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UNIVERSITY OF HAWAI‘I 

BOARD OF REGENTS COMMITTEE ON PERSONNEL AFFAIRS & BOARD 
GOVERNANCE 

Members: Regents Bal (Chair), Moore (Vice-Chair), Kudo, McEnerney, Portnoy, 
and Wilson 

Date: Thursday, March 14, 2019 

Time: 8:45 a.m. 

Place: University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa 
Information Technology Building 
1st Floor Conference Room 105A/B 
2520 Correa Road 
Honolulu, Hawai‘i 96822 

AGENDA 

I. Call Meeting to Order

II. Public Comment Period for Agenda Items:  All written testimony on agenda
items received after posting of this agenda and up to 24 hours in advance of the
meeting will be distributed to the board. Late testimony on agenda items will be
distributed to the board within 24 hours of receipt.  Written testimony may be submitted
via US mail, email at bor@hawaii.edu, or facsimile at 956-5156.  Individuals submitting
written testimony are not automatically signed up for oral testimony.  Registration for
oral testimony on agenda items will be provided at the meeting location 15 minutes prior
to the meeting and closed once the meeting begins.  Oral testimony is limited to three
(3) minutes.  All written testimony submitted are public documents.  Therefore, any
testimony that is submitted verbally or in writing, electronically or in person, for use in
the public meeting process is public information and will be posted on the board’s
website.

III. Agenda Items

A. All Campus Council Faculty Senate Presentation

B. Presentation on Quality of Faculty Work Life Survey Results

C. For Review and Recommend Board Approval of Revisions to Regents Policy
2.203, Policy on Evaluation of the President (to be renamed, Policy on
Evaluation on the President and Other Direct Reports to the Board)

IV. Adjournment

mailto:bor@hawaii.edu
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III.A.
All Campus Council Faculty 

Senate Presentation 

ITEM TO BE 
DISCUSSED AT 

MEETING 



III.B.
Presentation on Quality of 
Faculty Work Life Survey 

Results 

 

MATERIALS 

https://www.hawaii.edu/offices/app/faculty/


Findings from the 
2018 Quality of 
Faculty Worklife
Survey

2017-18 Chairs
Christine Irvine
Nani Azman

ALL CAMPUS COUNCIL OF 
FACULTY SENATE CHAIRS



Working 
Together 
for UH’s 
Future



Shared 
Governance

“ ‘Shared’ doesn't mean that every constituency 
gets to participate at every stage. Nor does it 
mean that any constituency exercises complete 
control over the process.” 
“The key to genuine shared governance is broad 
and unending communication. When various 
groups of people are kept in the loop and 
understand what developments are occurring 
within the university, and when they are invited 
to participate as true partners, the institution 
prospers.” 
-- Gary A. Olson, provost & VP for Academic Affairs, Idaho State 
University, from “Exactly What Is ‘Shared Governance’?”, Chronicle of 
Higher Education, July 23, 2009 



ACCFSC

https://www.hawaii.edu/offices/app/faculty/
1998, 2002, 2006, 2014, 2018
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Survey Respondents 
Responses: 1,135 out of 4,718 sent
Overall response rate - 24%  
Campuses ranged from 22.7% (Mānoa) to 39.3% (Kauai))

50% Mānoa (N=571)       
37% from Community Colleges (N=419)
7% from UH Hilo (N=82)
6% from UH West Oahu (N=63)



Demographics: Classification
Classification Population Surveyed Survey Respondents
Instructional 52.7% 56.4%
Lecturer 25.6% 10.6%
Specialist 9.9% 12.2%
Researcher 5% 5.7%
Other 6.8% 15.1%
Status
9-month 38.0% 54.8%
11-month 36.4% 39.6%
Unknown 25.6% 5.6%



Demographics: Status
Employment Population Surveyed Survey Respondents

Full-time 69.7% 82.5%
Part-time 30.3%% 13.1%
No response 0% 4.4%
Tenure
Tenured 38.2% 49.0%
Tenure-track 15.3% 20.8%
Non-tenure track 46.4% 26.5%
Gender
Female 51.0% 53.3%
Male 49.0% 41.4%
Other/No response 0% 5.3%



Notes
This is an overall view of all10 campuses, but there is great variation among them
Percentages are rounded and not all respondents answered every question
When percentages do not add up to 100%, the remaining percent of respondents 
either indicted the question was not applicable to them or did not answer.
Examples
Community colleges questions were not answered by four-year faculty
Teaching questions were not answered by non-instructional staff
Research questions were not answered by those with no research responsibility



Most Positive and Negative Aspects
POSITIVE
Work enthusiasm
Work intellectual stimulation
Autonomy
Enjoyment of faculty position
Work appreciation

NEGATIVE
Current salary
Work appreciation

Facilities
Bullying
Work responsibilities



12 
Dimensions 
of Worklife
Quality 

5 point scale

Survey Dimension Overall Mean
1 Collegial relations 3.80
2 Professional Worklife 3.52
3 Native Hawaiian culture 3.44
4 Campus climate 3.43
5 Personal factors 3.27
6 Reward/evaluation system 3.26
7 Civility and collaboration 3.24
8 Support services 3.17
9 Open and transparent 3.09
10 Faculty governance 3.06
11 Advocacy for faculty 3.01
12 Confidence in leadership 2.98



Collegial Relations: 6 items
Items Mean % Disagree/

Strongly 
Disagree

% Neutral % Agree/
Strongly 
Agree

Good relations with chair 3.96 12.9% 10.6% 70.3%

Support for career from chair 3.69 19.4% 14.0% 59.7%

Good social fit with department 3.82 12.4% 16.5% 70.1%

Good intellectual fit with department 3.88 12.7% 13.0% 73.8%

Collegial relations in department/unit 3.74 17.0% 13.2% 69.1%

Collegial relations on campus 3.68 12.1% 22.7% 63.7%



Professional Worklife: 16 items 
Item Mean % Disagree/

Strongly 
Disagree

Neutral % Agree/
Strongly 
Disagree

Feel appreciated for work 3.32 28.7% 16.8% 53.6%

Enthusiastic about work 4.35 5.6% 7.9% 85.8%

Intellectually stimulated by work 4.32 4.9% 7.5% 86.7%

Enjoy faculty position 4.08 10.9% 12.8% 74.4%

Share common purpose with colleagues 3.76 17.3% 21.0% 60.6%

Have sufficient autonomy 4.18 8.8% 8.4% 81.8%

Work responsibilities are well balanced 3.21 33.5% 17.1% 49.5%

Undergraduate teaching load appropriate 3.55 11.8% 11.2% 41.9%



Professional Worklife: continued 
Item Mean % Disagree/

Strongly 
Disagree

Neutral % Agree/
Strongly 
Disagree

Graduate teaching load appropriate 3.73 8.6% 9.8% 43.2%

Committee load is evenly distributed 2.91 34.3% 17.3% 33.1%

Advising load evenly distributed 3.07 26.3% 15.1% 28.9%

Service to campus is rewarding 3.72 16.9% 21.9% 60.2%

Service to community is rewarding 4.29 4.1% 10.2% 69.5%

Consulting opportunities are available 3.03 30.0% 18.0% 31.4%

Adequate access to technology to do work 3.40 28.0% 13.9% 57.6%

Reputation of UH is asset to me 3.58 21.5% 25.22% 50.3%



Campus Climate:12 items 
Item Mean % Disagree/

Strongly 

Disagree

Neutral % Agree/

Strongly 

Disagree

Physical work environment is pleasant 3.42 25.4% 16.6% 57.3%

Have not experienced abuse of authority at work 3.31 34.0% 10.7% 54.5%

Feel safe from violence in work environment 3.77 18.6% 7.5% 72.5%

Have not experienced  prejudice, discrimination, 

racism, homophobia at work

3.45 30.6% 10.6% 57.9%

Feel free to speak out against prejudice, etc. 3.66 20.0% 12.3% 65.2%

Have not heard ethnic, sexual, gender, religious  

slurs

3.55 27.7% 9.7% 61.7%



Campus Climate continued 
Item Mean % Disagree/

Strongly 
Disagree

Neutral % 
Agree/
Strongly 
Disagree

There is no bullying in the work environment 3.02 42.7% 14.1% 43.2%

Not worried about others taking credit for work 3.33 30.2% 16.2% 52.1%

Secretive meetings do not happen in unit 2.82 42.7% 19.1% 32.9%

People in unit do not intentionally exclude others 3.02 37.3% 17.5% 42.4%

People do not circumvent grievance process 3.11 30.8% 22.1% 39.1%

Do not fear retaliation at work 3.08 37.6% 16.0% 45.0%



Personal Factors: 6 items 
Items Mean % Disagree/

Strongly 
Disagree

% Neutral % Agree/
Strongly 
Agree

Housing is adequate 3.58 21.6% 8.9% 59.9%

Standard of living adequate 3.32 29.6% 14.5% 53.6%

Satisfied with current salary 2.78 46.7% 17.3% 35.7%

Fringe benefits meet needs 3.29 24.7% 18.4% 49.2%

Retirement benefits meet expectations 3.20 24.8% 25.1% 41.9%

Health benefits meet expectations 3.40 22.5% 18.0% 53.3%



Reward/Evaluation System: 7 items
Items=7 Mean % Disagree/

Strongly 
Disagree

% Neutral % Disagree/
Strongly 
Disagree

Campus rewards teaching 3.25 26.1% 20.1% 46.5%
Campus rewards research/scholarship 3.45 20.1% 16.9% 51.3%
Campus rewards service 3.09 29.8% 26.0% 39.8%
Get appropriate feedback at contract 
renewal time

3.32 18.8% 17.4% 40.6%

Tenure process is fair 3.28 18.1% 22.5% 39.8%
Promotion process is fair 3.20 21.4% 22.4% 38.5%
Post tenure review is useful 3.01 19.3% 19.1% 22.1%



Support services: 13 items 
Item Mean % 

Disagree/
Strongly 
disagree

% Neutral % Agree/
Strongly 
Agree

Library resources support my work 3.72 18.8% 11.6% 65.3%

Instructional support services are adequate 3.53 18.2% 22.1% 46.9%

Sufficient research support services 3.15 27.4% 18.9% 39.7%

Technological support services are adequate 3.45 28.2% 20.1% 48.3%

Computing facilities meet my needs 3.37 23.7% 23.5% 45.8%

My campus provides adequate support for 
students

3.46 22.3% 28.4% 38.5%



Support Services  continued 
Item Mean % Disagree/

Strongly 
Disagree

% 
Neutral

% Agree/
Strongly 
Agree

Facilities repaired and maintained 2.61 52.4% 16.0% 30.5%
Adequate support for professional travel 2.76 41.3% 16.5% 31.8%
Adequate graduate assistant support 2.44 31.1% 7.9% 14.5%
Sufficient clerical support 3.04 34.2% 17.6% 39.9%
Institutional funds for research/scholarship 
available

2.63 37.7% 20.3% 21.8%

Access to extramural research funds well 
supported

2.72 31.7% 21.9% 21.6%

Opportunities for PD supported 3.19 30.1% 19.7% 46.5%



Faculty Governance Highlights

Faculty Governance Items                     
(5 point scale)

Department 
Level Mean/
% Disagree

College/
Unit 
Level

University 
Level

Faculty input is adequate for 
academic decisions

3.62
17% 

3.22
25%

2.84
33%

Faculty input is adequate for 
personnel decisions

3.34
23%

2.86
35%

2.65
38%

Faculty input is adequate for        
budget decisions

3.09
29%

2.68
41%

2.43
46%



Fosters honoring Native Hawaiian culture: 1=low , 5=high (NA) 

Rating of persons on 
5 point scale

Mean %  rated 1 
or 2

% rated 3 % rated 4 or 5

Department/Division Chair 3.70 15.2% 17.2% 60.1%

Dean/Director 3.64 15.9% 19.2% 51.0%

Chancellor 3.71 12.8% 22.2% 52.4%

Other Campus Admin 3.36 16.0% 29.4% 39.3%

Campus Faculty Senate 3.36 15.7% 31.2% 37.0%

University President 3.43 15.2% 28.4% 40.9%

VP for Community Colleges 3.32 10.4% 20.8% 23.2%

System Administrators 3.08 19.1% 33.2% 24.8%

Board of Regents 3.00 23.8% 31.4% 27.6%

Collective Bargaining Unit 3.19 17.3% 31.4% 27.6%



Contribute to culture of civility/collaboration: 1=low , 5=high (NA) 

Rating of persons on 
5 point scale

Mean %  rated 1 
or 2

% rated 3 % rated 4 or 5

Department/Division Chair 3.73 20.3% 11.7% 60.2%

Dean/Director 3.48 23.2% 17.3% 52.7%

Chancellor 3.26 24.1% 24.7% 42.3%

Other Campus Admin 3.01 26.6% 31.9% 29.8%

Campus Faculty Senate 3.31 17.5% 32.3% 39.7%

University President 3.07 24.6% 30.1% 33.2%

VP for Community Colleges 2.96 17.2% 21.2% 17.8%

System Administrators 2.76 29.4% 32.6% 18.1%

Board of Regents 2.62 35.5% 30.7% 16.7%

Collective Bargaining Unit 3.46 15.8% 28.4% 43.5%



Cont. Open/transparent communication: 1=low , 5=high (NA) 

Rating of persons on 
5 point scale

Mean %  rated 1 
or 2

% rated 3 % rated 4 or 5

Department/Division Chair 3.68 21.1% 10.9% 59.5%

Dean/Director 3.24 28.3% 18.0% 47.1%

Chancellor 2.99 32.1% 24.4% 35.1%

Other Campus Admin 2.74 35.3% 29.5% 23.7%

Campus Faculty Senate 3.48 16.4% 27.4% 46.6%

University President 2.83 33.2% 28.7% 27.0%

VP for Community Colleges 2.81 20.2% 19.5% 15.5%

System Administrators 2.54 37.7% 28.3% 15.4%

Board of Regents 2.44 41.7% 28.0% 13.5%

Collective Bargaining Unit 3.56 14.9% 24.4% 49.7%



Advocacy for Faculty: 1=weak , 5=strong (rest NA) 

Rating of persons on 
5 point scale

Mean %  rated 1 
or 2

% rated 3 % rated 4 or 5

Department/Division Chair 3.75 19.3% 11.0% 61.6%

Dean/Director 3.33 25.5% 19.9% 47.5%

Chancellor 3.00 31.7% 25.9% 34.2%

Other Campus Admin 2.83 33.1% 29.3% 25.7%

Campus Faculty Senate 3.53 15.0% 25.8% 49.6%

University President 2.82 43.3% 29.0% 26.7%

VP for Community Colleges 2.90 18.5% 18.3% 17.4%

System Administrators 2.59 35.4% 29.0% 16.3%

Board of Regents 2.45 41.9% 28.7% 15.2%

Collective Bargaining Unit 3.86 11.9% 18.2% 62.7%



Confidence in Leadership : 1=low , 5=high (rest NA) 

Rating of persons on 
5 point scale

Mean %  rated 1 
or 2

% rated 3 % rated 4 or 
5

Department/Division Chair 3.70 21.4% 11.4% 60.4%

Dean/Director 3.33 27.3% 17.4% 49.6%

Chancellor 3.08 30.3% 25.3% 37.9%

Other Campus Admin 2.82 33.3% 30.9% 26.3%

Campus Faculty Senate 3.30 19.5% 31.0% 42.1%

University President 2.92 30.0% 31.0% 30.1%

VP for Community Colleges 2.94 18.5% 18.7% 18.5%

System Administrators 2.62 35.7% 31.6% 17.0%

Board of Regents 2.48 41.7% 31.4% 15.5%

Collective Bargaining Unit 3.65 14.2% 23.4% 55.3%



Campus: 8 items
Item Mean % Disagree/

Strongly 
disagree

% Neutral % Agree/
Strongly 
Agree

Sense of community on my campus 3.29 25.6% 24.2% 49.4%

I am loyal to my campus 3.84 11.7% 17.8% 69.9%

My campus is a good place to work 3.63 15.2% 20.9% 63.5%

This campus values the faculty 3.09 32.1% 25.9% 41.4%

This campus supports my scholarly goals 3.14 27.2% 27.8% 40.0%

This is a fair campus 3.12 29.1% 29.1% 40.4%

I am proud to work at this campus 3.72 13.4% 21.1% 65.4%

My access to parking is adequate 3.56 22.6% 11.5% 57.9%



Overall Highlights - 10 point scale          
(5.5 midpoint/unchanged)

Items Mean

Overall Faculty Worklife Satisfaction

32.5% rated 5 or below

6.23
Campuses ranged from 5.30 to 7.85
1 campus below midpoint

Faculty Morale

43% rated 5 or below

5.66
Campuses ranged from 4.74 to 7.30
3 campuses below midpoint

Change in Faculty Morale since 2014

50% rated 4 or below 66% 5 or below

4.56
Campuses ranged from 3.60 to 6.16
6 campuses below midpoint



Working Together for UH’s Future



Thank You For Inviting Us!
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Lee Putnam
Chair, Board of Regents

Eugene Sal Ill
Chair, Personnel Affairs and Board Governance Committee

FROM: Kendra Oishi
Executive Administrator and Secretary of the Board of Regents

SUBJECT: Recommend Board Approval of Revisions to Regents Policy 2.203

SPECIFIC ACTION REQUESTED:

It is requested that the Board of Regents (“Board”) approve the proposed changes to
Regents Policy (RP) 2.203, Policy on Evaluation of the President, to be renamed, Policy
on Evaluation on the President and Other Direct Reports to the Board. The proposed
changes are intended to clarify evaluation processes for the President of the University
of Hawaii System and for employees that report directly to the Board.

RECOMMENDED EFFECTIVE DATE:

Upon approval of the Board of Regents.

BACKGROUND:

RP 2.203, Policy on Evaluation of the President, was discussed at several Board and
committee meetings in 2018. During the May 24, 2018, Personnel Affairs and Board
Governance committee meeting, the Board Secretary was tasked with revising RP
2.203, taking into consideration various discussions held by the Board. Highlights of the
discussions included the need to include provisions in the event that a contract is
entered into between the President and the Board, and consideration for a
comprehensive evaluation every few years and a less extensive annual evaluation,
particularly given that many of the President’s priorities are long-range, multi-year
initiatives.

The evaluations of the Executive Administrator and Secretary of the Board (Board
Secretary) and Internal Auditor also occurred in 2018, which resulted in further process
related discussions. Although these positions are both Executive and Managerial (ElM)
and are subject to the E/M performance evaluation and assessment guidelines issued
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by the President, they are unique in that they report directly to the Board rather than
Vice Presidents or Chancellors. The proposed revisions to RP 2.203 are intended to
bridge the E/M guidelines with the Board’s performance evaluation of the Board
Secretary and Internal Auditor.

The proposed revisions to RP 2.203 are summarized as follows:

(1) Specifies that Board leadership is primarily responsible for the framework of the
President’s annual evaluation and shall include a discussion with the full board;

(2) Further clarify procedures for the evaluation of the President, including provisions
for an annual evaluation and a more extensive evaluation every three years, and
provisions in the event there is a contract; and

(3) Establish in policy procedures for other direct reports to the Board, including the
Board Secretary and Internal Auditor.

ACTION RECOMMENDED:

The Board of Regents is requested to approve the aforementioned revisions to RP
2.203.

Attachments:
RP 2.203 original
RP 2.203 red line
RP 2.203 clean
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UNIVERSiTY Board of Regents Policy, RP 2.203
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Regents Policy Chapter 2, Administration
Regents Policy RP 2.203, Policy on Evaluation of the President
Effective Date: Oct. 18, 2002
Prior Dates Amended: Jan. 22, 1982; Oct. 31, 2014 (recodified)
Review Date: August 2017

Purpose:

To set forth policy on general provisions regarding the policies and procedures
relating to the evaluation of the president by the board.

II. Definitions:

No policy specific or unique definitions apply.

Ill. Policy:

A. Statement of Purpose.

B. The board is responsible for the effective management of the university to
ensure that the citizens of the State of Hawaii are provided with the finest
possible higher educational opportunities. Vital to this responsibility is the trust
placed upon the president, for it is primarily through the efforts of this office that
the board’s institutional expectations are realized. It is necessary, therefore, that
there exist not only a unity of purpose between the board and the president, but
also a clear recognition of the incumbent’s integrity, character, and institutional
commitment by the board.

C. Mindful of the difficulties inherent in such an interdependence, it is incumbent
upon the board to provide for means to foster a continuing dialogue whereby
perceptions and expectations are shared in an effort to perpetuate a vitality in
the relationship. Among the processes recognized as effective means to
facilitate such an exchange are periodic performance evaluations. Such
performance evaluations provide an opportunity to establish mutually agreed
upon goals, expectations and priorities, appreciate and understand the changing
conditions which affect the university; enables the president to strengthen
performance; and affirms the board’s accountability towards institutional
governance.

D. Having given considerable thought to these and other relevant concerns, the
board establishes this policy to facilitate a continuing dialogue between the
board and the president and to provide for a foundation upon which future
incumbency consideration may be based.
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E. Procedures.

1. Upon initial appointment and no later than by the culmination of the inaugural
year, the president shall submit, based on consultations with the board, a
report stipulating the goals, objectives, and special concerns, both short-term
and long-term, for discussion, periodic review, and to be addressed during
the subsequent three years with regard to the following areas:

a. Academic management,

b. Administrative management,

c. Budget, planning, financial management, and fundraising,

d. Internal relations with faculty, staff, administrators, students, and the
board,.

e. External relations with the governor, legislature, entities such as
Research Corporation of the University of Hawaii, the University of
Hawaii Foundation, donors, other governmental officials, and the
community.

2. Commencing from the second year of service and every year thereafter, the
president shall be evaluated in the manner described, unless otherwise
stipulated by the board.

a. By May 1, the president shall submit to the board, unless otherwise
stipulated, a written self-assessment in the areas cited in subsection B(1)
above.

b. The board shall be responsible for gathering any additional information
relevant to the purpose of this policy.

c. The president shall meet with the board or its designee(s) on a mutually
agreed upon date to review the self-assessment along with all other
information germane to the evaluation.

d. The board shall provide the president with a preliminary evaluation draft
by no later than June 30 to which the president shall provide a written
response.

e. Subsequent to the board receiving a response, the president shall again
meet with the board to finalize the evaluation.

3. Commencing from the third year of service and at least every three years
thereafter and/or as provided by contract, the board may engage in more in
depth performance evaluation or assessment in a format stipulated by the
board.



IV. Delegation of Authority:

There is no policy specific delegation of authority.

V. Contact Information:

Office of the Board of Regents, 956-8213, bor@hawaii.edu

VI. References:

• hffp:Ilwww. hawaii. ed u/offices/bor/
• http:Ilwww. capitol. hawaii .gov/hrscurrenUVolO2_Ch0046-

011 5/HRSOO89C/HRS_0089C-0004.htm

Approved as to Form:

Cynthia Quinn Date
Executive Administrator and
Secretary of the Board of Regents

RP 2.203
Page 3of3
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Board of Regents Policy, RP 2.203 
Policy on Evaluation of the President and 

Other Direct Reports to the Board 

Page 1 of 5 

Regents Policy RP 2.203, Policy on Evaluation of the President and Other Direct 
Reports to the Board 
Effective Date: Oct. 18, 2002 March XX. 2019 
Prior Dates Amended: Jan. 22, 1982; Oct. 18, 2002: Oct. 31, 2014 (recodified) 
Review Date: August �2022 

I. Purpose:

To set forth policy on general provisions regarding the policies and procedures
relating to the evaluation of the president by-and other employees that report
directly to the board.

II. Definitions:

No policy specific or unique definitions apply."Direct report to the board" means any
employee that is selected and appointed by the board, and who reports directly to
the board or a standing committee of the board. This includes but is not limited to
the president, executive administrator and secretary of the Board of Regents, and
director of the Office of Internal Audit.

Ill. Policy: 

A. Statement of Purpose.

8.. 1 . The board is responsible for the effective management of the
university to ensure that the citizens of the State of Hawai'i are provided with the
finest possible higher educational opportunities. Vital to this responsibility is the
trust placed upon the president, for it is primarily through the efforts of this office
that the board's institutional expectations are realized. It is necessary, therefore,
that there exist not only a unity of purpose between the board and the president,
but also a clear recognition of the incumbent's integrity, character, and
institutional commitment by the board.

G,. Mindful of the difficulties inherent in such an interdependence, it is
incumbent upon the board to provide for means to foster a continuing dialogue
whereby perceptions and expectations are shared in an effort to perpetuate a
vitality in the relationship. Among the processes recognized as effective means
to facilitate such an exchange are periodic performance evaluations. Such
performance evaluations provide an opportunity to establish mutually agreed
upon goals, expectations and priorities, appreciate and understand the changing
conditions which affect the university; enables the president to strengthen
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performance; and affirms the board’s accountability towards institutional
governance.

D Having given considerable thought to these and other relevant
concerns, the board establishes this policy to facilitate a continuing dialogue
between the board and the president and to provide for a foundation upon which
future incumbency consideration may be based.

2. Other direct reports to the board are also entrusted with a high level
of responsibility. Periodic performance evaluations ensure that dialogue
occurs to foster a mutual understanding of goals and expectations. This
policy provides the framework for such evaluations.

ETB. Procedures for Evaluation of the President.

1. Upon As soon as possible after the initial appointment and no later than by
the culmination of the inaugural year, the president shall submit, based on
consultations within the university, with external stakeholders, and with the
board, a report stipulating the-maior goals, objectivespriorities, and special
concerns, both short-term and long-term, for discussion, periodic review,
and to be addressed during the subsequent three years with regard to the
following areas:. Once agreed to by the president and the board, these
shall serve as the primary framework for consideration of the president’s
performance. The goals, priorities, and special concerns shall encompass
the mission of the university and its strategic plans inclusive of areas such
as:

a. Aacademic management1

b. Aadministrative and financial management;

c. Budget, planning, financial management, and fundraising,

d. linternal relations with faculty, staff, administrators, students, and
the board;

e Eexternal relations with the governor, legislature, donors, other
government officials, and the community; and relations with supporting
entities such as Research Corporation of the University of HawailT and
the University of Hawai’i Foundation, donors, other governmental
officials, and the community.

2. Commencing from the second year of service and every year thereafter, the
president shall be evaluated in the manner described, unless otherwise
stipulated by the board.
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b. The board shall be responsible for gathering any additional information
relevant to the purpose of this policy.

C lal s_t(_l SdI I - -

Tk with the board or its designee(s) on a mutually
agreed upon date to review the self-assessment along with all other
information germane to the evaluation.

U. The board shall provide the president with a preliminary evaluation draft
by no later than June 30 to which the president shall provide a written
response.

e. Subsequent to the board receiving a response, the president shall again
meet with the board to finalize the evaluation.

3. Commencing from the third year of service and at least every three years
thereafter and/or as provided by contract, the board may engage in mote in-
depth performance evaluation or assessment in a format stipulated by the
board.

2. The standard evaluation period shall be July 1 to June 30, with adiustment
as appropriate for the initial years of service. A comprehensive evaluation
shall be conducted every three years, with an annual evaluation during other
years.

3. Annual Evaluation Process.

a. The board chair and vice chairs shall be primarily responsible for the
framework of the annual evaluation. At a minimum, the annual
evaluation shall include a discussion of performance between the
president and the full board and the subsequent issuance of a public
statement by the board chair on behalf of the board.

b. Each year the president shall provide the board, unless otherwise
stipulated, a self-assessment and update based on the goals, priorities,
and special concerns as described in subsection B.1. This self-
assessment shall include the progress that has been made, outcomes
realized, and challenges faced. It shall also update the goals, priorities,
and special concerns as may be appropriate based on the events of the
prior year.

4. Comprehensive Evaluation Process.

a. The comprehensive evaluations shall include but not be limited to a 360-
degree feedback or similar tool which obtains input from the following:

1. Internal individuals and groups including direct reports, faculty, staff,
administrators, students, and board members, and
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1. Internal individuals and groups including direct reports, faculty, staff,
administrators, students, and board members, and

2. External individuals and groups including the Governor, legislature,
entities such as the Research Corporation of the University of Hawaii,
the University of Hawaii Foundation, donors, other government
officials, and the community.

b. The comprehensive evaluations shall include a comprehensive review
of:

1. The president’s relationship with the board, and

2. Shared goals and priorities, and progress achieved toward them.

c. The board may hire a consultant to assist with conducting
comprehensive reviews.

d. If the president is under contract, the contract terms shall be reviewed
during the annual evaluations.

5. These provisions are provided as guidelines and may be altered by a
contract or agreement of the board.

C. Procedures for Evaluation of Other Direct Reports to the Board.

1. Direct reports to the board shall be evaluated periodically in accordance
with the guidelines below.

a. The chair, or the chair’s designee, shall oversee the evaluation of
direct reports and shall ensure that appropriate consultation and
discussion occurs with the members of the board, including any
recommendations for action.

b. The evaluation process shall include a written self-evaluation by the
direct report to the board in advance of the performance review.

c. At a minimum, the evaluation process shall include the evaluation
process and timeline that is followed for university executive and
managerial employees. The chair, or the chair’s designee, may
conduct interim evaluations as deemed necessary.

U. Upon completion of the evaluation, the chair or the chair’s designee
and one other board member shall meet with the direct report to
discuss the evaluation.

IV. Delegation of Authority:



RP 2.203
Page 5 of 5

There is no policy specific delegation of authority. Delegation of authority may occur
as provided within.

V. Contact Information:

Office of the Board of Regents, 956-8213, bor@hawaii.edu

VI. References:

• http://www.hawaii.edu/offices/bor/
• http :llwww. capitol. hawaii .gov/h rscu rrentlVol02_Ch0046-

011 5/HRSOO89C/HRS_0089C-0004.htm

Approved as to Form:

I Cynthia QuinnKendra Oishi Date
Executive Administrator and
Secretary of the Board of Regents
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I. Purpose:

To set forth policy on general provisions regarding the policies and procedures
relating to the evaluation of the president and other employees that report directly to
the board.

II. Definitions:

"Direct report to the board" means any employee that is selected and appointed by
the board, and who reports directly to the board or a standing committee of the
board. This includes but is not limited to the president, executive administrator and
secretary of the Board of Regents, and director of the Office of Internal Audit.

Ill. Policy: 

A. Statement of Purpose.

1. The board is responsible for the effective management of the university to
ensure that the citizens of the State of Hawai'i are provided with the finest
possible higher educational opportunities. Vital to this responsibility is the
trust placed upon the president, for it is primarily through the efforts of this
office that the board's institutional expectations are realized. It is necessary,
therefore, that there exist not only a unity of purpose between the board and
the president, but also a clear recognition of the incumbent's integrity,
character, and institutional commitment by the board.

Mindful of the difficulties inherent in such an interdependence, it is incumbent
upon the board to provide for means to foster a continuing dialogue whereby
perceptions and expectations are shared in an effort to perpetuate a vitality
in the relationship. Among the processes recognized as effective means to
facilitate such an exchange are periodic performance evaluations. Such
performance evaluations provide an opportunity to establish mutually agreed
upon goals, expectations and priorities, appreciate and understand the
changing conditions which affect the university; enables the president to
strengthen performance; and affirms the board's accountability towards
institutional governance.
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Having given considerable thought to these and other relevant concerns, the
board establishes this policy to facilitate a continuing dialogue between the
board and the president and to provide for a foundation upon which future
incumbency consideration may be based.

2. Other direct reports to the board are also entrusted with a high level of
responsibility. Periodic performance evaluations ensure that dialogue occurs
to foster a mutual understanding of goals and expectations. This policy
provides the framework for such evaluations.

B. Procedures for Evaluation of the President.

1. As soon as possible after the initial appointment and no later than by the
culmination of the inaugural year, the president shall submit, based on
consultations within the university, with external stakeholders, and with the
board, a report stipulating major goals, priorities, and special concerns, both
short-term and long-term. Once agreed to by the president and the board,
these shall serve as the primary framework for consideration of the
president’s performance. The goals, priorities, and special concerns shall
encompass the mission of the university and its strategic plans inclusive of
areas such as: academic management; administrative and financial
management; internal relations with faculty, staff, administrators, students,
and the board; external relations with the governor, legislature, donors,
other government officials, and the community; and relations with supporting
entities such as Research Corporation of the University of Hawaii and the
University of Hawaii Foundation.

2. The standard evaluation period shall be July 1 to June 30, with adjustment
as appropriate for the initial years of service. A comprehensive evaluation
shall be conducted every three years, with an annual evaluation during other
years.

3. Annual Evaluation Process.

a. The board chair and vice chairs shall be primarily responsible for the
framework of the annual evaluation. At a minimum, the annual evaluation
shall include a discussion of performance between the president and the
full board and the subsequent issuance of a public statement by the
board chair on behalf of the board.

b. Each year the president shall provide the board, unless otherwise
stipulated, a self-assessment and update based on the goals, priorities,
and special concerns as described in subsection B.1. This self
assessment shall include the progress that has been made, outcomes
realized, and challenges faced. It shall also update the goals, priorities,
and special concerns as may be appropriate based on the events of the
prior year.
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4. Comprehensive Evaluation Process.

a. The comprehensive evaluations shall include but not be limited to a 360-
degree feedback or similar tool which obtains input from the following:

1. Internal individuals and groups including direct reports, faculty, staff,
administrators, students, and board members, and

2. External individuals and groups including the Governor, legislature,
entities such as the Research Corporation of the University of Hawaii,
the University of Hawaii Foundation, donors, other government
officials, and the community.

b. The comprehensive evaluations shall include a comprehensive review of:

1. The president’s relationship with the board, and

2. Shared goals and priorities, and progress achieved toward them.

c. The board may hire a consultant to assist with conducting comprehensive
reviews.

d. If the president is under contract, the contract terms shall be reviewed
during the annual evaluations.

5. These provisions are provided as guidelines and may be altered by a
contract or agreement of the board.

C. Procedures for Evaluation of Other Direct Reports to the Board.

1. Direct reports to the board shall be evaluated periodically in accordance with
the guidelines below.

a. The chair, or the chair’s designee, shall oversee the evaluation of direct
reports and shall ensure that appropriate consultation and discussion
occurs with the members of the board, including any recommendations
for action.

b. The evaluation process shall include a written self-evaluation by the
direct report to the board in advance of the performance review.

c. At a minimum, the evaluation process shall include the evaluation
process and timeline that is followed for university executive and
managerial employees. The chair, or the chair’s designee, may conduct
interim evaluations as deemed necessary.

d. Upon completion of the evaluation, the chair or the chair’s designee and
one other board member shall meet with the direct report to discuss the
evaluation.



IV. Delegation of Authority:

Delegation of authority may occur as provided within.

V. Contact Information:

Office of the Board of Regents, 956-8213, bor@hawaii.edu

VI. References:

• hffp://www. hawaii. ed u/offices/bor/
• hffp://www.capitol. hawaii.gov/hrscurrentNolO2_Ch0046-

011 5/H RSOO89CIH RS_0089C-0004. htm

Approved as to Form:

Kendra Oishi Date
Executive Administrator and
Secretary of the Board of Regents
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