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Request for New Position or Reclassification
Scoring Rubric
The Budget Council has determined that staffing decisions at Helena College should be aligned not only with financial capacity, but also with institutional mission, workload demands, compliance needs, and student impact. Requests for new positions or reclassification of existing positions should be evaluated consistently, transparently, and equitably, using both qualitative narratives and quantitative scoring. As outlined in the Request for New Position or Reclassification Procedure [link] requests are reviewed using the criteria below and may be approved, deferred, returned for revision, or denied based on alignment with these standards.
Position
Position Title Requested: Click or tap here to enter text.	
Department/Unit: Click or tap here to enter text.
Request Date: Click or tap to enter a date.			Evaluator: Click or tap here to enter text.
Rating Scale
Table 1: Rating Scale
	Score
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	N/A

	Performance Level
	Not Demonstrated
	Limited
	Moderate
	Compelling
	Strong
	Not applicable

	Description
	No connection provided
	Minimal relevance
	Partial alignment
	Clear alignment
	Direct and substantial alignment
	


Scoring of Justification
1. Mission & Strategic Alignment — The position directly supports and advances the institution’s stated priorities and long-term strategic goals.
Table 2: Mission and Strategic Alignment
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	N/A

	Not Demonstrated
	Limited
	Moderate
	Compelling
	Strong
	Not applicable

	No evidence that the position aligns with institutional mission or strategic priorities.
	A general connection is claimed, but the linkage to institutional goals is unclear or unsupported.
	Some alignment is described, but evidence is limited or the role contributes only indirectly to stated priorities.
	The role has a well-explained and meaningful connection to key strategic goals with supportive examples.
	The position is essential to advancing a defined institutional priority and provides explicit, well-documented impact.
	



2. Regulatory/Compliance Risk — The position reduces institutional exposure to regulatory, legal, accreditation, or safety risks.
Table 3: Regulatory/Compliance Risk
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	N/A

	Not Demonstrated
	Limited
	Moderate
	Compelling
	Strong
	Not applicable

	No regulatory or compliance responsibilities are described.
	Some compliance elements are mentioned but are not central to the role or lack detail.
	The role addresses compliance needs, but impact on risk reduction is limited or not well quantified.
	The role provides meaningful oversight or reduces measurable regulatory, legal, or safety exposure.
	Failure to fill the role would significantly increase institutional risk; the position is essential for compliance.
	



3. Student Impact — The position would meaningfully enhance access, service quality, responsiveness, or measurable outcomes for students.
Table 4: Student Impact
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	N/A

	Not Demonstrated
	Limited
	Moderate
	Compelling
	Strong
	Not applicable

	No evidence of benefit to students.
	Potential impact is stated but not articulated clearly
	The role would improve services or access in some areas but with modest or indirect benefit.
	Strong evidence that the role would enhance outcomes, responsiveness, or service quality.
	The position significantly improves access, equity, satisfaction, or outcomes, with clear justification.
	



4. Documented Workload/Capacity Evidence — Quantitative and qualitative data demonstrate a sustained workload demand that exceeds current capacity. Examples of evidence include backlogs, faculty overload, service time on tickets, growth or projected growth, etc.
Table 5: Documented Workload/Capacity Evidence
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	N/A

	Not Demonstrated
	Limited
	Moderate
	Compelling
	Strong
	Not applicable

	No quantitative or qualitative evidence of workload demand.
	Occasional or anecdotal indicators of workload strain are presented.
	Some data or examples show increased demand, but evidence is incomplete or not sustained.
	Strong evidence of ongoing workload volume, time sensitivity, or service delays requiring additional capacity.
	Robust, well-documented data demonstrate unsustainable demand, presenting operational or service-failure risk.
	



5. Equity & Service Distribution — The request addresses inequities in workload, access, or distribution of services across units, roles, or populations.
Table 6: Equity and Service Distribution
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	N/A

	Not Demonstrated
	Limited
	Moderate
	Compelling
	Strong
	Not applicable

	No evidence of imbalance or inequity.
	Some inequity is mentioned but unclear, unsupported, or minor.
	Some disparities are identified, but the position’s impact on reducing inequity is limited.
	The role meaningfully addresses workload or service disparities across units or populations.
	The position is essential for resolving significant workload or access inequities and improving institutional fairness.
	



6. Risk of Not Filling — The consequences of leaving the position vacant present a significant operational, compliance, or service-impact risk. Alternative options, such as process redesign, technology, cross-training, or reorganization, been considered.
Table 7: Risk of Not Filling
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	N/A

	Not Demonstrated
	Limited
	Moderate
	Compelling
	Strong
	Not applicable

	Leaving the position unfilled appears to have little or no impact.
	Some inconvenience may occur, but essential operations remain stable.
	Some operational delays, service gaps, or inefficiencies would likely result.
	Not filling the role would impair operations, reduce service quality, or increase compliance challenges.
	Vacancy would lead to major operational breakdowns, compliance failures, or material harm to students or institutional functions.
	



7. Fiscal Readiness & Sustainability – The request demonstrates a viable, responsible, and sustainable financial plan. 
Table 8: Fiscal Readiness and Sustainability
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	N/A

	Not Demonstrated
	Limited
	Moderate
	Compelling
	Strong
	Not applicable

	Funding source is unclear, unavailable, or unstated.
	Funding appears possible but lacks detail or long-term viability.
	The position has identified funding, but sustainability or long-term planning requires further clarification.
	Funding is clearly identified, stable, and justified within budget priorities.
	The position has secure, ongoing funding and aligns with long-term financial strategy without creating structural deficits.
	



Total Score: Enter total points out of enter total possible  
Maximum total possible = 28 points. Subtract 4 from total possible for every N/A score.
Recommendation
☐  Approved – full or partial full-time equivalent (FTE) funded
☐  Approved with Conditions – Scope, funding or timeline modified 
☐  Deferred – To be re-evaluated at a defined future date 
☐  Returned for Revisions – Incomplete or missing justification or analysis 
☐  Denied – Insufficient justification or misalignment with criteria 
Conditions/Notes:
Click or tap here to enter text.








Completed forms and role descriptions are submitted to your Cabinet-Level Supervisor who will submit to the Budget Council.
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