LCP Meeting
3/14/2025

Present: Eric Mosher, Jay Heldreth, Victor Jones, Belinda Bolivar, Will Schlaack, Cara Bertram
Guests: Susan Breakenridge, Jake MacGregor

1. Meeting with Susan Breakenridge & Jake MacGregor – Performance Evaluations
a. Assists in merit increases, eligibility for promotions, required by University.
b. Currently 3 different performance eval forms for AP/CSP & CS (exempt/non-exempt). Lots of criteria (14 for AP &CSP), lack of clear definitions, different ratings scales 
c. Making one performance eval form for all 3 groups for NEXT year, not this year.
d. Looked at other examples – Tech Services uses one form, three criteria & three ratings, has examples and definitions.
e. New potential matrix for the Library: 3 different ratings & 7 criteria, includes description of criterion and examples for ratings
f. Questions:
i. Eric M – Only 3 levels, but does Meets Expectations qualify for promotion? Jake – Yes. Eric M. – Does Needs Improvement disqualify? It needs to be well documented that this is a disqualifying event. 
ii. Belinda – Echo comment. Potential inflation of evals because afraid of disqualifying employee from promotion. How long does a Needs Improvement derail promotion track?
iii. Susan – Expect most people to land in the middle “Meets Expectations”
iv. Will – Discussion during a Library Hangout will help, that the middle level is a “good” rating. 
v. Eric M. – 7 criteria is still a lot. Jake – Down from 14.
vi. Eric M. – Can we take out the Investigation Time out for this cycle. Susan – Yes, it should be taken out.
vii. Cara – Make sure Investigation Time isn’t conflated with Professional Development. Don’t punish APs for doing their own research/investigation time vs. related professional development
viii. Jay – This for evaluating for promotion and communicating with employee. Can we separate that? Susan – I see your point, but this should be one point of many communications. One of many tools. Jay – Making sure that communication is done before the eval. Eric M. – Needs Improvement should be a wakeup call. Cara – Can appeal rating, need to make sure that is still part of the form/process. Jake – Working group was thinking about process (outside of charge). The process should encourage supervisors to communicate and what employees to do a self-eval. Jay – Once you hit the eval, the communication should have already taken place, should be part of the “Why performance evaluation at all?” A low rating shouldn’t be a surprise. 
ix. Belinda – With this process, there has to be communication throughout the process, is there a recommendation? Bandwidth for supervisor? (Knows this is outside the working group.) Susan – Did note about the process. Significant part of the responsibilities to communicate with employees about performance. Need to do a better job of reminding supervisors and training. Jake – Resources from HR for supervisors, but it’s a struggle and is a reoccurring discussion
x. Will – What sort of comments are helpful to admin in the evals? Concern that evals go into a black box. Confusion about if comments are looked at and how they are used. Eric M. – Who has access to forms/comments? Susan – Only HR. Eric M. – The Dean? Susan – Only in conflict. Eric M. – These 
g. Send feedback to Jake by 9am March 25. 
h. Comments – Still a lot of criteria. But good to have consistent language between all classifications. Very position conversation. HR open feedback. 
2. Approval of January and February minutes
a. Jan: https://uofi.box.com/s/6nmm2wcm7c472f6d893rzbf3jct9uu4c 
b. Feb: https://uofi.box.com/s/j453vh14cflbn7xv4ji4i0bjfc1abur4 
i. Motioned – Cara; Second - Jay
3. Invite Dean to next LCP meeting?
a. Topics of discussion
4. EC Meeting Updates – Eric M.
5. University Senate – Belinda
6. CAP – Eric K. & Will
7. New Business

Meeting ended Victor motioned, Will seconded. Meeting ended 9:57am.
