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ABSTRACT

Formal performance appraisals are a staple in policing. They affect many vital aspects, including
salaries, promotions, employee development, training assessment, and liability issues. The purpose
of the research is to inform the administration of the Huntsville Police Department as to the state of
the agency’s performance appraisal system. A survey is utilized to compare Huntsville’s system
with that of similar law enforcement agencies. Characteristics which reduce liability in performance
appraisals are noted, including written standards communicated to employees, rater training,
objective behavior-based evaluations, and periodic reviews of appraisal systems. Types of rating
instruments are examined, with behaviorally anchored rating systems noted as the preferred method.
Factors relating to the effectiveness of the rater are critical to the success of an appraisal system.
Discussion centers on common rating errors, rater training, proper documentation, and the use of
multiple raters to improve efficiency. It is recommended that Huntsville develop and implement a
behaviorally anchored rating system, institute rater training, increase documentation through
supervisors’ use of employee performance journals, and utilize multiple raters in the evaluation of

patrol officers.



Introduction

It is human nature for man to pass judgment on others. Similarly, in the work setting,
performance appraisals of employees occur almost universally. Most police agencies conduct
periodic formal performance appraisals. The results of these appraisals may be u;lﬂd for ﬁ;'aric-us
purposes, including merit salary increases, promotions, employee development, and the assessment
of training needs. It is an unfortunate fact that few agencies are satisfied with their appraisal system,
and it is ironic that few make the improvement of their system a priority. Salaries represent 80-90%
of most departmental budgets (Whisenand and Rush 203). If salary increases depend on
performance appraisals, logic should dictate that it is worthwhile to devote resources to improving
and insuring the accuracy and efficiency of the performance appraisal process. At its best, a
performance appraisal system can provide a strong foundation for agency growth. Problems in the
system, however, can lower maralﬂ:decreaae productivity, and ultimately erode the integrity of the
organization.

The purpose of this research is to provide information to the administration of the Huntsville
Police Department regarding the state of its performance appraisal system. A comparison of
Huntsville’s system to other Texas law enforcement agencies’ will be made to identify variations
and identify areas for improvements.

The research will indicate areas, which, if implemented, will improve the likelihood of the
system standing up to legal challenge. It will then examine the types of rating instruments available.
Finally, issues concerning the accuracy and efficiency of the rater will be examined.

This research will be beneficial specifically to police supervisors and administrators who

want to review their evaluation process. It will also benefit any corporate manager in the same
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The information used will be from various sources, including books, journals, case law,
departmental manuals, and personal interviews.

The intended outcome of the project is to provide the Huntsville Police Chief with
information on which to base revision of the department’s current policy -:::rncemjr:g perfoﬁnance
appraisal. The outcome of such a revision should include improved morale, more effective

supervision, and increased employee growth and productivity. The ultimate outcome 1s measured

by an increase in the degree of integrity in the agency.

Legal Context

Formal performance appraisals are utilized almost universally in the workplace. Almost as
universal, ironically, is dissatisfaction among managers with their current appraisal system. A recent
survey revealed that 90 percent of t.l\'m chief executive officers of Fortune 500 companies said that
their performance appraisal system was not doing its job (O’Leary 46). Underlying this widespread
concern with appraisal effectiveness is a great anxiety created by litigation and legislation dealing
with appraisal issues. While no appraisal system is immune to legal challenge, the risk of legal
difficulties can be minimized if basic good management practices are followed (Grote 330).

The most significant legislation in the area of performance appraisal is the Civil Service
Reform Act of 1978. While it does not apply to private sector employers, it serves as a sound,
straightforward model to the private sector because of the attention it gives to performance appraisals
(Grote 329). One requirement from the legislation is that the employer set performance standards
based on critical elements of the job and put these standards in writing. A performance appraisal
must be based entirely on the individual’s actual performance of the critical elements of the job. It
must not include any controls, such as the requirement to rate on a bell curve, that prevents fair
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appraisal of employee performance in relation to the performance standards. Another requirement
is that the appraisal must provide information that can be used for making decisions regarding the
training, rewarding, reassigning, promoting, reducing in grade, retaining and removing employees.
The Act also requires that appraisal systems encourage employee participation in ».;s.tahlishfng the
performance standards (Public Law 95-454).

Case law has also had a sizeable impact in shaping performance appraisal systems. Some
of the 1ssues addressed in the courts include condemning employers for a lack of appraiser training
and for utilizing subjective performance standards, as well as requiring employers to communicate
performance standards in writing (Rowe v. General Motors Corporation, 457 F.2d 348).
Additionally, the courts have required appraiser training and a periodic review by the employer of
the appraisal process (Carpenter v. Stephen F. Austin State University, 706 F. 2d 608). In an
additional case, the judiciary has ruied that supervisors must be given guidance in the application
of the performance appraisal instrument (Harper v. Mayor and City Council of Baltimore, 359
F.Supp. 1187).

While much can be gained from seeing others’ faults pointed out in the court system, one can
also gain from others’ successes. In one study, researchers examined several cases in which
employers were able to successfully defend their appraisal programs in court. They identified
several common characteristics of these programs:
= Raters were given specific written instructions on how to complete the instrument.

e Job analysis was used in developing the content of the appraisal.

> Appraisals focused on observable behaviors rather than traits.

= Performance ratings were reviewed in advance by upper management.



= Appraisers were trained in how to appraise and conduct the appraisal interview.

> The results were discussed with the employee who had been appraised.

In each case examined, although the plaintiff had established a prima facie case of éiscﬁmiﬁatianj
the employer utilizing an appraisal system incorporating these characteristics prevailed (Holley and
Feild 59-64).

Clearly, effort must be made to attempt to remove subjectivity from the process. Evenifan
appraisal is clearly based on the best judgments and opinions of the supervisor, it will not be held
sufficient unless it also includes definite identifiable criteria based on quality or quantity of work or
specific performances supported by some kind of record (Walsh, M. 149). Also apparent is the
emphasis placed on training for the evaluator. If employers do not act to bring their appraisal
systems into accordance with these f‘:tandards, an additional liability may accrue. Some courts have
held that an employer may be negligent if it does not conduct its performance appraisals in a
responsible manner (Nobile 7). While most administrators’ concern with appraisals centers on a
possible legal challenge from the employee, citizen plaintiffs will often attempt to establish a pattern
of supervisory neglect (Walsh, W. 95). One case held that negligence is established by proving that
supervisors have not engaged in an ongoing process of insuring officer capability and proper

performance (Spell v. McDaniel, 864 F.2d 1380).

Review of Literature and Practice

In order to compare the characteristics of the Huntsville Police Department’s appraisal
system with those of other agencies, five other agencies were contacted and surveyed concerning
their performance appraisal system (see Appendix One). Agencies participating include Abilene,

4



College Station, Conroe, McKinney and San Marcos. Of the six agencies, three conduct formal
appraisals annually, while three conduct them on a semiannual basis.

As to the type of rating instrument utilized, all five agencies excluding Huntsville utilize a
behaviorally anchored rating scale (BARS). Huntsville utilizes a free written essa; with minimal
guidance as to content. In loose terms, Huntsville’s instrument would be considered a global rating
scale (GRS). Though instruments will be discussed and defined later, it should be noted here that
researchers view the GRS as having serious reliability and validity problems (Whisenand and Rush
198), while the BARS are generally regarded as one of the most accurate and consistent rating
methods (Love 144).

Huntsville was the only agency in the survey group which utilized appraisals as a determiner
in both pay increases and promotions. McKinney was the only other agency to utilize appraisals to
determine salary increases. Of tl'm;s agencies not tying salary to performance, most stated civil
service limitations as the reason. While Huntsville and McKinney award merit increases for general
good performance, research indicates some agencies have detailed programs offering “pay for
performance”, or bonuses and salary increases for employees and managers who meet specific
objectives. Sunnyvale, California serves as a model for such agencies (Candelaria 21).

In spite of the emphasis placed by the courts and researchers on rater training, only three of
the six agencies provide ongoing training. Two other agencies utilizing BARS had initial training
of supervisors upon implementing the appraisal system, but do not provide continued training or
training for new supervisors. According to related literature, training in the use of the instrument
and the appraisal interview is critical. As one author noted, the most perfect evaluative instrument

is rendered meaningless in the face of supervisory ineptitude, misunderstanding, or mischief (Bopp

65).



Another area of concern among experts is the fact that, although rating is acknowledged to
be a highly fundamental and critical task of a police supervisor, in many cases the raters are not rated
on their own willingness or ability to rate. This means a paramount dimension is being missed in
terms of assessing a supervisor or manager’s performance (Whisenand and Rush ED&,;J. TM of the
agencies surveyed evaluate raters on their rating skills.

Only two agencies have any periodic evaluation of their appraisal system. In order to stand
up to legal challenge, monitoring is necessary to insure that there is no discrimination against
protected classes and no discrimination occurs in personnel decisions which are based on data
provided in the performance appraisals (Grote 334). An additional purpose is to identify instances
of supervisory rating error and the reasons for them in order for corrective measures to take place
(Walsh, W. 103).

Another characteristic rcmn;mende:d by experts, but seldom utilized, is the addition of self
evaluation to the appraisal process. Only two agencies used some form of self appraisal.
Researchers believe that employees who are trained and involved in the appraisal process analyze
their work more accurately and direct less anger and frustration toward their supervisors or the
organization. Such employees also require less supervision and make greater contributions to the
organization (Candelaria 20). If utilized, it is recommended that an optional performance pre-
evaluation form be completed by the employee and submitted to his supervisor prior to the appraisal
conference. The form, if completed, should be attached to and submitted with the evaluation
(Cameron 56).

A more controversial issue is that of peer appraisals. While none of the agencies involved
in the survey utilize peer appraisals, the Abilene Police Department had previously attempted to
include such input in the process. The agency discontinued the practice because the input was not
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viewed as substantive. Nevertheless, research indicates that peers can contribute accurate and unique
information regarding the performance of fellow workers (Love 143). Studies have shown several
methods of peer assessment significantly corresponded with supervisor rankings and were not biased
by friendship (Love 145). Although these methods, if properly implemented, hm:a pmveﬁ to be
accurate, reliable, and free from bias, they were not well liked by the officers participating in the
studies. This attitude is attributed to a resistance to change, particularly since such practices are
largely untried in police agencies (Love 147).

A final characteristic of the appraisal process is that of reverse appraisals, a manner of
obtaining confidential input from employees to be used in evaluating their supervisor. Such
information, if gathered and weighted carefully, can be used to yield significant benefits in terms of
giving employees a voice in the workplace, improving supervisor’s skills, and improving agency

efficiency (Roberts 25). Abilene was the only agency which uses reverse appraisals.

Discussion of Relevant Issues

After having examined issues in literature and practice, the first major focus centers on the
types of rating instruments available. A valid appraisal process requires that the agency select an
appraisal method which best meets its purpose. While numerous variations exist, most will fit into
one of the groups discussed below.

The most basic form of instrument is the free written essay, which is currently utilized by
Huntsville. This method makes it virtually impossible to compare ratings, both of the raters and the
ratees. The United States Army, which has conducted extensive research in the area of performance
appraisal, found this method of little value for ratings, but an excellent source of anecdotes, noting
that the rating often tells more about the supervisor than the employee (Balch 42).
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Two methods which are grouped together here due to similarities are the forced choice
methods of ranked order and paired choice. Ranked order involves assigning each employee a
numerical ranking from highest to lowest for specific traits and overall evaluation. In paired choice,
every ratee 1s compared to every other ratee and a judgment is rendered. The numh;r of judg'ments
for an individual determines his ranking. In the latter method, the number of judgments required is
raised by an exponential function of the number of individuals being rated (Balch 42). While both
of these methods have demonstrated a relatively high reliability coefficient, they are both time
consuming and seemingly would dictate that all employees must be rated simultaneously. As
research has indicated that accuracy suffers when more than ten individuals are rated at one sitting,
experts recommend that appraisals be done systematically rather than simultaneously (Balch 44).

A traditional method of appraisal in policing is the use of global rating scales, so designated
because they define the qualities Gf‘IEV'EIS to be assessed and the levu.;—:ls of such qualities in broad,
global terms. An example of a global rating scale may be seen in Appendix Two. These types of
instruments are extremely vulnerable to errors which reduce reliability (Whisenand and Rush 198).

A more advanced method is the performance domain rating scale, which is job-related and
involves the rater gauging the frequency of proper performance. An example of a performance
domain scale is found in Appendix Three. This method can improve reliability, but can become
error prone if comments are not included by the rater (Whisenand and Rush 200).

In recent years, behaviorally anchored rating scales (BARS) have been developed and are
growing in use, as indicated by the aforementioned survey. By design, such instruments treat job
performance as multidimensional, and use actual instances of behavior to illustrate effective and
ineffective performance. An example of a BARS category 1s shown in Appendix Four. A properly
implemented BARS is viewed as having high reliability and validity and incorporates all the
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benchmarks of an effectiveness measure (Whisenand and Rush 201).

While the experts seem to agree that some instruments are better than others, they also
strongly agree that factors relating to the effectiveness of the rater are much more critical than those
concerning the type of instrument being utilized. Surveys have indicated that the tu; reasons given
by workers for the ineffectiveness of their appraisals all center on shortcomings of the manager in
the rating process (Longnecker and McGinnis 13). If people were perfect, there would be no need
to evaluate. Neither employees nor supervisors are immune to error, and rater error has a significant
impact on the appraisal process.

One of the most common errors by raters is that of recency. If a supervisor does not keep
comprehensive notes on a subordinate’s activities during an evaluation period, there will be a
tendency to emphasize the most easily recalled behavior, which is usually the most recent behavior.
Another error is the halo effect, or tI;e tendency to judge a person on the basis of one factor deemed
important by the rater. The error of central tendency occurs when a supervisor refuses to use the
scale extremes and clusters all his subordinates at or near the middle range. Additional errors
include bias, leniency, and constant error, which results when a supervisor grades consistently hard
or easy (Bopp 65).

One way to lessen errors in the appraisal process is to train the raters. Agencies with a
legitimate desire to make the system work will inform raters of the obstacles to effective evaluations
so that supervisors may avoid common pitfalls. Additionally, all performance evaluation systems
need a guide or manual. Without a set of common definitions, instructions, and procedures, the
entire process is apt to suffer problems of ambiguity and integrity. In addition to training in the
process, raters should also receive training in the form of critical constructive input from

management. If raters are rated on their rating ability, they will put more effort into the process
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(Whisenand and Rush 204).

Another method of reducing rater error is for supervisors to keep an up-to-date journal on
each of their employees. This documentation is viewed as mandatory to an effective appraisal
process. Journal information can be used both to improve objectivity and to pmtec; the supéwisor
against claims of bias or improper behavior. It is recommended that the supervisor set aside a
specific time each week to update the journal (Sachs 39). San Marcos Police Department
supervisors are required to keep employee journals with two-year retention.

A final method to reduce error is to utilize multiple raters in the appraisal process. For
example, an employee’s current supervisor, most recent past supervisor, and another supervisor from
the same shift could complete forms, with the current supervisor coordinating efforts and conducting
the appraisal interview. The advantages from multiple raters include enhanced objectivity, improved
clarity, more information, and greatf,:r acceptance on the part of the ratee (Whisenand and Rush 203).

The cost of implementing or upgrading an appraisal program can vary greatly. Some
agencies hire consultants or contract,with a company to provide forms and training for employees.
For other agencies, the main cost consists of a time commitment to develop and effect change. With
personnel costs accounting for a significant portion of the police department budget, and with the

potential costs resulting from legal challenges, the cost of improving the performance appraisal

process is insignificant in comparison to the cost of using an ineffective system.

Conclusion / Recommendations
This research has endeavored to provide information to the administration of the Huntsville
Police Department as to the state of the agency’s performance appraisal system in relation to others

in the state. Performance appraisals affect policing in many vital aspects, including salaries,

10



promotions, employee development, training, and liability issues., Examined were characteristics
required to minimize the risk of a successful legal challenge, types of rating instruments available,
and issues concerning the accuracy and efficiency of the rater. Huntsville’s current policy was
compared to that of several similar law enforcement agencies. The evidence su ggestsd;hat significant
change is necessary to Huntsville’s performance appraisal system to increase effectiveness and
reduce liability.

First, it is recommended that Huntsville utilize input from supervisors and subordinates to
develop appraisal standards and a behaviorally anchored rating system. This system should mclude
appropriate evaluation instruments, self pre-evaluation forms, reverse appraisal forms, and a
manual. Plans for implementation should include appropriate training for raters, as well as
familiarization training for all employees and a timetable for periodic review of the system.

Next, it is recommended tha;t supervisors begin the practice of keeping employee journals
for documentation in order to reduce error and increase input for evaluation. For the patrol division,
it is recommended that multiple raters be used. As Huntsville patrol officers rotate shifis
periodically and supervisor shifts overlap those of subordinates, it will be easy to obtain input from
multiple supervisors.

Finally, it is recommended that patrol supervisors complete evaluation forms prior to a
monthly supervisor’s meeting and set aside time during the meeting for discussion and comparison
of the ratings. This will help bring any rating errors to light and force the rater to defend his ratings
to other supervisors. To this end, this forum will serve as a form of continued training in
performance appraisal.

These changes, if realized, would greatly enhance the appraisal process at a minimum of

cost. Employees desire constructive, substantive input on their performance. Police agencies need

11



accurate appraisals for responsible management of human resources. The public, through litigation,
demands it. Knowledge of who are good employees and who are not does exist. Reasonable effort

should be expended to insure a sound performance appraisal system is developed and implemented.

-
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Performance appraisal survey of law enforcement agencies.

APPENDIX ONE

Abilene | Coll.Station Conroe San Marcos
PR PD. P.D, B

Frequency of formal Annual Semi-annual | Semi-annual Semi-annual
appraisals
Type of rating BARS BARS BARS BARS
mstument
Tied to No No No Na
salary/promotions
Raters trained on No Yes Yes Yes
ongoing basis :
Raters evaluated on Yes Yes Mo No
rating abilities
Program evaluated Yes Yes Na + No
pq;ﬁpﬂiﬂaﬂy
Self appraisal utilized Yes No No Mo
Peer appraisal utilized . Mo Mo No No
Reverse appraisal Yes No No No

utilized




APPENDIX TWO

An example of a global rating scale.
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APPENDIX THREE

An example of a performance domain scale.
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APPENDIX FOUR

An example of an evaluation category in a behaviorally anchored rating system.

CAIME PREVENTION

Job Cacegory A

Enowledge af affective coize provancion, such as silent alarse,
securicy fences, Lighting and racdem patrol; sducatipg cicizana
ta ald in deterring srisinal activity er ia aiding apprehansion
af suspects; malotalnilng security ia keeping relavanc infarsa-
tisa froa potencial erimipals; being avers of treads ia eriainal
activity; keeping an eys oo pocteacial or knowm criminals in the
area.

The afficer went ta avery late pight gas sctation iz his/her ares T2
alart tha attendancs about a group of hold-up people vho had been
hizziag gas acacions, Hefsha lefr a descripzion of thae pecpla, &
phooa mmber to call acd decailad imatructions on what to do 1f cha
a9 paTsons were spotied, Becauss of his/her accioas the held=up people
ware apprehanded.

by When alght burgleries had cccurred in & s=all area, the afficer

told a cicizan that he/she would cell them how to help {f chay wished.
The citizan orgenized & coffes parcy vhare che offizer's tips on

), B ) vhat =0 do led ta the arrast of six young pecpla.

An officer, sfcter checking apartmant house pariing lots for car
. proviers, would make & oot of any sparcment that dida't have
good lighting and then tall tha caretaksr during the day.

e (e The officar advised a bar ovaer vho had besn burglarized oo
wire & ball to tha beck door a0 & barzandar wha lived abava
ctha bar could tell vhan thers was & bresk-in,

-
Afcar chara had basa & rash of burglaries, cha offizar bagan
spanding more tiss patrallisg the area they cccurrad iam.
- |
While oo his/her aight beat, an officer ohsarved a businsss vith coa
aof cha vindows open., Finding no avidenze of & brask-iz, ha/ehe failed
= e ta raport tha opes windsw to the owvoar cthe naxt day.

A Burgler who was baleg transported to jail ssied how the offizer

i had known hefshe bad brokes ia. The officar cthea axplaized all about
ailant alarsa=—how chey varked, hov £o spot them, ete.-—sducatiag
hizfhar for hie/har next job,

While on patrol an offizer cakes hia‘har coffes and lunch breaks at
cha saza Ziza and same place avery might. Fafehe alea pacrola hisfhar
baat In the se=a paccars evary sighc.



