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April 24, 2007 
 
Dr. Tracy Pellett 
Central Washington University  
Office of Undergraduate Studies 
400 E. University Way 
Barge 303 
Ellensburg, WA 98926-7503 
 
Dr. Jerilyn S. McIntyre 
Central Washington University 
Office of the President 
400 E. University Way 
Barge 314 
Ellensburg, WA 98926-2111 
 
Dear Dr. Pellet and Dr. McIntyre: 

Congratulations for taking the Washington State Quality Award challenge! We commend you for applying for this 
award. Your application for the Award and use of the Baldrige Criteria demonstrate your organization’s commitment to 
performance excellence. 

This feedback report was prepared for your organization by members of the Washington State Quality Award Board of 
Examiners in response to your application for the Washington State Quality Award. It presents an outline of the scoring 
for your organization and describes areas identified as strengths and opportunities for possible improvement. The report 
contains the Examiners’ observations about your organization and is not intended to prescribe a specific course of 
action. Please refer to “Preparing to Read Your Feedback Report” for further details about how to use the information 
contained in your feedback report. 

We are eager to ensure that the comments in the report are clear to you so that you can incorporate the feedback into 
your planning process to continue to improve your organization. As direct communication between Examiners and 
applicants is not allowed under the operating procedures for the application process, please contact me at (360) 697-
2444 if you wish to clarify the meaning of any comment in your report. We will contact the Examiners for clarification 
and convey their intentions to you. Additionally, WSQA also offers an opportunity for you to meet with WSQA to 
discuss the feedback report. If you are interested, please phone the office to set up this meeting. 

The feedback report is not your only source for ideas about organizational improvement. Current and previous Award 
recipients can be potential resources on your continuing journey to performance excellence. An Award recipients’ 
contact list may be found at www.baldrige.nist.gov/Contacts_Profiles.htm or at www.wsqa.net. Additionally, national 
and state recipients will share their stories at our annual WSQA Symposium scheduled in May. 

Thank you for your participation in the Washington State Quality Award process. Best wishes for continued success 
with your performance excellence journey. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Jennifer Sprecher, Executive Director 
Washington State Quality Award 
 
Enclosures 
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Preparing to Read Your Lite (Assessment) Feedback Report 
 
Your feedback report contains Washington State Quality Award Examiners’ observations that are 
based on their understanding of your organization. They have provided comments on your 
organization’s strengths and opportunities for improvement relative to the Baldrige Criteria. The 
feedback is non-prescriptive. It will tell you where Examiners think you have strengths to celebrate 
and where they think improvement opportunities exist. The feedback will not say specifically how 
you should address these opportunities. The specifics will depend on what you decide is most 
important to your organization. Applicant organizations read and use feedback comments in 
different ways. We’ve gathered some tips and practices from prior applicants for you to consider. 
 
• Take a deep breath and prepare to benefit from the feedback process. You applied to get the 

feedback. Read it, take time to digest it, and read it again. 

• Please keep in mind that high performing organizations often spend several years within the 
same band. When reviewing a second feedback report we encourage you not to become 
discouraged if you have not increased scoring bands, but rather to focus on both your new 
strengths and opportunities. 

• Especially note comments in boldface type. These comments indicate particularly important 
observations - those the Examiner Team felt had substantial impact on your organization’s 
performance practices, capabilities, or results (either a strength or opportunity for improvement) 
and, therefore, had more influence on the team’s scoring of that particular item. 

• You know your organization better than the Examiners know it. There might be relevant 
information that was not communicated to them or that they did not fully understand. Therefore, 
not all of their comments may be equally accurate. 

• Although we strive for “perfection,” we do not achieve it in every comment. If Examiners have 
misread your application or misunderstood your organization on a particular point, don’t 
discount the whole feedback report. Consider the other comments and focus on the most 
important ones. 

• Celebrate your strengths and build on them to achieve world-class performance and a 
competitive advantage. You’ve worked hard and should congratulate yourselves. 

• Use your strengths comments to understand what the Examiners observed you do well and build 
upon them. Continue to evaluate and improve the things you do well. Sharing those things you 
do well with the rest of your organization can speed organizational learning. 

• Prioritize your opportunities for improvement. You can’t do everything all at once. Think about 
what’s most important for your organization at this time and decide which things to work on 
first. 

• You may decide to address all, some, or none of the opportunities in a particular Item. It 
depends on how important you think that Item or comment is to your organization. 

• Use the feedback as input to your strategic planning process. Focus on the strengths and 
opportunities for improvement that have an impact on your strategic goals and objectives. 
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Introduction 
 
By submitting a Washington State Quality Award Lite (Assessment) application, you have 
differentiated yourself from most State of Washington 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 Washington State Quality Award 
Lite (Assessment). Strict confidentiality is observed at all times and in every aspect of the 
application review and feedback. 
 
This feedback report contains a detailed listing of strengths and opportunities for improvement, and 
scoring information. Background information on the examination process is also provided. 
 
We encourage you to use the feedback as input to your strategic planning process. As a Washington 
State Quality Award Lite (Assessment) applicant, you are already a winner in the journey toward 
performance improvement! 
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Details of Strengths and Opportunities for Improvement 
 
Category 1 – Leadership 
 
Your score in this Criteria Item for the Stage 2, Consensus Review, is in Band 2. 
(Please refer to Appendix - Scoring Guidelines.) 
 
STRENGTHS 

• The vision and mission statements along with institutional values were collaboratively 
developed in 2000 and reaffirmed in 2008 as part of the strategic planning process.  The 
vision, mission and values are modeled by the President and executive officers.  They are 
referenced in the President's Cabinet, the President's Advisory Council, in each division's 
council, external advisory boards, and the Foundation Board.  Measures of performance 
have been established at the university, divisional and unit levels and are used as criteria for 
faculty promotion and tenure. 

• Shared governance allows for participation and communication across the institution.  
Senior leaders take a multi-pronged approach using communication strategies that include 
the President’s annual State of the University address, Fireside Chats that promote two-way 
communication between students and the President's Cabinet (PC), the monthly University 
Bulletin, newsletters and committee/council minutes, and posting to the website.  A 
suggestion box allows any stakeholder to make anonymous suggestions. 

• The Board of Trustees (BOT) members sign conflict-of-interest financial disclosure 
statements.  Ethics training is included in new employee orientation and monitored by an 
internal auditor who investigates all reported allegations and recommends corrective action 
is taken if violations occur. The students have developed a Code of Conduct.  Central 
Washington University signed the American College and University Presidents Climate 
Commitment.  Central Washington University complies with state and federal policies, such 
as the state Environmental Policy Act, federal animal care, the “use of human subjects” 
research guidelines, and the NCAA guidelines.  Central Washington University's effort to 
conserve and preserve resources has been recognized by the state. 

 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• It is unclear how the vision, mission and values statements are reviewed and updated, nor is 
it clear how the strategic plan is aligned and integrated with other institutional processes.  
Furthermore, it is not clear how the BOT participates in the strategic planning, accreditation, 
or other assessments.  Although it appears that measures have been established, it is not 
apparent how they are used to drive decisions, oversight and improvements by the 
BOT.  Without alignment, it may be difficult to ensure that the budget and processes are 
tracking with Central Washington University's mission and expectations.  It is also unclear 
how the BOT evaluates either itself or the President.  Without the feedback loop, 
organizational learning may not be driving integrated with continuously improved systems 
that will maintain or increase competitive advantage. 
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• While it appears that Central Washington University has established several strategies for 
communicating, it is unclear how communication processes are integrated throughout 
the University.  It is equally unclear how the workforce actively participates in improving 
systems and processes, or provides feedback.  Without formal and informal communication 
moving up through the organizational structure, it may be difficult for Central Washington 
University to meet organizational challenges. There is no evidence that the suggestions 
submitted in the suggestion box are reviewed, analyzed or included in planning and 
continuous improvement efforts.  If the workforce is not able to provide feedback or does 
not see the results of their feedback and input, their participation may wane. 

• Although Central Washington University appears to regularly comply with state and federal 
rules, the processes for ensuring compliance from its stakeholders is unclear.  It is unclear 
how Central Washington University plans, tracks, and measures compliance or progress in 
corrective actions.  Other than taking corrective action on reported allegations, it is unclear 
how Central Washington University uses its audit information to improve behavior and 
compliance.  Without learning and improvement in processes to improve ethical behavior, it 
may be difficult for Central Washington University to improve performance in this area. 

• Although Central Washington University indicates that it has had several specialized 
accreditations, it is not clear how Central Washington University uses its self-study and 
recommendations to drive continuous improvement.  Without a system for improvement, 
Central Washington University may miss opportunities for meeting challenges or filling 
gaps in performance. 
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Category 2 – Strategic Planning 
 
Your score in this Criteria Item for the Stage 2, Consensus Review, is in Band 3. 
(Please refer to Appendix - Scoring Guidelines.) 
 
STRENGTHS 

• Central Washington University has six key goals used to identify a broad organizational 
focus.  These strategic objectives drive resource allocation for Central Washington 
University.  Campus wide forums, work groups, and online participants have input into the 
process of developing a five-year strategic plan. 

• Central Washington University identifies challenges with all key stakeholders.  External 
reviewers give recommendations and commendations to the departments.  Academic 
departments conduct a self-study every five years, and the COP (Council of Presidents) meet 
regularly to discuss higher education in the state of Washington.  The BOT engages the 
stakeholders with participation in the process by using sets of questions.  These actions 
provide Central Washington University with an understanding of Central Washington 
University's competitive environment. 

• The University Assessment Plan, which grew out of performance measures, includes 
divisional and interdivisional metrics that rise to university metrics, which is how progress is 
tracked.  The application states that there is a relationship among unit and divisional goals.  
Assessment measures are both qualitative and quantitative, with data being reviewed 
annually by the President's Cabinet (PC).   Projected performance and tracking of progress 
toward goals allows Central Washington University to be better prepared to evaluate its rate 
of improvement and change relative to that of its competitors. 

 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• It is unclear whether all departments participated in the planning of key strategic objectives, 
or if only academic departments were involved.  Although the Strategic Planning 
Synthesizing Committee is charged with developing the strategic plan, there is no evidence 
to support a cross section of committee members representing the entire campus. 

• It is unclear how information is gathered, synthesized and prioritized throughout the 
university, and exactly how the information is used to implement improvements.  No 
evidence of separation of short and long-term challenges and opportunities is presented and 
there is no evidence of measures to ensure that strategic objectives balance the needs of all 
students and key stakeholders.  Long-term projections of key performance measures 
may enable Central Washington University to detect and reduce competitive threats, shorten 
reaction time, and identify opportunities. 

• Although Central Washington University includes all levels of staff in the strategic planning 
process, there is no evidence of improvements or refinements to the strategic planning 
process.  It is unclear how the action plans are used to identify improvements and gaps for 
future strategic initiatives, nor how these plans are used in the daily operations across the 
organization.  Alignment and consistency of action plans can provide a basis for setting and 
communicating priorities for ongoing improvement activities. 
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Category 3 – Customer and Market Focus 
 
Your score in this Criteria Item for the Stage 2, Consensus Review, is in Band 2. 
(Please refer to Appendix - Scoring Guidelines.) 
 
STRENGTHS 

• Key access mechanisms for students include mentors, student clubs and organizations, 
student service on committees, the Diversity Education Center, and the Center for Student 
Empowerment. 

• Central Washington University captures information from students, community leaders, and 
government officials in various methods such as student mentoring, student participation in 
student organizations, surveys, advisory councils and meetings with community leaders and 
federal officials. 

 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• Although Central Washington University captures information from stakeholders and 
identifies key access mechanisms for students, it is unclear how the processes for collecting 
stakeholder information are improved and how access mechanisms for stakeholders other 
than students are identified which may make it difficult for Central Washington University 
to meet the needs of the stakeholders as environmental needs change. 

• Although Central Washington University determines satisfaction of students, alumni, and 
government officials through focus groups, surveys, informal conversations, and advisory 
committees, it is unclear how Central Washington University makes improvements to the 
processes for gathering information or how the processes for gathering stakeholder 
satisfaction are integrated with other organizational processes.  This may make it difficult 
for Central Washington University to keep current with stakeholder and environmental 
needs. 

• Methods for prioritizing student and stakeholder information are not presented.  This may 
make it difficult for Central Washington University to allocate resources to needs that will 
impact organizational performance. 

• It is unclear how Central Washington University gathers complaints from all stakeholders to 
aid in organizational decision making.  Without feedback from all stakeholders, it may be 
difficult for Central Washington University to meet challenges and achieve its strategic 
goals. 
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Category 4 – Measurement, Analysis, and Knowledge Management 
 
Your score in this Criteria Item for the Stage 2, Consensus Review, is in Band 2. 
(Please refer to Appendix - Scoring Guidelines.) 
 
STRENGTHS 

• Data is made available on the website and intranet and through publications and reports.  
Information is shared in employee groups, division councils, Board of Trustee meetings and 
to external constituents. 

• Workforce knowledge is shared at regional and national conferences as well as through 
practitioners acting as coaches to newly hired employees. 

 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• Although Central Washington University has identified eight measures that are aligned with 
the University Assessment Plan and the Office of Institutional Research gathers data for 
publication on Central Washington University's website, intranet, and print media, it is 
unclear how Central Washington University aggregates and analyzes data for making 
organizational level improvements. 

• It is unclear how Central Washington University integrates its management, analysis, and 
knowledge processes with other organizational processes or how it improves its processes 
for managing information.  Without such processes, it may be difficult for Central 
Washington University to align resources to meet organizational challenges. 

• Although the eight measures aligned with the University Assessment Plan are reviewed by 
the division heads and chief planning officer, it is unclear how organizational performance is 
reviewed to determine organizational capabilities.  Without such processes, it may be 
difficult to improve organizational performance. 
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Category 5 – Workforce Focus 
 
Your score in this Criteria Item for the Stage 2, Consensus Review, is in Band 2. 
(Please refer to Appendix - Scoring Guidelines.) 
 
STRENGTHS 

• Central Washington University's Workforce Enrichment Program focuses on the essentials 
of workforce planning for all four groups of employees.  Job expectations are defined and 
the probation period provides opportunities for mentoring. Feedback is obtained from 
employee entry and exit surveys as well as a semi-annual satisfaction survey administered 
by the Human Resources Department.  Data related to absenteeism, retention, and patterns 
of grievances are analyzed to identify emerging issues. Employee Professional Development 
Plans are completed for all employee groups, and those plans provide information regarding 
employee concerns, training needs, and workplace issues. Employee resources include the 
Workforce Enrichment Program, the Joint Labor Management Council and Resource 
Central, and the state Employee Assistance Program. Shared governance allows for 
participation in councils and committees. 

• Training programs through the Department of Human Resources' Training and Development 
Office, Office for Equal Opportunity, and the Diversity Education Center provide a variety 
of training such as current technology, job skills, workplace behavior, nonviolent 
communication, and conflict resolution.  Specialized training in diversity is available.  
Depending on an employee's position and career goals, Central Washington 
University offers them a variety of staff development tracks.  Surveys provide feedback and 
suggestions, which are used to improve training.  Central Washington University has a 
succession plan. 

 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• The process for determining and setting key factors for workforce engagement and 
satisfaction is unclear. There appears to be no evidence that a systematic approach is used to 
develop the key factors. 

• It is unclear whether Central Washington University conducts satisfaction surveys with 
its workforce beyond the focus on Human Resources, or how members of the 
workforce inform Central Washington University regarding key factors or suggestions for 
improvement.  It is not clear what engagement and satisfaction factors are applied beyond 
absenteeism, retention and grievance data, nor is it clear how criteria are analyzed and 
improvements made.  Without improvements to processes for organizational learning, it may 
be difficult to adapt to change, maintain a competitive advantage, and recruit highly 
qualified employees. Without additional timely information, Central Washington University 
may exacerbate its recruitment and retention difficulties or lose staff to other more engaging 
institutions that have arrived in their area. 

• Although Central Washington University states that plans are cascaded through levels of the 
organization, it is unclear how core competencies are developed and aligned with the 
strategic plan or the challenges faced by Central Washington University. It is also unclear 
how the workforce is held accountable to those core competencies.  Because action planning 
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does not appear to be in evidence, it is unclear how personal development plans are 
integrated with the department plans and Central Washington University's strategic plans. 

• It is not clear now improvements to processes are identified, analyzed, changed, and 
implemented. Without improvements to processes and the inherent organizational learning 
that accompanies this process, it may be difficult for Central Washington University to adapt 
to change and succeed. It is also unclear how Central Washington University is addressing 
its strategic challenges or what short or long-term goals have been set for accomplishing 
action plans within each department.  This is important to ensuring core competencies are 
attained.  There appears to be no systematic approach to learning.  Without the relationship 
of training to core competencies and core job functions, succession planning, skill 
development, recruitment and retention, employee satisfaction and strategic success may be 
affected. 

• There appears to be no evidence of a formal staffing plan related to workforce capabilities. 
Without this knowledge, Central Washington University may struggle to project future 
needs and build capacity that is aligned with future direction. 

• It is unclear how evaluations and employee learning are integrated so that employees may 
acquire additional knowledge, skills, and abilities, or further their educational career.  
Central Washington University  has a corrective action process, but it is unclear how this 
process works or how employees might seek assistance or remediation.  Although many 
training courses are available, it is unclear how the courses are determined in relation to core 
competencies and the strategic plan. 
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Category 6 – Process Management 
 
Your score in this Criteria Item for the Stage 2, Consensus Review, is in Band 2. 
(Please refer to Appendix - Scoring Guidelines.) 
 
STRENGTHS 

• Students, employee groups, advisory groups, government officials, and employers are 
participants in the Strategic Planning Process.  Core competencies are developed using 
Central Washington University's context of strategic planning so that they are aligned with 
the Vision, Mission, and Value statements.  Faculty members develop and revise curriculum 
to keep it current and relevant over time. 

• Determination of key work processes are comprised of core and support processes.  The key 
work processes are focused on developing and implementing curriculum, mentoring 
students, and conducting cutting edge research.  Certain areas of Central Washington 
University have an implemented process to ensure that core competencies are met. 

• Central Washington University's key requirements for faculty and student affairs are to 
develop and implement the curriculum, mentor students and conduct research. The key 
requirements for support services are financial and business services, business process 
redesign, entrepreneurial efforts, university relationship building, and ethical oversight. 

• Division, unit, and individual performance micro measures are developed to track 
performance on micro goals and objectives.  Grievances are measured for all units of the 
university.  Student evaluations of instructors are completed for each course each 
quarter.  Central Washington University's work progress management depends on fine 
grained goals and objectives to ensure it meets design requirements.  Division, unit heads, 
and interdisciplinary committees set outcome measures and a time table for measurement.  
Supervisors focus on best practices, and students evaluate each course they attend at the end 
of the quarter. 

 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• Evidence indicating that improvements have been made to work process design or to the 
core competency of engagement of alumni for dissemination of knowledge is not presented. 
It is unclear how Central Washington University coordinates the various key processes and 
analyzes them for ongoing improvements. 

• It is unclear how key processes are integrated throughout Central Washington University 
other than the responsibility assigned to each individual area.  It is also unclear how the 
university measures success of its processes or determines how improvements can be made. 

• Other than the few metrics that are common to multiple areas, it is unclear how Central 
Washington University identifies key measures for individual areas.  Furthermore, it is not 
clear how the performance indicators are coordinated and communicated.  Evidence of 
improvements to work processes is not presented. 
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Category 7 – Results 
 
7.0a Financial Outcomes 
 
Your score in this Criteria Item for the Stage 2, Consensus Review, is in Band 2. 
(Please refer to Appendix - Scoring Guidelines.) 
 
STRENGTHS 

• “Income from All Sources” including the amount of funds in state and tuition grants and 
contracts, auxiliaries, service and activity fees, and self-support is presented in Figure 12 for 
FY 2002 and FY 2008. 

• Data for “Federal Grants and Contracts” (Figure 15) indicates a positive trend for 1998 - 
2008.  Data for “Gifts and Pledges from All Sources” (Figure 16) indicates a positive trend 
for 2002 – 2008, and a positive trend for “Total Number of Donors” (Figure 17) is presented 
for the years 2006 - 2008. 

 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• Although Central Washington University presents results for measures related to the 
strategic goal of strengthening and diversifying the funding base (Figures 12- 17), no 
comparative data is presented, which may make it difficult for Central Washington 
University to assess organizational sustainability. 

• Funding per division has remained constant for the years 1999-2008 (Figure 14). 

• Measures for funding per Full-Time Employee (FTE) are not presented, which may make it 
difficult to assess whether organizational challenges related to state funding can be met. 

 
7.0.b Leadership Outcomes 
 
Your score in this Criteria Item for the Stage 2, Consensus Review, is in Band 1. 
(Please refer to Appendix - Scoring Guidelines.) 
 
STRENGTHS 

• Central Washington University has maintained its accreditation since 1918.  Central 
Washington University reports four ethical allegations have been investigated in the last five 
years, resulting in three dismissals and one investigation still pending.  There have been few 
minor violations resulting from inspections by the Washington Department of Ecology, and 
inspections by the Division of Radiation Protection within the Washington Department of 
Health found no items of noncompliance.  Fire inspections have revealed only minor 
violations. 

• Comparative data is presented for “Percentage of Courses Taught by Tenure Track” and 
“Tenured Faculty” for the years 2005 and 2008 (Figure 21).  Comparative data is also 
presented for “Average Time to Degree for Freshmen and Transfer Students” for 2008 
(Figure 22), and there is a slight upward trend in Freshman Retention between 1997 and 
2006 (Figure 23), and Six-Year Graduation Rates for 1994 - 2001 (Figure 24).  A positive 



Washington State Quality Award—Feedback Report  Page 15 of 29 

trend is presented for “Three-Year Graduation Rates of Community College Transfers” 
between 1994 and 2004 (Figure 25).  There is also a positive trend in “FTE enrollment 
versus Budgeted” between 1994 and 2008 (Figure 26).  Over the past six years, salaries have 
increased in relation to two regional competitors and have moved closer to the national 
average. 

 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• There appears to be little or no trend, comparative, or linkage data presented regarding 
ethical, regulatory and legal compliance.  Although the University has been accredited since 
its inception, there are no results regarding accreditation findings or trends.  It is not clear 
how Central Washington University links these measures to its strategic dashboard, 
measures performance, or uses results to drive decisions and improvements.  Results of 
internal and external audits are not evident.  This may make it difficult to assess whether 
Central Washington University is meeting its societal and community responsibilities.  
There do not appear to be any measures or results presented or comparisons made that 
provide insight into key factors and challenges identified by Central Washington University. 

• Other than faculty salaries and freshman class trends and comparisons, there appears to be 
little discussion of levels, comparative, trend, or linkage results.  Central Washington 
University's strategic measures are also not presented.  This data could provide information 
that drives decisions and improvements in market share. 

 
7.0.c Strategic Planning 
 
Your score in this Criteria Item for the Stage 2, Consensus Review, is in Band 1. 
(Please refer to Appendix - Scoring Guidelines.) 
 
STRENGTHS 
 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• It is unclear how the strategic plan and the work of Central Washington University 
are aligned and implemented, nor are there any results presented that support the progress 
indicated.  It is unclear what measures are used to monitor the progress of strategic 
goals. Without results, it may be difficult to assess whether Central Washington University 
is meeting its strategic objectives. 
 
Other than data related to faculty salaries, no trend data is presented concerning key 
indicators such as student and faculty recruitment and retention, enrollment, etc.  There does 
not appear to be any evidence that action plans are contributing to progress toward success 
in achieving organizational goals. 

 
7.0.d-e Customer-Focused Outcomes 
 
Your score in this Criteria Item for the Stage 2, Consensus Review, is in Band 2. 
(Please refer to Appendix - Scoring Guidelines.) 
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STRENGTHS 

• National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) Benchmark Comparisons for First Year 
students Level of Academic Achievement Challenge, Active and Collaborative Learning, 
Student-Faculty Interaction, Enriching Educational Experiences, Supportive Campus 
Environment each show favorable comparisons in 2008. (Figure 2) 

• NSSE Benchmark Comparisons for Senior Year Student-Faculty Interaction, Enriching 
Educational Experiences, Supportive Campus Environment each show favorable 
comparisons in 2008. (Figure 3) 

• Figures 8 and 9 present results for Achievement of Student Goals and Evaluation of 
Instructors for 2007 seniors.  Over 65 percent of students reported that the institution made a 
''Major Contribution'' or ''Strong Contribution'' to achieving the goals of being productive 
and reliable as well as developing self-confidence, leadership skills, and management skills.  
Over 80 percent of students reported that their instructors were fair and respectful, 
encouraged them to think and learn independently, encouraged students to devote sufficient 
time, and encouraged active learning.  Overall 85 percent of seniors reported that the 
instructors in the major were ''excellent'' or ''very good.'' 

 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• While Figure 11 presents results of a 2007 alumni survey for academic skills important to 
their career and respondents indicated that they were prepared for Thinking Critically, 
Communications, Quantitative Reasoning, and Information Literacy, no trends or 
comparative data are presented. 

• While national exam results are presented for various disciplines such as Psychology, CCE, 
Computer Science, and teacher prep programs, trend or comparative performance levels are 
not presented. 

• Results related to student satisfaction show levels for one year. Trends and comparative data 
are not presented (Figures 2 and 3). 

 
7.0.f Workforce-Focused Outcomes 
 
Your score in this Criteria Item for the Stage 2, Consensus Review, is in Band 1. 
(Please refer to Appendix - Scoring Guidelines.) 
 
STRENGTHS 

• Central Washington University shows increased results for hires and a high number of 
separations in the years 2006-2008.  Results segregated by type of employee, civil service, 
exempt, and faculty, show that Central Washington University met 50 percent of its 
affirmative action goals.  Central Washington University demonstrates an improved FTE-to-
faculty ratio (Figures 19 and 20).  There also appears to be increasing parity in faculty 
salaries. 

 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 
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• Result do not appear to include positive trends or comparative data. Although there is 
limited data on hiring, retiring and separating employees (Figure 19), there appears to be a 
lack of additional data and little evidence of integration with other processes. There also 
appears to be little discussion of trends, or indicators for the changes in trends for the past 
two years. 

• Results for key measures of workforce engagement, workforce satisfaction, and workforce 
development are not presented.  The lack of results may make it difficult to assess whether 
Central Washington University maintains an engaging and caring work environment.  
Results indicate an increasing number of separations.  Central Washington University 
indicates that it conducts entrance and exit surveys, but there are no results to indicate the 
reasons for the increased separations.  This multi-level approach to evaluating results may 
provide Central Washington University with valuable bases for improvements. 

• There is no discussion or data related to Central Washington University's key challenges 
such as rural location, aging workforce, reduced funding, or how faculty and staff will be 
recruited and retained to assist in driving discussions and making decisions.  Without robust 
strategies for meeting workforce engagement and satisfaction measures and goals, Central 
Washington University may face staffing and succession difficulties.  This may also result in 
the inability to attract and keep quality staff in relation to its increasing competitive 
environment. 

• It is unclear how Central Washington University compares to other competitors, including 
its regional peers.  There appears to be little evidence of trends or how data is integrated into 
the university system.  There appears to be little evidence that these criteria are tracked so 
that results can be used to drive workplace decisions to increase competitive advantage.  

 
7.0.g Process Effectiveness Outcomes 
 
Your score in this Criteria Item for the Stage 2, Consensus Review, is in Band 2. 
(Please refer to Appendix - Scoring Guidelines.) 
 
STRENGTHS 

• Central Washington University identifies the work of the faculty and student affairs as core 
processes.   The performance of faculty is demonstrated through measures related to 
teaching.  Positive trends in the Ratio of Full-Time Equivalent Students to Full-Time 
Equivalent Faculty, Classified Staff, and Administrative Exempt measures for 2004 - 2008 
(Figure 20) are presented. An above-national-average freshmen retention rate for years 1997 
to 2006 is presented in Figure 23. 

 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• Central Washington University participates in a shared governance model, which would 
indicate there is a structure in place to implement cross-functional process improvement.  
However, there is little discussion throughout the application about how these groups are 
utilized other than as information gathering or venues for communicating outward.  It is not 
evident how Central Washington University uses the participation of these groups to make 
improvements.  Many measures are missing for work outcomes identified in the evaluation 
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of Work Processes. The lack of measures makes it difficult to assess whether key processes 
are effective.  
 
There is little indication that Central Washington University has implemented any formal, 
systematic process improvement cycles.  There is little evidence of how Central Washington 
University goes from gathering data to using that data to drive organization-wide discussion 
and improving processes cross-functionally.  Without this information, it may be difficult to 
demonstrate to key stakeholders that Central Washington University is working toward 
accomplishing the mission, vision, and values. 

• Few results are reported regarding Central Washington University's performance related to 
its competitors.  There are neither benchmarks nor comparisons for Central Washington 
University's key performance results.  Trends are not presented for many measures.  Without 
trending benchmark data, there may be no way to see how Central Washington University 
compares to competitors in the marketplace. 
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Your Next WSQA Application 
The timing for reapplication to WSQA is an individual organizational decision that is based on how 
quickly the organization is able to act on their feedback and then gather results from their actions. 
Many organizations find that a period of 18-24 months is appropriate. Typical considerations for 
determining the time to reapply include: 
 

• Ability to address a substantial amount of the key findings of the report. 
• Ability to demonstrate the results that have occurred from addressing the key findings. 

Please remember that 45% of the total score is in the results.  
• Ability to demonstrate at least one cycle of learning/ improvement within key process 

changes. 
 

Closing Thoughts on Writing a Better Application 
Improvement is the driving force behind the submission of a WSQA application. Examiners are 
trained to focus on content and ignore editorial issues. By focusing on the creation of feedback that 
reflects the applicant content versus editorial issues, examiners provide comments that are valuable 
in helping an organization improve. However, WSQA recognizes that many organizations intend to 
reapply at some point in the future as a critical component of their improvement process. 
Additionally, many organizations use all or portions of their applications to communicate with their 
internal and external stakeholders through numerous mechanisms including web, mailings, 
meetings, and presentations. For this reason, the examiners have assembled a few suggestions that 
may help your organization in writing a stronger application. We hope that these suggestions may 
be of some assistance in the future.  
 

• It was the Team's opinion that Central Washington University had done a very creditable job 
on its first application.  However, there were a number of areas in which the legibility and 
ease of understanding of the application could be improved: 

o The sea of text of the application could be broken up by the inclusion of drawings 
and diagrams (e.g. flowcharts, tables of data, etc.), illustrative of the textual 
explanation of the process employed.  Similarly, adoption of a two-column per page 
format (customary for national award applications) would have enhanced readability. 

o The graphs in the Results section were visually unattractive, did not follow a uniform 
format, appeared to use a sub-minimum font size  and did not indicate the direction 
of "Better".   

o The application included several intriguing (tantalizing) comments that begged for 
an illustration and/or supporting evidence that was not included, which was a let-
down for the Examiners.  For example, in discussing Strategy Deployment (Item 2) 
the Application talks of matrices of goals and cascading relationships among unit 
and division goals.  An illustration would have helpful in understanding how this 
process worked.  Again, in the response to Item 4 (Performance Measurement, etc.)  
it would have been helpful to have the University Assessment Plan details laid out in 
tabular form, preferably with future target performance identified (Here is a 
performance Balanced Scorecard cleverly disguised not to appear as such). 

• Where the content of the application is concerned, the issue that came up time and again was 
the lack of evidence of a goal, strategy or process for improving their core business 
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processes.  This would have been a key theme for a full, as opposed to a Lite application.  
Central Washington University appears to this point not to have adopted/ implemented a 
culture of continuous improvement, or adopted an organization-wide Plan-Do-Check-Act 
(PDCA) or similar cyclical improvement process.   

• In the Results section there were not consistent periods for which all data was presented, and 
in some cases no comparative results (benchmarks or peer-comparisons) were included. 

 
Maintaining the Improvement Momentum 
WSQA has seen many strong approaches to maintaining the improvement momentum including: 
 

• Prioritizing the feedback of this report, creating action plans to address the feedback, and 
holding follow up progression meetings on the action plans. WSQA offers a follow up 
workshop entitled Turning Feedback into Action to facilitate this process. 

• Conducting internal reviews with internal examiners. 
• Conducting on-line self-assessment surveys during the non-application years. WSQA offers 

two types of these surveys. 
• Participating in an Improvement Collaborative with other organizations. 
• Joining a Round Table group of past WSQA recipients. 

 
Please contact WSQA for more information on these and other methods of maintaining the 
improvement momentum within your organization. 
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Final Note 
 
Thank you for taking the quality challenge to pursue the Washington State Quality Award. It is our 
sincere hope that the feedback provided in this Lite (Assessment) Feedback Report is both 
reaffirming to your strengths as well as insightful into your operation’s opportunities for 
improvement. Excellence is a journey. We wish you well on your journey to performance 
excellence. Congratulations! 
 
Sincerely, 
WSQA Application Review Team 
WSQA Board of Examiners 
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Appendix  
 
This feedback report contains the Examiner’s findings, including a detailed listing of strengths and 
opportunities for improvement along with scoring information. Background information on the 
examination process is provided on the following pages. 
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Lite (Assessment) Application Review Process 
 
Stage 1: Independent Review 
 
The application process begins with Stage 1, Independent Review; in which members of the Board 
of Examiners and/or Judges Panel are assigned to the assessment 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. All applicants go through the Stage 1 
evaluation process. 
 
Stage 2: Consensus Review 
 
Applicants then move forward to Stage 2, Consensus Review. During Stage 2 Examiners conduct a 
series of conference calls and meetings to reach consensus on comments that capture the team’s 
collective view of the applicant’s strengths and opportunities for improvement and the scoring range 
for each Category. Comments are documented in a consensus scorebook. The consensus process is 
shown in Figure 1. 
 
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 
Consensus Planning: 
• Clarify the timeline 

for the team to 
complete its work 

• Assign Category/Item 
discussion leaders 

• Discuss key 
business/organization 
factors 

Virtual Consensus: 
• Review all 

independent review 
evaluations - draft 
consensus comments 
and propose scores 

• Post consensus review 
worksheets for the 
team to review 

• Address feedback, 
incorporate inputs, and 
propose a resolution of 
differences on each 
worksheet 

• Review updated 
comments and scores 

Consensus Calls: 
• Discuss a limited 

number of issues 
related to specific 
comments or scores, 
and discuss all Key 
Themes 

• Achieve consensus on 
comments and scores 

Post Consensus  Call 
Planning: 
• Revise comments and 

scores to reflect 
consensus decisions 

• Prepare final 
consensus scorebook 

• Prepare feedback 
report 

 

Figure 1—Consensus Review Process 
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Scoring Guidelines 
Criteria for Performance Excellence 2008<<Delete this page if not applicable>> 

Band Process (For Use With Categories 1-6) 

1 
Not Evident 

• No systematic approach to Item requirements is evident; information is anecdotal. (A) 
• Little or no deployment of any systematic approach is evident. (D) 
• An improvement orientation is not evident; improvement is achieved through reacting to 

problems.(L) 
• No organizational alignment is evident; individual areas or work units operate independently. 

(I) 

2 
Beginning 

• 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) 

3 
Basically 
Effective 

• 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 Organizational Profile and other Process Items. (I) 

4 
Overall 

Effective 

• 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 

Organizational Profile and other Process Items. (I) 
Figure 2 – Scoring Guidelines
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Band Results (For Use With Category 7) 

1 
Not Evident 

• There are no organizational performance results and/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 the accomplishment of your 

organization’s mission. 

2 
Beginning 

• A few organizational performance results are reported, and early good performance levels 
are evident in a few areas. 

• Some trend data are reported, with some adverse trends evident. 
• Little or no comparative information is reported. 
• Results are reported for a few areas of importance to the accomplishment of your 

organization’s mission. 

3 
Basically 
Effective 

• Good organizational performance levels are reported for some areas of importance to the 
Item requirements. 

• Some trend data are reported, and a majority of the trends presented are beneficial. 
• Early stages of obtaining comparative information are evident. 
• Results are reported for many areas of importance to the accomplishment of your 

organization’s mission. 

4 
Overall 

Effective 

• Good organizational performance levels are reported for most areas of importance to the 
Item requirements. 

• Beneficial trends are evident in areas of importance to the accomplishment of your 
organization’s mission. 

• Some current performance levels have been evaluated against relevant comparisons and/or 
benchmarks and show areas of good relative performance. 

• Organizational performance results are reported for most key customer, market, and process 
requirements. 

Figure 2 – Scoring Guidelines continued
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Scoring Guidelines 
Education Criteria for Performance Excellence 2008<<Delete this page if not applicable>> 

Band Process (For Use With Categories 1-6) 

1 
Not Evident 

• No systematic approach to Item requirements is evident; information is anecdotal. (A) 
• Little or no deployment of any systematic approach is evident. (D) 
• An improvement orientation is not evident; improvement is achieved through reacting to 

problems.(L) 
• No organizational alignment is evident; individual areas or work units operate independently. 

(I) 

2 
Beginning 

• 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) 

3 
Basically 
Effective 

• 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 Organizational Profile and other Process Items. (I) 

4 
Overall 

Effective 

• 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 

Organizational Profile and other Process Items. (I) 
Figure 2 – Scoring Guidelines



Washington State Quality Award—Feedback Report  Page 27 of 29 

Band Results (For Use With Category 7) 

1 
Not 

Evident 

• There are no organizational performance results and/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 the accomplishment of your 

organization’s mission. 

2 
Beginning 

• A few organizational performance results are reported, and early good performance levels are 
evident in a few areas. 

• Some trend data are reported, with some adverse trends evident. 
• Little or no comparative information is reported. 
• Results are reported for a few areas of importance to the accomplishment of your 

organization’s mission. 

3 
Basically 
Effective 

• Good organizational performance levels are reported for some areas of importance to the 
Item requirements. 

• Some trend data are reported, and a majority of the trends presented are beneficial. 
• Early stages of obtaining comparative information are evident. 
• Results are reported for many areas of importance to the accomplishment of your 

organization’s mission. 

4 
Overall 

Effective 

• Good organizational performance levels are reported for most areas of importance to the Item 
requirements. 

• Beneficial trends are evident in areas of importance to the accomplishment of your 
organization’s mission. 

• Some current performance levels have been evaluated against relevant comparisons and/or 
benchmarks and show areas of good relative performance. 

• Organizational performance results are reported for most key student, stakeholder, market, 
and process requirements. 

Figure 2 - Scoring Guidelines continued
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Scoring Guidelines 
Health Care Criteria for Performance Excellence 2008<<Delete this page if not applicable>> 

Band Process (For Use With Categories 1-6) 

1 
Not Evident 

• No systematic approach to Item requirements is evident; information is anecdotal. (A) 
• Little or no deployment of any systematic approach is evident. (D) 
• An improvement orientation is not evident; improvement is achieved through reacting to 

problems.(L) 
• No organizational alignment is evident; individual areas or work units operate independently. 

(I) 

2 
Beginning 

• 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) 

3 
Basically 
Effective 

• 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 Organizational Profile and other Process Items. (I) 

4 
Overall 

Effective 

• 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 

Organizational Profile and other Process Items. (I) 
Figure 2 – Scoring Guidelines
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Band Results (For Use With Category 7) 

1 
Not 

Evident 

• There are no organizational performance results and/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 the accomplishment of your 

organization’s mission. 

2 
Beginning 

• A few organizational performance results are reported, and early good performance levels are 
evident in a few areas. 

• Some trend data are reported, with some adverse trends evident. 
• Little or no comparative information is reported. 
• Results are reported for a few areas of importance to the accomplishment of your 

organization’s mission. 

3 
Basically 
Effective 

• Good organizational performance levels are reported for some areas of importance to the 
Item requirements. 

• Some trend data are reported, and a majority of the trends presented are beneficial. 
• Early stages of obtaining comparative information are evident. 
• Results are reported for many areas of importance to the accomplishment of your 

organization’s mission. 

4 
Overall 

Effective 

• Good organizational performance levels are reported for most areas of importance to the Item 
requirements. 

• Beneficial trends are evident in areas of importance to the accomplishment of your 
organization’s mission. 

• Some current performance levels have been evaluated against relevant comparisons and/or 
benchmarks and show areas of good relative performance. 

• Organizational performance results are reported for most key patient and other customer, 
market, and process requirements. 

Figure 2 – Scoring Guidelines Continued 
 


