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Stakeholders
Taxpayers
Students
Institutions of Higher Education
(public and private)

Educator Preparation Programs
IUC, OACC, AICUO, OACCS,
SBCCS

Accreditors




Reason for improving this process

To reduce the burden on institutions and staff




Scope of Event
What is the process?

The process begins when a new private or out-of-
state institution seeks initial authorization (Rule 3333-
01-8), including approval to offer an educator
preparation license or endorsement (Rule 3301-

24 01-14). The process ends with the initial
authorization and licensure approval.




Out of Scope
Areas that will not change as aresult of the Kaizen
event are:
| o No one loses their job because of the Kaizen event, but
duties may be modified
o No additional staff

¢ No additional money

¢ No change to standards
¢ No change to integrity of review

o Public comment solicited prior to a final review by the
Chancellor

¢ No IT solution until an improved process is devised and
it is determined that an IT solution is needed




Potential Issues

What do we need to know going in?
- program is exceedingly complex

What might change soon?
-new program approval manual
-new rules regarding program approval and fees
-federal regulations regarding state approval of distance -
education programs
-National accreditation of education programs (NCATE and
TEAC become CAEP)

New initiatives coming up?
-increased efforts on getting students into and through college
-more dual enrollment
-more credit transfer

Changes in staffing or equipment or technology?
-would like system to be web-based—RACGS may already be
moving that way




Goals & Objectives

Reduce burden on institutions/enhance customer
satisfaction

Reduce burden on staff/enhance staff mental
health

Reduce the time needed for approval while
maintaining quality




Scorecard

| Measure

Time from official inquiry to proposal submission

4 — 7 months

Reduce by 50%

2-3.5
months

Time from proposal submission to review
completion

8 — 13 months

Reduce by 50%

4-6.5
months

Staff time spent on review process

420 -497
hours

Reduce at least
40%

210- 249
hours

Indirect costs to Institutions

Reduce at least
40%
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Ohio Board of Regents - Academic Program Reviews |2tk

Number of Reviews Performed 2010 - YTD 2012 E ;,"': e

In-state Private, &4 7T e

0O0S Public & Private, HEEIT T

2-year 4-year and For-profit Graduate | Education ?;"; _ _:- _."

Institution | Institution Institutions Program Licensure F

New Degree Program 41 2 134 27 59 ; ALt
B

New Major 38 19 41 g3t

New Site Location

10

- One Year Certificate

18

Program Change Requests

New Licensure-Existing degree

Continuing Licensure

Institutional Reauthorization

Total




OBR Program Approval
Baseline Data

Number of Program Reviews Performed
2010 through YTD 2012

In-state Private, 2-year Institution Education Licensure Graduate Program 4-year Institution
0O0S Public & Private,
and For-profit
Institutions




OBR Program Approval
Baseline Data

Number of Program Reviews Performed
2010 throughYTD 2012

Program Change New Degree New Major Continuing New Licensure- Institutional One Year New Site Location
Requests Program Licensure Existing degree Reauthorization Certificate




OBR Program Approval
Baseline Data

OBR Staff Time per Review

Range (in hours)

Minimum |Maximum

Initital Contact

30

50

Proposal Submission: Pre-submission

20

25

Proposal Submission: Post-submission

25

30

Review: pre-visit

Review: during

Review: post-visit

Decision

Follow-up

Total Hours




OBR Program Approval
Baseline Data

Range (in months)
Minimum |Maximum

Program Review Timeline

Initital Contact

Proposal Submission: Pre-submission
Proposal Submission: Post-submission
Review: pre-visit

Review: during

Review: post-visit

Decision

Follow-up

Total Hours




OBR Program Approval
Baseline Data

Estimated Overall Staff Time Spent on Review
Activities

Institutional
Reauthorization
1%

New Majors
Reviewed
3%




The Kaizen Approach

DAY1 DAY 2 DAY 3 DAY 4 DAY 5

Day of Day of Day of Day of Design Day of
Learning Discovery & Improvement  Implementation Celebration
Developing & Creating the & & Results
Improvement  New process Documentation
Ideas Schedule 30-
60-90-day
follow-ups

At the end of the week, each Kaizen team has designed
dramatic operational improvements




To Break for the Better
¢ Clear objectives

¢ Team process

0 Tight focus on time
(one week)

¢ Quick and simple,

action first

o Necessary resources
available right away

¢ Immediate results (new
process functioning by
end of week)




Lead-time Reduction

D Wasted Time and Activity

. Core Process Value Added

Excessive Motion Defects & Loop
Backs

Ove
Over processing S




Oooh, nooooo!
That’'s too
many steps

175 steps
76 handoffs
O decisions




The original process had:

o Too many steps

o Too many handoffs

o Over-reliance on one person

o Lack of clarity of roles

o Multiple entry points

o Duplication

o Lot of walt time

o Lack of efficient communication




The team brainstormed 67 unduplicated
Improvement ideas
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The team prioritized the
Improvement ideas

High Impact;
Within OBR control
to chang







Common Ground

o Single point of entry o Enhanced role of lead
o Central data tracking consultant

o Fewer handoffs o Clearly defined role of

¢ Consultant administrator
reimbursement s Streamlined
handled at the
institutions

¢ OBR team member
scheduled meetings

o Use of checklists

communication with
Institutions and among
staff

o Initial inquiry survey




Other Ideas to Include in the
Redesign

o Report completed on-site ¢ Improve Letter of Intent

o Work with school schedule ¢ Commitment strategy
(not consultant’s) s Lead

o Initial Intake Consultant/mentor

questionnaire o Add signature block to
o Central point of contact background piece from
for ALL consultants beginning
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62 steps
25 handoffs
5 decisions




Old Process

New Process




| Number of Parallel &
Overlapping Tracks

Steps

- Decisions

Handoffs

Processing Time
Initial Contact

9

76

1 month

Proposal Submission 5-8 months

Review
Decision

Overall
Processing Time

5-10 months
1 month

12-20 months

5

25

- Initial Inquiry to
program Submission
- Proposal
Submission to
Institutional
Response

- Staff Meeting to
Final Approval

9 months

80% fewer

113
(65% fewer)

4 (43% fewer)

51 (67% fewer)

130 days

79 days

44 days

3 to 11 months




More Results

Time that School Controls: 150 days

Time that OBR Staff controls: 103 days
maximum




0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

More Results

Web-based, streamlined process
Institutional Mentor

Improved consultant training process
Transparent process for the institutions
Greater clarity in roles, yet team based
Central filing system

New consultant payment process
Model for other review areas

Shorter approval process

Greater clarity in upfront process
Proactive rather than reactive



Projected Cost Savings

Cost Savings per Review: $2,500

Projected Annual Savings of
$12,500




Cost Avoidance

The revised process will result in significant
amount of time that staff can be redeployed
for other OBR priorities.

The revised process will result in significant
amount of time that staff can be redeployed
for other Institution priorities.




Key Issues

Multiple parallel tracks

Two separate &
unaligned review
processes

Too much emphasis on
one person

Too many steps &
handoffs with few
decisions made

Ad hoc meetings

Silo storage

Major Improvements

Established single pathway

Merged into one process under one
Associate Vice Chancellor

Shared responsibility

Streamlined the process and set
defined decision points

Strategic & defined meetings

Central, web-based storage process

Lack of understanding of Transparency of end-to-end process

the end-to-end process
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Implementation Plans

Development of Initial Inquiry
Process/Use + Timeline: Initial Inquiry
Checklist Revisions

LOC Process/Use timeline

Fee Schedule Revision

Electronic Fee Payment
Consultant Fee Schedule

External & Internal Communication
Training

Centralized Filing

Web-based Process
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Inquiry Survey Action Register




Action Plans

Letter of Commitment Checklist
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Electronic Payment Consultant Fee
of Institution Fees Schedule




hat changesMonday

o Centralized filing &
access

Initial Inquiry Survey
development

Scheduled weekly
meetings

o Document revisions

o Expedited filling of open
positions




' Benefits

Shane’s family and OBR staff will
recognize him more

We will hear Mr. Bill less

We actually know what each other
do throughout the process

We know each other better

By the end of the week we

became an effective team

We understand the CURRENT
process of program approval and
are appreciative of staff’s
contributions for creating the future
process




Personal Lessons Learned |

Everyone was valued; everyone was equal

It is very effective & efficient to learn new concepts through [

applying them in real time.
Staff found better ways to communicate with each other.
Having this week to focus on the process is a gift.

Tangible acknowledgement of leadership’s commitment to
the importance of statf and the customers we serve.

The immediate engagement of decision-makers was
instrumental in transtorming the office.

We recognized the importance of building relationships
with the institutions.

We learned valuable skills that we can apply to other
situations.

We developed a tangible product that will be
implemented starting next week.
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Special THANKS to...

o Chancellor Jim Petro

¢ Lana Ruebel, Deputy Chancellor
¢ Patty Klein & Briana Hervet

o Ken Estep, IT

¢ Daia Jackson and baby Hillary




