INTRODUCTION

By submitting a Baldrige application, you have differentiated yourself from most U.S. organizations. We are eager to make your efforts achieve the maximum benefit possible. 
This feedback report was written for your consideration in accelerating your journey toward performance excellence. 

The Board of Examiners has evaluated your application for the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award. Strict confidentiality is observed at all times and in every aspect of the application review and feedback.

This feedback report contains the Examiners’ findings, including a summary of key themes of the application evaluation, a detailed listing of strengths and opportunities for improvement, and scoring information. Background information on the examination process is also provided.  

We have provided you with Item-level scoring ranges in the feedback report so that you may have a better understanding regarding both your most significant areas of strength and opportunities for improvement. This should allow you to target your action plans more carefully for organizational improvement. We encourage you to use the feedback as input to your strategic planning process. As a Baldrige applicant, you are already a winner in the journey toward performance improvement!

APPLICATION REVIEW

Stage 1, Independent Review

The application evaluation process (shown in Figure 1) begins with Stage 1, the independent review, in which members of the Board of Examiners are assigned to each of the applications. Assignments are made according to the Examiners’ areas of expertise and to avoid potential conflicts of interest. Each application is evaluated independently by Examiners who write comments relating to the applicant’s strengths and opportunities for improvement and use a scoring system developed for the Award Program. All applicants in all categories (manufacturing, service, small business, education, and health care) go through the Stage 1 evaluation process.
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Figure 1—Application Evaluation Process

Stage 2, Consensus Review

Based on Stage 1 scoring profiles, the Panel of Judges selects applicants to go on to Stage 2, the consensus review. If an applicant is not selected for consensus review, the comments written by Examiners at Stage 1 are reviewed and used to prepare a feedback report. 

For those applicants that do progress to Stage 2, a team of Examiners, led by a Senior Examiner, conducts a series of conference calls to reach consensus on comments and scores that capture the team’s collective view of the applicant’s strengths and opportunities for improvement. The team documents its comments and scores in a consensus scorebook. The consensus review process is shown in Figure 2.   

	Step 1
	Step 2
	Step 3

	Consensus Planning:

· Prioritize Items for Discussion

· Assign Category/Item Discussion Leaders

· Review Findings From the Independent Evaluations
	Consensus Calls:
· Discuss Key Business/ Organization Factors

· Discuss Items and Key Themes

· Achieve Consensus on Comments and Scores
· Document Findings
	Post-Consensus Call Activities:

· Prepare Final Consensus Scorebook

· Prepare Feedback Report


Figure 2—Consensus Review Process

Stage 3, Site Visit Review

After the consensus review process, the Panel of Judges selects applicants to receive site visits based upon the scoring profiles. If an applicant is not selected for site visit review, one of the Examiners on the Consensus Team edits the final consensus report that becomes the feedback report.

Site visits are conducted for the highest-scoring applicants to clarify any uncertainty or confusion the Examiners may have regarding the written application and to verify that the information in the application is correct. After the site visit is completed, the team of Examiners prepares a final site visit scorebook. The site visit review process is shown in Figure 3.

	Step 1
	Step 2
	Step 3

	Team Preparation:

· Review Consensus Findings

· Develop Site Visit Issues

· Plan Site Visit
	Site Visit:

· Make/Receive Presentations

· Conduct Interviews

· Record Observations

· Review Records
	Site Visit Scorebook:

· Resolve Issues

· Summarize Findings

· Finalize Comments

· Prepare Final Site Visit Scorebook

· Prepare Feedback Report


Figure 3—Site Visit Review Process

Application reports, consensus scorebooks, and site visit scorebooks for all applicants receiving site visits are forwarded to the Panel of Judges, which makes final recommendations on which applicants should receive an Award. The Judges discuss applications in each of the five Award categories separately, and then they vote to keep or eliminate each applicant. If more than three applicants remain in a particular Award category, the Judges rank order the applicants and eliminate those that rank lowest. This process is repeated until the top three applicants remain. Next, the Judges decide whether each of the top applicants should be recommended as an Award recipient based on an “absolute” standard: the overall excellence and the appropriateness of the applicant as a national role model. The process is repeated for each Award category; there may be as many as three recipients in each of the categories. The Judges’ review process is shown in Figure 4.

	Step 1
	Step 2
	Step 3

	Panel of Judges’ Review:

· Application Reports

· Consensus Scorebooks

· Site Visit Scorebooks

· Feedback Reports
	Evaluation by Category:
· Manufacturing

· Service

· Small Business

· Education

· Health Care
	Assessment of Top Organizations:
· Overall Strengths/ Opportunities for Improvement

· Appropriateness as National Model of Performance Excellence


Figure 4—Judges’ Review Process

Judges do not participate in discussions or vote on applications in which they have a competing or conflicting interest or in which they have a private or special interest, such 
as an employment or a client relationship, a financial interest, or a personal or family relationship.  All conflicts are reviewed and discussed so that Judges are aware of their own and others’ limitations on access to information and participation in discussions and voting. Following the Judges’ review and recommendations of Award recipients, the Site Visit Team leader edits the final site visit scorebook that becomes the feedback report.

SCORING

The scoring system used to score each Item is designed to differentiate the applicants in 
the various stages of review and to facilitate feedback. The Scoring Guidelines for Business, Education, or Health Care (shown in Figure 5) are based on (1) evidence that a performance excellence system is in place; (2) the maturity of its processes as demonstrated by 
Approach (A), Deployment (D), Learning (L), and Integration (I); and (3) the results it is achieving.

In the feedback report, the applicant receives a percentage range. The percentage range is based on the Scoring Guidelines, which describe the characteristics typically associated with specific percentage ranges.

An applicant’s total scores fall into one of eight scoring bands. Each band corresponds to a descriptor associated with that scoring range. Figure 6 provides scoring information on the percentage of applicants scoring in each band at Stage 1. Scoring adjustments resulting from the consensus review and site visit review stages are not reflected in the distribution. 

	SCORE
	PROCESS (For Use With Categories 1–6)

	0% or 5%
	· No systematic approach is evident; information is anecdotal. (A)

· Little or no deployment of an approach is evident. (D)

· No evidence of an improvement orientation; improvement is achieved through reacting to problems. (L)

· No organizational alignment is evident; individual areas or work units operate independently. (I)

	10%, 15%, 20%, or 25%
	· The beginning of a systematic approach to the basic requirements of the Item is evident. (A)

· The approach is in the early stages of deployment in most areas or work units, inhibiting progress in achieving the basic requirements of the Item. (D)

· Early stages of a transition from reacting to problems to a general improvement orientation are evident. (L)

· The approach is aligned with other areas or work units largely through joint problem solving. (I)

	30%, 35%, 40%, or 45%
	· An effective, systematic approach, responsive to the basic requirements of the Item, is evident. (A)

· The approach is deployed, although some areas or work units are in early stages of deployment. (D)

· The beginning of a systematic approach to evaluation and improvement of key processes is evident. (L)

· The approach is in early stages of alignment with your basic organizational needs identified in response to the other Criteria Categories. (I)

	50%, 55%, 60%, or 65%
	· An effective, systematic approach, responsive to the overall requirements of the Item, is evident. (A)

· The approach is well deployed, although deployment may vary in some areas or work units. (D)

· A fact-based, systematic evaluation and improvement process and some organizational learning are in place for improving the efficiency and effectiveness of key processes. (L)

· The approach is aligned with your organizational needs identified in response to the other Criteria Categories. (I)

	70%, 75%, 80%, or 85%
	· An effective, systematic approach, responsive to the multiple requirements of the Item, is evident. (A)

· The approach is well deployed, with no significant gaps. (D)

· Fact-based, systematic evaluation and improvement and organizational learning are key  management tools; there is clear evidence of refinement and innovation as a result of organizational-level analysis and sharing. (L)

· The approach is integrated with your organizational needs identified in response to the other Criteria Items. (I)

	90%, 95%,

or 100%
	· An effective, systematic approach, fully responsive to the multiple requirements of the Item, is evident. (A)

· The approach is fully deployed without significant weaknesses or gaps in any areas or work units. (D)

· Fact-based, systematic evaluation and improvement and organizational learning are key organization-wide tools; refinement and innovation, backed by analysis and sharing, are evident throughout the organization. (L)

· The approach is well integrated with your organizational needs identified in response to the other Criteria Items. (I)



	SCORE
	RESULTS (For Use With Category 7)

	0% or 5%
	· There are no organizational performance results or poor results in areas reported. 

· Trend data are either not reported or show mainly adverse trends. 

· Comparative information is not reported. 

· Results are not reported for any areas of importance to your key organizational requirements. 

	10%, 15%, 20%, or 25%
	· A few organizational performance results are reported; there are some improvements and/or early good performance levels in a few areas. 

· Little or no trend data are reported. 

· Little or no comparative information is reported. 

· Results are reported for a few areas of importance to your key organizational requirements. 

	30%, 35%, 40%, or 45%
	· Improvements and/or good performance levels are reported in many areas addressed in the Item requirements.  

· Early stages of developing trends are evident. 

· Early stages of obtaining comparative information are evident. 

· Results are reported for many areas of importance to your  key organizational requirements. 

	50%, 55%, 60%, or 65%
	· Improvement trends and/or good performance levels are reported for most areas addressed in the Item requirements. 

· No pattern of adverse trends and no poor performance levels are evident in areas of importance to your key organizational requirements. 

· Some trends and/or current performance levels—evaluated against relevant comparisons and/or benchmarks—show areas of good to very good relative performance. 

· Organizational performance results address most key customer, market, and process requirements. 

	70%, 75%, 80%, or 85%
	· Current performance is good to excellent in most areas of importance to the Item requirements. 

· Most improvement trends and/or current performance levels are sustained. 

· Many to most reported trends and/or current performance levels—evaluated against relevant comparisons and/or benchmarks—show areas of leadership and very good relative performance. 

· Organizational performance results address most key student, stakeholder, market, process, and action plan requirements.

	90%, 95%,

or 100%
	· Current performance is excellent in most areas of importance to the Item requirements. 

· Excellent improvement trends and/or sustained excellent performance levels are reported in most areas. 

· Evidence of education sector and benchmark leadership is demonstrated in many areas. 

· Organizational performance results fully address key student, stakeholder, market, process, and action plan requirements.






2004 Scoring Band Descriptors

Band
  Band
 % Applicants 



   Descriptors


Number        in Band1
0–275           
1
    3%
The organization demonstrates the early stages of developing and implementing approaches to Category requirements, with deployment lagging and inhibiting progress. Improvement efforts focus on problem solving. A few important results are reported, but they generally lack trend and comparative data.
276–375    
2
  22%
The organization demonstrates effective, systematic approaches responsive to the basic requirements of the Items, but some areas or work units are in the early stages of deployment. The organization has developed a general improvement orientation that is forward-looking. The organization obtains results stemming from its approaches, with some improvements and good performance. The use of comparative and trend data is in the early stages. 

376–475       
3
  40%
The organization demonstrates effective, systematic approaches responsive to the basic requirements of most Items, although there are still areas or work units in the early stages of deployment. Key processes are beginning to be systematically evaluated and improved. Results address many areas of importance to the organization’s key requirements, with improvements and/or good performance being achieved. Comparative and trend data are available for some of these important results areas. 

476–575   
4
  20%
The organization demonstrates effective, systematic approaches responsive to the overall requirements of the Items, but deployment may vary in some areas or work units. Key processes benefit from fact-based evaluation and improvement, and approaches are being aligned with organizational needs. Results address key customer/stakeholder, market, and process requirements, and they demonstrate some areas of strength and/or good performance against relevant comparisons. There are no patterns of adverse trends or poor performance in areas of importance to the organization’s key requirements.

576–675   
5
  15%
The organization demonstrates effective, systematic, well-deployed approaches responsive to the overall requirements of the Items. The organization demonstrates a fact-based, systematic evaluation and improvement process and organizational learning that result in improving the effectiveness and efficiency of key processes. Results address most key customer/stakeholder, market, and process requirements, and they demonstrate areas of strength against relevant comparisons and/or benchmarks. Improvement trends and/or good performance are reported for most areas of importance to the organization’s key requirements.

676–775    
6
   0%
The organization demonstrates refined approaches responsive to the multiple requirements of the Items. These approaches are characterized by the use of key measures, good deployment, evidence of innovation, and very good results in most areas. Organizational integration, learning, and sharing are key management tools. Results address many customer/stakeholder, market, process, and action plan requirements. The organization is an industry2 leader in some areas.

776–875  
7
   0%
The organization demonstrates refined approaches responsive to the multiple requirements of the Items. It also demonstrates innovation, excellent deployment, and good-to-excellent performance levels in most areas. Good-to-excellent integration is evident, with organizational analysis, learning, and sharing of best practices as key management strategies. Industry leadership and some benchmark leadership are demonstrated in results that address most key customer/stakeholder, market, process, and action plan requirements.

876–1000    
8                   0%
The organization demonstrates outstanding approaches focused on innovation, full deployment, and excellent, sustained performance results. There is excellent integration of approaches with organizational needs. Organizational analysis, learning, and sharing of best practices are pervasive. National and world leadership is demonstrated in results that fully address key customer/stakeholder, market, process, and action plan requirements.
____________________

1. Percentages are based on scores from the Stage 1 review.

2. Industry refers to other organizations performing substantially the same functions, thereby facilitating direct comparisons.

Figure 6—Scoring Band Descriptors

KEY THEMES

Grand Rapids Community College (GRCC) scored in band 2 in the consensus review of written applications for the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award. For an explanation 
of the scoring bands, please refer to Figure 6, “2004 Scoring Band Descriptors.”

An organization in band 2 typically demonstrates effective, systematic approaches responsive to the basic requirements of the Items, but some areas or work units are in the early stages 
of deployment. The organization has developed a general improvement orientation that is forward-looking. The organization obtains results stemming from its approaches, with some improvements and good performance. The use of comparative and trend data is in the early stages.
a.   The most important strengths or outstanding practices (of potential value to other organizations) are as follows:

· GRCC’s leadership system and its three key leadership teams—the President’s Executive Team, the College Leadership Council (CLC), and the Deans’ Council—provide the method by which senior leaders set and deploy organizational values, short- and long-term directions, and performance expectations. Deployment occurs through numerous, broad-reaching communication mechanisms. The Board of Trustees (BOT) develops the vision and the strategic outcomes (ends) policies. 
The three leadership teams collaborate with a number of other teams, including the Academic Leadership Council, the Student Affairs Leadership Team (SALT), and 
the Academic Senate to ensure the flow of communication throughout the organization. Daily work and improvement strategies are carried out by college operational units and cross-functional teams, thereby increasing communication to accomplish organizational goals, create and implement action plans, and evaluate accomplishments. These approaches support visionary leadership, organizational 
and personal learning, and a systems perspective.

· GRCC uses its College Dashboard System to enable consistent analysis and 
decision making throughout GRCC. The system templates and decision drivers 
reflect the mission, vision, values, and ends that shape organizational planning 
and decision making, and enable alignment across GRCC. This system is the primary tool for tracking overall organizational performance. Dashboard reports include some benchmark data from competitors and comparable organizations and identify long- and short-term performance targets. Results are monitored through a top-to-bottom linked set of dashboards. College-level results are reviewed at least twice per year 
by leadership and department-level results are reviewed more frequently, as appropriate. On all dashboards, the most important success indicators regarding 


organizational performance focus on GRCC’s primary mission—learning. This 
emphasis on performance excellence is an integral part of how GRCC does business and contributes to a culture of management by fact, focusing on results, and creating value for students and stakeholders.

· GRCC’s strategy development process provides eight key long-term and six 
short-term ends (Figure 2.1). The process underwent cycles of learning and improvement and is aligned with the needs of GRCC. It begins with the mission, vision, and values, which are linked to the six principles and concepts of a Learning College. Setting the college’s expectations high and focusing its efforts on achieving performance excellence at this level are primary drivers for learning-centered education, agility, and social responsibility. This is evidence of a focus on achieving GRCC’s mission of becoming one of the premier two-year colleges in the United States.
· GRCC’s total Internet architecture of its Campus Wide Information System (CWIS) allows access to user-appropriate information needed to support daily operations and decision making from anywhere on campus. Students have access to their personal, academic, and account information; faculty members use a portal to access their 
class schedules, class list information, and grade rosters. All employees have online access to their personal, payroll, benefit, and leave bank information; and suppliers, vendors, and other constituents have access to appropriate and related information via the college’s Web site. The Web site enables online access to purchasing information, employment opportunities, campus events, news, and special announcements. Knowledge management relies on the CWIS and is integrated horizontally and vertically throughout GRCC. The system consists of two components: the availability of data, and appropriate management structures and processes to turn data into information. These systematic approaches to measurement, analysis, and knowledge management reinforce a systems perspective and demonstrate value for faculty, staff, and students.
b.  The most significant opportunities, concerns, or vulnerabilities are as follows:

· Segmentation in data collection, analysis, and reporting is not fully deployed or integrated across all processes or improvement efforts. Determination methods for faculty and staff performance review and satisfaction do not include segmentation, nor do determination methods for contact requirements of students and stakeholders. In addition, it is not clear how key factors that affect faculty and staff well-being, 
satisfaction, and motivation are segmented for a diverse workforce and different categories and types of employees. Reports of segmented data for many areas of student success and satisfaction are not presented. Without segmentation data, 
GRCC may have difficulty achieving its ends of diversity and flexible learning 
and its strategic priority of redesigning services to increase learner success.

· Although GRCC describes a variety of tools and mechanisms that it uses to deploy 
its organizational values and strategic priorities to students and employees, it is not clear how this information is deployed to suppliers and partners. It is also not clear how GRCC identifies some of its key communities, suppliers, and partners and their requirements. Without a process for identifying stakeholder needs and deploying information, GRCC may limit its ability to achieve its vision of contributing to the vitality of the community and/or to achieve its ends of community outreach and community partnerships.

· How GRCC addresses processes related to support services such as meal services 
and bookstores is not evident, nor is it clear how it communicates with and manages processes and relationships with key vendors, such as Oracle, IBM, and Microsoft. Without systematic processes to address these key areas, it may be difficult for GRCC to fulfill its vision and mission and achieve its values of responsiveness and service.

· Although GRCC demonstrates the beginning of systematic approaches to the evaluation and improvement of key processes, there is little evidence that refinement and innovation are systematically occurring throughout GRCC. Without this, it is difficult to determine how GRCC develops and sustains a competitive leadership position in its educational offerings.
c.   Considering GRCC’s key business/organization factors, the most significant strengths, opportunities, vulnerabilities, and/or gaps (related to data, comparisons, linkages) found in its response to Results Items are as follows:

· Although some areas related to GRCC’s decision driver of learner success show steady improvement gains since 1999, some are below target and do not compare favorably with the benchmarks. Also, GRCC does not include results to indicate if students are achieving its seven General Learner Outcomes (GLO)—one of its indicators of progress. Without these data on student learning, it may be difficult for GRCC to achieve one of its ends—transfer and articulation. Additionally, GRCC states that it wants to compare its student learning outcomes to those of other premier community colleges in the United States. Without data to compare these results, it may be difficult for GRCC to achieve its status of becoming one of the premier 
two-year colleges in the nation.

· Although GRCC lists results for student and stakeholder satisfaction that are 
related to its decision driver of satisfaction, and some trends show evidence of improvement, many of the results listed for student satisfaction with the college experience (Figures 7.2-1–7.2-3) are below target and have decreased over a 
our-year time frame.

· Results are not reported for areas identified by GRCC as important. For example, GRCC established improving the learning process as one of its strategic priorities; however, few of its indicators focus on learning-centered educational processes. 
This includes its ability to improve student performance, student development, and the educational climate (including indicators for student-perceived value, persistence, positive referral, and relationship building as well as faculty satisfaction, and supplier and partner performance). Measures are not reported for faculty and staff retention, well-being, and work system performance. In addition, little data are presented for GRCC’s end that is related to key community activities conducted by the college and its employees. Although team performance is evaluated twice annually through both team self-assessment and through a CLC team performance review, no results are presented. Without these measures for key processes and stakeholder segments, GRCC’s ability to achieve its stated ends may be limited.

· Other than fall-to-fall retention rates (Figure 7.1-1) and course success rates 
(Figure 7.1-2), segmented results are not shown for students, faculty, stakeholders, 
or markets. The lack of segmented data may limit GRCC’s ability to drive performance improvement and to meet its strategic ends.

· Many results shown for all Categories and reported in Items 7.1 through 7.6 lack comparative or competitive data. Although GRCC states that benchmarking data is integral to the dashboard system, few benchmarks are shown. Without comparative 
or competitive data, it may be difficult for GRCC to monitor its successes, strengths, opportunities, vulnerabilities, and gaps as well as progress toward its ends.
DETAILS OF STRENGTHS AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

Category 1  Leadership

1.1   Organizational Leadership

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 30–45 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC’s leadership system includes three key leadership teams that collaborate with 
a number of other teams, including the Academic Leadership Council, SALT, the Academic Senate, and the Student Council to ensure a complete flow of communication. Daily work and improvement strategies are carried out by a number of college operational units and cross-functional teams, thus ensuring the deployment and communication of organizational values, short-and longer-term directions, and performance expectations. Cross-functional teams are designed to increase communication, better organize to accomplish organizational goals, create and implement action plans, and evaluate accomplishments.

· Senior leaders create an environment for empowerment, innovation, safety, organizational agility, and organizational and staff learning in three ways: the identification of and commitment to RAIDERS values (Responsiveness, Accountability, Innovation, 
Diversity, Excellence, Respectfulness, and Service), the widespread use of whole-systems engagement processes, and the use of a variety of communication vehicles for both listening and providing feedback. Examples include a Student Comment Card process, 
a Bellwether Finalist Award from the Futures Assembly in 2002, Community Conversations, and Student Forums. Ethical values with equity for all students and staff are developed, maintained, and championed by leaders in a variety of community-wide activities.

· Management responsibility for GRCC’s actions, fiscal accountability, independence in internal and external audits, and protection of stakeholder interests are set forth in the BOT’s Executive Limitations policies and are ensured through senior leadership review of financial reports and a variety of external and internal audits. The recommendations from these audits and reviews are integrated into planning and put into practice.

· Senior leaders and department level staff review performance indicators and organizational capability using the College Dashboard System. Student achievement results are also monitored at both the college and department levels. Performance data 
are reviewed at a minimum twice per year with many indicators monitored more closely at the department level.

· College-wide dashboard measures are shown in Figure 2.1 along with a summary of recent findings. Senior leaders translate organizational performance review findings into priorities through the CLC, which uses results to determine annual strategic priorities for planning and budget. Results are shared in campus-wide meetings and are available to all college staff via the Web site.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· Although GRCC describes how it communicates organizational values, directions, and expectations to internal staff, it is not clear how the same information is communicated 
to key suppliers and partners. It is also difficult to determine how GRCC shares results 
of organizational performance review findings with feeder and/or receiving schools and with suppliers and partners. This may inhibit GRCC's ability to accomplish its strategic ends of transfer and articulation, workforce development, and community partnerships and its values of responsiveness and accountability.

· Although GRCC describes an approach for reviewing organizational performance, it is not clear how senior leaders use the reviews to address changing organizational needs. This may inhibit GRCC’s ability to adhere to its values of responsiveness and innovation and to its evaluation and improvement of key processes.

· Although GRCC describes how the performance of senior leaders and BOT members is evaluated using a variety of listening mechanisms, including a recently initiated faculty evaluation of academic leadership process, the way that senior leaders use the results of these review findings to improve both their own leadership effectiveness and the leadership system is difficult to determine.
1.2   Social Responsibility

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 30–45 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC addresses the impact on society of its programs, offerings, services, and 
operations by holding leaders from all divisions of GRCC responsible for maintaining and improving upon relationships with the public and various community constituents. Figure 1.2 illustrates GRCC’s practices, measures, and targets for achieving safety, regulatory, accreditation, and legal requirements.

· GRCC anticipates public concerns regarding current and future operations by providing multiple opportunities for public input and constituent feedback. A recent example is the appointment of an ongoing community committee to study GRCC’s future funding needs and make recommendations in the areas of revenue source strategies, cost containment, and mission and program strategies.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· It is not clear what practices, measures, and targets GRCC uses to address risks associated with its programs, offerings, services, and operations.

· Although GRCC has established practices, measures, and targets for accreditation related to AQIP and program self-study, it is not evident how it addresses the accreditation requirements of the multiple agencies listed in Figure P.1. Additionally, it is difficult 
to determine what approach GRCC uses to monitor one of its stated goals—exceeding compliance standards. Measures listed in Figure 1.2 do not provide indicators of measuring beyond compliance.

· Although GRCC describes how it ensures ethical behavior in all student and stakeholder transactions and interactions by setting departmental standards and by strengthening oversight responsibility for the BOT, it is not clear what systematic processes, measures, and indicators are used to monitor this behavior throughout GRCC and with its key partners.

· Although GRCC describes the variety of outreach activities in which it engages to actively support and strengthen its key communities, how it identifies these key communities and determines areas of emphasis for organizational involvement and support is not discussed.

Category 2  Strategic Planning

2.1   Strategy Development

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 30–45 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC employs a strategic planning system that is guided by community, staff, and student input, and grounded in the college mission, vision, values and ends. The model provides eight key long-term and six short-term strategic objectives that frame action planning to the department/unit/team level. Monitoring is provided by the BOT and is tracked on the college dashboard around four key categories: learner success, satisfaction, stewardship, and utilization (Figure 2.1).

· GRCC addresses ethical, social, budgetary, and other potential risks by using the framework, principles and criteria outlined in the Strategic Guide for Planning and Resource Allocation (Figure 2.2) to align the budgeting and planning process.

· GRCC deploys a variety of processes designed to gather data in an effort to balance the needs of all students and key stakeholders. GRCC addresses strengths and weaknesses in the situational analysis phase of strategic planning either as part of Academic Program Review or departmental level planning as shown in Figure 2.1.

· GRCC enhances its overall performance and future success through the use of a 
whole-systems engagement process. A critical part of this process is the integration 
of the budget process with the annual planning process, which promotes both alignment and the implementation of strategic plans. This extensive process enables the gathering of data and information relative to important internal and external factors and demonstrates interaction between different constituencies.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· It is not clear how GRCC’s strategic planning process balances short- and longer-term challenges and opportunities, nor is it evident how the long-term (5–10 years) and 
short-term (1–4 year) time horizons are set. Specific dates for the accomplishment of strategic ends and strategic priorities are not identified. Without this information, it 
may be difficult for GRCC to monitor its progress toward accomplishing its strategic ends.

· While the steps to the strategic planning system are outlined in Figure 2.1, the process 
by which GRCC carries out these steps is not apparent. For example, it is not clear how multiple planning, monitoring, reviewing, and reporting processes by the Strategy Team and CLC are integrated. Also, the approach the Strategy Team uses to determine what input to provide to the CLC is not evident, nor is representative membership in either of these groups explained. Without a clear understanding of these processes, it is difficult to determine if GRCC's planning process promotes communication, focus, and prioritization of resources.

· It is difficult to determine how GRCC systematically collects and analyzes relevant data and information relating to its competitive environment and competitors’ capabilities to inform its strategy development process. In addition, while one of its strategic priorities 
is to grow its financial resources, this priority does not appear to directly respond to the competitive challenges described in P.2 of the Organizational Profile, specifically competition from local colleges, universities, and distance learning providers. Without specific strategies to address these competitive challenges, it may be difficult for GRCC to maintain its student market share and to achieve its strategic priority to grow its financial resources.
2.2   Strategy Deployment

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 30–45 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC uses the Strategic Guide for Planning and Resource Allocation (Figure 2.2) to convert strategic objectives into action plans (Figure 2.1). The CLC annually reviews 
key data sets and updates and validates its core strategic priorities. Information from 
these reviews is used by GRCC to allocate resources and determine progress toward meeting these priorities (Figure 2.4).

· GRCC uses the College Dashboard System to monitor performance at all levels of 
the institution, e.g., the Provost's dashboard, the training solutions dashboard, and the department dashboards. GRCC uses benchmark data from a number of sources, including national averages, national “best in class,” state averages, previous quality award winners, and the Vanguard colleges to compare its performance with that of competitors and comparable organizations.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· While GRCC provides objectives related to strategic priorities in Figure 2.5, what 
key changes, if any, will be made to programs, offerings, or services as a result of the implementation of these objectives is not evident. It is also not clear how GRCC will address changes associated with its anticipated or planned student and stakeholder markets. Without this information, it is difficult to understand how GRCC will operate.

· The approach that GRCC uses to develop or deploy human resource plans that are derived from its short- and longer-term strategic objectives and action plans is not apparent. Without this information, it is difficult to determine if GRCC is addressing 
its strategic priority of cultivating a campus environment that promotes the full development of its employees.

· Although GRCC states that targets are determined by projecting current performance, no performance projections related to the key performance indicators in Figure 2.1 are listed. This makes it difficult to determine how GRCC’s projected performance compares to the projected performance of competitors and comparable organizations, or how it compares with key benchmarks, goals, and past performance.
Category 3  Student, Stakeholder, and Market Focus

3.1   Student, Stakeholder, and Market Knowledge

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 30–45 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC’s markets were determined by the 1991 state redistricting, which changed from the Grand Rapids city boundary to the area served by the Kent Intermediate School District. GRCC determines student segments by collecting and monitoring data on student needs through surveys and focus groups, beginning at intake with the admission process and continuing throughout the student’s academic career and after graduation. GRCC reviews these data for year-to-year changes and long-term trends and uses the 
data to determine how changes might impact educational programs, future planning, 
and improvements in order to create an overall climate conducive to learning and development for all students.

· GRCC includes student segments currently served by other education providers by looking for ways to collaborate rather than compete. GRCC’s learning-centered leadership system focuses on the educational needs of students and other stakeholders, and places learning first and provides educational experiences for learners anyway, anyplace, anytime. An example is the concurrent enrollment agreement with two other state universities that allows students to take advantage of the best each institution has 
to offer.

· GRCC uses a variety of listening and learning methods to determine student and stakeholder requirements and expectations, including student intake data, course evaluations, student satisfaction and course withdrawal surveys, graduate surveys, 
and Academic Program Reviews. In addition, there are several informal methods including e-mail, Student Suggestion and Comment boxes, college newspaper articles, 
an opinion column and editorials, and the review of Community Conversations data.

· GRCC uses student and stakeholder information for the purposes of planning educational programs, offerings, and services; marketing; making process improvements; and 
the development of other services. An example is using the student and stakeholder information to project enrollment targets and prepare schedules. Shared monitoring using the enrollment scorecard (from the College Dashboard System) allows immediate access to weekly information.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· It is not clear how GRCC includes student segments currently served by other education providers and other potential student segments in determining segments and markets for its educational programs. 
· Although GRCC lists a variety of listening and learning methods, it is not clear how determination methods vary for different student segments and stakeholder groups. This may make it difficult for GRCC to tailor listening and learning strategies and to develop new educational programs, services, and offerings for these groups.

· Although GRCC uses a variety of listening and learning methods, it is not clear how they are evaluated and improved to keep them current with education service needs and changes in direction.
3.2   Student and Stakeholder Relationships and Satisfaction

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 50–65 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC lists a variety of ways that it builds relationships with its current students, faculty and staff, community stakeholders, its largest local educational partner, future students, and alumni. 
· GRCC’s key access mechanisms for students and stakeholders to seek information include front-line inquiry and intake or Web-based access. These mechanisms include a wide range of in-person student and employee service and support departments, and are supplemented by automated phone information and GRCC’s Web site. The student and employee complaint process provides a format for complaints to be filed formally.

· GRCC designed and piloted a new complaint management system to be fully implemented in 2003–2004 to ensure that complaints are resolved efficiently and promptly, and that complaint data are collected and analyzed. A representative 
Complaint Management Team meets quarterly to review and report data, generate actionable items, and forward recommendations to the senior leadership teams for decisions and implementation. Continuous improvement processes at the department 
and unit level ensure that GRCC improves access and services, using these data.

· GRCC determines student and stakeholder satisfaction through a variety of surveys and focus groups/forums (Figure 1.1). Surveys and/or focus groups are designed to collect satisfaction data from specific student and stakeholder segments by using both ratings 
and open-ended responses. By coupling quantitative satisfaction ratings with qualitative data, GRCC captures actionable information and uses the College Dashboard System to focus actions toward improving all levels of programming and service throughout the organization. Satisfaction data are tracked to measure improvement.
· GRCC lists several methods used to follow-up with students and stakeholders in addition to the Complaint Management System, including student forums to generate additional data and brainstorm potential solutions to problems identified in the Student Satisfaction Survey, and “Point of Contact” surveys to gather process feedback that can be used to improve process satisfaction.

· GRCC collects benchmark data primarily from the 12 community colleges (Vanguard Colleges) as well as other institutions that put learning first and serve as model programs for best practices (Figure 4.4). These data are obtained and used to provide information on the satisfaction of GRCC students relative to its competition. GRCC also uses state and national benchmarks when appropriate and available as well as previous quality award winners. Benchmarking trips are used to see and experience other processes and operations, and follow-up reports are widely shared so that department planning incorporates benchmark practices and satisfaction levels.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· Although GRCC lists a variety of key access mechanisms for students and stakeholders to seek information, how GRCC determines contact requirements for each mode of access is not discussed. Without this knowledge, GRCC may have difficulty fulfilling its vision of being a vibrant institution of higher education.

· It is not clear if there is a plan or process to keep approaches to building relationships and building positive referrals current with educational service needs and directions. Without an understanding of how to do this, GRCC may miss an opportunity for organizational learning and improving the effectiveness and efficiency of key processes.

· It is not apparent that GRCC has a systematic process for assessing satisfaction for different student and stakeholder segments. This might impede the achievement of its strategic priorities to improve the learning process and redesign services to increase learner success.
Category 4  Measurement, Analysis, and Knowledge Management

4.1   Measurement and Analysis of Organizational Performance

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 50–65 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC uses its College Dashboard System as its primary tool for tracking organizational performance (Figure 4.1). The system is organized around four decision drivers: learner success, satisfaction, stewardship, and utilization. This structure coupled with a top-down, bottom-up alignment process enables all levels of GRCC to track results against both short- and long-term strategic priorities and focus on learning, its primary mission.

· GRCC gathers key comparative data and information from within and outside the academic community through ongoing environmental scanning, benchmarking, state 
and federal reports, national and professional organizations, and credentialing entities 
as well as business and industry best practices. These sources include comparative data from the Vanguard colleges. Comparative data are integrated into the planning process and are available for use by all areas of GRCC to assist with setting targets and action plans for the year.

· GRCC keeps its performance measurement system current with educational service 
needs and directions through the continual monitoring of trend data, customer 
satisfaction surveys, employment and economic indicators, employee and student 
forums, and external feedback, and incorporates this information into the annual 
planning and resource allocation process to ensure that action plans address emerging needs.

· GRCC utilizes several cross-college communication methods to communicate organizational-level data to faculty and staff for decision making at all levels. For example, Learning days, employee leadership meetings, team meetings, open forums 
for employees and students, Web-based access to information and online survey 
options, GRCC Today, Café activities, and budget forums are central to GRCC’s organization-wide communication methods.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· Although GRCC describes a process for keeping the performance measurement system current with changing needs, the manner in which this process ensures sensitivity to rapid or unexpected organizational or external changes is not described. Without the ability to respond quickly, GRCC may not be able to achieve its value of responsiveness.

· Although comparative benchmark data are gathered from several sources, it is not 
clear how GRCC ensures the effective use of this data. Without these comparative data, 
it may be difficult for GRCC to support operational and strategic decision making and innovation.

· While frequent reviews of reports and the availability of the dashboard system are 
evident at all levels, information on what analyses are performed to support senior leaders’ organizational performance reviews and/or strategic planning is not provided.
4.2   Information and Knowledge Management

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 50–65 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC makes data and information needed to support daily operations and decision making accessible from anywhere on campus via the college network, college Web 
pages and CWIS. The architecture of the system allows users to access appropriate information as defined by their user profiles. Employees have real-time access to 
essential data through online inquiry and reporting templates. Students have access 
24/7 to their personal, academic, and account information, including e-mail and online learning services. Faculty members also have 24/7 access to their personal, payroll, benefit, and leave bank information. Suppliers, vendors, and other constituents have access to appropriate and related information via GRCC's Web site.

· GRCC ensures that hardware and software are reliable and secure by maintaining 
leading-edge technology in all facilities and instructional programs, and by employing leading-edge applications in support of teaching and learning, business operations, 
and administrative functions. This is accomplished by establishing specifications for 
hardware and software applications and using standards for software development to ensure consistency across the college. In addition, capacity planning helps to ensure 
that the college has sufficient capacity to meet necessary response times and availability requirements.

· GRCC has aligned its technology planning with college-wide strategic planning and resource allocation to ensure that resources are available to keep hardware and software mechanisms current with educational service needs. A cross-college team, chaired 
by members of the CLC, was developed to integrate leadership and strategic direction 
for technology, infrastructure, and service needs systematically across all academic, operational, and administrative functions. In addition, GRCC’s business partners play 
a key role in keeping the systems and networks current.

· GRCC manages organizational knowledge in a systematic manner to collect and transfer knowledge among faculty and staff. This is accomplished through the deployment of a knowledge management system that enables faculty and staff to interact with, utilize, and add value to the information, knowledge, and wisdom GRCC possesses. Knowledge management consists of two components and is accomplished by having regular avenues for sharing information, using teams, departments, and all staff meetings (Figure 4.3). This is intended to turn information into knowledge that can be shared and utilized by the college for improvement and innovation.

· GRCC ensures the integrity and quality of institutional data, information, and knowledge through the use of common data entry standards and a shared decision-making model by departments responsible for student, employee, and constituent data. Research guidelines are used to provide standards for internal and external researchers to ensure its reliability, accuracy, and confidentiality of research data.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· While GRCC uses minimum hardware specifications and software standards to ensure standardization across the campus, and to assess, allocate, and replace technology resources, the approaches used to ensure security and user-friendliness are not discussed.

· Although GRCC describes how it transfers knowledge from faculty and staff, the approach it uses to transfer relevant knowledge from students, suppliers, and partners 
is not described. Without this information, GRCC may limit its ability to develop innovative solutions that add value for these groups and the organization.

· While institutional data integrity and quality are ensured through common data entry standards and a shared decision-making model and security is ensured through user profile access limitations, information on the approach used to ensure timeliness and reliability is not provided.
Category 5  Faculty and Staff Focus

5.1   Work Systems

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 30–45 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC organizes work and jobs within its three major divisions: academic and student affairs, organizational development, and financial services. Each area includes specific departments with unique functions and responsibilities. Job descriptions exist for each position and are evaluated and updated as part of the performance development process. 
· Cross-functional teams include CLC members, other administrators, support staff, 
and faculty. Employees are empowered to improve student learning by serving on 
cross-functional teams, task teams, and other cross-college initiatives. Employees also teach and interact with other employees on Learning Days, and faculty and staff are encouraged to make presentations at national conferences. These efforts serve to 
improve both teamwork and communication skills.

· GRCC uses a variety of formal and informal employee recognition methods to encourage and reinforce high performance. These include grants for professional development, formal annual awards for excellence, monthly awards for demonstrating the college’s values, colleague-to-colleague thank you notes, and public recognition.

· GRCC’s performance management system supports high quality work, using various systems, teams, evaluation processes and tools for non-union employees, faculty, and other staff. The guiding principle behind the performance review processes is to align 
the individual’s work goals and development plans to the college’s mission, vision, values, and ends, as well as to the department's strategic plans.

· A Faculty Profile has been developed to guide the recruitment and hiring of new faculty and to ensure the quality of instructional personnel. General technology skills and job requirements and standards are established for all jobs and are outlined in related union contracts where applicable.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· GRCC does not provide information on how it ensures that work systems are equally 
and equitably distributed or how it organizes and manages work and jobs to achieve 
the agility needed to keep current with educational service needs.

· It is difficult to understand how GRCC's work systems capitalize on the diverse ideas, cultures, and thinking of its faculty and staff and/or the communities with which it interacts. Without such information, it may be difficult for GRCC to achieve its vision 
of enriching people’s lives and contributing to the vitality of the community, and to 
fulfill its mission by accomplishing its strategic outcome of diversity.

· GRCC describes its hiring process; however, it is unclear what process is used to recruit faculty and staff.

· Although GRCC describes its Talent Cultivation system, which appears to be in the 
early stages of development, and its relationship to job descriptions and performance development discussions, several aspects of the system are difficult to discern. For example, it is not clear how effective succession planning for senior leadership and supervisory positions is accomplished, how GRCC encourages faculty and/or staff to move into such positions, and/or how it ensures that faculty and staff are appropriately certified and licensed.

5.2   Faculty and Staff Learning and Motivation

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 50–65 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· Faculty and staff education and training requirements are defined in each of GRCC’s strategic ends, in its strategic plan, and in many of its action plans. GRCC has integrated four Learning Days per year into its strategic planning process. Two half-day sessions focus on institution-wide issues organized around ends and action plans.

· GRCC conducts benchmarking research, has employees attending conferences, reading books, and seeking help from experts. Needs arising from technological change are addressed by staff from Information Technologies (IT) and the Media Technology and Distance Learning department, and by online support and user group conferences.

· GRCC seeks and uses input from faculty, staff, and their supervisors on education and training needs by gathering data in various ways. The Center for Teaching and Learning 
is made aware of institutional changes and learning needs being implemented by the academic community. Data are also collected through faculty surveys.

· Numerous programs are available for training faculty and staff, including the 
Raider Learning Center, the Center for Teaching and Learning, the Distance and 
Learning Technology Department, the Diversity Learning Center, and new faculty programs. GRCC has received a three-year, $407K grant from the Fund for the Improvement of Post Secondary Education (FIPSE) to enhance student success 
through institutionalized implementation of effective, student-centered teaching 
practices. GRCC’s learn/apply/come back together for more learning program is 
used to reinforce the use of new knowledge and skills on the job.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· Although GRCC describes how faculty and staff education and training contribute to 
the achievement of its action plans and how it addresses needs arising from technological changes, information on how GRCC addresses key needs associated with organizational performance measurement or performance improvement is not provided. It is also not clear how GRCC’s education and training approach balances organizational objectives with faculty and staff needs for development, learning, and career progression.

· The process for systematic evaluation of the effectiveness of education and training is 
not implemented. The Learning Management System has been designed to address this; however, this system is not fully operational.

· While there are numerous programs available to help faculty and staff to develop, it is not easy to determine how faculty and staff are motivated to develop their full potential or how senior leaders and supervisors help faculty and staff attain job and career-related development and learning objectives.
5.3   Faculty and Staff Well-Being and Satisfaction

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 30–45 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC addresses the improvement of workplace health, safety, security, and ergonomics by funding an Employee Wellness Team. Over 25% of GRCC’s employed workforce 
has taken advantage of the Team-sponsored activities. A fully equipped fitness center 
is available to all faculty and staff. The Risk Management Team has an ergonomics assessment process, and the campus Police Department provides an environment where employees can feel safe. GRCC complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), the Michigan Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Mi-OSHA), a
nd other regulatory agencies.

· GRCC offers a variety of services and benefits to all employees according to various contractual and meet-and-confer agreements, including health, dental, and vision programs. All regular full-time and part-time employees receive paid vacation and sick leave time in accordance with predetermined agreements. Compensatory time may be earned in lieu of overtime pay. GRCC offers tuition reimbursement and longevity pay based on years of service, leaves of absence with or without pay, flex time schedules, 
and job sharing.

· GRCC uses a variety of methods to determine faculty and staff well-being and satisfaction. These include the Personal Assessment of the College Environment 
(PACE) Campus Climate survey and the “Are We Making Progress?” survey, which 
are administered on a regular basis, as well as online surveys to identify computer needs. Measures of faculty and staff retention, absenteeism, grievances, safety, and productivity are maintained by the Human Resource department.

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· Although GRCC states that it distributes the PACE survey to determine campus climate, it does not address how it determines the key factors that affect faculty and staff well-being, satisfaction, and motivation. Additionally, it does not address how these factors 
are segmented for a diverse workforce and for different categories and types of faculty and staff.
· Although GRCC states that various measures of employee behavior and work patterns, such as faculty and staff retention, absenteeism, grievance, safety, and productivity are maintained by the Human Resource department, the application does not provide any 
information or organizational statistics on these measures. Therefore, it is difficult to evaluate whether these measures reflect success, weakness, opportunities, or gaps in faculty and staff well-being and satisfaction.

· GRCC provides limited information on how it uses indicators such as job security, compensation, satisfaction, and grievance rates to assess and improve faculty and staff well-being, satisfaction, and motivation. This may make it difficult for GRCC to achieve its strategic priority of cultivating a campus environment that promotes the full development of its employees.

· Although GRCC monitors regulatory requirements and works to relate key findings to performance results, information on this process is lacking. For example, it is not clear how these measures are linked to organizational performance results, or how these measures are used to identify priorities for improving the work environment, and faculty and support staff climate. Without this information, it is difficult to determine if GRCC 
is addressing its key strategic challenges and employee expectations, including fair working conditions, a collective voice in planning and operations, and personal and professional growth opportunities.
Category 6  Process Management

6.1   Learning-Centered Processes

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 30–45 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC creates student and stakeholder value by meeting their requirements via credit 
and non-credit courses and training. Key processes include new program development, course revision and development, academic planning and review, general learning outcomes assessment, distance learning and hybrid course development, faculty learning and development of diverse teaching strategies, counseling, tutoring, the student technology help desk, student activities, and academic support.

· GRCC’s approaches for designing these processes to meet all requirements vary according to the process; however, the Course Approval and Review Process (CARP) serves as a design mechanism for linking curriculum development, external stakeholder and student needs, GRCC’s organizational needs and ends, and institutional information and knowledge. Implementation strategies also vary but include cross-functional teams and top-down and bottom-up involvement of staff.

· GRCC uses key performance measures for the control and improvement of each learning-centered process. Examples of measures include enrollment, student success as measured by grades, achievement of GLO, faculty in-process assessments, acceptance of courses by transfer institutions, student success in getting jobs or transferring, continued growth of job market, actual costs of programs, and indicators of student and stakeholder satisfaction.

· To improve its learning-centered processes, GRCC uses its CARP revision process 
every three years, identifying the currency of the course, relevancy of stated outcomes, transferability, teaching strategies, and assessment methods. Additionally, all departments undergo regularly scheduled reviews and self-study that require faculty to examine trends, workplace needs, transfer programs, diversity of students, student expectations, learning processes, and achievement. Improvements are shared across departments via the CARP process and normal communication channels such as e-mail, meetings, Learning Days, and face-to-face meetings.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· Although GRCC lists and describes its key learning-centered processes, it is not clear how GRCC determines these processes and/or how these processes are deployed to address students’ educational, developmental, and well-being needs and maximize student success. Without this information, it is difficult to determine if GRCC’s key learning-centered processes are addressing student needs and creating value for students.

· How stakeholders beyond administration and faculty are involved in learning-centered processes is not apparent. For example, while student information and survey results 
are used as input, it is not evident that students, including those representing various student segments or holding memberships on review teams, provide direct input, or are full participants in the process. It is also not evident that GRCC’s suppliers or customers serve on the teams. Without input from these students and stakeholders, GRCC may find it difficult to achieve its values of responsiveness, innovation, and service.

· While GRCC presents numerous mechanisms for faculty and staff development and personal learning, a systematic approach is not in place. Without an effective, systematic approach to faculty and staff learning and skill development, it will be difficult for GRCC to achieve its vision of becoming a vibrant institution of higher education and a premier community college in the United States.
· Several of GRCC’s key learning-centered processes, including CARP, the Academic Program Planning and Review Process, and the GLO assessment are in the early stages 
of development. This makes it difficult to determine if its learning-centered processes, programs, curricula, and outcomes are current with educational needs and directions.
6.2   Support Processes

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 30–45 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC determines its key support processes (Figure 6.2) based on internal and external requirements. External requirements include external financial and grant reporting mandates as well as other federal, state, and local requirements. Internal requirements include the need for staff to be informed about current activities, learning opportunities, and information that impacts how they serve learners.
· GRCC determines key support process requirements through several methods that 
include environmental scanning, benchmarking best practices, data gathering and analyses, listening to stakeholders, and formal and informal surveys. The support process requirements link to GRCC’s stated values and include process review, redesign, and feedback mechanisms. 
· Support process owners such as department heads, directors, and staff have responsibility for defining and designing their processes to meet all key requirements, using the clear expectations stated in the Strategic Guide for Planning and Resource Allocation. 
Process owners use techniques such as Kaizen events, system documentation, and 
process mapping and involve on-campus experts from areas such as financial services, institutional research, and information technology, all of which helps to ensure that the design process incorporates organizational knowledge, new technology, and efficiency and effectiveness factors. Departments are encouraged to develop and use individual dashboard systems to monitor key requirements.

· The key performance measures that GRCC uses for the control and improvement of support processes are shown in Figure 6.2-1. The College Dashboard System allows 
each department to select key indicators in the decision-driver categories of learner success, satisfaction, stewardship, and utilization. Day-to-day activities by department heads and directors include the monitoring of performance data, including in-process measures such as expenses to budget, class availability, work order backlog and completion, and work assignments supporting delivery of services.

· GRCC emphasizes three factors for achieving improved performance and minimizing overall costs associated with inspections, tests, and process or performance audits: the staff management process that addresses hiring, training, and developing employees; having clearly defined policies and procedures that are easily accessible by employees; and the continuous improvement model of visioning, planning, implementing, and evaluation (Figure 2.2). Improvements are shared with stakeholders through existing communication avenues.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· Information on how GRCC addresses supplier/partner processes and requirements in areas such as meal services and bookstores, and with various vendors such as Microsoft, Oracle, and Blackboard is lacking. Supplier/partner requirements and their relationships with GRCC, including their functions and involvement in the planning processes, have not been clearly defined. Without this information, it is difficult to determine if GRCC incorporates the concerns, characteristics, and processes of these stakeholders in their improvement plans.

· It is not clear how GRCC ensures consistency among approaches to support key 
learning-centered processes, when each department is responsible for designing and improving its own processes. Without this information, it is difficult to determine if GRCC is able to align and integrate plans for the achievement of organization-wide 
goals.

· While GRCC states that Kaizen events have been used to examine and improve 
several processes within GRCC, it is difficult to determine if Kaizen events have been systematically used throughout GRCC or whether employees are provided training in Kaizen events as a support process itself. Without this information, determining whether GRCC is deploying its seven-step, continuous improvement process throughout its organization is problematic.

· Although GRCC lists a variety of in-process measures that are used to manage key support processes, the manner in which student, stakeholder, faculty, staff, supplier, 
and partner input are used as part of this managing process is difficult to understand. Without feedback from these key stakeholder groups, it may be difficult for GRCC to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of these key processes and to achieve its values of responsiveness and service.

· Although GRCC states that it improves its processes to achieve better performance by using the Continuous Improvement Process (Figure 2.4), it is not clear how this process is integrated with the Seven-Step Continuous Improvement Process described in Figure P-3 or how opportunities for improvement are factored into the process.
Category 7  Organizational Performance Results

7.1   Student Learning Results

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 10–25 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC’s student learning results show increases in the following areas: fall-to-fall retention rates exceed its target and eight of the thirteen student segment levels exceed 
the state average (Figure 7.1-1). As indicated in Figure 7.1-2, course success rates exceed GRCC’s target for six of its eleven student segments and was higher than four Vanguard colleges. Finally, the results for GRCC’s transfer students’ success at four-year colleges, measured in grade-point averages, were on target in four of six colleges (Figure 7.1-3).
· GRCC’s graduation placement success rates for all graduating students show levels at or above its target of 95% for the past five years, and compare favorably with the Michigan urban community colleges used as benchmarks (Figure 7.1-6).
· GRCC’s licensure exam pass rates are at or above the national averages for four of the five programs (Figure 7.1-5).

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· Although GRCC’s fall-to-fall retention rates for degree-seeking, full-time students increased from 1999 to 2003 and meet the target of 60%, the only other student segment that meets this target is the Asian segment, with a retention rate of 61%. The total retention percent data for each of the five years is consistently below GRCC’s target of 60% or higher. Trends for other segments are below the rates of the top benchmarks.

· Although GRCC’s student retention data (Figure 7.1-1) include some benchmark information, it is not clear which year(s) the benchmark data represent. Additionally, 
the benchmarks are single point and not trend data, thus limiting comparison with GRCC. There is also no evidence of comparative results with competitors identified in P.2a other than the Vanguard Colleges. 
· Although GRCC states that it benchmarks primarily against the Vanguard Colleges, neither which four colleges are used for comparison nor how they are selected for 
this comparison (Figure 7.1-1) is evident. Figure 7.1-3 uses three Vanguard colleges. 
Figure 7.1-5 states that the target is “at or above national or state average” but national and state averages are not differentiated. Without these comparisons, GRCC’s ability 
to accomplish its goal to be the best in its field and compete for national recognition among its peer colleges may be impeded.

· Although GRCC’s students feel they were well prepared to continue their education, 
the percent of graduates who felt they were prepared for their current job was lower than the three Vanguard colleges (#1, #2, #3) with whom GRCC benchmarks (Figure 7.1-7). This factor may inhibit the college’s ability to accomplish its vision of being a vibrant institution of higher education dedicated to enriching peoples’ lives and contributing to the vitality of the community.

· Although students enrolled in the Academic Foundations Program (AFP) show success 
in college-level courses (following participation in mathematics and English classes) 
and compare favorably to the course success rate for all students, the course success rate for AFP graduates in reading is lagging behind the course success rate for all students (Figure 7.1-8). This may make it difficult for GRCC to fulfill its mission to provide developmental education.

· Although GRCC states that it assesses students’ achievement of its seven GLO to determine if graduating students are achieving these skills, there are no indicators or results to document that this process is occurring. Without data to assess direct evidence of student learning, it may be difficult for GRCC to achieve its goal of becoming a Learning College and to address a major source of competition by comparing its student learning outcomes to those of other premier community colleges in the United States.

· Although GRCC’s course success rates, determined as the percent of students who finish a course with a C or better, rose from 69% in 1999 to 71% in 2003, and exceed GRCC’s target for six of the eleven student segments (Figure 7.1-2), it appears that the success 
rate for distance learning courses is variable. For example, while the rates have increased dramatically for interactive TV courses from 1999 (39%) to 2003 (78%), rates have gone down for cable TV, modules, off-campus, and tele-courses. This may inhibit GRCC’s ability to address its challenge of successfully competing with other colleges, universities, and trade learning programs in this market segment.
7.2   Student- and Stakeholder-Focused Results

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 10–25 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· The percent of students rating intake services above average has increased from 36% 
to 46% from 2001 to 2003 and is approaching the target of 50% (Figure 7.2-1). 
· Graduate satisfaction ratings of key college experiences (Figure 7.2-4) show levels currently at or above the target; three of the four measures have been above target 
since 1998–1999.

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· Although GRCC measures students’ and stakeholders’ satisfaction (Figures 7.2-2 
through 7.2-9), the results do not include competitive or comparative data. Without 
such data, it may be difficult to achieve the desired Learning College status with comparisons and benchmarks, especially those from the Vanguard Colleges.

· There are no results presented for some areas identified as key to GRCC’s success. 
For example, no results are presented for partners or for the student-faculty relationships, which GRCC considers an important factor in student retention. Without this information, it may be difficult for GRCC to determine if it is achieving its strategic priority of strengthening relationships with the community.

· Student ratings of the college experience (Figure 7.2-2) show declines in three of four trended measures over the 1999–2004 time period and two are below the benchmark. Given that the college is trying to become learning-centered and that technology is a stated key factor in competitive success, declining results in these areas may make it difficult for GRCC to achieve its strategic ends.

· Student Ratings of Key Student Services are all rated below the targets and below 
the benchmarks for surveys in both 2002 and 2004 (Figure 7.2-3).

· Information regarding key student-focused results, stakeholders, or markets is not presented by segments for any of the areas. Since these areas are linked to values, strategic ends, and priorities, fact-based improvements may not reflect the needs 
of various segments of students and stakeholders (Figures 7.2-1 through 7.2-9).
7.3   Budgetary, Financial, and Market Results

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 30–45 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC’s “savings account,” or money set aside for emergency purposes, is summarized 
in Figure 7.3-1, and represents unrestricted net assets as percent of revenue. The BOT 
has targeted 10% and over a three-year period the trend has improved from 17% to 21%, exceeding its target.

· GRCC demonstrates positive trends in cost-containment through optimizing enrollment. The trend over five years has increased from 23.3% to 23.7% for fall and from 21.7% to 23.3% for the winter term (Figure 7.3-2).

· GRCC demonstrates success in generating revenues outside of traditional sources. Aggregated data regarding other sources of revenue reflect an increase from 18% to 
22% over the 2001–2003 time period (Figure 7.3-3).

· The percent of GRCC’s general fund spent on instruction (Figure 7.3-5) has been greater than 51% for the last 3 years and exceeds the state aggregate percentage of 47%. This is a key indicator as it represents the proportion of general fund spent on the core business of teaching and learning.

· GRCC has improved the affordability of its education relative to state public school averages, which supports one of the primary market advantages—costs. Tuition and fees as a percent of the state average for a public four-year college or university have declined from 40% to 35% over the last three years (Figure 7.3-6).
· Figure 7.3-4 demonstrates that since 2000, a third of college-bound seniors in GRCC’s service area are selecting GRCC’s college for enrollment, thereby increasing its market share from 25% in 2000 to 30% in 2003. These data show that GRCC is making progress toward two strategic priorities: maximizing utilization and strengthening relationships with community stakeholders.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· Segmented data related to growing and allocating financial resources wisely to protect GRCC’s fiscal health are not included. For example, “foundation contributions” is listed as one key indicator of financial success, yet no data are presented. Thus, it is not possible to analyze how much non-traditional income comes from grants, how much comes from interest income, and how much is generated from the expansion of GRCC’s outreach capacity. 
· While favorable information is provided about the percent of general funds spent on instruction and the relative cost for students attending this college by comparison to 
four-year colleges in the state, segmentation data are not presented. This may make it difficult for GRCC to discern which programs are succeeding or to identify opportunities for program improvement through reallocation of resources to meet its strategic ends and action plans.

· Comparison information from comparable or benchmark institutions is not included for some key indicators. For example, while achieving classroom maximums in enrollment provides a measure of financial management for GRCC, Figure 7.3-2 does not provide target or benchmark information for comparison regarding average class size. In addition, comparison and benchmark data are not included regarding high school market share, and there is no indication of market performance for new markets entered (Figure 7.3-4).
7.4   Faculty and Staff Results

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 10–25 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· Figure 7.4-4 indicates that GRCC’s staff rated GRCC above the benchmark, Pacesetter award winner, in its evaluation of the RAIDERS overall values and it received an average score of 4.0 on “I am satisfied with my job.”

· A recent survey of faculty and staff learning and development through the Center for Teaching and Learning shows favorable results (Figure 7.4-5).
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· While Figure 7.4-2 provides benchmark data regarding the PACE Climate Survey, it appears GRCC may be outperforming the national norm but not the national benchmark (High Score). It is not clear whether the norm data included in Figure 7.4-2 represent an aggregation of all employees, just faculty, just staff, or some other segmentation of the workforce. Without segmentation data, it is difficult to determine if GRCC is achieving its priority of cultivating a desired campus environment.

· While Figure 7.4-4 provides information about the level of satisfaction of the staff regarding RAIDERS, no similar results are presented for the faculty, making it difficult 
to determine employee satisfaction regarding efforts to achieve RAIDERS. Figure 7.4-6 reports staff results regarding the PACE climate survey but does not reflect faculty results regarding the same set of factors. Without this information, it is difficult to determine if GRCC is meeting the key requirements of all employee groups.

· While GRCC’s goal is making the campus a safe workplace for students and employees, serious campus crime results have held steady, only showing improvement in 2001 (Figure 7.4-7).

· No results are provided regarding faculty and staff retention, well-being, or work system performance and effectiveness. Although GRCC stresses the whole systems engagement, with optimal use of cross functional teams, measures of success regarding skill sharing or collaboration are not presented. Further, no information is available regarding employee views of working conditions, a voice in planning and operations, growth opportunities, collective bargaining, compensation and retirement plans, benefits, or other matters identified as key factors to the work force. Without such information, it may be difficult to determine the degree of satisfaction or productivity employees have within the workforce.
7.5   Organizational Effectiveness Results

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 10–25 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· GRCC provides measures for student satisfaction with the instructional process and its campus support processes for 2002 and 2004 (Figures 7.5-1 and 7.5-2). 
· GRCC demonstrates results in all strategic end areas (Figure 7.5-3).
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· Although GRCC indicates various levels of student satisfaction with the instructional process (Figure 7.5-1 ), including class size, computers and other technology, classroom facilities, and factors related to student/faculty issues, GRCC lags behind benchmark data and is below its self-determined target in all reported categories.

· Although Figure 7.5-1 provides measures of student satisfaction with instruction, including design and delivery, there are no results that show current levels and 
trends in key measures or indicators of the operational performance of GRCC’s key learning-centered processes. Without results such as GRCC’s capacity to improve 
student performance, student development, and the education climate, indicators of responsiveness to student or stakeholder needs, supplier and partner performance, and other measures of effectiveness and efficiency, it is difficult to determine if GRCC is making progress toward organizational performance goals.

· Although Figure 7.5-2 shows measures for student satisfaction with campus support processes, nine of the 21 items are lower in 2004 than in 2002. In all categories, GRCC was below the benchmark and below the self-determined target of 4.0. Additionally, there are few results that show current levels and trends in key measures or indicators of the operational performance of the key support processes shown in Figure 6.2. This makes it difficult to determine if GRCC is meeting student and stakeholder requirements.

· Although GRCC presents key measures and indicators of strategic ends and strategic priorities (Figure 7.5-3), the extent that organizational strategy and action plans have been accomplished is not clear, making it difficult to determine if GRCC is using the results for analysis and review leading to improvement.
7.6   Governance and Social Responsibility Results

Your score in this Criteria Item for the consensus stage is in the 10–25 percentage range. (Please refer to Figure 5, “Scoring Guidelines.”)

STRENGTHS

· Current findings of fiscal accountability shows “No Findings” in the financial 
audit, surplus unrestricted net assets (Figure 7.3-1), cost affordability for students 
(Figure 7.3-6), and a Bond Rating of Aa3 and AA. Positive trends in these areas 
support GRCC’s strategic priority of growing and allocating financial resources
wisely.

· GRCC reports results of zero compliance issues for key measures of regulatory 
and legal compliance (Figure 7.6-1). OSHA Recordables are managed, and GRCC accreditation status is “Unconditional.”
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

· Although Figure 7.6-1 lists key measures of fiscal accountability, ethical behavior 
and safety, and regulatory/legal compliance, there are no key findings or trends listed; results are not segmented by work units and no comparative data are provided. Without this information, it is difficult to determine if GRCC is achieving results as they relate 
to GRCC’s values and strategic priorities.

· There is no evidence of key measures of ethical behavior and stakeholder trust such as compliance with the Executive Limitations or measures of departmental professional standards, college policies, and discipline-related organizations. Without this information, it is difficult to determine if GRCC is achieving its values of accountability, excellence, and respectfulness.

· Without comparative measures, it is not clear if 1999–2003 campus safety results ranging between 8 and 4 achieve the key student stakeholder requirement of being able to learn in a safe environment (Figure 7.4-7).
· Despite their stated importance in 1.2c, only one measure of organizational citizenship (key community activities) is reported. Without additional information, it is difficult for GRCC to determine if it is making progress in achieving its strategic outcomes of community outreach and community partnerships.
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