaluations for MAT?

· How many conduct evaluations for non-MAT?

· Both?

F. Communication Plan - Moved to next meeting
G. Plus/Delta

	Plus
	Delta

	· Accomplished a lot

· Common themes in survey results between MAT & other policy groups

· Trust building in group, more openness 

· Group is being patient for long process


	· None


H. Next Meeting - Thursday, May 22nd 10am-12pm, Maricopa Room, DO

Meeting Adjourned 11:51am
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