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Employee Name:
Department:

Grady Price Blount

CID: 80231122

Job Title: Dean

College of Sciences

Supervisor's Name:

Don Coers

Performance Period From:

Job Title:

Januav
2007

T ~ December
:
2007

Provost

Date of Review:

February 29,2008

INSTRUCTIONS
1.

L.

Use the employee's most current job description, critical incident file, and observations as a basis for this review. Section A
and C of this form applies to all employees and supervisors. Section B applies to supervisors and managers only.
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employees.
a.
b.
c.
d.

-

Exceeds Expectations [8 t o 10 points] Performance consistently exceeds the supervisor's expectations or goals;
Meets Expectations [5 t o 7 points] - Performance consistently meets supervisor's expectations;
Needs Improvement [2 t o 4 points] - Performance does not meet expectations and improvement is advised;
Does Not Meet Expectations [0 to 1 point] - Performance is not acceptable and significant corrective action is
necessary.

3. The original of this completed Performance Review should be sent to the Oftice of Human Resources for the employee's
personnel file; a copy should be given to the employee and another copy kept in the departments' files.

1. ASSIGNMENTS: How well does the employee perform assigned duties and responsibilities? Is the work done

with a minimum of errors? Is it done accurately? Is it completed on time? Are results satisfactory?
Expectations: To provide effective collegial leadership for the College of Sciences in visionary

planning, communication, faculty, and curriculum and by handling both routine recurring and special
~
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assignments in a timely and effective manner.
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Meets
expectations
[5 - 71

expectations
[8- 101
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and cumculum development and delivery.
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2. JOB KNOWLEDGE AND PROFICIENCY: Does employee understand the job and possess the knowledge and

skills to perform the duties? What is the competency level of employee (high, medium, needs improvement)?
The Dean should be highly qualified in hisher specific field and generally
Expectations:
knowledgable of the sciences in general. Helshe should maintain currency with the most effective
methods of teaching and should understand hislher role as an effective manager within the college.

[7 Needs
[7 Does not meet
Meets
improvement
expectations
expectations
[8- 1 01
[5- 71
[o- 11
12 - 41
Justification: Dean Blount is highly qualified in his field and has enjoyed considerable success
[7 Exceeds
expectations

as a professor, and researcher. He is keenly interested in effective pedagogies, and understands
the importance of outreach to public schools. An area of concern is perceptions of his management.
3.

DEPENDABILITY: Is the employee dependable and considered to be reliable to complete assigned and
additional duties as expected? Is the employee trustworthy?
The Dean must demonstrate consistently trustworthiness and dependability in all
Expectations:

roles and tasks.

Exceeds
Meets
Needs
Does not meet
expectations
expectations
improvement
expectations
[8- 101
15 - 71
12 - 41
[O-ll
Dean Blount seems entirely trustworthy. He is candid, conscientious
Justification:
in his approach to all his roles and duties, warm, and engaging. Of concern are reports of lack of
dependability in response to task deadlines and other responsibilities.
4. ATTITUDE AND WORK ETHIC: Does the employee demonstrate a positive attitude towards work, assignments

and cooperating with others? Does the employee show initiative and willingness to help? Is the employee a hard
worker and goes the "extra mile" to get the job done?
The Dean must be perceived by faculty and colleagues as cooperative and pulling
Expectations:

hislher share of the load.

F
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Exceeds
expectations

Meets
Does not meet
Needs
expectations
improvement
expectations
[8- 101
15 - 71
[2 - 41
[O-ll
Dean
Blount
always
appears
to
me
enthusiastic
and
eager
to
contribute.
A
persistent
Justification:
perception among his faculty and colleagues that he seems disengaged and disorganized and does
Rating:

not address in a timely way pressing issues and tasks within his college.

5. INTERPERSONAL SKILLS AND CUSTOMER SERVICE: Does the employee work well with others? Is the

employee cooperative with the supervisor? Does the employee demonstrate a helpful, professional and
courteous approach to help customers?
The Dean must work effectively with faculty, staff, and other administrators and various
Expectations:
various others internally and externally.

F
l

Exceeds
Meets
Needs
Does not meet
improvement
expectations
expectations
expectations
[8 - lo]
15 - 71
[2 - 41
[O-ll
Justification: Dean Blount seems typically courteous and respectful in his interactions with all the
Rating:

constituencies he is expected to deal with. Of concern are occasional remarks about his being
~- -

distant or disengaged.
6. ATTENDANCE AND PUNCTUALITY: Does the employee's attendance record show consistent attendance and

punctuality with minimal unscheduled absences?
The Dean must be reliably and predictably either on site or easy to contact. Helshe
Expectations:
should make some effort to alert college faculty and other appropriate staff and administration when
-

~
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he will be out of the office.

Exceeds
expectations
[8 - 101

Meets
expectations
15 - 71

C] Needs
improvement
12 - 41

Does not meet
expectations
[O-I]

Justification: My perception is that Dean Blount has improved in this area, although I still hear

concerns that he is sometimes not available and that he is not always easy to contact.

7. COMPLIANCE: Does the employee follow and comply with university and department rules and policies?
Expectations:

The Dean must be familiar with, respectful of, and compliant with university policy

and with college and departmental rules and regulations.

Exceeds
expectations

Meets
expectations

Needs
Doesnot meet
improvement
expectations
[8 - 101
[5 - 71
12 - 41
]I-)([
Dean Blount appears respectful of, if not always thoroughly familiar with, policies,
Justification:
rules, and regulations.

1. SUPERVISORYIMANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES: Does the supervisor plan, organize, execute, and
monitor activities within this job's scope of responsibility? Does the supervisor monitor leave and timekeeping
activities of assigned staff? Does the supervisor follow up to ensure assignments are completed?

Expectations:

n Exceeds

Rating:

expectations
18 - 101

- I

Justification:

The Dean must be an effective manager of faculty and staff within hisfher college.

Meets
expectations
[5- 71

Needs
improvement
12 - 41

Does not meet
expectations
[O-ll

This is an area of concern. Again, there are troubling perceptions that Dean Blount is not

effectively managing his office.

2. LEADERSHIP: Does the supervisor lead by example, motivate employees, build teamwork, and able to
accomplish assignments through team members?

Expectations: The Dean must maintain the respect and confidence of the faculty, staff, and &dents

within the college and with colleagues and external constituencies. Helshe must also build effective
professional and social networks and must effectively manage his college.

Exceeds
expectations
[8- 101

Meets
expectations
15 - 71

Needs
improvement

12 - 41

[II Does not meet
expectations
[0 -'I]

I encourage Dean Blount to address what appear to me to be continuing perceptions of

Justification:

problems with his leadership: a lack of familiarity with important details, not completing tasks
on time, and a lack of the kind of connection with college personnel essential to success.
3. RESOURCEFULNESS: Does the supervisor use resources (staff, equipment and materials, funds, time) wisely
and effectively to accomplish tasks?
Expectations:

The Dean must manage available resources to address most effectively the essential

goals and basic mission of the various entities in the college.

Exceeds
expectations
[8- 101
Justification:

Meets
expectations
[5- 71

Needs
improvement
[2- 41

Dean Blount seems to be doing a good job of resource management.

Does not meet
expectations
[0-'I]

4.

PROBLEM SOLVING AND DECISION-MAKING: Does the supervisor use sound judgment in solving problems
and making decisions?
Expectations: The Dean should offer considered, commonsensical, and achievable solutions to often

complex problems.

V
l
Rating:

Justification:

Exceeds
expectations

Meets
Needs
Does not meet
improvement
expectations
expectations
[8 - 101
15 - 71
[2 - 41
[o-11
Dean Blount is an eager contributor of ideas on committees and councils.

5. PERFORMANCE REVIEWS: Has the supervisor completed performance reviews for all employees under the

supervisor's charge?
Expectation: At a minimum, a performance review meeting with the employee must be scheduled and the
Performance Review Form must be completed and submitted annually for each employee.
Meets
expectations

Does not meet
expectations

Dean B1ount is an
likeable individual. ~e provides thoughtful responses to requests fiom the provost and the president on

I. GOALS AND EXPECTATIONS FOR NEXT PERFORMANCE PERIOD:

time. Of concern are what appear widespread perceptions of a lack of organization and of
timely responsiveness to paperwork and recurring tasks. The word "disengaged" is the single most
commonly used description. There seems a curious disconnect between his apparent enthusiasm for his
position and perceptions of his performance. Somehow;these perceptions must be positively addressed.
---

A recurring comment is that immediately following a meeting last year during which he and I discussed

similar perceptions, things were better for several weeks and then there was a reversion.

2. TRAINING AND DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES: I urge Dean Blount to attend training sessions,

seminars, etc., that deal with effective academic management and leadership. He shows much promise.

I also urge his meeting individually with his department heads and his faculty to encourage candid and
helpful feedback and to demonstrate his desire to improve perceptions of his performance.

OVERALL RATING OF EMPLOYEE/SUPERVISOR:
For Non-Supervisors, total all of the individual scores and write that number here:
[Raw Score will range from 0 to 70.]

________

Divide this Raw Score by 7 to obtain the average score. Write that number here:
[Average will range from 0 to 10.]

________

For Supervisors, total all of the individual scores and write that number here:
[Raw Score will range from 0 to 110.]

________

Divide this Raw Score by 11 to obtain the average score. Write that number here:
[Average will range from 0 to 10.]

5.80
________

64

Note: Numerical ratings represent a quantitative measure of an employee’s performance and can be used to track
performance over time and can also be used to comparatively rank your employees within your scope of supervisory
responsibility.

EMPLOYEE’S COMMENTS (Optional. Attach additional sheet if necessary)
The continuous use of uninformed comments, anonymous anecdotes, and lack of specific examples renders this
document ineffectual from a professional development standpoint. The implied incompetence indicates that

substantial changes are needed. Meeting with colleagues and attending training sessions, while productive,
seems a poor substitute for actually finding out what the problems are and addressing them.
See attached memorandum dated March7, 2008.

Signature is for acknowledgment of receipt only.

SIGNATURES
SUPERVISOR
I have met with this employee and discussed his or her Performance Review. I have advised the employee that I will
provide him or her with a copy of this signed Review I have also advised the employee that he or she may prepare a
written statement, if so desired; regarding this performance review for his/her departmental personnel file.
Supervisor Signature

Date

EMPLOYEE
I understand that my signature indicates only that I have read and discussed this Performance Review with my supervisor.
It does not necessarily mean that I agree with my supervisor’s ratings or comments. I may attach written comments, if
desired. Check Yes ( ) if comments are attached, or check No ( ) if comments are not attached.
Employee Signature

Date
OHR_1/08

TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Don Coers
Grady Price Blount
7 March 2008

re:

Follow-up on annual evaluation meeting

As you know, I received an “F” (58%) rating on the draft of my first annual evaluation. This
memorandum is a response to that rating. I have also attached a revised draft which I believe
accommodates your perceptions and also includes objective comments. I write this response with
complete respect for both you and your office. If any of the following appears too familiar,
please accept my apologies in advance and be assured that I have no intention to offend.
Likewise, it is obvious that I have not met your performance expectations. For that I sincerely,
and without qualification, apologize in these opening lines.
Notes on draft of Written Evaluation:
For reference, Operating Policy 52.35 includes the following statement:
“For the review, supervisors are advised to use the employee’s job or position
description, critical incident file, notes, last year’s performance review form, and
any other documentation related to the employee’s work-related performance for
the last calendar year. These materials are used to complete a draft performance
review. Once the draft performance review form is completed, the supervisor will
review the form with the employee. If the employee provides information that the
supervisor failed to consider when preparing the draft performance review form,
the supervisor can redo the form with the additional information.”
I point this out because the main point of disagreement during our meeting was the lack of any
documentation, evidence or substantiation for the generally negative evaluation. Also, based on
OP 52.35 I infer that the March 3rd meeting was the draft review as stipulated by policy. In order
to receive a “thorough and honest review” of my performance, I recount the following points
from the written draft review:
A-1
A-2
A-3
A-4

A-5
A-6
A-7
B-1

“There are concerns about timely handling of routine tasks.”
“An area of concern is perceptions of his management.”
“Of concern are reports of lack of dependability in response to task deadlines and other
responsibilities”.
“A persistent perception among his faculty and colleagues that he seems
disengaged and disorganized and does not address in a timely way pressing issues
and tasks within his college.”
“Of concern are occasional remarks about his being distant or disengaged.”
“I still hear concerns that he is sometimes not available and that he is not always easy to
contact.”
“Dean Blount appears respectful of, if not always thoroughly familiar with,
policies, rules, and regulations.”
Supervisory/Management Responsibilities: “This is an area of concern. Again, there are
troubling perceptions that Dean Blount is not effectively managing his office.

B-2

C-1

“I encourage Dean Blount to address what appear to me to be continuing perceptions of
problems with his leadership: a lack of familiarity with important details, not
completing tasks on time, and a lack of the kind of connection with college
personnel essential to success.”
Of concern are what appear widespread perceptions of a lack of organization and of
timely responsiveness to paperwork and recurring tasks. The word “disengaged” is the
single most commonly used description. There seems to be a curious disconnect
between his apparent enthusiasm for his position and perceptions of performance.
Somehow these perceptions must be positively addressed. A recurring comment is
that immediately following a meeting last year during which he and I discussed similar
perceptions, things were better for several weeks and then there was a reversion.

Most of the statements listed above are demonstrably false. The ones that are not demonstrably
false (e.g. “I still hear...”) are apparently based on what I call anonymous anecdotes.
Nevertheless, it is clear that you have concerns and I diligently want to address those concerns.
In each of the ten cases above I asked you for examples or evidence to give me something to
work on. You could not or would not provide either evidence or examples. None. Your stated
reason was fear that I would take some sort of reprisal against your anonymous reporters. I do
not do reprisals. In my 30 years of management and supervision you will not find one instance of
reprisal. I want to fit in to your team, but to do so, I need objective specifics.
The draft evaluation repeats the same themes. Apparently I was docked performance points for
each repetition of the same issue:
Handling of tasks
4X
Perceptions of management 3X
Disengaged
3X
Disorganized
3X
If objective criteria were applied, as stipulated by ASU policy, all of the issues are absurd. For
example:
Disorganized? I maintain a college administrative website (www.sci.angelo.edu) where I post all
performance-based documents and invite faculty feedback on same. That same website includes
up-to-date meeting agendas, copies of faculty meeting presentations, and copies of strategic
documents. I am currently making arrangements to add WIKI pages to both the internal and
external college webpages to facilitate even more seamless contributions. When I arrived here
the college had no website, no mechanism for organizing documents, nor even a mission
statement.
Not easy to contact? I answer my own phone (x2526). A sign on my office door includes my cell
and residence phone numbers, another sign displays a clock face showing when I will return to
the office. My voice mail greeting includes my cell phone number with an invitation to try that
number. I routinely work from my office 6 days a week. My response time is measured in
minutes or hours even on weekends.

Not handling routine tasks? I maintain a clean desk operation. There are hundreds of archived
documents attesting to this fact. I simply do not allow dawdling. As a CYA response however, I
have instructed my staff to begin time stamping all materials as they are received. That said,
almost all routine administrative paperwork at ASU does have the potential for getting lost or
delayed as it winds its way from my office to your office to Purchasing, etc. Why don’t we solve
this generic complaint with a specific solution; going paperless for routine paperwork?
Distance? As we have discussed several times, I am keenly aware of the appearance of
“distance” and I will continue to work hard on this issue. I am a big, dark, bearded male and I am
aware of the potential for self-intimidation that spawns in some people. I am also aware (MyersBriggs=INTJ) that I am a strong introvert. In addition to being aware, I will continue to work on
overcoming these psychological barriers. For example, call my voice mail greeting at 942-2526.
Disengaged? The “disengaged” remark has puzzled me since it was first revealed to me last
summer. I could work on this much more effectively if I could get an example or two. I do have
one theory of where this comes from: My chief complaint about standard operating procedures
here at ASU are the apparently routine meetings between the provost and department chairs;
meetings to which I am neither invited beforehand nor informed of after the fact. I call this
“being out of the loop”. Are “disengaged” and “out of the loop” the same thing? If so, then the
disengagement could be easily addressed by involving me in the process (or at least informing
me of what is happening).
Management? The draft evaluation urges me to take advantage of professional development
opportunities for management and leadership. I take this to include options like my previously
completed training in the following:
Management Development Program, Harvard University (2005)
Strengths Quest, The Gallup Organization (2004)
Employee Evaluation and Goal Setting, TAMU System (2003)
Inventory Control and Purchasing, TAMU System (2001)
The 4 Roles of Leadership, Franklin Covey (1999)
Professional Ethics, TAMU System (1998)
I have learned a great deal from these experiences and welcome the opportunity to continue
learning and applying these lessons.
Notes on Oral Discussion:
Our discussion of the draft written evaluation lasted approximately 70 minutes. This was my first
formal annual evaluation since arriving here in June 2006. It was also the first time I had seen the
Job Expectations included in the Performance Review Form for Staff Employees.
I appreciate the time you devoted to this debriefing in which you made the following points and
assertions:
1. You opened the meeting by telling me you had good news and bad. The good news was
that your personal observations of my performance were uniformly good. The bad news
was that, although you had received unsolicited reports of a dramatic improvement after

2.
3.

4.

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

"our talk last summer", those same “well-meaning people” who only have my “interests
at heart and want to see you succeed” had subsequently reported that after 2 or 3 weeks
"everything was back to just the way it had been before".
Although you declined to reveal your sources, you stated that "none of this is coming
from your faculty".
You held me personally responsible for the scheduling conflicts between an academic
class and the usual Thursday morning Dean’s Council meeting during the Fall 2007. This
in spite of the fact that I had handled the time conflict in a manner prescribed by your
office. Regardless, I apologize for the miscommunication.
We discussed the fact that my 2008 dean's evaluations had not yet been performed and
the 2007 evaluations did not seem to be in play. You informed me that this was
regrettable, but that I could get five perfect evaluations in a row from faculty and chairs
and still be fired.
You reported that your sources thought I had my secretary doing my (dean’s) work.
You reported that your sources found it difficult to find or get a hold of me.
You repeatedly declined my requests to provide examples or evidence supporting the
numerous negative assertions in the draft written evaluation.
You assured me that I should not be upset with this evaluation because it was “not
negative”.
You agreed that your standing policy of dealing directly and often exclusively with
department heads on important college issues, and then failing to inform me of either the
meetings or the results, was a fair criticism that could have a lot to do with the persistent
perception of disengagement.

The most common theme in the draft statements above is the innuendo and repetition of
undocumented concerns and perceptions. Occam’s Razor dictates that the simplest answer for
the paucity of evidence is that there is none. This is difficult to believe and disheartening from a
professional development standpoint. It gives me absolutely nothing to work with.
You spoke at length about perceptions and about the necessity for me to do something about
those perceptions. I asked you on several occasions if you would do me the professional favor,
when receiving a report from one of your confidants, of asking them if they had discussed their
concerns about me with me. And if not, which appears to uniformly be the case, if you would
request that they do so. You declined to agree to this request. This situation creates an
atmosphere of intrigue and mistrust. I must politely and respectfully decline to participate.
You and I talked a lot about my predecessor, Dr. David Loyd. We discussed this same topic on
several occasions last autumn. While you seem to recognize that I am not Dr. Loyd, I am hearing
a persistent urging to become him. I have emulated and will continue to adopt the best of what
Dr. Loyd gave to this institution, but I have no desire to be him. That is not what I was hired for.
If I had been initially advised of such an expectation I would have assured you that this was not
likely to happen.
During our discussion you pointed out that many people, some of them very close to you, simply
have no idea of the work you do or the boundaries within which you operate. You pointed out,
quite accurately, that these same uninformed people sometimes pass harsh judgments on you.

Ergo, they have judgments and their judgments are real, but they are just plain wrong. I
respectfully suggest that I am in the same situation with this draft evaluation.
In summary, I am not an artist. I cannot change the perceptions of people I do not even know.
Vague generalizations and anonymous anecdotes with no examples for guidance is a set-up for
failure. You rated me a 58.5% on the draft evaluation; that’s an “F”. I do not deliver F-quality
work. I do not fail.
The draft evaluation and oral debriefing made no mention of my preparations for SACS,
initiating a new College of Nursing and Allied Health, laying out action plans for distance
education, revamping the college and university mission, creating a college web presence, or
beginning to restore a sense of collegiality. These multiple acts of omission strongly support an
innuendo of incompetence on my part. Indeed, as nearly as I can detect, there was no objective
documentation used in the draft evaluation.
For convenience I have attached a revised document incorporating what I perceive to be the main
points of your issues. Although I strenuously disagree with the subjective point values, the lack
of any documentation or evidence, and the paucity of specific goals, I respect your prerogative
and responsibility to perform this evaluation in a manner you see as fit.
I remain altruistic and optimistic. If you choose not to sign this revised document, I respectfully
urge you, for the sake of our institutional accountability and élan, to take more aggressive direct
action.

