Floyd College – Performance Evaluation Training

September 29, 1999

Two Quick Cases

1) The Joe Miller Case

Joe Miller had a pained look on his face as he reviewed his recent evaluation of Bett Simmons, one of his insurance underwriters.  Beth was due in his office shortly.  Joe dreaded these annual evaluation meetings.  And he especially dreaded this meeting with Beth.

The current form used a 5 point scale to evaluate performance.  Supervisors were instructed to evaluate objective measures of performance and only to give ratings of 1 or 5 when they had substantial documentation to support those ratings.  Joe had never given out 1’s or 5’s – mostly because he hated documenting the performance of his subordinates.  Beth was really one of his exceptional workers – she produced a higher volume and quality of work than any of the other supervisors.  But Joe had rated her mostly 4’s and a few 3’s – not much different from the other he rated.  Beth was good, but Joe would have trouble documenting specific cases of her exceptional performance.

Joe knew that Beth expected high ratings, but many of the categories on the performance rating form were vague and Joe was hesitant to give high ratings.  As he heard Beth approach, he waved her into his office with the quip, “Sit down, and let’s get through this thing so we can get back to work.”

2) The Peter Nicholson Case

Pete Nicholson had enjoyed a long and distinguished record of performance with Security Insurance Corporation. Then Pete was diagnosed with a brain tumor and had to undergo immediate brain surgery. After he recovered and returned to work, he was transferred into a less stressful position as manager of the automobile assigned risk unit in underwriting. Although everyone was sympathetic to Pete's problems, it was clear that his performance was below average. 

According to his immediate supervisor, Bill Morrow, Pete tended to approve virtually all marginal business and delay difficult cases that called for immediate underwriter action. During the post-surgery radiation and chemotherapy period, Bill tolerated Pete's poor performance. However, long after the treatment period was over, there was still no improvement. 

Pete felt that he could handle the job adequately though not at the same level of performance as before his surgery -- and that he was meeting the job requirements. Pete expressed concern that his present medical condition and his outstanding work record in the past unduly influenced his boss. He also felt that his past work record was an unfair comparison to apply to the current job requirements. 

While Bill had urged Pete to consider a permanent disability leave that would provide good medical and income coverage, Pete refused and argued that he wanted to keep working to give his wife a chance to stay home with his two children. In the end, Bill terminated Pete.

