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Steps for Analyzing Evidence
Step 1:

Review the specific standard section to be analyzed.  

Step 2:
Read and review the suggested questions identified from the Self-Study Guide about the evidence needed to make a strong case.  

Step 3:
Carefully review the evidence several times before drawing conclusions or making judgments.

Step 4:
Draft a brief one or two paragraph description of what the College is doing to address the standard and its related questions focusing on the facts.

Step 5:
Provide a rating of how well the College is addressing the specific standard (see below for scoring rubric).Draft a one or two paragraph explanation for this rating based upon your assessment of the College’s activities in relation to the standard. Pay particular attention to the quality of our involvement and interventions since the last WASC self-study report. 
Step 6:
Conclude with comments and suggestions relative to the College’s response to the standard.
Scoring Rubric
	Superior
	College has worked on this issue/area and considerable improvement is noted

	Satisfactory
	College has taken some actions to address the issue/area and some improvement is noted.

	Needs Improvement
	College has not adequately addressed the issue/area.


Step 1:
 Review the Specific Standard Section
Standard 3.A.1.b:  The institution assures the effectiveness of its human resources by evaluating all personnel systematically and at stated intervals.  The institution establishes written criteria for evaluating all personnel, including performance of assigned duties and participation in institutional responsibilities and other activities appropriate to their expertise.  Evaluation processes seek to assess effectiveness of personnel and encourage improvement.  Actions taken following evaluations are formal, timely, and documented.

Step 2: Read and Review Self-Study Questions

Suggested questions from the Self-Study Guide to help you think about how best to address the standard:  

1. How does the college decide on appropriate institutional responsibilities for personnel participation?  1.b How is participation judged?
2. How does the college determine the appropriateness of activities to personnel expertise?

3. What process is in place to assure that evaluations lead to improvement of job performance?

4. What is the connection between personnel evaluations and institutional effectiveness and improvement?

5. Do evaluation criteria measure the effectiveness of personnel in performing their duties?

Step 3:
 Review the Evidence
· Administrative Evaluation and Appointment Renewal Procedures

· Classified Employee Performance Appraisal (current & proposal)

· Faculty Evaluation and Tenure Review Process

· AFT 2121/SFCCD CBA Article 9 – Evaluation

· SEIU 790/SFCCD CBA Article 42 Probationary Period 

· DCC/SFCCD CBA Article 8 Evaluation   
Step 4: Briefly describe how CCSF is addressing this standard
The evaluation of each category of staff is systematic and conducted at stated regular intervals. The criteria for evaluating administrators, faculty, and staff are defined in their respective bargaining agreements.
The purpose of evaluation for all segments is to identify strengths and special qualities of the evaluatee, and to define areas where it is determined that improvement might be beneficial.  At all levels, written criteria has been established to effectively measure and evaluate an employee’s work performance.  The evaluation process includes performance indicators that are linked to institutional effectiveness and improvement.  Upon completion of an evaluation, the department head/supervisor/administrator reviews the evaluation with the employee.  When there is concern, the department head/supervisor/administrator works with the employee to develop a remediation work plan with specific areas of improvement including timelines in accordance with the applicable union collective bargaining agreement and District Policies and Regulations. 
Administrative Evaluation Process

On November 2, 2002, the Board of Trustees adopted the new Administrative Evaluation and Contract Renewal Procedures by adopting Resolution 021107-S5.  The new Administrative Evaluation and Contract Renewal Procedures were implemented for the first time during the fiscal year 2003/2004. The Administrative Evaluation and Contract Renewal Procedures clearly outline the evaluation process, including:  1) the purpose of the evaluation, 2) solicitation of feedback forms from the various college constituencies; 3) rating; 4) the final draft review process; 5) the appeal process, 6) appointment renewal process, and 7) the oversight committee’s responsibilities and role.  Additionally, the Procedures clearly identify the respective timelines.

All administrators evaluated during this cycle received ratings of satisfactory and above, and as a result thereof, they received three year contracts effective July 1, 2004 through June 30, 2007.  In accord with the procedures, administrators will continue to be evaluated annually and decisions regarding the renewal/extension of their contracts will also be made on an annual basis.  Administrators are evaluated annually to provide a comprehensive assessment of the administrator’s performance.  Although, the administrative evaluation process and timelines are overseen by the Office of the Chancellor and Vice Chancellors, the immediate supervisor of the administrator is responsible for conducting the evaluation process.   

In brief, the initial phase of the process requires that administrators submit to their supervisor a brief self-evaluation that includes an assessment of the progress on the management objectives established at the previous evaluation and the steps taken to address any areas of improvement identified in the last evaluation.  Additionally, administrators are evaluated on their performance in relation to the following management skills:  program planning, problem solving, professional relationships, job knowledge and application, human resources skills, communicative skills, organizational leadership skills, personal leadership skills, and teamwork.   Feedback from the various college constituencies is solicited in the form of confidential evaluation forms.  The data collected on the forms is used by the supervisors to prepare a draft evaluation report to which they also include their assessment of the administrator’s performance.  The supervisor meets with the administrator to examine and review the draft evaluation report and the evaluations forms, and to solicit feedback.  A final assessment report is prepared and the supervisor meets with their Vice Chancellor/Chancellor to solicit their review and comments.  After the Chancellor’s review, the administrator will receive the final evaluation report signed by the supervisor and the Chancellor.  

The Administrative Evaluation Oversight Committee serves as an advisory committee to the Chancellor and is responsible for ensuring that the evaluation process was followed, was conducted appropriately, and that reasonable input was received by the various college constituencies.  If the Committee is concerned that the process was not followed or not conducted appropriately, the Committee may make recommends regarding any identified deficiencies to the Chancellor.

Once the evaluations are completed and the Administrative Evaluation Oversight Committee has reviewed the process, the Administrative Performance Evaluations are sent to the Human Resources Department.  The Human Resources Department prepares the Board resolution, and once the resolution is approved by the Board of Trustees, the evaluations are filed in the respective administrators’ personnel files.

Department Chair Evaluation Process

All Department chairpersons (new, continuing, interim, or substitute) are evaluated with regard to the performance of their supervisory duties and responsibilities in accordance with Article 8 – Evaluation of the DCC/SFCCD CBA (01/03 – 12/05).  The evaluation is conducted by the administrator to whom the chairperson reports to no later than one (1) month prior to the end of each Spring Semester in which the chairperson serves as department chairperson.  Routine evaluations may not occur in the third or final year of a department chairperson’s term of office.  Non-routine evaluations are invoked when an administrator believes there has been a substantive violation of the duties and responsibilities of department chairpersons (refer to Article 8.B. Non-routine Evaluation).  Department chairpersons are assessed on their performance regarding the following supervisory activities/duties/responsibilities (refer to Appendix B of the DCC/SFCCD CBA (01/03 – 12/05):  supervision of personnel; curriculum, instruction, services; students; fiscal management; facilities and equipment; professional matters; communications and public relations; and supervisory skills.  The Evaluation process also includes an informal review/evaluation by the faculty and staff of the chairperson’s department during February or March each year of the term of office (refer to Appendix C of the DCC/SFCCD CBA (01/03 – 12/05).  The evaluatee and the administrator to whom they report to shall examine and discuss all forms submitted by faculty and staff.  The administrator shall summarize the informal review results and the results shall be attached to the evaluation report and placed in the evaluatee’s personnel file.
Faculty Evaluation Process

The Faculty Evaluation process is administered by the Office of the Dean of Curriculum, Faculty Evaluation, and Tenure Review.  The Faculty Evaluation process is administered in accord with the AFT 2121/SFCCD CBA Article 9.   

Regular full-time tenured faculty (including Non-Classroom Faculty) are evaluated once in every three academic years.  Probationary faculty undergoing tenure review are evaluated in semesters 1, 3, 5, and 7 of the probationary period, and can be evaluated in semesters 2, 4, and 6 as the department/tenure review committee desires.  
Temporary part-time faculty evaluation follows the same procedures, same forms, and same criteria as the evaluation of full-time faculty except where noted by Article 9.E.  Temporary part-time faculty are evaluated within the first year of service and at least once every six regular semesters of service thereafter.  Categorically-funded employees who have been employed for one (1) semester or more may be provided, upon request, evaluations in accordance with the temporary part-time faculty evaluation process (Article 9.E), except that no more than one official evaluation may take place in one year By no later than the conclusion of the semester, the evaluation team must submit its findings in a signed consensus statement.  If evaluates disagree with the consensus of the committee, they have five days to submit a written rebuttal.  The consensus evaluation is forwarded to the Office of the Dean of Curriculum, Faculty Evaluation, and Tenure Review for review, and then forwarded with any comments to the department chairperson, the school dean, the respective Vice Chancellor, and the Chancellor.  Student evaluation is part of every evaluation of every classroom instructor.  Article 9.3 specifically addresses the student evaluation component of the process.  
In general faculty are evaluated on the following criteria (refer to Exhibits D, J, and K of the AFT 2121/SFCCD CBA):  professional qualities (contributions to the department, serving on special committees [departmental/discipline/District]); and job performance.  The forms also contain sections for non-classroom faculty, specific to resource instructors, librarians and counselors.  The evaluation form (Exhibits J and K) for contract employees under tenure review also contain the section, “Improvement Since Last Evaluation”.
Classified Employee Evaluation (including Classified Supervisors)
The classified staff evaluation timeline and procedures follow the Performance Appraisal system of the City & County of San Francisco Department of Human Resources (DHR).  The purposes of the performance plan and appraisal are to (1) evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of the employee’s work; (2) communicate these to the employee; and (3) set goals for performance, improvement, and career development.  New permanent classified staff are evaluated after three months and on the anniversary date of employment.  The current appraisal/evaluation process does not provide for a specific rating on an employee’s contribution on District-wide committees, organizations, and/or projects, i.e. Classified Senate,  Accreditation, etc.
Effective July 1, 2004, the SEIU/SFCCD CBA ratified a new article, Article 42.D. Impact of Provisional Service on Probationary Period, provides for a probationary period of ninety (90) calendar days for employees who have served more than six (6) months in their current provisional class and work unit, and who are subsequently appointed to a permanent position in the same class and work unit.  Generally, the probationary period for all SEIU unit members is six (6) months of service for all permanent appointees.  As a result of the new provision, a formal evaluation period for provisional employees was implemented effective July 1, 2004.

Additionally, the classified evaluation procedures have been extensively reviewed and a new process has been developed by the District’s Human Resources Department.  The projected implementation of the new process is targeted for Spring 2005, after supervisors have been trained.  The new process stresses that the performance appraisal/ evaluation is a two-way process between the supervisor and employee.  Furthermore, while the evaluation process reflects the ending of a specific time period, it should also outline the goals and objectives expected for the next cycle.  As such, the appraisal serves as a basis for a work plan for the next evaluation period.  The new process also includes a section for professional contributions.
Step 5: Provide rating of how well College meets the standard.  Provide written explanation of why you gave that rating.
My rating (see p. 1) is: Superior
The reason I gave this rating is:  The evaluation of each category of staff is systematic and conducted at stated regular intervals. The recommendation made by WASC during the 2000 accreditation to evaluate all classified staff has been implemented.  

Step 6:
 Comments and suggestions relative to the College’s response to the standard
Standard 3.A.1.b


Section:  The institution assures the effectiveness of its human resources by evaluating all personnel systematically and at stated intervals.  The institution establishes written criteria for evaluating all personnel, including performance of assigned duties and participation in institutional responsibilities and other activities appropriate to their expertise.  Evaluation processes seek to assess effectiveness of personnel and encourage improvement.  Actions taken following evaluations are formal, timely, and documented.
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