
 
 
 
 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE FACULTY ASSEMBLY SPECIAL MEETING 
Approved Meeting Minutes 

July 10, 2015, 1:04 p.m. to 2:05 p.m. 
Charleston Campus H105 

 
Officers Present:  Tamara Flores-Sahagun, Jeff Fulmer, Nancy Webb 

Officers w/Proxy:  Jacob Bakke (Rick Marks) 

Officers Excused:  none 

Officers Not Present:  Janet King 

Division Representatives Present:  Mark Cahill, Scott Camero, Jann Carson, Michelle 

Chan, Gwyn Davies, Kathy Eghoian, Marylou Kohlmeier, Nora Mirabal, 

Charlene Reeves, Beth Schuck, Haunani Taylor, Briana Washington, 

Suzan Workman, Laura Yavitz  

Division Representatives w/Proxy:  none 

Division Representatives Excused:  none 

Division Representatives Not Present:  Kevin Altman, Dawn Butler, Tina Dobbs, Sherry 

Herington, Shellie Keller, Frank McPherson, Emily Rafael, Melissa 

Schroeder, Maria Ubaldo, Sharnee’ Walker, Michelle Word  

Guests:  Jennifer Wieger, Judy Ruter, Rob Maher, Connie Newton, Aster Yehdego, 

Ashton Ridley, Guy Amato 

 

I. Chair Tamara Flores-Sahagun called the meeting to order at 1:04pm 

 

II. Welcome / Introductions – Chair Flores-Sahagun introduced herself and 

welcomed all in attendance to this Special Meeting of the AFA with focus on 

the CSN administrative faculty evaluation. Chair Flores-Sahagun introduced 

Beth Schuck, Director CSN College Library Services and AFA Evaluation 

Committee Chair, and Eric Gilliland Director CSN Human Relations, 

Employee Relations, Interim Title IX Coordinator and Integrate II/Workday 

Design Team member. 

 

III. Brief Presentation – Beth Schuck gave an overview of the history of the AFA 

Evaluation Committee, its formation and the current administrative faculty 

evaluation at CSN. She discussed how the focus of the AFA Evaluation 

Committee changed in light of upcoming NSHE software upgrades including 

Integrate II, and Workday implementation. Ms. Schuck shared that the AFA 

Evaluation Committee hopes to solicit input from CSN administrative faculty 

about what they would like to see in an evaluation tool/process, what training 

could be helpful for employees and supervisors, and how supervisors could 

better be engaged in the evaluation process. Ms. Schuck discussed work done 

to date by AFA Evaluation Committee. She indicated the AFA Evaluation 

Committee spend time researching best practices, researching processes at 

peer institutions, looking at the CSN academic faculty evaluation policy and 



considering issues that might exist with CSN’s current administrative faculty 

evaluation policy. Ms. Schuck passed around a handout that was part 

informational, sharing committee work to date, and part survey for those in 

attendance to complete regarding what that would like to see in an evaluation 

process at CSN (see attachment below). This handout was also to be 

circulated of all administrative faculty by Chair Flores-Sahagun after the 

meeting. 

 

Eric Gilliland introduced himself and provided more background about 

Integrate II and its oversight by the NSHE Chancellor’s office. He shared the 

guiding principal that all NSHE units will use the same process for 

recruitment, payment, merit and performance management. Mr. Gilliland 

expressed that, based on the information provided to him about Integrate II, 

Workday, and his experience on the design team; CSN must come to 

consensus with other NSHE institutions in these regards. 

 

IV. Questions and Answers – A discussion insured where those in attendance 

expressed concerns, questions, and ideas about the CSN administrative faculty 

evaluation. Mr. Gilliland and Ms. Schuck addressed questions and made note 

of the comments and ideas.  

 

Points of discussion included: 

 

 Current evaluation’s lack of quantifiable elements. 

 Current evaluation supervisory subjectivity.  

 Current evaluation’s lack of connection to employee’s job description. 

 CSN history / culture of outdating / inaccurate job descriptions. 

 Current evaluation being too vague and open ended. 

 Current evaluations perceived lack of flexibility as goals change 

throughout the year 

 The importance of maintaining flexibility so that one evaluation could 

fairly and equitably measure more than 200 employee job descriptions.  

 The need for good, perhaps mandatory, supervisor training regarding 

administrative faculty employee evaluation was expressed by several 

administrative faculty in attendance. 

 The need for a link between employee, supervisor, and the College’s 

strategic mission was expressed.  

 Those in attendance called for evaluations with both qualitative and 

quantitative metrics. 

 An evaluation rubric was discussed, as was the need to clearly define 

unsatisfactory, satisfactory, commendable and excellent.  

 Concern was expressed about our current software, People Admin 

5.8’s inability to provide rich formatting and spell check. 

 Technical issues and confusion about the process of sending files back 

and forth from employee to supervisor through People Admin 5.8 was 

also discussed. 



 The idea that evaluation can be a tool to building/developing a better 

work culture was discussed, as was the importance of good goals and 

goal reminders.  

 Mid year evaluation meetings between supervisor and employee were 

discussed with mixed feelings. 

 “Universal competencies” were discusses such as: leadership, job 

knowledge, and customer service.  

 Discussion of supervisor training through CAPE and through Steve 

Creswell with Integrate II and Workday was discussed and is in 

development. 

 One administrative faculty that evaluates administrative faculty 

expressed concerns about confusion and arbitrary management. She 

stated the opinion that superiors should have to take training on how to 

evaluate professional employees.  

 

Discussion was concluded and administrative faculty were encouraged to 

comment through email with Ms. Schuck or Ms. Flores-Sahagun. Those in 

attendance were encouraged to complete the survey that was passed out. All 

AFA Representatives were encouraged to discuss professional evaluations 

with their constituents and to encourage their constituents to complete the 

survey once it comes to them in their email. 

 
V. The meeting was adjourned by Chair Flores-Sahagun at 2:05pm 

  



 

The AFA evaluation committee needs your feedback regarding changes to our 

annual Evaluation system.  We would like your feedback so that it can be 

considered in the next iteration of our AFA performance reviews.  Please respond to 

the questions below based on your experience.  You can also call and speak with any 

AFA officers or Beth Schuck, Chair of the Evaluation Committee.  All feedback is 

anonymous and will be reported in aggregate.   

 

Background:  

 

Other NSHE schools utilize differing forms for AFA performance reviews.  Here are the 

major differences between the forms: 

 

1. More categories or roles are directly rated by supervisors.  Possible categories 

might include: 

Leadership, Job Knowledge, Communication, Problem solving, Planning and 

Organizational management, Personal accountability, Supervision and Professional 

development/service 

 

2. Clearer rating scales are used for ratings (Excellent, Commendable, 

Satisfactory and Unsatisfactory) example  from Great Basin College form:  

Excellent: Rating provides exemplary service above and beyond job description. In order 

to receive an excellent score provide verifiable evidence of duties, activities and/or 

projects that you have carried out that exemplifies meritorious performance. 

 

3. Percentages assigned to roles/job categories (such as classified staff 

evaluation form)  

 

See survey questions on reserve side of this form.   

 

Your responses are anonymous and will be reported in the aggregate.  We value your 

feedback! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Evaluation Content Questions:  



What elements would you like to see added as part of the evaluation system that 

would work for all AFA members?    Circle as many as apply.  

More categories or roles that are directly rated by my supervisor 

Clearer defined rating scale so that differences between the ratings are explained. 

(excellent, commendable, satisfactory or unsatisfactory)  

Guided questions for my self-evaluation which provide clear direction on what I should 

include.  

Administrative faculty should all have the same number of annual goals in order to 

provide consistency across positions.  

Percentages of time be included for each category/role in my evaluation (such as 

classified staff)  

I would like the new evaluation system to stay as close as possible to the current system.  

Other:  Please provide details:  

 

 

 

Evaluation Process Questions:  

1. Would you like to have additional meetings with your supervisor throughout 

the year which focus specifically on your performance? 

Yes             No              Not Sure 

 

2. When was the last time your job description was reviewed or updated? 

Last year          two or more years             five or more years                I don’t know 

 

3. If training were provided on how to better articulate your annual 

accomplishments would you attend? 

Yes             No            Maybe 

 

4. Would this be a  priority for you to attend? 

Yes            No 

  

5. If training were provided on how to ask clarifying questions of your 

supervisor regarding your performance or goal setting, would you attend? 

Yes        No         Maybe 

 

6. Would this training be a priority for you to attend? 

Yes      No 

 

 

 

Please return this form to Beth Schuck Sort Code WCI 115 


