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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this research was to examine the Travis county Sheriff’s Office
employee appraisal process. The Sheriff’s office indicated numerous problems with the
evaluation system, A revamping of the system is necessary so those employees can be
evaluated fairly and accurately.

The “Written Performance Evaluation™ is one of the most dreaded duties all
supervisors must undertake on a regular basis. The written performance evaluation is the
most common method used to document an officer’s job performance. To be effective an
appraisal system must be job specific and the evaluator must be properly trained.

Research revealed that the Travis County Sheriff’s Office has used the same
evaluation method, using numerical scoring, for the majority of the past 25 vears. In
addition, both sworn and civilian personnel are evaluated using the same form and
procedures. Interviews with current supervisors revealed numerous problems and/or
inconsistencies with the current system.

Research revealed that the same problems and concerns being experienced by the
Travis County Sheriff’s Office are also found nation wide, both in law enforcement
agencies and civilian organizations.

It is purposed that the Travis County Sheriff’s Office adopt one of two options
regarding performance evaluations. One would require a redesign of the current system
with a focus on “job specific” criteria. The second option involves doing away with the
Formal Evaluation process — to be replaced by a continuously updated “Employee

Development Folder”.
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INTRODUCTION 1

Picture yourself the Sergeant responsible for anywhere from eight to twenty
officers. Your duties, just to name a few, include: updating employee development
folders, scheduling in-service training, completing timesheets, daily duty rosters,
performing shift briefings, providing bi-monthly shift statistics, reviewing all reports,
keeping track of all shift activity and calls, and of course writing performance
evaluations. You come to work and your Lieutenant advises that one of your deputies is
being transferred to another duty assignment. You now have three days to update his'her
employee development folder, complete a written evaluation, review the evaluation with
the Deputy, and forward all paperwork to his new supervisor. You drag out his employee
development folder and the evaluation forms as your stress level goes up and your
headache begins.

Organizations of all types have some method of evaluating an employee’s
performance. The need for organizations to train managers and supervisors in the correct
method of completing employee performance evaluations became very clear. These same
organizations began formal training seminars in the art of evaluating employees.

The purpose of this research is to develop a new “Formal™ written performance
evaluation form and the written Policy and Procedures for the Travis County Sheriff's
Office. The research is intended to provide a proposal to the command staff of the Travis

County Sheriff’s Office to adopt a new evaluation form and written policy.



HISTORICAL AND LEGAL 2

The performance appraisal has been described as a process of identifying,
observing, and developing human performance in organizations (Cardy, 1998). The
evaluation of a person’s job performance has been around as long as there have been
workers and supervisors. This author observed that the majority of manual labor type
professions used a verbal evaluation process. The worker 1s either told that he is doing a
good job or that he is doing it wrong. In some instances the employee is just fired for
doing the job wrong and the employee has little or no recourse. While conducting my
research I found that the majority of non-manual or white-collar type organizations use
some form of written evaluation process.

My father had his own masonry business and had several crews of men working
at one time. This author personally observed and expenenced the verbal form of
performance evaluation while learning the trade. There were many days while working at
ground level my father would be working on the scaffold laying brick. All the workers
would know when he needed something or if a mistake had been made. You would first
hear a little laugh, and then he would send a trowel full of mortar flying my way. We
would usually get hit but we learned what he expected or needed.

This may not have been the best form of feedback in evaluating a worker’s job
performance, but it was very effective in that you learned what was expected. The mud
slinging was always done in fun and all the workers adopted this form of message
sending. My father would always show his men, by example, how they needed to

correctly do the job.
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He was the kind of boss that wouldn’t have his workers do any job that he himself
would not do. The mud slinging type of job performance evaluation would not work in
this time and age. However, many supervisors do not ask employees to do any job they
would not do themselves. These types of supervisor’s can effectively evaluate an
employee’s job performance because they have done the work and know what is
expected.

Since my start in 1976, the Travis County Sheriff’s Office has used the same
employee evaluation form and numerical rating system. The numerical system has a
rating scale from 1 to 5, one being the lowest rating and five being the highest, with a set
group of job performance categories in which the employee is evaluated. Up until several
years ago there were no real instructions or formal training. When you were promoted
vou were taught the current way that your supervisor completed the evaluations. Newly
promoted supervisors would use a combination of what they themselves liked and what
they liked from the other supervisors. Then when other officers were promoted you
passed your methods or ideas on to them. The lack of formalized training and complete
instructions leaves each supervisor to interpret how best to perform an evaluation.
Several years ago the Sheriff’s office developed its own interdepartmental supervisors
training course. A portion of this training includes training in completing performance
evaluations.

Several supervisors were interviewed reference their method and interpretation of
completing the current Travis County Sheriff’s Office evaluation form. Each had his/her

own ideas and interpretation of the current process.
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The following are some of the recurring problems that this author observed and

other supervisors mentioned reference the current Travis County Sheriff’s Office written

evaluation system.

No clear time period as to when an officer should have his performance
evaluation. Most believe evaluations are to be completed annually, when an
officer transfers, when testing for promotion, or when disciplinary actions are
taken. Supervisors advised they found some employees had not received
written evaluations for as long as six years.

The numerical scoring is 1 to 5, representing the lowest to highest rating. This
author was taught that the ratings would remain as whole numbers. Interviews
of one lieutenant found it is an acceptable practice to give fractional scores.
Yet other supervisors are under the impression that only whole scores can be
given.

The current Travis County Sheriff’s Office evaluation form has predetermined
categories in which each officer will be evaluated. This officer has observed
supervisors changing the categories to meet their own expectations of what is
expected. One supervisor told me that he did not like the way the form was
worded, so he changed it to meet his own terminology.

This author reviewed many “Employee Development Folders™ and the
majority of the evaluations inside were worded almost identically. The scores

given were also reflective of this pattern.



e Several vears ago the Sheriff’s Office adopted “self evaluation
questionnaires”. Each employee should have been given this self-evaluation to
complete prior to his evaluation. Some supervisors used this form and others
did not. This form was very seldom used on the corrections side of the
organization. Currently the form is still used but only on a limited basis by
very few supervisors.

Because performance appraisals are used to determine personnel actions
concerning pay, promotion selection, and termination it is understandable that they are
the target of legal disputes involving employee charges of unfairness and bias. The most
widely used United States federal laws are Title VII of the Civil Rights Act and the Age
Discrimination in Employment Act (Brewer & Wilson, 1995). Findings show, however,
there are very few suits against law enforcement organizations where employee
performance appraisals come into play. The majornty of the suits occurred in the private
sector and covered a wide range of discrimination issues. The same issues involving
performance appraisals could be challenged in the law enforcement community.
Implementing a new performance form raised the question, in my mind, could there be
civil ramifications? In one case an emplovee was evaluated, using the old appraisal form,
and recerved satisfactory scores for several years. When a new form was implemented,
the same employee, with the same duties received a below average rating. Said employee
was counseled and received below average scores for the next two years. Eventually he
was terminated due to his below average evaluations. The courts concluded that the

employee was not unfairly treated because he was given below average scores, using the
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new form, on several consecutive appraisals. He had been given time to improve his
performance (Kirkland v. Safeway Inc., 1998).

A different aspect, to a new appraisal form, was the addition of two new sections
to the appraisal form. The employee returned from leave and was rated below average,
then terminated. The employee previously had satisfactory appraisals. The court ruled
that the agency couldn’t change the appraisal form, without the employee’s knowledge,
and then evaluate their performance (Allegheny Ludlum Corp v. National Labor
Relations Board, 1997).

In a wrongful termination suit the plaintiff could bring up the employee
performance appraisals to show that he/she had a good work history and that there was no
reason for the supervisor to give below average rating and then be terminated due to
those ratings. The plaintiffs rating supervisor would have to prove that the ratings were
fair. The only way this would be possible if the rating supervisor had written
documentation, other than the appraisal, showing the poor work performance. If there 1s
no documentation then the termination could be overturned (Thomas v. Eastman Kodak,
1999). The rating supervisor should always be careful, while rating employees, not to
allow his personal feelings to interfere with the ratings and strive to be impartial
providing documentation for any unusual ratings (Texas Border Patrol v. Federal Labor
Relations Authority, 1993).

This author was involved, as a first line supervisor, in the termination of an

employee. The employee was assigned to the courthouse secunty detail and his duties
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involved screening persons, by use of a x-ray machine and metal detector, before entering
the courthouse. He was terminated due to his continuously being late, not showing up for
work at all, and lying. The employee charged that his termination was racial in nature.
This author, along with previous supervisors, had written documentation of every
incident and the resulting disciplinary actions leading up to the termination. Due to the
complete documentation the suit was never filed.

Consequently, many of the suits revolve around the appraisal process and
documentation about the employee. By continuously documenting performance, whether

good or bad, many suits can be avoided or beaten in court (Patterson v. Atel, 1996).

LITERATURE REVIEW

The majority of the documents that were researched revealed that “formal™
evaluations are a very important tool for any supervisor. The written evaluation is the
only way in which most employees will know if their job performance is acceptable and
what, if any, corrective action the employee or his supervisors can take. Due to the
unique nature of law enforcement organizations, there should be separate evaluation
forms for officers and civilian personnel.

The primary purpose of a performance evaluation process is to provide
supervisors with a job-related tool for:

(a)} evaluating subordinate performance on a formal, periodic basis;

(b) promoting common understanding of individual needs, work objectives and

standards of acceptable performance;
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(¢) providing subordinates with feed-back as to how well the supervisor feels they

are meeting expectations;

(d) suggesting specific courses of action the subordinate can take in order to meet

or exceed expectations;

(e) providing supervisors with feed-back as to how then can help subordinates in

their personal growth and development; and

(f) setting objectives for future performance (Cameron, 1989).

Appraisers at all levels must remember that performance appraisals are meant
primarily for development and growth, not for censure. By identifying their strengths and
weaknesses, appraisals can help employees develop their full potential. In turn, better
employees make for better police agencies (L.J. Roberts, 1995).

A supervisor should not depend on memory alone to effectively rate an officer’s
job performance and complete a formal evaluation. There isn’t a day that goes by that a
supervisor does not observe and evaluate the performance of one of his officers.

Normally the supervisor does not note, 1n writing, the behavior or performance of
the officer whether it good or bad (Landy & Farr, 1995). It was recommended that a
supervisor keep a continuously updated, written record, of his officer’s activities in
between evaluation periods. By keeping this type of documentation a supervisor will find
that the evaluations will reflect a more accurate account of the officers actual job
performance for that evaluation period and the completion of the evaluation form will be
easier (Cronin, 1978). This same type of documentation is very useful if an employee

wants to dispute the evaluation either interdepartmentally or in court.
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Research indicates the majority of the law enforcement agencies use one of two
types of evaluations: numerical or descriptive rating. It was also found that there is a
trend moving towards a peer evaluation style. The peer evaluation style is one in which
subordinates and employees of the same rank complete the employee’s appraisal. This is
also known as the “natural work group setting” (Landy & Farr, 1995). Another group of
quality control advocate’s support the notion that the written appraisal process could be
eliminated altogether (Cardy, 1998). The elimination of the formal written evaluation,
within the Travis County Sheriffs Office, would be possible if the supervisors would
correctly update and maintain each employee’s employee development folder. Evaluating
each employee from the contents of their employee development folder would all but

eliminate the problem of the duplication of evaluation terminology and they’re scoring.

PRACTICE REVIEW

This author has experienced the problems a supervisor has when trying to use the
same form to evaluate officers and civilians. One example is trying to evaluate a patrol
officer and a dispatcher using the same form. A dispatcher needs to be evaluated on their
various dispatch duties and not their knowledge of the city, county, and local laws. In
turn, the patrol officer would not need to be evaluated on their knowledge of dispatch
duties and operations. It should be noted that presently all employees of the Travis
County Sheriff’s Office are evaluated by the same form regardless of their position or job

assignment.



10

This author interviewed several supervisors from the Travis County Sheriff’s
Office and some from other agencies and found that the majority kept no written
documentation, other than a copy of the officer’s formal evaluation form, since the last
evaluation. The Travis County Sheriff's Office does not teach its supervisor’s, in the
departmental supervisor-training course, how to keep individual officer performance
records. The agency does however have an “Emplovee Development Folder” for each
emplovee. Used correctly this folder would be a good resource for supervisors to
document and gather information for future evaluations. This folder has three sections
that can be used to document any officer activity for future reference:

* One section is for any notable officer activity. This section is used to make

“line entries”, whether good or bad, about the officers activities. The new
supervisors are taught that this section can be used to note any activity.

* The second section lists any commendations or awards, also know as “atta-a-

boys™.

* The third section is for noting any disciplinary or corrective actions against

the officer.

The idea of keeping a daily written account of an officer’s activity is good, but I
have found very few supervisors keep any notes, much less put any information in the
Employee Development Folder. The most common excuse is that they have no time.
Most supervisors agreed that if they had up-to-date activity and performance notes

evaluations would be easier to complete and take less time. This author believes that if
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supervisors had daily activity information, on the officer being evaluated, there would be
less duplication of terminology and scores as presently exhibited by current evaluations.

This author reviewed several different types of performance appraisals from
several different agencies and found that each agency had their own idea of the type of
appraisal that works best for their agency. One agency, located in London, England, had
no formal or written officer performance appraisal. The officer’s were given a duty log at
the beginning of each shift, and during their tour of duty they would log all their activity
on that duty log. The supervisor would collect the log at the end of the each shift and then
file the form for future reference. When the work history of an officer needed to be
checked the supervisor or higher administrator would pull the officers duty logs for what
every period of time they needed. The rest of the agency appraisals fell into one of two
types of appraisals. They either had a numerical scale or descriptive scale type system.
The numerical scale places a numerical value on various characteristics, abilities, or
aspects of the worker’s performance. The descriptive scale will have a series of job
specific descriptors and a series of performance scales that the officer will be rated on
(Melnicoe & Menning, 1978).

This author also reviewed the performance evaluation forms of two civilian
organizations, Dillards Department Stores and Daughters of Charity Seton Hospital. Both
of these civilian agencies use a descriptive style in evaluating their employees. It was also
noted that neither of these civilian organizations have a standard documentation

procedure, for employee performance, other than the written performance evaluation

form.
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CONCLUSION

Research showed, with very few exceptions, that the most common way of
evaluating an employees job performance was the written performance evaluation. There
are many different variations, to the performance evaluation, in use. It was found that
some agencies do not use a performance evaluation form but do document their
employees job performance. Although the evaluation can be a very important tool it was
shown that without the proper training, in the use of the evaluation, and proper
documentation prior to the evaluation that evaluation could become a liability to the
organization.

Like so many other aspects of law enforcement documentation is critical. Without
proper documentation it is hard to explain or defend many actions. Another part, just as
important, s the training needed so as to properly complete many job tasks. 1t is
important that before any form of performance evaluation is utilized there is proper
training in the use of the form and the documentation needed to properly evaluate that
employees job performance.

The Travis County Sheriff’s Office uses the same evaluation form to evaluate all
the employees regardless of their job assignment and description. Although the
supervisors receive some training they are left to interpret the numerical scoring and
different work task sections on their own. Couple this with their work load most
supervisors tend to just mimic the scoring and narratives on previous evaluations. This, of
course, may result in incorrect or inadequate performance evaluations, which can also put

the organization in jeopardy of possible legal actions.
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By developing an evaluation form, for all officers, that has predetermined job
descriptions and performance rating blocks the supervisors could complete the forms in a
more timely manner. Then properly train the supervisors on the completion of the
performance evaluation and the pre-evaluation documentation. The Travis County
Sheriff"s Office requires all supervisors to keep an employee development folder on all
officers in addition to the annual evaluations. If the supervisors properly documented the
officer’s work activities and job performance, in the employee development folder, then
the performance evaluation would not be needed. This would require that one format, for
the employee folders, be adopted and the supervisors be mandated to follow the format
and procedures.

It 1s proposed that the Travis County Sheriff’s Office administrators look at two

proposed options:

(1) Adoption of a newly created performance appraisal package for the
enforcement and corrections officers, with a revised policy and procedures
section. The civilian employee’s would continue to be evaluated by use of the
current, numerical evaluation, form. The revised policy and procedures would
be written so as to cover both evaluations and the proper format and
documentation in the emplovee development folder,

(2) To discontinue the current “formal™ written evaluation process for
enforcement and corrections officers but mandate the supervisors to correctly

and continuously maintain the “Emplovee Development Folder”,
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The civilian personnel would continue to use the current, numerical
evaluation, form due to their annual pay increase being tied into their performance

evaluation.
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APPENDIX

TRAVIS COUNTY SHERIFF’S OFFICE

CORRECTIONS AND ENFORCEMENT PERFORMANCE
APPRAISAL PACKAGE

[ DATE |

| Officer Name | | Emp # |
| Rank & Duty Assignment | R
| Probationary Officer or Sumrwsn“—[ Yes | |No | |[DateofRank |

EvaluatorsName & Rank |  [Emp# | |
Date of Next Evaluation | “|




TRAVIS COUNTY SHERIFF’S OFFICE

CORRECTIONS AND ENFORCEMENT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION FORM

CATEGORIES UNACCEPTABLE PERFORMANCE i BELOW EXPECTATIONS MEETS EXPECTATIONS EXCEEDS EXPECTATIONS SUBSTANTIALLY EXCEELX
| EXPECTATIONS
] keowkdge of TCS0 Policies Shows O understanding of Policy sl I Slbinws Modderate understanding of Showa Good undersianding of Shows Exceptional understanding of Shows Expert undersianding of Policy
+ | and Procedures. Froceidures. Poliey and Procedw Policy and Procedures, Policy mnd Procedumes, and Precedures,
Knowledge of State and Local Shomes NO knowledge of Pomal code, Traffic Shiwa Inadeguiats working Fhuwa a Choesd wirking kmowlcdge Shewn Exceptional working Shewn Exper! knowledigo of Pemal code,
2- Laws and Procudures. ’ codde, or ofher Cramimnal Stansics, knowledge of Penal code, Teaffic of Perul code, Traffic code, Tems knowledge of Penal Code, Traffic Traffic code, Texss C.C.F, amil other
Codde, Texas C.C.P. or other CUCT, anad ather Criminal Stamaics. code, Texas C.C.F. andl other crimimal Siatales,
| Criminal satuics Criminal satutes,
3 Cuality of Waork [ Harely produces work tha is neat and precise. Inconsistenly produces work thal & Usimlly prowluces work thal i neal Farely produces work that is nol neal Alwaya produces work that is neal and
. | neal ansd precise. anid precise. and preise. precise,
[ Parely prodezes work thai s comrest, Incnosistemdly protuces werk that i Usually produces waork thai is Rarely produces work ikt is nol Always produces work (hal s correet
| comTocl. wXTeCL. sormeel and error froe. Shan
4 Dependlability Canmod be relied on do comples: assigneil werk. I onai Iy reliabde in B Comai |y nzliabde m Rarely fais 1o complete assigned sk Always completes asigned work
, asaigned work, gl worl,
|
r Rfusi ba comsrantly sapervased Regularly has 1o be mpervised. Uisumlby ddos mat herve in be Rarely has in be sapervised. Mever has o he supervised
supervised.
1 |
5 Attendangs s frequent unexcased ateerces and has ' Has modurate unoxcused stwoncus. Has occasional unoxcused Absent only with prior approval Wary raroly absosil.
! ] rocpivod disciplinary action, almences.
[ Hnﬁmmummdmnmandm Has moderat, woused Has nccasionsl 1 tardi Tardy ey with price approval Very rarcly tardy,
| received disciplimary action. ]
'El Imitiative and Enthmsinam | Muver anlicipates wark o be done, 1m¢umllh:ﬂt|5- anticipmes wark in be Lisually anticipaics work b he dose, Rarely faibs o anticipate work to be | Alwayn amticipates work o be done,
. | dore.
| | | |
r Mever approaches work with esthusiasm, I Dicunsicsalty q:pmuhﬂm:ﬂ:mlh ! Usually approaches work with ! Farvly lails 10 approach work with Always approaches work with
| | cnthusiasm. enthusiasm, | enlhisinem enthusdnsm
Judgenent Exercises poor judgement im routine si I m ot Exerciss good mdgement m routine i Exereses exceplional judgement m Always excrvises cosread udgemenl in
?. anil caumes ACVET COMSEYUETCES, ] :Ilu.l.ﬂcml. sihaaiiona roufing situations. [ roifing sifuations,
| Esxencimes pood judgement in nondo e | | Exercises fair jadgement in non- Exercises gomd jdgement i noe- Exercises sxeeplional judgement m Alwaye cxcrcises comocd judgement in
situatinns mni caiiacs SEVERE CONSCOEENCE, relime dtuations, Tanie wiuatinn. nom-routine situaticns, i nom-mmstine situations,
Cooperation Flaraly accepts matrustion of direction wighoug Accepln instruction or direcison but Accepis instnection and direclion Accepls imstruction sl 1 Mlakos 1
8- argument and has received disciplinary action as questions without good causo, sl quesiseme only with pood caise, drection/offors conalncine efors matnsction and dircetion
a romult. suggeslions.
Troguendly altenspls fo cirewmvent unpleasan Chzasbonally amempls jo circumvent [hoes nod wtiemgd In circumvent Shews willingress 1o accepd Regalnrly volunieers w usderiake
taska amil recelved disciplmary aciion m a resull unplzasani tasks. unpleasani tasks. wmpleasani lasks. unpleasant asks.
Helating with the Pabic. Intermcts amil comsunicales poorhy with the Enieracis and communicates fairly Enteracts ared communicalss wall Tnicracts anl commanicates Serves an 8 model officer when
9- public / citizems and bas recoived disciplinary well with the pullic | citizens, weith The public / citlzens, excepibonally well with ike puhlic | imieraciing and commvnicating with the
action a5 & resubt, citizems pulilic | citizens, i
Relating with Co-workers Interacts and communicales poorly with co- Interaces arsd communicates fairly Interacts arsd comenunicaios well Imu.dm:m Serves as 3 model afficer when
ID. warrkers and has received disciplinary action a2 wll with co-workera. with co-warrkers. exceplimally well with co-warkers. Imleragiing and commenicating with co-
mesull. ] workers
AppearEnce Maintain , persomal grooming Fraguenily cousscled on Msninine appearance, persanal Maintains appearance above Serves as 3 model afficer m agpesrance,
1 t 5 anelior pml:wﬂ'nﬂ.iml'ﬂl‘lnﬂﬂ-'ﬂm mplinary Il I al pr ing, grocening, nnd bearing within TS0 standlanils, takes pride in appearance, personal grooming and hesring.
sl x4 8 reasl, andlor ssndans pessomal groneming snd hearing,
Safety Tgmomes allscer safiery standards anid praciices, Incansistently observes officer Consisiontly obsorves officer safioly Shiwa oxcaptional observance of Mever violates officor aafoly standanls
i 12 safoly wlandards and praciices, ol dund] pras:ti allbzer aalety staidands sl praciices, and praciices — atructs fellow oflicon
Froquenily crdangers fellow officers, Rarely cedlangers fellow officem, Never endangoms Folbow officers, Showa groal comcom for the salety of Exchibits excallent comeem for fellow
Felow officers amid allemgpis b0 conieod affbzer anfety and oures intal salety
= || danger faciore 1 comiral.
SUPERVISORY SKILL'S DHsplays litile or no supervisory akills and has Diisplays sume sapervisory skalls bt Drinplays pood supervisor shills [Heplays exceptioral supervisory Dinplays excellent mapervisory skills,
I 3‘ {Supervisars Only) mluu‘l dinciplimary action a a resull. rerpaites chese momitoring by akills. Serves = a model for afl superiisi,
azther superviscr. | | 1

INSTRUCTIONS: This evaluation has several categories each with individual descriptors for each performance level. Each category shall have an “X” placed in the section
best describes the performance level of the employee, Any category with marks in the Unacceptable Performance, Below Expectations, or Substantially Exceeds Expectation:
levels SHALL have a written explanation of that rating in the comments section of this evaluation package



COMMENTS SECTION ( Identify all comments by category number. There must be
written justification for any marks in the Unacceptable or Below Expectations, or
Substantially Exceeds performance levels. Document an action plan for any
Unacceptable or Below Expectations Performance. )

Cat# 1

Cat#2

Cat# 3

Cat#4

Cat#5s

Cat# 6

Cat# 7

Cat# 8

Cat#9

Cat# 10

Cat# 11

Cat# 12

| Cat# 13

OFFICER COMMENTS SECTION

Employee Signature
Evaluators Signature

Captains Signature

Date

Date

cc: personnel,edf

Date




