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Agenda

e UCSD’s Challenge
e Why ERMIS?
e Survey and Dashboard Methodology

e Case Study: Health Sciences “We Heard
You” Campaign

* Group Exercise: Procurements Specialized
Outreach
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UCSD’s Challenge

Cumbersome and manual data compilation, statistical
analysis and report generation

Two qualified individuals to complete work for thousands
of report requests

Only able to accommodate some departments due to
limited capabilities

Campus demand for the reports was growing; Angela and
her team saw that the current process was not sustainable
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UC ERMIS Solution

e Automate the data load
process

e Embed statistical
analysis via SPSS
software

e Generate dashboards
with drill-down
capabilities and
actionable insight at the
push of a button
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Customer Satisfaction (CSS)
Dashboard

Surveys UCSD faculty and staff on customer satisfaction
related to various campus services (Dining Services,
Facilities Management, Parking, etc.)

University of Callfornia, San Dle-'go Faculty and Staff Customar Satisfaction Survey
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Staff@Work Dashboard

Surveys UCSD employees to gauge their
satisfaction related to the leadership, their
department, their supervisor and their personal
experience

= UC SAN DIEGO UC San Diego STAFF@WORK SURVEY Scattergraph
Attribute movements between quadrants from 2013 to 2014 Green - Positive, Red
Staff@Work Survey Analysis, 2010 - 2014 UC SAN DIEGO - All Respondents ~Negative, Black - Neutral or same
3 = Area: E - Empl D - Department,
2013 2014 Area; E - Emplayee, D - Depa
Fesponss e e L- Leadership, S - Supevisor

Average Mean Score 3.01 380 2014 - n/N = 4,604/ 8,623 (53%) Area Question 2013 | 2014 | 2014 | 2014
This year, of the 53 altnbule mean scores: Mean Average = 3.88 - Mosn| Corr

33 are in the excellent range (>3.8) 2014 Di Correlation Coefficient Average = 0.46 S | 34 Evaluated Farly IS|IS | 391) 048

0 increased from the previous year i 5 E 46 Good Use of Skills IS|IS 3.98| 049

2 5 nci .98/ 0.

0 decreased from the previous year E : Strangths 3 Influential Strengths D | 29 Principles of Community IS|IS 3.98| 051
Primary Opportunities “F E | 52Recommend UCSD 1SS | 398 060
42 Salary and Benefils ms L 11 Staff Value Contributions 1S /1S 401| 048

L 6 Sufficient Freedom 1S /1S 410| 049

49 Career Advancament 4 D | 26 All Welcomed 1s|is | 414] 050

40 Resolves Staff Issues L |2 Understands Mission IS/1S | 421| 049

{300 page 3 for more ) s ;! S | 38 Treats With Respect ST IS 422 047

— 5 o O E 42 Salary and Benefis PO PO | 2.93| 050

Overall Satisfaction, 2014 % a1 1w 8 12 E |40 Career Advancement POIPO | 3.33] 056

% S 40 Resolves Staff Issues PO PO | 350 050

— Z S |30 Work Assigned Equitably PO PO | 352 049

Maan 5 S |31 Appropriate Stress PO|PO | 358| 053
g e § 5 D | 22 Befler Ways Recognized PO PO | 360 050

= L |12 Receive Timely Information PO PO | 361| 0.54

! L 4 Leadership Communicaies PO PO | 361| 0.56
3 S |35 Annual Appraisals SO PO | 368 048
= 2469 E |50 Valuable Training PO PO | 374 052
2 14 D |28 Spirit of Cooperation PO PO | 377| 051
L |9 Valued Member PO PO | 378| 0.68

. Loadersiip  Doparment  Supervisor  Emplayes E 51 Feel Valued PO PO | 379 061

1 - Strongly Disagres, 2 - isagree, 3 - Neutral, 4 - Agree, 5 - Strongly Agree Secondary Opps Primary Opps S | 33 Suggestions for Improvement SO|PO | 3.85| 047

% B . D |21 Participate in Decisions PO PO | 387| 052

— T T T T T T T T T

- i - v - M o1 02 0a 04 05 05 07 e 0o 1 L5 Recommendatons Without Fear | PO PO | 387| 053

) : Rating Correlation Coefficient with Overall Satisfaction D |17 Adequats Staffing SO|SO | 2.99) 039

D___ 14 Measures Dept Goals SO SO | 3.58| 0.42
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UCSD Balanced Scorecard

e UCSD was the first
university in the nation to
adopt the Balanced FinancialfSt(a:ttI_ceholder
Scorecard in 1993 and to be [ g ]
inducted into the Balanced

How do we look to resource
providers?

1 o e Internal Process
Scorecard Hall of Fame in st B
2003 How do customers see us? ﬂ ﬂ Are wee?f;i?iiz'l:e and
* Four Facets of the Balanced
. Innovation & Growth
Scorecard: t o o B
— Financial/Stakeholder Hou do our employees feel?

— Internal Process

— Innovation & Growth —
Staff@Work Dashboard

— Customer — CSS Dashboard
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Methodology — Design Customer Sat
Survey

* Designed with social science research

2013 Faculty and Staff Customer Satisfaction Survey!

Yt g i et e . T er———

e Standard set of 7 questions for all
SerViceS With up to 11 CUStomized %w::(;:;:;;;;wmME‘MWIVIHHEI{\‘KFHll'Fiil‘.Iman‘ Sarvlcet a the dhvivion of Cs e stevcs 6 U San Dl
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— Standardization allows for
comparisons across services and e
year-on-year trending analysis

il it s

1 T e OVPRALL o sl Lo e Codng s, ot w0 i
L

ekl

v PRl g et

Understands my needs  E—

Accessible e ——
Responsive .
Resolve issues

Knowledgeable/professional/court
eous etc.

Effective use of Blink (information
sharing website)

7. Moving in a positive direction

e L L L T
ey TT e Loy G e i Sy

unheEwN e

o

e Participation Rate
— Consistently 36-46% among services
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Methodology — Design Staff@Work
Survey

* Designed with social science research

and tested for internal reliability
Staff @ Work Survey

» Reflects four factors or dimensions:
— Leadership
— Department
— Supervisor
— Employee Effectiveness

Stiongly Stingly
o0

wiz, Rasube il ba summarzadic st ﬂ'_ M Nl Dﬂm Disagies NA
— e —

e Same set of questions for 17 years

e Ultimate goal:

— Are you a satisfied UCSD employee/
Would you recommend others to
work here?

— Regression analysis to predict what
drives this outcome

Finish Later _[|_Nest Page >>

* Participation Rate
— 96% for some areas, 53% overall



SUM IT UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Methodology — Gather Survey Data

Customer Satisfaction Survey

e Data is loaded ¢ SQL Server * UCSD

from survey Reporting programmers

into SQL Services review files

server (SSRS) for data
generates accuracy and
exports as formatting
Excel files

. J \_ J . J

File Delivery

e Files are
provided to
IBM via file
transfer (FTP)
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Methodology — Gather Survey Data

Data Review

¢ |[nternal review

and finalization
of survey data
and in-house
reports

Data Load

e ETL (Extraction

Transformation
and Loading)
processes are
run against
data from
UCSD’s internal
data
warehouse

Staff@Work Survey

File Generation

e Via ETL
processes,
nuMerous .csv
files are
generated in a
format agreed
upon between
UCSD and IBM

File Delivery

e Files are
provided to
IBM via file
transfer (FTP)
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Methodology — Develop Dashboards

 Plan & Mobilize — Stakeholder Expectations, Scheduling, etc.
 Discovery — Requirements Gathering, Data Discovery

e |terative Design & Development — Develop, Demo to Client,
Repeat

 User Acceptance Testing — End users test the reports based
on requirements

e Deployment & Close Out — Training as necessary, User Guide
Development, End User Communication

Iterative

Plan Desian User
& Discovery &g Acceptance
Mobilize Testing

Development
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Case Study: “We Heard You”
Campaign

Risk Scenario: Based on FY13 Staff@Work
survey results, Health Sciences Development
identified 12 opportunities for improvement

Data-Driven Action Taken: Sr. Leadership Team
developed and executed comprehensive
strategies to address each opportunity under
the “We Heard You” campaign

Outcome: FY14 survey results revealed
significant score improvements AND the largest
fundraising year for Health Sciences in the

history of UC San Diego!
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Case Study: Areas of Opportunity

2013 : n/N = 16/ 26 (62%)
Mean Average = 3.73
Correlation Coefficient Average = 0.42

5
Strengths Influential Strengths
2
4@
2
Z
©
g
= 2]
‘1 —
Secondary Opps Primary Opps
0 I | 1 ! | ! | 1 | |
-0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 06 0.7 0.8 0.8 1

Correlation Coefficient with Overall Satisfaction
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Case Study: Areas of Opportunity

Strengths (ST) - Influential Strengths (IS) -
High Performance Rating & | High Performance Rating &
Low Correlation with High Correlation with
Overall Satisfaction Overall Satisfaction

A

Secondary Opportunities{S0)- Primary Opportunities{P0O) -
Low Performance Rating & Low Performance Rating &
Low Correlation High Correlation

Mean of Attribute/Performance Rating
Higher the score, stronger the attribute

(1- lowest to 5 - highest)

Correlation Coefficient — strength of a linear
relationship between an attribute and Overall
Satisfaction (-1 to +1. Weak: 0.1, Moderate: 0.3,
Strong: 0.5) Higher the coefficient, stronger the
relationship between the attribute and Overall
Satisfaction. Correlation between two variables does
not necessarily imply any casual relationship.
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Case Study: Data-Driven Action

The Senior Leadership Team worked together to develop
comprehensive strategies that addressed each of the
identified areas.

These strategies were branded under the theme “We
Heard You.”

Over the past year, the Senior Leadership Team executed
each strategy while periodically reminding the entire
department that “We Heard You.”
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Case Study: Outcomes

Area: E - Employee, D - Department,
L - Leadership, S - Supervisor

2014 - n/N = 22/ 29 (76%) Area Question 2013 2014 2014 2014
Mean Average =413

Correlation Coefficient Average = 0.42 E |51 Feel Valued PO/IS Q§4.18 050

5 an valle Conoutio 418 060

Strengths 39 47 B8 13 2 ,{1_3) O Influential Strengths mdzs 0.6

O 18 140 43 25 L 9 Valued Membgr PO|IS 424 065

(3% O {‘ﬁ% ﬁ@a % 18 | S |34 Evaluated Fairly SO IS | 424 066

A5 oo =N D 23 Balance Work/Life PO IS 427 062

47 12 10? 27 3 O’ & AVs2 T TTE TO0T SRS 1 57 | 062

Q49 154 E |52 Recommend UCSD PpoI1s Q429 049

42 OO 20 432] 064

S |33 Suggestions for Improvement so/Is | 433 061

£ 3 17 E |44 Most Perform IS'1S | 436 050

= O D |20 Safe Environment IS'1S | 441 045

E S 32 Praise Work S0/15 441 059

k] S |37 Supports Training IS'1S | 445 050

§ 0 D 25 Sexual Orientations Treated Fairly| ST IS 445 058

= E |41 Influence Community sT|IS | 455 o052

D |13 Annual Dept Goals sT/Is | 462 046

S |38 Treats With Respect ST|IS | 464 043

L |2 Understands Mission sT/IS | 468 057

1 L |3 Understands Contribution sT/IS | 473 054

D |16 Improves Services/Products ST/PO | 385 061

L 5 Recommendations Without Fear PO |PO 386 054

Secondary Opps Primary Opps D |21 Participate in Decisions PO PO | 391 055

D 22 Better Ways Recognized SO PO 400 044

0-0.2 01 0 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1 |L |6 Sufficient Freedom POIPO | 405| 0.0

Correlation Coefficient with Overall Satisfaction L |8 Staff Respect ST/PO | 409 046

D |28 soirit of Cooperation PO/PO | 409/ 058
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Case Study: Outcomes

HEALTH SCIENCES DEVELOPMENT Staff@Work Survey Mean Score Trend Analysis, 2010 to 2014

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 13-14 EA 2014 Total
Department 13 Annual Dept Goals 41 3.7 3.8 3.94 4 62 1} 419
14 Measures Dept Goals 4.1 3.6 36 412 445 o 4.02
15 Measures Customer Satisfaction 1.9 28 3.1 353 3.89 o 3.86
16 Improves Services/Products 1.7 2.9 26 3.87 3.85 =p 3.91
17 Adequate Staffing 1.3 1.9 1.3 3.06 2.86 a4 263
18 Have Tools 27 36 31 388 427 o 3.95
19 Physical Environment 3.6 3.2 4.0 4.31 4.32 =3 4.00
20 Safe Environment 3.8 3.9 40 425 4.4 o 427
21 Participate in Decisions 26 33 37 3.38 3.91 o 3.84
e e = i el i il === 3.82
|23 Balance Work/Life 3.2 36 39 3.50 427 o 3.96
ultures Trea alrry = 47 a4 2D 4532 — 422
25 Sexual Orientations Treated Fairly 4.0 4.3 4.1 4.40 4.45 =3 4.40
26 All Welcomed 3.1 3.7 39 4 .06 427 o 421
27 Diverse Envrionment 3.7 3.7 37 3.88 419 o 417
o C.— TP ) = S Lo l=] o I~ - r=r=1 A e ' 3.00
D 29 Principles of Community 3.2 34 33 3.50 423 o 412
Employee UL (=R = el anl anls | aTaNT 10 T 0 TU T T o 4.36
42 Salary and Benefits 1.6 26 2.5 273 3.32 o 2.90
43 Ethical Conduct 36 38 34 388 414 T 421
44 Most Perform 3.9 3.7 35 412 436 2§ 4.20
45 Get Information 3.3 3.8 3.3 4.00 4.09 =p 4.18
46 Good Use of Skills 26 36 34 344 4 05 o 4 01
47 Know How To Use Tools 45 4.2 4.1 425 4 59 T 4.33
48 Manage Workload 3.4 3.8 3.3 412 4 .32 o 3.96
49 Career Advancement 20 29 27 269 3.45 o 328
Fa L | - H g 117"\ -')7 71: = o A74A ' 393
51 Feel Valued 3.0 32 3.6 3.31 418 2§ 3.90
52 Recommend UCSD 23 3.5 3.2 3.56 4.29 i ) 4.03
B T TS Al VVOTR O X1 SR T o0 T o 4] 399
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Case Study: Outcomes

& HEALTH SCIENCES DEVELOPMENT
& Staff@Work Survey Analysis, 2010 - 2014

2013 2014
Response 62% 6%
Average Mean Score

=t L = = JLTe Mea all=

45 are in the excellent range (>3.8)

2014
42 increased from the previous year

2 decreased from the previous year
Primary Opportunities:

EOCOCOMN
s N =

16 Improves Services/Products
5 Recommendations Without Fear

21 Participate in Decisions

(see page 3 for more details)
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Case Study: Outcomes

e Quote from the Sr. Executive Director of
Health Sciences Development:

— “While we know our work is not complete,
the Staff@Work survey has provided a
roadmap to help guide our entire team
toward improved results, least of which is
accomplishing the largest fundraising year
for Health Sciences in the history of UC San
Diego.”
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Group Exercise: Procurements
Specialized Outreach

* Risk Scenario:

— UCSD Procurements received their annual
Customer Satisfaction Survey results for FY12
and noticed that there were certain
departments that were consistently rating
Procurements low in the same areas.

* For the following two slides, we will break
into groups and try to identify those
opportunities for improvement.
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Group Exercise: Can you identify the
areas of opportunity?

Strengths and Areas of Opportunity

Mean

3.84

3.8

3.76

3.72

3.68

3.64

3.6

3.56

3.52
0

Courteous
Strength Influential
Strength
Blink Lfesol erstan
Aiccessibl
Responsive
Secondary Opp Primary Cpp
78 0.8 0.82 0.84 0.86 0.88 0.9 0.92

Correlation Coefficient

Scattergraph of all questions correlated to Overall Satisfaction

Mean Average = 3.66, Correlation Coefficient Average = 0.88

Caorrelation Coefficient - Weak: 0.1, Moderate: 0.3, Strong: 0.5



RISK
0] 7 Yol UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Group Exercise: Can you identify the
areas of opportunity?

Satisfaction Ratings (Mean Scores) by Vice Chancellor Unit, All Respondents

VCU o 2] Overall | Understand | Accessible | Responsive | Collaborative | Resolve | Courteous |  Blink PosDir
Responses

Total 292 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.8 3.7 3.7
Academic Staff 201 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.8 3.6 3.6
Academic Affairs a5 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.8 3.6 3.5
Marine Sciences 30 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.6 3.6 3.3
Health Sciences 76 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.7
Chancellors Office 4 3.3 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.3 3.0 3.3 3.3 3.0
Student Affairs 18 3.8 3.7 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.7 3.6
Res Mgt & Planning 26 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.8 3.4 3.5
Mean Score: Low = 3.0 Marginal == 3.0 Good = 3.5 - Excellent = 3.8

Academic Staff: Academic Affairs, Marine Sciences, Health Sciences
Administrative Staff: External & Business Affairs, Student Affairs, Resource Management & Planning, Chancellor’s Unit
Faculty surveyed only every other year (2011, 2013, etc.)
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Group Exercise: What should
Procurements do?

Let’s take a few minutes to brainstorm
potential risk intervention strategies that
Procurements could employ.
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Group Exercise: What DID
Procurements do?

e Based on Customer
Satisfaction Survey

Im plemented results, identified
Department areas that gave

them low ratings

Based  Created specialized
. outreach with
Reviews customized
(DBRs) brochures and

individualized
meetings
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Group Exercise: What DID
Procurements do?

Analyze customer
satisfaction surveys and
target depts. who scored

us below a 3

Schedule meetings
w/each dept.

Schedule key depts. Just
before survey invitation
goes out

Email dept. for any
outstanding issues
before DBR

i‘

Match functional areas
of Procurement with
dept. (3 to 4 people)

Work w/Analytics to
identify meaningful
metrics

Meet with team
beforehand to review
data, validate metrics,

and address issues posed
by dept.

|
Conduct meeting at dept.
location

Follow-up with any
action items
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Group Exercise: Let’'s Analyze the

Results!
DBR Departments: Non-DBR Departments:
11% average increase 1 % average decrease
3.70 3.71

3.67

2012 DBR ™ 2013 DBR 2012 Non-DBR 2013 Non-DBR
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Group Exercise: Let’'s Analyze the
Results!

2012 Results 2013 Results

Strengths and Areas of Opportunity Strengths and Areas of Opportunity
3.84 3.88
Strength Goueous Influential StEebus Influential
38 Strength Strength
y 3.84
3.76
3.8
3.72
c | S
’ Cgllab i
% 3.68 B‘Jenk / _Resol ersth g alla ive
e 3.72 ;
g Blink Acc
3.64 ﬂ\cc%sml [ ] PosBiesolve
3.68 Understaf
3.6 [ ]
Responsive
356 3.64 Responsive
1 Secondary Opp N, Primary Op‘&/ oy Secondary Opp \ Primary OB{
"0.78 0.8 0.82 0.84 0.86 088 05 0.92 0.82 0.84 0.86 0.88 W 0.94
Correlation Coefficient Correlation Coefficient
Scattergraph of all questions correlated to Overall Satisfaction 2013 Scattergraph of all questions correlated to Overall Satisfaction
Mean Average = 3.66, Correlation Coefficient Average = 0.88 Mean Average = 3.71, Correlation Coefficient Average = 0.89

Correlation Coefficient - Weak: 0.1, Moderate: 0.3, Strong: 0.5 Carrelation Coefficient - Weak: 0.1, Moderate: 0.3, Strong: 0.5
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Group Exercise: Let’'s Analyze the
Results!

2012 Results 2013 Results

vCu Nof | overall
N of Responses
ved Responses Loz Total 301 3.7
Total 292 3.6
Academic Staff 225 3.7
Academic Staff 201 3.5 Administrative Staff 71 3.7
Administrative Staff a1 Faculty 5 3.0
Academic Affairs a5 3.6
Marine Sciences 30 3.2 Academic Affairs 96 3.7
Health Sciences 76 3.6 Marine Sciences 29
Health Sciences 100 3.7
Chancellors Office 4 3.3
Ext & Bus Afrs 43 Chancellors Office 4 3.5
Student Affairs 18 3.8 Ext & Bus Afrs 33
Res Mgt & Planning 26 3.6 Student Affairs 11 3.5
Res Mgt & Planning 23 3.7
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So, how does this all fit into
Performance and Risk Management?

eCustomer Satisfaction and
Balanced Staff@Work dashboards and
Scorecard report are key inputs into the
Balanced Scorecard

f eThe automation of these
Performance dashboards allows UCSD to

. Strategic serve all campus areas to help
& RISk Planning them make data-driven

Management decisions regarding strategies
and outreach

*Knowing how employees are
feeling and if they are feeling
valued/undervalued can

Reputational correlate to turn-over/ mental

Risk health/stress issues, etc.

*Will our employees promote our
campus to others as a place to
work?
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Questions?
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