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CASE B. Problems in Appraisal at Peak PowerGiie g *- ¢ 7 82 F484)

Peak Power, a medium-size hydroelectric power plant has been having difficulty with its performance
appraisal system. The plant's present appraisal system has been in existence for about 10 years and was designed by
the head of performance appraisal operations, a clerk who had been promoted into the position without any
professional training in human resource management. Presently, all operating personnel are evaluated once a year
by their supervisors, using the following form:

PEAK POWER PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL FORM
General Instructions: This form is to be completed in triplicate. After the employee's performance has been
evaluated by the supervisor and reviewed by higher-level supervision, the employee will be informed of his or her
performance rating and will sign all copies of the form indicating that he or she has been so informed. The
employee's signature does not necessarily indicate that he or she agrees with the ratings given. Send one completed
form to the human resources office, and allow the employee to keep a copy for his or her files. The other copy is
the supervisor's.

Complete the form by marking an "X" in the appropriate locations below.

Performance dimension Excellent Above Average Below Poor
average average

Quantity of work
Quality of work
Dependability
Initiative
Cooperativeness
Leadership potential

"Excellent” is worth 5 points, "Above average" is worth 4 points, "Average" is worth 3 points, "Below average" is
worth 2 points, and "Poor" is worth 1 point. Determine the employee's overall evaluation by summing the
appropriate number of points from each of the six dimension scores above, and place the total here

Supervisor's signature
Employee's signature

Ratings from each year are maintained in employee files in the HR department. If promotions come up, the
cumulative ratings are considered at that time. Further, ratings are supposed to be used as a check when salary
raises are given. In practice, little use is made of the ratings, either for determination of promotions or for salary
decisions. A small, informal survey 2 years ago found that supervisors spent on average about 3 minutes filling out
the form, and less than 10 minutes discussing it with employees.

Recent problems in other areas of HR management at the plant and the fear of potential lawsuits led Peak's
president to consider hiring an experienced HR professional to upgrade performance management systems. You are
being interviewed for the job, and have just been presented with the above information.

Questions:

1. The president asks you for your general evaluation of this appraisal system. What is your response? (15 %)

2. The president asks you for some suggestions for ways in which the present system can be improved. How do
you respond? (15 %)

3. If you should be selected for this position, outline some steps you would take to ensure that a new
performance management system would be accepted by its users. (20 %)




