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Section 2: Assessment of Organizational Capacity Conditions -- 2010
General Instructions

Note: Survey Sections 2 and 3 Copyright 2010 by Lynda Wallace-Hulecki

Thank you for completing Section 1 of this survey. This second component of the survey
consists of two Sections:

Section 2: Assessment of Organizational Capacity Conditions

Section 3: Features of the Enrollment Performance Measurement System

The second section should take about 30 minutes to complete, and the third section about
5 minutes. Please complete this component of the survey when you have space in your
day.

SECTION 2:

ASSESSMENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY CONDITIONS

Instructions:

This is a multi-part question that is organized according to eight commonly identified
areas associated with an organization's capacity conditions for change. Please rate the
degree to which each of the following statements contributed to the success of the initial
stage in the development of the enrollment performance measurement system. If the
statement was not a REAL condition that existed at the time of the initial stage in the
system implementation, please indicate “not applicable.”

Use the following scale in your rating:
1. Not at all

2. Very little

3. Somewhat

4. To a great degree

5. Not applicable

Definition of terms:
For the purposes of this question series, the following definitions should be used:

* Enrollment performance measurement systems - for purposes of this study, refers to
reporting, modeling, analysis, and decision-support information technologies that provide
access to data and analytical tools that support operational reporting, institutional
decision-making, and regulatory compliance associated with the management of
enrollment performance.

» Executive leaders - Individuals occupying the leadership positions as a Chancellor,
Vice-Chancellor, Presidents, Vice-President, Associate Vice-President/Chancellor.

* Institutional Decision Leaders - Individuals involved in making decisions related to
program/service developments and the allocation of institutional resources (budget,
staffing, space allocation).
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Assessment of Organizational Capacity Conditions -- 2010
QUESTION 2.1A -STRATEGIC LEADERSHIP

QUESTION 2.1

Please rate the degree to which each of the following statements related to
STRATEGIC LEADERSHIP contributed to the success of the initial stage in the
development of the enrollment performance measurement system.

1. Not at all

2. Very little

3. Somewhat

4. To a great degree

5. Not applicable

1. STRATEGIC LEADERSHIP

1.1 Our Executive leaders understood the relationship between enrollment and resource
management.

1.2 Our Executive leaders demonstrated commitment to evidence-based decision-making.
1.3 Our Executive leaders demonstrated commitment to making information widely
available.

1.4 Our Executive leaders demonstrated commitment to transparent decision-making.

1.5 Our Executive leaders communicated to the campus community on a regular basis the
importance of investing in enrollment performance measurement systems.

1.6 The importance of enrollment to the academic wellbeing of the institution was clearly
articulated in the institution's strategic plans.

1.7 The importance of enrollment to the financial well-being of the institution was clearly
articulated in the institution's strategic plans.

1.8 Enrollment planning was an integral component of the institution's strategic planning
process.

1.9 There was a formal enrollment plan that articulated the need for improved enrollment
performance measurement systems.

Specify other factors, if any, that contributed at least somewhat to the success of the
initiative:

1.10

1.11
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Assessment of Organizational Capacity Conditions -- 2010
QUESTION 2.2A - ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE

Question 2.2

Please rate the degree to which each of the following statements related to
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE contributed to the
success of the initial stage in the development of the enrollment performance
measurement system.

2.0RGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE
1. Not at all

2. Very little

3. Somewhat

4. To a great degree

5. Not applicable

2.1 There was a designated enrollment management leader.

2.2 There was a designated enrollment analyst to conduct enrollment performance
analyses.

2.3 An institutional committee with broad representation from across divisional
boundaries was charged with the success of the system development.

2.4 The decision to implement the system was strongly supported by academic leaders at
the level of the dean and higher.

2.5 The decision to implement the system was strongly supported by the President.

2.6 The decision to implement the system was strongly supported by the governing
board.

2.7 The decision to implement the system was strongly supported by the Chief
Information Officer.

2.8 The decision to implement the system was strongly supported by the data owners.

2.9 The decision to implement the system was strongly supported by the Chief Financial
Officer.

2.10 The decision to implement the system was a stated strategic objective in the
institution's strategic plans.

Specify other factors, if any, that contributed at least somewhat to the success of the
initiative:

2.11

2.12
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Assessment of Organizational Capacity Conditions -- 2010
QUESTION 2.3A - HUMAN RESOURCES

Question 2.3

Please rate the degree to which each of the following statements related to HUMAN
RESOURCES contributed to the success of the initial stage in the development of
the enrollment performance measurement system.

3. HUMAN RESOURCES
1. Not at all

2. Very little

3. Somewhat

4. To a great degree

5. Not applicable

3.1 Staff had the appropriate skills to support the implementation of advanced enrollment
performance measurement systems.

3.2 Training of staff in the use of enrollment performance measurement systems was an
institutional priority.

3.3 Training of managers/administrators in the use enrollment performance measurement
systems was an institutional priority.

3.4 Staff who were skilled in the use of enrollment performance measurement systems
received more career advancement opportunities than those who were not.

3.5 New staff hires required advanced analytical skills.

3.6 New staff hires required higher order technical skills.

3.7 Managers received training in change management to support the implementation
process.

3.8 Staff responsible for the integrity of data were held accountable for their performance
with consequences.

Specify other factors, if any, that contributed at least somewhat to the success of the
initiative:

3.9

3.10
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Assessment of Organizational Capacity Conditions -- 2010
QUESTION 2.4A - FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

Question 2.4

Please rate the degree to which each of the following statements related to
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT contributed to the success of the initial stage in the
development of the enrollment performance measurement system.

4. FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
1. Not at all

2. Very little

3. Somewhat

4. To a great degree

5. Not applicable

4.1 Managers of enrollment/student services were held accountable for achieving
enrollment goals.

4.2 Managers of enrollment/student services were empowered to make decisions
impacting enrollment performance.

4.3 There were budgetary consequences to managers of enrollment/student services for
missing enrollment goals.

4.4 There were budgetary rewards to managers of enrollment/student services for
exceeding enrollment goals.

4.5 Academic deans/directors were held accountable for achieving enrollment goals.

4.6 Academic deans/directors were empowered to make decisions impacting enrollment
performance.

4.7 There were budgetary consequences to academic deans/directors for missing goals.
4.8 There were budgetary rewards to academic deans/directors for exceeding goals.

Specify other factors, if any, that contributed at least somewhat to the success of the
initiative:

4.9

4.10
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Assessment of Organizational Capacity Conditions -- 2010
QUESTION 2.5A - INFRASTRUCTURE

Question 2.5

Please rate the degree to which each of the following statements related to
INFRASTRUCTURE contributed to the success of the initial stage in the
development of the enrollment performance measurement system.

5. INFRASTRUCTURE
1. Not at all

2. Very little

3. Somewhat

4. To a great degree

5. Not applicable

5.1 The existing data and/or systems technology infrastructure was adequate to support
the development of the enrollment performance measurement system.

5.2 The existing data and/or systems technology infrastructure required upgrading to
mitigate institutional risk.

5.3 The introduction of new systems created opportunities for improved enrollment
performance measurement capabilities.

5.4 The existing enrollment performance measurement systems did not meet the needs of
institutional users.

5.5 Expanded access to more sophisticated enrollment performance information beyond
transactional reports was in demand by operational departments.

5.6 Expanded access to more sophisticated enrollment performance information beyond
transactional reports was in demand by faculty.

5.7 There was a lack of trust in the integrity of enrollment related data (e.g., inquiries,
admissions, registrations).

5.8 Data quality was a priority of the data owners.

5.9 Adequate funding was committed to implement the enrollment performance
measurement system.

5.10 Adequate funding was committed to sustain the enrollment performance
measurement system.

5.11 External consultants were required to augment the skills of internal staff.

Specify other factors, if any, that contributed at least somewhat to the success of the
initiative:

5.12

5.13
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Assessment of Organizational Capacity Conditions -- 2010
QUESTION 2.6A - PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

Question 2.6

Please rate the degree to which each of the following statements related to
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT contributed to the success of the initial stage in the
development of the enrollment performance measurement system.

6. PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
1. Not at all

2. Very little

3. Somewhat

4. To a great degree

5. Not applicable

6.1 The institution engaged in quantitative external benchmarking of its enrollment
performance to inform planning and decision-making.

6.2 The enrollment/student services administrators with data management responsibilities
(e.g., Registrar, Admissions Director) supported making the data widely available to
others who needed access to it to make informed enrollment decisions.

6.3 There was a commitment by managers in enrollment/student services operations to
use data to improve enrollment performance management.

6.4 Broader access to data was viewed by institutional decision leaders as a means to
improve collaboration in decision-making.

6.5 Broader access to data was viewed by institutional decision leaders as a means to
create internal competition for resources.

6.6 Broader access to data was viewed by institutional decision leaders as a means to
foster shared responsibility of enrollment outcomes across operations.

6.7 Broader access to data was viewed by institutional decision leaders as a means to
inform better enrollment decisions.

Specify other factors, if any, that contributed at least somewhat to the success of the
initiative:

6.8

6.9
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Assessment of Organizational Capacity Conditions -- 2010
QUESTION 2.7A - PROCESS MANAGEMENT

Question 2.7

Please rate the degree to which each of the following statements related to
PROCESS MANAGEMENT contributed to the success of the initial stage in the
development of the enrollment performance measurement system.

7. PROCESS MANAGEMENT
1. Not at all

2. Very little

3. Somewhat

4. To a great degree

5. Not applicable

7.1 There was a shared vision for the system development.

7.2 There were shared goals for the system development.

7.3 The campus community received information on the expected value-adding benefits
of the system.

7.4 Regular communications on the status of the systems development were made to
institutional decision leaders.

7.5 Assessment to demonstrate return on investment was tied to the implementation of
the enrollment performance measurement system.

7.6 The design of the system was driven by the functionality of the technology.

7.7 The design of the system was driven by the functional needs of institutional users.

7.8 Data managers (e.g., Registrar, Admissions Director) demonstrated a willingness to
accept change in relation to data process management responsibilities.

7.9 Faculty were actively involved in defining the functional specifications for the
system.

7.10 Data managers (e.g., Registrar, Admissions Director) were actively involved in
defining the functional specifications for the system.

Specify other factors, if any, that contributed at least somewhat to the success of the
initiative:

7.11

7.12
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Assessment of Organizational Capacity Conditions -- 2010
QUESTION 2.8A - INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL LINKAGES

Question 2.8

Please rate the degree to which each of the following statements related to
INTERORGANIZATIONAL

LINKAGES contributed to the success of the initial stage in

the development of the enrollment performance measurement system.

8. INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL LINKAGES
1. Not at all

2. Very little

3. Somewhat

4. To a great degree

5. Not applicable

8.1 The system was designed in consideration of the need for compliance with regulatory
reporting requirements.

8.2 The system was designed in consideration of the information needs of research
granting bodies.

8.3 The system was designed in consideration of the information needs of accrediting
bodies.

8.4 The system was designed in consideration of the information needs of educational
partners (e.g., other institutions, business and industry)

Specify other factors, if any, that contributed at least somewhat to the success of the
initiative:

8.5

8.6
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Section 3: Assessment of Organizational Capacity Conditions -- 2010
FEATURES OF THE ENROLLMENT PERFORMANCE
MEASUREMENT SYSTEM

Instructions:

Please answer each of the following questions from the perspective of your role and
involvement at the time of the initial stage in the development of the enrollment
performance measurement system.

3.1 Which of the following was the primary driver for initiating the development of the
enrollment performance measurement system? (Select one only)

A. Improving the institution's ability to compete for qualified students.

B. Improving the operational efficiency/effectiveness of enrollment/student service
operations.

C. Improving the sophistication of decision-support information to inform resource
allocations (e.g., space allocation, course scheduling, faculty workload, net revenues).

D. Improving the institution's ability to proactively support student success (e.g., early
alert of at-risk students).

E. Improving accountability reporting on the institution's enrollment goals.

F. Don't know

G. Other (please specify)

3.2 In what year was the enrollment performance measurement system development
project initiated?

3.3 The institutional enrollment context during the three year period preceding the initial
development of the enrollment performance measurement system could be best described
as (Select one only):

A. Healthy

B. Stable

C. Unstable

D. Crisis

E. Don't know

3.4 At the time of the initial development of the enrollment performance measurement
system, was there an enrollment management committee that provided strategic
leadership to the development and implementation of a Strategic Enrollment
Management plan? (Select one only)

A. Yes (go to Question 3.5)

B. No (skip to Question 3.6)

C. Don't know
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Assessment of Organizational Capacity Conditions -- 2010
Features of the Enrollment Performance Measurement System3.5

3.5 If yes to Question 3.4, what involvement, if any, did the committee have in the initial
stages of the development and implementation of the enrollment performance
measurement system (Select one only):

A. Sponsored the system development

B. Informed the development of the system requirements as a user group

C. None

D. Don't know

E. Other (please specity)

Assessment of Organizational Capacity Conditions -- 2010
Features of the Enrollment Performance Measurement System3.6

3.6 What reporting capabilities did the enrollment performance measurement system
designed to provide at the completion of the initial stage in its development? (Select all
that apply)

A. Scheduled periodic reports (e.g., monthly)

B. On-demand reports (e.g., generated when the user requires it)

C. User-defined reports (e.g., user can build their own reports)

D. Drill-down reports (e.g., users receive summary information that can be disaggregated
to lower levels of detail)

E. Ad hoc reports

F. Performance management 'dashboard'(a management tool to track 'real-time'
operational activity using key performance indicators e.g., admissions yields)

G. Executive-style 'balanced scorecard' (e.g., a reporting system that demonstrates
performance progress on the institution's strategic plan using key performance indicators)
H. Data extracts to off-line tools (e.g., Excel, Access)

I. On-line Analytical Processing (OLAP) tools

J. Alerts generated by monitoring tools

K. Other (please specity)

3.7 What analytical capabilities was the enrollment performance measurement system
designed to provide? (Select all that apply)

A. Extracting and reporting of transaction-level data

B. Analysis and monitoring of operational performance (e.g., dashboard)

C. What-if decision support (e.g., scenario planning)

D. Predictive modeling and simulations

E. Automatic alert notification (e.g., at-risk students)

F. Automatic alert business response (e.g., at-risk students automatically scheduled an
appointment with an advisor)
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3.8 What enrollment management functionality was the enrollment performance
measurement system designed to provide? (Select all that apply)

A. Automatic alert when an enrollment performance metric falls outside of a desired
range

B. Automatic alert when a revenue metric falls outside of a desired range

C. Early identification of students academically at-risk

D. Automatic alert to an appropriate official that an academic intervention with a student
is warranted

E. Forecast future enrollment

F. Forecast demand for courses

G. Identify potential students who are the strongest

H. Tailor recruitment strategy for an individual prospective student

L. Identify optimum resource allocation (e.g., course timetabling)

J. Other (Please specify)

3.9 Which of the following constituent groups best describes your role at the time of the
initial development of the enrollment performance measurement system? (Select one
only)

A. Systems developers - individuals who occupied professional information technology
related positions within a central systems group, institutional research, or an
administrative/school-based department

B. Enrollment managers - individuals who occupied professional roles in enrollment
management or student affairs administration (e.g., recruitment, admissions, marketing,
registrar, financial aid, bursar, academic advising, and related student or enrollment
management functions)

C. Institutional users - individuals who were an intended primary user of the enrollment
performance measurement system from outside of an enrollment/student affairs operation
(e.g., Executive leaders, faculty, deans, academic chairs, administrative staff)

3.10 Who were the intended primary users of the enrollment performance measurement
system? (Select all that apply)

A. Enrollment management/student services staff as defined in Question 3.9

B. Business/finance/administrative staff - central office and/or school-based

C. Human resources staff - central office and/or school-based

D. Institutional research

E. Fund-raising/advancement staff- central office and/or school-based

F. Research/grants administration staff - central office and/or school-based

G. Deans and Deans' staff

H. Department Chairs and Chairs' staff

I. Executive leaders (e.g., at the level of an associate vice-chancellor/vice-president or
higher)

J. Other (please specify)
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3.11 Who was the initial champion of the institution's efforts to develop the enrollment
performance measurement system? (Select one only)

A. Enrollment Management/ Student Affairs leader (as defined in Question 3.9)

B. Information Technology leader (as defined in Question 3.9)

C. President

D. Divisional Leader from Academic Affairs

E. Divisional Leader from Finance/ Business Administration

F. Institutional Research

G. Other (please specity)

3.12 The decision-making structures associated with the initial development of the
enrollment performance measurement system could be best described as (Select one
only):

A. One or more department(s) working in partnership with IT

B. Task team of institutional users and systems developers led by IT

C. Steering committee involving institutional decision leader(s) and IT

D. Other (please specify)

3.13 Were you a sponsoring or co-sponsoring leader of this systems initiative?
A. Yes
B. No

3.14 Were you a member of a task team or committee guiding the system development
and/or implementation?

A. Yes

B. No

3.15 Are you willing to be involved in a follow-up 90-minute interview if your
institution is selected as a host site for an in-depth case study?

A. Yes

B. No

Thank you for completing this questionnaire!
The time and effort you invested in this process are greatly appreciated.
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Appendix B1. Panel of Experts Members

Jim Black, Ph.D.
President/CEO

SEM Works
http://www.semworks.net/
jblack@semworks.net

The president and CEO of SEM Works, Dr. Jim Black, is an internationally recognized
expert in enrollment management as well as in change management. He has published a
monograph titled, Navigating Change in the New Millennium: Strategies for Enrollment
Leaders, and three books, The Strategic Enrollment Management Revolution, considered
to be a groundbreaking publication for the enrollment management profession, Gen Xers
Return to College, and Essentials of Enrollment Management: Cases in the Field. Black
is currently working on his fourth book, Strategic Enrollment Intelligence. Among his
other published works are numerous articles and book chapters including a feature article
in College & University, Creating Customer Delight; a chapter, Creating a Student-
Centered Culture, for a book on best practices in student services published by SCUP and
sponsored by IBM; a chapter on enrollment management in a Jossey-Bass book on
student academic services; as well as a bimonthly feature in The Greentree Gazette.

Dr. Black is the founder of the National Conference on Student Retention in Small
Colleges and cofounder of the National Small College Admissions Conference and the
National Small College Enrollment Conference. He formerly served as the director of
AACRAO?’s Strategic Enrollment Management Conference.

Black was honored as the recipient of the 2005 AACRAO Distinguished Service Award.
He has been interviewed by publications such as The Chronicle of Higher Education,
Converge Magazine, The Enrollment Management Report, The Lawlor Review, and was
interviewed for AACRAOQO’s Data Dispenser. Black also was featured in an international
teleconference on enrollment management sponsored by The Center for the Freshman
Year Experience at the University of South Carolina, and a PBS broadcast on “Blending
High Tech and High Touch Student Services.” Since 1999, Jim Black has been an IBM
Best Practices Partner, one of only twenty-three in the world. He was invited by The
College Board to Heidelberg, Germany, to evaluate the APIEL Exam and most recently
was invited to lead conferences on enrollment management and student services in the
United Kingdom and the Netherlands.

Dr. Black has served on the boards of several technology companies and has consulted
with companies such as Microsoft, Blackboard, and the SAS Institute. Higher education
clients have included over 300 two-year, four-year, public, and private institutions.
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Black earned a B.A. in English education and M.A. in higher education administration
from the University of South Carolina, as well as a Ph.D. in higher education curriculum
and teaching from The University of North Carolina at Greensboro. His doctoral
experience provides our clients with unique perspectives into innovative pedagogical,
curricular, and program opportunities that impact enrollment outcomes. Leveraging his
educational background along with his many years as an associate provost, dean, and
faculty member in a higher education environment, Dr. Black will provide your
institution with strategic insights that are grounded in theory and are actionable.

Charles Lusthaus, Ph.D.
Universalia Management Group
Secretary-Treasurer
www.universalia.com
clusthaus@universalia.com

Charles Lusthaus is one of the two founders of Universalia, the Chairman of its Board of
Directors, and a shareholder in the firm. An expert in management, organizational theory,
and institutional evaluation and change, Charles has over 35 years of experience in
organizational development and evaluation in Canada and internationally.

Charles retired from the Faculty of Education at McGill University after 33 years of
service as an Associate Professor. He has published numerous books and articles on
management and evaluation and has made over 100 presentations at international
conferences and workshops. He is one of the authors of Organizational Assessment: A
Framework for Improving Organizational Performance, (IDRC, IDB, 2002), which was
the culmination of over 20 years of fieldwork and research on this topic. Charles
continues his research activities at Universalia, and is exploring approaches to the
evaluation of new organizational forms such as international partnerships and networks.

Charles Lusthaus

Co-Founder and Chairman of the Board of Directors, Senior Consultant, and
Shareholder

Ph.D., Administration and Policy Studies, McGill University, 1974

M.A., Mathematics Education, Canisius College, 1970

B.Sc., Accounting and Economics, State University of New York at Buffalo, 1967
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Donald M. Norris, Ph.D.
President

Strategic Initiatives, Inc.
wWWww.strategicinitiatives.com
stratinit@aol.com

Donald M. Norris, Ph.D., is President and Founder of Strategic Initiatives, Inc., a
management consulting firm in Herndon, Virginia, that specializes in leading and
navigating change, crafting and executing strategy, and enhancing enterprise
performance. He is recognized as a thought leader and expert practitioner whose clients
have included a blue-chip roster of corporations, colleges and universities, and
associations and other non-profit organizations.

A Distinguished Consulting Career. Dr. Norris has been consulting for 35 years, the
last 25 as a full-time consultant and thought leader. He founded Strategic Initiatives,
Inc. 18 years ago. Driven by the emergence of the Knowledge Economy and its higher
standards of performance, he has guided dozens of client organizations in realigning their
visions, strategies, and plans to face fundamental changes in their industries. Strategies
have included inventing groundbreaking approaches to strategic planning, the leveraging
of technology to enhance performance and reduce costs, and focusing on value as a key
performance indicator.

Consulting, Thought Leadership, and Trail-Blazing Publications. Dr. Norris has blended
consulting with thought leadership, as reflected in 20 books and monograph, plus dozens
of articles and presentations. His publications are recognized as having shaped thinking
and practice in a variety of fields: organizational transformation, distance education and
e-learning, and practices and tools to enhance performance and build value. His most
impactful works have been Transforming Higher Education: A Vision for Learning in
the 21st Century, A Guide to Planning for Change, Transforming e-Knowledge: A
Revolution in Knowledge Sharing, “Action Analytics: Measuring and Enhancing
Performance That Matters in Higher Education,” and “Competence 2.0: Education,
Training, and Workforce Development for the Post-Recession Economy.”

Action Analytics ®: Measuring and Enhancing Performance in Higher Education.
In particular, Dr. Norris has pioneered new methodologies for measuring and enhancing
performance in higher education and demonstrating value to higher education’s
stakeholders. He has led the way in leveraging technology to reinvent academic and
administrative processes that improve productivity, reduce costs, and foster innovations
that improve student success and competitive positioning. Strategic Initiatives provides
Action Analytics ®, a trail-blazing consulting service that enables institutions and their
partners and stakeholders to reap the benefits of Web 2.0-enabled analytics that optimize
the institution’s data, information, and analytic resources in the pursuit of enhanced
performance. Action Analytics ® provides “analytics for the masses” that enable
institutions to extract and utilize data from the full spectrum of data sources (ERP —
Student, Finance, Finance Aid, Human Resources, and Advancement — LMS, third-party
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operational systems, Assessment, Shadow systems, and external data sources) and to
“mashup” analytic comparisons that have never been possible.

Strategic Planning, Executing Strategy, and Building Organizational Capacity. Drs.
Donald Norris and Nick Poulton recently wrote A Guide to Planning for Change,
published by the Society for College and University Planning (SCUP). This book is the
“go-to” resource for planners at all levels and of all types. In this book, Norris and
Poulton provide graphics and examples of how to conduct strategic, aligned, integrated
planning that depends on analytics and alignment tools to frame and execute institutional
strategies. Dr. Norris has been working with a wide range of software providers to
mashup new, software-enabled solutions that allow institutions to align strategies,
actions, resources, measurement, and performance management at the institutional,
college, and departmental levels.

Competence 2.0 ®: Reimagining Learning, Training and Workforce Development
for the Post-Recession Economy. Over the past few months, Dr. Norris and his
colleagues have advanced their tools and practices to deal with the challenges of
navigating and lifting out of the current recession, in the process preparing for success in
the post-recession economy. Dr. Norris and his colleagues have created a new approach,
Competence 2.0 ®, which deploys the perspectives, tools, and practices of Web 2.0.

Dr. Norris has founded the Competence 2.0 Community of Practice, a by-invitation
social network attracting leading practitioners of Competence 2.0 practices from
enterprises including Michigan State University, Oregon State University, Minnesota
State Colleges and Universities, George Mason University, KTH University in
Stockholm, the European Hematology Competence Network, Project Target (a European
Union-funded project), the Virginia Tech Cooperative Leadership, Intel, and a variety of
state workforce networks in the USA and the UK. Competence 2.0 provides fast, fluid,
flexible and affordable approaches to developing and refreshing competence that will be
critical to reimagining all industries for the “Big Shift” in practices coming post-
recession.

Seasoned Campus Planner and Administrator. Prior to his consulting career, Dr.
Norris served a succession of universities for 13 years as a researcher and administrator:
University of Houston, the University of Texas at Austin, the University of Michigan,
and Virginia Tech. These experiences culminated in his serving for six years in the
position of Director of Planning and Policy Analysis at the University of Houston. In
1995, he became a Senior Fellow at the Institute for Educational Transformation at
George Mason University in Fairfax, Virginia. In 1997, he became a Senior Fellow at the
La Jolla Institute. In 1994, Dr. Norris was awarded the Distinguished Service Award by
the Society for College and University Planning.

Education and Honors. Dr. Norris received a B.S. degree in Engineering Mechanics and
an M.B.A. degree from Virginia Tech. He earned a Ph.D. from the Center for the Study
of Higher Education at the University of Michigan. He is a member of the following
honorary societies: Phi Eta Sigma, Tau Beta Pi (Engineering), Omicron Delta Kappa
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(Leadership), Phi Kappa Phi, Beta Gamma Sigma (Business), and Who's Who in
American Colleges and Universities.



379
B2 Letters of Permission

B2A. Use of Cameron and Quinn Culture Survey

Campbell, Brenton - Hoboken

From: Goldweber, Paulette - Hoboken on behalf of Permissions - US
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2010 4:15 PM

To: Campbell, Brenton - Hoboken

Subject: FW: Permissicn Request Form Canada

Paulette Goldweber| Associate Manager, Permissions| Global Rights - John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
Ph: 201-748-8765 | F: 201-748-6008] proldweb@wiley.com

From: Lynda Hulecki [mailto:lhulecki(@shaw.ca]
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2010 1:10 PM

To: Permissions - US

Subject: FW: Permission Request Form Canada

Hello;

I am follow-up as advised by Permissions-CA to inquire about the status of my request (sce below emails). As
vou will note, I am a doctoral student seeking permission fo use the survey, model and methodology for
assessing organizational culture as defined by Cameron and Quinn in their book Diagnosing and Changing
Organizational Culture (20006) in my dissertation research and associated presentations and publications. I have
contacted both authors and received their personal support for the use of their instrument and model. I have
confirmed with them that I will ensure they and Wiley Publishers are afforded appropriate credit in my research
and associated publications/presentations.

Please advise me of the status of my request and of any restrictions in the use of their published works.

Best regards for the New Year,

Lynda
PERMISAION.GRANTED e
EBY:
Lynda Wallace-Hulecki, B.Sc, M.Ed. GIobha] Richts Dept.. J Wi
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B2B. Use of the ECAR Survey Questions
Permission Granted by e-Mail

From: Richard N. Katz [mailto:rkatz@educause.edu]

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 2:40 PM

To: Lynda Hulecki; Phil Goldstein

Cc: Ron Yanosky

Subject: RE: Permission to Access Research Questions for Dissertation

Lynda,

Hello. Best wishes on your work. The short answer is yes, you are herewith permitted to use the
ECAR survey questions - all of which can be found in surveys on the ECAR site at
www.educause.edu/ecar. My only admonition (aside from acknowledging us, as you have
already agreed to do) is that our use of these questions does not per se either pre-tested or
valid. They have simply been used before. Assuming this standard of prior use is acceptable for
your purposes, you are free to use any of our surveys that will help you.

You may wish to look also at our soon-to-be (next week) study of data management. This study -
by Ron Yanosky - looked again at analytics - albeit only in one chapter. Ron's findings do not
vary a great deal from the 2005 data from Phil Goldstein. This offers both a measure of validation
- and also a discouraging note with regard to higher education's uptake of and outcomes with this
important class of activities.

Again, many good wishes for your dissertation research.,
Sincerely,
Richard

Richard N. Katz

Vice President

http://educause.edu

rkatz@educause.edu

(boulder) 1-303-939-0318

(mobile) 1-303-882-8895

4772 Walnut Street, Suite 206, Boulder, CO 80302
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B2C. Use the IOA Framework and Schematic Representation of the Model
Permission Granted by e-Mail

From: Charles Lusthaus [mailto:clusthaus@universalia.com]
Sent: Saturday, December 05, 2009 2:41 PM

To: Lynda Hulecki

Subject: RE: Dissertation Research Request for Permission

Lynda, | will give you permission to use it--Since | am the lead author and IDRC has placed it in
the Public Domain.

Charles Lusthaus, Ph.D

Universalia Management Group
5252 de Maisonneuve Blvd. W.
Suite 310, Montreal, Quebec
Canada H4A 3S5

Tel: 514.485.3565 x 203

Fax: 514.485-3210
www.universalia.com
clusthaus@universalia.com

From: Lynda Hulecki [mailto:lhulecki@shaw.ca]
Sent: December 5, 2009 3:14 PM

To: Charles Lusthaus

Subject: Dissertation Research Request for Permission

Dr. Lufthaus.

I am writing to request your advice about how best to seek appropriate permission(s) to
use the IOA framework in my dissertation research, as well as to include the schematic
representation of the framework taken from p. 10 of the 2002 book, Organizational
Assessment: A Framework for Improving Performance, and from p. 46 of the 1999
handbook, Enhancing Organizational Performance: A Toolbox for Self-Assessment.

Could you please advise me of what process I should apply through? I am presently
refining my proposal (chapters 1-3) and will be forwarding a draft for your review by the
new year of earlier. At that point, I will be seeking advice on the instrument.

Hope you are well and have had safe travels.

Best regards,

Lynda Wallace-Hulecki, B.Sc, M.Ed.
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B2D. Use of the OCAI Survey Instrument and CVF Model
Permission Granted by e-Mail

From: Quinn, Robert [mailto:requinn@bus.umich.edu]
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2009 10:10 AM

To: Lynda Hulecki

Subject: RE: Permission for Dissertation

Permission is granted and best of luck with your work.

From: Lynda Hulecki [lhulecki@shaw.ca]

Sent: Monday, December 14, 2009 11:09 AM

To: requinn@umich.edu; kim cameron@umich.edu
Subject: Permission for Dissertation

Dr. Quinn and Dr. Cameron;

By way of introduction, my name is Lynda Wallace-Hulecki. I am a seasoned higher
education administrator in Canada who is working on my doctoral degree at the
University of Nebraska-Lincoln. The topic of my research is on ‘building organizational
capacity for enrollment performance measurement.” One aspect of the research I intend
to do involves the application of the OCALI survey to a purposeful sample of higher
education institutions. I am seeking permission to reproduce the instrument in print and
electronic forms for distribution at the institutions, as well as to include appropriate
representations of the OCAI instrument and CVF interpretative model within my
dissertation proposal and results. I wrote John Wiley and Sons as the copyrighters of the
book, Diagnosing and Changing Organizational Culture, to seek appropriate
permission, but have not received a response in some time. I also wrote to Dr. Quinn
previously, but am unsure I used the correct email address. I would appreciate advice on
how to obtain appropriate permissions.

If you would be willing to chat with me or advise me on the process via return email, I
would be most appreciative.

Best regards,
Lynda

Lynda Wallace-Hulecki, B.Sc, M.Ed.
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Appendix C.
Consent from Presidents

Building Organizational Capacity for Enrollment Performance Measurement:
A Mixed Methods Investigation

[Name of institution] has been identified as one of only a very few institutions
across North America reputed as a leading-edge college in the development of an
advanced enrollment performance measurement system. In fact, a panel of experts
comprised of internationally recognized professionals in the field of Strategic Enrollment
Management and in the application of enrollment performance analytics identified your
institution as a potential host site for this best practices study. I am writing to invite your
participation in this study.

The purpose of the study is to identify the organizational capacity conditions and
culture value orientations that existed at the time of the initial stages in the development
of an advanced enrollment performance measurement system at ‘leading-edge’ public
North American colleges from the perspectives of the primary systems developers,
enrollment managers, and institutional users. An anticipated outcome of this study is the
development of a set of best practice guidelines for conducting a self-assessment of an
organization’s capacity for developing an advanced enrollment performance
measurement system. This study is being conducted by Lynda Wallace-Hulecki, a
doctoral student in the Department of Educational Administration at the University of
Nebraska-Lincoln (UNL) in partial fulfillment of her Doctoral degree.

What does participation in this study involve? By consenting to participate in this
research, you will be agreeing to the following:

* To nominate at least ten institutional representatives for inclusion in an web-based
survey. The nominated individuals should include individuals who were significantly
involved in the initial development of the enrollment performance measurement
system, and who represent three constituent groups: the primary systems developers,
enrollment managers, and institutional users. Nominated individuals will be invited
on a ‘voluntary’ basis to complete a structured survey that will be administered in two

parts and require about 50-minutes of their time in total.
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= To potentially serve as a host institution for a case study involving 90-minute
interviews with select survey respondents. A host institution will be selected on the
basis of the results from the survey research.

The identity of participating institutions and individuals will not be revealed in the
final research report. The use of identifier codes in the survey and the collection of
participant information in the interview process will be solely for data analysis purposes;
and will not be connected to an individual or to an institution in the reporting or
presentation of the research results. Therefore, there are no known risks for participating
in this research. A copy of the summary findings will be forwarded to you following
approval of the dissertation research by the University of Nebraska [expected
date].Research results will be presented to the UNL graduate supervisors, and the
supervisory review committee. Research results may also form the basis of conference
presentations, published articles, or professional workshops/seminars at some future point
in time.

This study has been approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at UNL
and has been designed to comply with ethical research standards. Your signature below
indicates that you agree to the conditions of participation in this study as outlined in this
letter. If prior IRB approval is required at your institution for participation in the
‘survey’ component of this research, please contact me at the number below with
details of the information required for their review. It is requested that required
IRB approval be confirmed within a timeframe of no more than one month in order
to ensure participation in this study.

The graduate supervisor overseeing this research project is Dr. Ron Joekel in the
Department of Educational Administration at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. For
more information on this research project, please contact either the Principal Investigator
(refer to contact information below), or Dr. Ron Joekel at (402) 472-09710or by e-mail at

rjoekel2@unl.edu. You may also contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the

University of Nebraska-Lincoln if you have any concerns or questions about your rights
or treatment as a participant in this research at (402) 472-6965. Please refer to
IRB#20100210571 EX when contacting the IRB office.
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Sincerely;

Lynda Wallace-Hulecki
Principal Investigator
University of Nebraska-Lincoln
(250) 213-5119
lhulecki@huskers.unl.edu

Please sign and date this document in the space provided below in order to signify
your acceptance of the terms of the study described above.

Name of President Signature Date

Nominated Institutional Representatives: At least ten institutional representatives who
were significantly involved in the initial development of the enrollment performance
measurement system, and who represent three constituent groups: the primary systems
developers, enrollment managers, and institutional users.

Name of Representative by | Position Title Email Address Phone Number
Constituent Group* See
definitions below

System developers

1.

2.

3.

4.

Enrollment managers

S.

6.

7.

8.

Institutional users

9

10.

11.

12.

Definitions:
a. North American College —includes medium-sized colleges and universities
with an enrollment between 2,000 and 30,000 students.
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b. System developers - individuals who occupied professional information
technology related positions within a central systems group, institutional
research, or an administrative operations /school-based department.

c. Enrollment managers - individuals who occupied professional roles in
enrollment management or student affairs administration within a central or
school-based operation (e.g., recruitment, admissions, marketing, registrar,
financial aid, bursar, academic advising, and related student services functions
often associated with enrollment management organizational structures).

d. Institutional users — individuals who were employees of the institution and
were an intended primary user of the enrollment performance measurement
system from outside of an enrollment/student affairs operation (e.g., Executive
leaders, faculty, deans, academic chairs, administrative staff and officers from
HR, finance, facilities, fund-raising/advancement, etc.).

Note: Individuals who may have left the institution since the system was implemented
will be considered for inclusion in the study.

Fax your signed statement to: (250) 704-0318. Retain a copy of this consent letter for
your records. A copy will also be retained by the researcher.
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Appendix D.
Follow-up Telephone Script to the Presidents

Building Organizational Capacity for Enrollment Performance Measurement:
A Mixed Methods Investigation

Date of Contact(s):

Hello (participant’s name);

My name is Lynda Wallace-Hulecki. I am calling in follow-up to a letter sent
earlier this week inviting your institution’s participation in a best practices study as a
leading-edge institution in the development of an advanced enrollment performance
measurement system. [Name of institution] has been identified as one of only a very few
institutions across North America reputed as a leading-edge college in this regard. The
purpose of my telephone call is to answer any questions or concerns you may have
regarding the purpose of the study and your institution’s participation.

As indicated in the letter, a panel of experts comprised of internationally
recognized professionals in the field of Strategic Enrollment Management and in the
application of enrollment performance analytics identified your institution as a best
practice institution. The purpose of the study is to identify the organizational capacity
conditions and culture value orientations that existed at the time of the initial stages in the
development of an advanced enrollment performance measurement system at ‘leading-
edge’ public North American colleges from the perspectives of the primary systems
developers, enrollment managers, and institutional users. An anticipated outcome of this
study is the development of a set of best practice guidelines for conducting a self-
assessment of an organization’s capacity for developing an advanced enrollment
performance measurement system. This study is being conducted in partial fulfillment of
my Doctoral degree in Educational Leadership at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln
(UNL).

Are you willing to have your institution participate in the study?

= JF YES- Do you have any questions or concerns regarding the study or your

participation?
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e IF YES- Is this a convenient time to take 5 minutes to describe the
study and the nature of your involvement in the process?
e [If No- what would be a more convenient time?

Rescheduled Time , Date , Preferred Contact

Number

= [F NO- It would be appreciated if you would share your reasons.

Thank you for your consideration of this invitation.
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Appendix E.
Introductory email to Survey Participants

Building Organizational Capacity for Enrollment Performance Measurement:
A Mixed Methods Investigation

[Name of institution] has been identified as one of only a very few institutions
across North America reputed as a leading-edge college in the development and
implementation of an advanced enrollment performance measurement system. Your
President, [name], has agreed to have the institution participate in this study. You have
been nominated to be a participant in the research because of the role you served in the
initial stages in the development of the system. Your participation will involve the
completion of a web-based survey and possible participation in a follow-up in-person or
telephone interview (if warranted), both which are described in more detail below.

This study is being conducted by Lynda Wallace-Hulecki, a doctoral student in
the Department of Educational Administration at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln
(UNL) in partial fulfillment of her Doctoral degree. The purpose of the study is to
identify the organizational capacity conditions and culture value orientations that existed
at the time of the initial stages in the development of an advanced enrollment
performance measurement system at ‘leading-edge’ public North American colleges from
the perspectives of the primary systems developers, enrollment managers, and
institutional users. An anticipated outcome of this study is the development of a set of
best practice guidelines for conducting a self-assessment of an organization’s capacity for
developing an advanced enrollment performance measurement system.

Given your involvement in the initial stages in the development of the system you
understand the complex factors involved in introducing a major change initiative,
engaging campus constituents in adopting change, building campus-wide collaboration
and coordination in the process, and in creating the conditions for shared responsibility in
its deployment. Therefore, your insights and perspectives are invaluable to this study, the
outcomes of which will be to create a set of best practice guidelines that will set a
standard for other institutions to follow.

The web-based survey will be administered in two parts. The following link will

take you to the first part of the survey which should take about 15 minutes to complete
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[Insert survey link]. Following completion of this part of the survey, a second survey will
be administered within one or two days, and consist of two additional sections that should
take about 35 minutes to complete in total. Please plan to complete this component of the
survey when you have a space of time in your day.

Following submission of the completed survey, you may be contacted by me in
order to arrange a follow-up 90-minute in-person or telephone interview as part of a case
study at one or more select institutions. The purpose of the interview will be to discuss
your survey answers in more depth in order to develop a more in-depth understanding of
your institutional experience in the systems development initiative. Interviews will be
scheduled at a date and time of mutual convenience. The interviews will be audio-taped
and field notes will be taken during the interview process. You will have the opportunity
to review the interview transcripts for purposes of clarifying the accuracy of the
information provided. Audio-tapes will be erased upon verification of the accuracy of
information provided. The survey data collected in this research project will be secured at
the researcher’s home, and will only be reported in aggregate.

Your participation in this study is voluntary. Please note that the identity of
participants involved in this study as well as the institutions with which they are (have
been) affiliated will not be revealed in the final research report. Therefore, your survey
and interview responses will be confidential, as no identifying information about you will
be connected with your responses. The use of identifier codes in the survey and in the
collection of participant information in the interview process will be solely for data
analysis purposes; and will not be connected to an individual or to an institution in the
reporting or presentation of the research results. Should you feel unsure in answering
some of the survey questions, please respond to the best of your ability and recall of the
situation at the time of the initial stages of the system development. You may end the
survey at any time without consequence or explanation, and without harming your
relationship with the researchers, the University of Nebraska-Lincoln, or your institution.
If you choose to withdraw, you will be given the option of having the information you
provided to that point in time excluded from the analysis. Therefore, there are no known

risks for participating in this research.
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Your participation is essential to the inclusion of your institution in this study.
Your participation is also important to reflect as accurately as possible the experiences of
your institution in a ‘leading-edge’ initiative that sets the stage for others to follow.

Please submit your completed two-part survey by [date]. The graduate supervisor
overseeing this research project is Dr. Ron Joekel in the Department of Educational
Administration at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. For more information on this
research project, please contact either me directly (refer to contact information below), or

Dr. Ron Joekel at (402) 472-0971or by e-mail at rjoekel2@unl.edu. You may also contact

the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln if you have
any concerns or questions about your rights or treatment as a participant in this research

at (402) 472-6965. Please refer to IRB#20100210571 EX when contacting the IRB office.

Sincerely;

Lynda Wallace-Hulecki
Principal Investigator

University of Nebraska-Lincoln

(250) 213-5119/ lhulecki@huskers.unl.edu
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Appendix F.
Follow-up email to Survey Participants
Date:

Subject: Building Organizational Capacity for Enrollment Performance
Measurement: A Mixed Methods Investigation

Dear (participant);

I am writing in follow-up to the email you received on inviting your
participation in a best practices study of leading-edge colleges in the development and
deployment of an advanced enrollment performance measurement system. Your
institution has been identified as one of only a very few institutions across North America
of exemplary practice in the area, and your President, [name], has agreed to have the
institution participate in this study. You are one of only a select few nominated
institutional representatives for inclusion in this study based upon your involvement in
the initial system development process. Several of your colleagues have already
completed the survey. Your participation is essential to the inclusion of your institution in
this study, as well as to reflect as accurately as possible the experiences of your
institution in a ‘leading-edge’ initiative that sets the stage for others to follow.

The first part of the web-based survey will take about 15 minutes of your time to
complete, and the second part which will be administered thereafter will take about 35
minutes. Please plan to complete the second part when you have a space of time in your
day. For your convenience, the following link will take you directly to the first part of the
survey. [Insert web link].

Please feel free to contact me directly should you have any questions regarding
the survey or research process. Thank you for your willingness to participate in this
study.

Sincerely;

Lynda Wallace-Hulecki
Principal Investigator
University of Nebraska-Lincoln

(250) 213-5119
lhulecki@huskers.unl.edu
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Appendix G.
Final Telephone Follow-up With Survey Participants- Telephone Script

Date:

Subject: Building Organizational Capacity for Enrollment Performance

Measurement: A Mixed Methods Investigation

Dear (participant);

I am calling in follow-up to two previous communications inviting your
participation in a best practices study of leading-edge colleges in the development and
deployment of an advanced enrollment performance measurement system. Y our
participation is essential to the inclusion of your institution in this study, as well as to
reflect as accurately as possible the experiences of your institution in a ‘leading-edge’
initiative that sets the stage for others to follow. Do you require more time to complete
the survey, or more information on the research project in order to make an informed
decision about participating?

If Yes — confirm additional timeframe or provide clarifications required.

If No — request clarification of reasons for choosing not to participate, and
confirm that there will be no consequence associated with their decision.

Thank you for your willingness to participate [consider participation] in this

study.

Sincerely;

Lynda Wallace-Hulecki
Principal Investigator
University of Nebraska-Lincoln

(250) 213-5119
lhulecki@huskers.unl.edu
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Appendix H
H. 1 Status Report for Presidents

Building Organizational Capacity for Enrollment Performance Measurement:

A Mixed Methods Investigation

Dear President ------------- ;

I am writing to thank you for your participation to date in the above-named study, and to
provide you with an interim status report on progress to date.

A few months ago, you agreed to an invitation for ------------- to participate in a study of
best practices in the development of advanced enrollment performance measurement systems. As
you may recall, the study involves a two-stage research process. In stage one, two on-line surveys
were administered to nominated institutional representatives. Results from the surveys will
inform the selection of one (or more) institution(s) for participation in stage two of the study,
involving an in-depth case study.

The first component of the research has now concluded. Within the next few weeks, you

will be notified by me whether has been identified as a preferred host site for
participation in stage two of the research. By copy of this email, I would like to extend my
personal appreciation to----------------- , who served as the institutional contact person and
facilitated the logistics of the survey administration process.

Thank you once again for your continued support of this research.

Sincerely;

Lynda Wallace-Hulecki
Principal Investigator
University of Nebraska-Lincoln

(250) 213-5119
lhulecki@huskers.unl.edu
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Appendix H.2
Consent by the President to Host Case Study
Building Organizational Capacity for Enrollment Performance Measurement:

A Mixed Methods Investigation

I am writing to advise you that [Name of institution] has been identified as the
preferred case study host institution in the best practices study on leading-edge North
American colleges in the development of advanced enrollment performance measurement
systems. The results stemming from the survey research in which your institution
participated suggested that your institution would provide the greatest depth of
understanding of how the predominant factors derived from the survey research
contributed to or impeded the success of your institution in the initial development of the
advanced enrollment performance measurement system.

This process will involve a possible site visit by me for purposes of conducting
90-minute in-person interviews with select institutional representatives who participated
in the survey. Alternatively, the interviews will be conducted via telephone. The identity
of your institution and individuals will not be revealed in the final research report. A
copy of the summary findings will be forwarded to you following approval of my
dissertation research by the University of Nebraska [expected date]. Research results
will be presented to the UNL graduate supervisor, and the supervisory review committee.
The research results may form the basis of conference presentations, published articles, or
professional workshops/seminars at some future point in time.

Please confirm your willingness to serve as the host institution for the case study
by signing and dating this document below. If you require prior approval of the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) at your institution, please contact me at the
number below with details of the information required for their review. It is
requested that required IRB approval be confirmed within a timeframe of no more

than one month in order to ensure participation in this study.
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Please sign and date this document in the space provided below in order to signify

your acceptance of the terms of the study described above.

Name of President Signature Date

Please Fax your signed statement to: (250) 704-0318. Retain a copy of this consent
letter for your records. A copy will also be retained by the researcher.

Sincerely;

Lynda Wallace-Hulecki
Principal Investigator

University of Nebraska-Lincoln

(250) 213-5119
lhulecki@huskers.unl.edu
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Appendix H.3
Communication to Institutions Not Selected as Host Institutions
Building Organizational Capacity for Enrollment Performance Measurement:

A Mixed Methods Investigation

Dear President [name];

Further to my email below, I am writing to advise you that based upon the survey
results from Phase I of the study in which your institution was a participant, [Institution]
has not been identified as a potential host site for participation in Phase II of the research.
However, the information provided by representatives from your institution in the Phase I
quantitative surveys has provided valuable insights on the culture and capacity conditions
associated with the development of advanced enrollment performance measurement
systems at exemplary institutions and will be included in the final study results. Each
institution participating in this research will receive a copy of the summary findings
following approval of the dissertation research by the University of Nebraska [expected
date: December 2010].

Thank you once again for your participation in this study.

Sincerely;

Lynda Wallace-Hulecki
Principal Investigator
University of Nebraska-Lincoln

(250) 213-5119
lhulecki@huskers.unl.edu
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Appendix 1.
Interview Participant Consent
(e-mail Invitation and Interview Participant Letter of Consent)

Building Organizational Capacity for Enrollment Performance Measurement:

A Mixed Methods Investigation

I am writing to advise you that [institution] has been identified as one of two preferred
case study host institutions in the best practices study on leading-edge North American colleges
in the development of advanced enrollment performance measurement systems. The President of
your institution, [name], has agreed to have your institution serve as the host site for the case
study. As a participant in the initial web-based survey, you are being invited to be a participant in
the follow-up interview process. If you agree to voluntarily participate in this research, your
participation will involve a 90-minute telephone interview with the principal researcher, Lynda
Wallace-Hulecki. More details regarding the interview process is provided in the attached Letter
of Consent. If you require further information about the research or your participation in the
study, please contact the Principal Researcher, Lynda Wallace-Hulecki, using the contact
information below.

To confirm your agreement to the conditions of participation, please sign and date the
Letter of Consent and return it to [contact person information] who will forward your signed
consent to the Principal Investigator and coordinate the scheduling of the interview with you.

You will subsequently receive an electronic invitation to attend a WebEx meeting under
the banner of [xxx]. WebEx is an online web-based service that provides a platform on which we
can hold a meeting on the phone while you can view my desktop computer. In this way, you will
be able to view a few Power Point slides that will assist in focusing our discussion on the survey
findings. [xxx] is a company that is allowing me to use their WebEx account for my graduate
research, and is not material to the interview process. At the appointed time of our scheduled
meeting, please just click on the computer link that is presented in the email. You will be asked
for your name and ID which is also contained in the email. Once you login, use a LAND LINE
telephone (preferably not a cell phone) to call the number that is presented and follow the

prompts. You will then be connected to my system where I can facilitate the meeting.

Thank you for your continued support of this research.

Sincerely;
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Lynda Wallace-Hulecki
Principal Investigator
University of Nebraska-Lincoln

(250) 213-5119
lhulecki@huskers.unl.edu
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@ [RB# 20100210571 EX |
W Date Approved: 02/17/2010 |
Valid Until: 12/31/2010

Interview Participant Letter of Consent
Building Organizational Capacity for Enrollment Performance Measurement:

A Mixed Methods Investigation

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the interview process for the above-
named study. As explained during our recent telephone discussion, [name of institution]
has been selected as a case study site for a more in-depth investigation of the results from
an earlier web-based survey in which you were a participant. The President of your
institution [insert name] has agreed to have your institution serve as the host site for the
case study. As a participant in the initial web-based survey, you are being invited to be a
participant in the follow-up interview process. If you agree to voluntarily participate in
this research, your participation will involve an interview with the principal researcher,
Lynda Wallace-Hulecki via telephone.

As you may recall from prior correspondence, this study is being conducted by
Lynda Wallace-Hulecki, a doctoral student in the Department of Educational
Administration at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln (UNL) in partial fulfillment of her
Doctoral degree. The purpose of the study is to identify the organizational capacity
conditions and culture value orientations that existed at the time of the initial stages in the
development of an advanced enrollment performance measurement system at ‘leading-
edge’ public North American colleges from the perspectives of the primary systems
developers, enrollment managers, and institutional users. An anticipated outcome of this
study is the development of a set of best practice guidelines for conducting a self-
assessment of an organization’s capacity for developing an advanced enrollment
performance measurement system.

The focus of the interview process is to discuss your survey answers in more
depth in order to develop an understanding of how the predominant factors derived from
the survey research contributed to or impeded the success of your institution in the initial

development of the advanced enrollment performance measurement system. Your
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participation in the interview process is essential to reflect as accurately as possible the
experiences of key constituents in a ‘leading-edge’ initiative that sets the stage for others
to follow.

The interview will require about 90-minutes of your time. The interview will be
audio-taped and field notes will be taken during the interview process. You will have the
opportunity to review the interview transcripts for purposes of clarifying the accuracy of
the information provided. Audio-tapes will be erased upon verification of the accuracy of
information provided. You may end the interview at any time without consequence or
explanation, and without harming your relationship with the researchers, the University
of Nebraska-Lincoln, or your institution. If you choose to withdraw, you will be given the
option of having the information you provided to that point in time excluded from the
analysis. Therefore, there are no known risks for participating in this research.

The information collected in this research will be secured at the researcher’s
home. Audio-tapes will be erased upon verification of transcripts. Detailed transcripts
will be destroyed once the research paper has been accepted by the Department of
Graduate Studies at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. The collection of participant
information in the interview process will be solely for data analysis purposes, and will
not be connected to an individual or to an institution in the reporting or presentation of
the research results. Therefore, the identity of your institution and you as a participant
will not be revealed in the final research report. Summary results from the study will be
made available to your institution as well as the other participating institutions in the
survey research, and may form the basis of conference presentations, published articles,
or professional workshops/seminars at some future point in time.

This study has been approved by the Institutional Review board at the University
of Nebraska-Lincoln and has been designed to comply with ethical research standards.
Your signature below indicates that you agree to the conditions of participation in this
study as outlined in this letter.

For more information on this research project, please contact either the Principal
Investigator directly (refer to contact information below), or Dr. Ron Joekel at (402) 472-

0971 or by e-mail at rjoekel2@unl.edu. You may also contact the Institutional Review
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Board at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln if you have any concerns or questions about

your rights or treatment as a participant in this research at (402) 472-6965.

Sincerely;

Lynda Wallace-Hulecki
Principal Investigator
University of Nebraska-Lincoln

(250) 213-5119
lhulecki@huskers.unl.edu

Please sign and date this document in the space provided below in order to signify
your acceptance of the terms of the study described above, including the audio-

taping of the interview.

Name of Participant Signature Date

Please return your signed statement to: [name] who has agreed to coordinate the
logistical arrangements related to the scheduling of the interviews with your institution.
Retain a copy of this consent letter for your records. A copy will also be retained by the

researcher.
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Appendix J.
Interview Questions and Protocols

Date and Time:

Participants:

Interview Participant:

Thank you for agreeing to meet with me today for this interview. The interview
will take no more than the 90-minutes scheduled. The purpose of this interview was
outlined in prior communications when your agreement for participation in this process
was sought. In brief, institution has been selected as the preferred case study host
institution in the best practices study on leading-edge North American institutions in the
development of advanced enrollment performance measurement systems. You have been
selected for participation in this interview process because of your involvement in the
initial stages of the development of the system. The perspectives you share with me today
are vital to developing an in-depth understanding of understanding of how the
predominant factors derived from the survey research contributed to or impeded the
success of your institution in the initial development of the advanced enrollment
performance measurement system.

In order to ensure that I understand the information you share with me today, I
will be audio-taping the interviews for future transcription. Within two weeks of the
interview, [ will e-mail you a copy of the transcript for your review and confirmation of
its accuracy by return e-mail.

The information you share will be combined with information gleaned from
interviews with other campus constituents. A summary report of the results from this
research will be forwarded to the president of your institution as well as other institutions
that participated in the research following approval of the dissertation research by the
University of Nebraska [December 2010].

Do you have any questions for me before we get started?
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Questions Related to Culture Value Differences

Preamble:

Results from the culture survey indicated that at the time of the initial systems
development, the REAL culture varied across participating institutions in relation to
the emphases placed on four competing values associated with a Competitive,
Collaborative, Creative, and Controlling cultures, as well as in relation to whether
there was a dominant culture among these four. However, all participating institutions
indicated that the IDEAL culture would have been a dominant COLLABORATIVE
culture, described as a culture that values people who are “committed,” “engaged,”

99 ¢

empowered decision-makers,” “open

2 ¢¢ 99 <6

“willing to change,” “collaborative,
communicators.” While some degree of balance among all four types of cultures are
valuable, your institution along with one other institution showed “very unbalanced”
’real’ culture at the time of the initial systems development, as follows. Interviewer
to describe the nature of institutional Visual Culture Map specific to the

institution as a point of reference

FSC Culture Profile
Competing cultural types of COLLABORATIVE AND COMPETIVE
No dominant culture
Desire to shift significantly to more of an “internal” focus
Desire to remain COLLABORATIVE but to be MUCH LESS COMPETITIVE,
MORE CREATIVE, and MUCH MORE CONTROLLED

VU Culture Profile

a. A dominant culture of COLLABORATIVE (the ideal) but to an extreme, whereby
there was a diminution of the other values (CONTROL, CREATE, COMPETE)

b. Desire to be MORE COMPETITIVE, MORE CREATIVE, LESS
CONTROLLED, and SOMEWHAT LESS COLLABORATIVE

c. An “internal” focus, with a desire to shift to a more “external” focus



407

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
FABULOUS SMALL COLLEGE (FSC) AND
VISIONARY UNIVERSITY (VU)

Primary Research

FSC Interview Questions

VU Interview Questions

Questions
What factors 3. What were the factors that e What were the factors
contributed to the contributed to the that contributed to the
"very Collaborative culture? Collaborative culture?
unbalanced" a. Which factor was most

‘real’ culture at
each of the two
case study
institutions at the
time of the initial

important to the success of
the initiative? Provide
examples.

b. Which factor was least
important to the success of

2. Which factor was most
important to the success of the
initiative? Provide examples.

3. Which factor was least
important to the success of the

systems the initiative? Provide initiative? Provide examples.
development? examples.
1.2 What were the factors that
1.2. What were the factors that contributed to a Competitive
contributed to the Competitive culture?
culture? a. Which factor was
1.1 Which factor was most most important to the
important to the success of the success of the
initiative? Provide examples. initiative? Provide
1.1 Which factor was least examples.
important to the success of the b. Which factor was
initiative? Provide examples. least important to the
success of the
e In what ways did initiative? Provide
culture value examples.
differences among key
stakeholders positively | 1.3 In what ways did culture value
and negatively impact | differences among key
the success of the stakeholders positively and
initiative? negatively impact the success of
a. What strategies needed to the initiative?
be employed to mitigate 1.1 What strategies needed to be
the negative impacts (if employed to mitigate the
any)? negative impacts (if any)?
What strategies a. What three a. What three

needed to be
employed in
order to address
the gap between
the real and ideal
culture profiles?

strategies would
you recommend to
change the culture
to be less
competitive, more
creative and more
controlled?

strategies would
you recommend to
change the culture
to be more
competitive, more
creative, and less
controlled?
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Primary Research
Questions

FSC Interview Questions

VU Interview Questions

Questions Related to Capacity Conditions

Preamble:

Results from the capacity survey indicated that there was considerable consistency

among four of the five participating institutions in which capacity conditions were

most and least important to the success of the systems development initiative. FSC

was an outlier in its rating of many of these conditions, whereas VU was more

typical. Provide tables specific to the institution to show which areas and

associated statements of capacity conditions were rated highest and lowest in

importance.

Capacity Conditions of Highest Contribution to the Success of the Initiative

Primary Research
Questions

FSC Interview Questions

VU Interview Questions

2.

What factors
contributed to the
differences in
capacity
conditions that
were rated as the
two most
important to the
success of the
initiative at each
of the two case

study institutions?

2.1 What factors contributed to
why “Infrastructure” was rated
among the top two most
important conditions?

Potential Probing Questions

3.1 What “data and/or systems
technology institutional risks”
needed to be mitigated? (item
5.2)

3.2 In what ways were “external
consultants used to augment
the skills of internal staff”?
(item 5.11)

2.2 What factors contributed to
why “Program Management”
was rated among the top two
most important conditions?

Potential Probing Questions

2 How was commitment
demonstrated by
enrollment/student services
managers to “use” and ‘“‘share”
enrollment data to improve
enrollment performance

1.1 What factors contributed to
why “Strategic Leadership”
was rated among the top two
most important conditions?

Potential Probing Questions
a. What strategies were most
impactful in
demonstrating the
commitment of executive
leadership to the
initiative?

1.2 What factors contributed to
why “Organizational
Structure & Governance” was
rated among the top two most
important conditions?

Potential Probing Questions

3. What strategies were used to
foster cross-functional
communication and
collaboration? What were the
strengths and weaknesses?

4. What strategies were used to
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Primary Research
Questions

FSC Interview Questions

VU Interview Questions

management? (items 6.2 and
6.3)

3.1.What factors contributed most
to why “Strategic Leadership”
was rated of relative lower
importance?

Potential Probing Questions
a. Given that the importance

of “enrollment to the
academic wellbeing of the
institution was articulated
in the institution’s strategic
plans,” why were the roles
of the following senior
leaders (executives,
enrollment manager,
academic leaders) rated of
relatively lower
importance? (items 1.6,
2.1,2.4)

3.2.What factors contributed most
to why “Organizational
Structure & Governance” was
rated of relative lower
importance?

encourage commitment of key
stakeholders (e.g., data
owners, academic leaders)?

1.3 What factors contributed most
to why “Infrastructure” was
rated of relative lower
importance?

1.4 What factors contributed most
to why “Program
Management” was rated of
relative lower importance?

Capacity Conditions of Lowest Contribution to the Success of the Initiative

Preamble:

Results from the capacity survey indicated that the two capacity areas of Human

Resources and Finance were consistently identified by all five participating institutions

as the lowest rated capacity conditions of importance to the success of the initiative. FSC

was the only institution to identify Inter-organizational Linkages as among the lowest

importance areas as well as the aforementioned two; whereas all other institutions rated

Inter-organizational Linkages as third or fourth highest in importance.

Primary Research

FSC Interview Questions

VU Interview Questions

Questions
3. What factors a. What factors contributed most | 1.1 What factors contributed most
contributed to the to why “Human Resources” to why “Human Resources”

differences in

was rated among the two least

was rated among the two least
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Primary Research

Questions

FSC Interview Questions

VU Interview Questions

capacity
conditions that
were rated as the
two least
important to the
success of the
initiative at each
of the two case
study institutions?

(Consider cultural
factors here)

important capacity conditions?

Potential Probing Questions

4. What factors contributed to
why training of staff and
managers was rated of
relatively low importance?

5. What factors contributed to
why staff accountability for
data integrity was rated of
relatively low importance?

b. What factors contributed most
to why “Financial
Management” was rated
among the two least important
capacity conditions?

Potential Probing Questions
a. What factors contributed to
why the empowerment of
academic deans to make
enrollment decisions was
rated of relatively low
importance?

c. What factors contributed most
to why “Inter-organizational
Linkages” was rated among the
two least important capacity
conditions?

important capacity conditions?

Potential Probing Questions

4 What factors contributed to
why training of staff and
managers was rated of
relatively high importance?

5 What factors contributed to
why staff accountability for
data integrity was rated of
relatively igh importance?

1.2 What factors contributed most
to why “Financial
Management” was rated
among the two least important
capacity conditions?

Potential Probing Questions
a. What factors contributed
to why the empowerment
of academic deans to
make enrollment decisions
was rated of relatively
high importance?

1.3 What factors contributed most
to why “Inter-organizational
Linkages” was rated as a
relatively high important
capacity condition?

General Questions

Primary Research

FSC Interview Questions

VU Interview Questions

Questions
4. What were the 5.1 What three risks presented the | 5.1 What three risks presented the
greatest risks to greatest challenges to the success greatest challenges to the success
the success of the | of the initiative? of the initiative?
initiative?
5.2 What strategies needed to be 5.2 What strategies needed to be
employed to mitigate the risks? employed to mitigate the risks?
5. In what ways did | 6.1 In what ways did the focus on | 6.1In what ways did the focus on

the differences in
drivers for the
system

efficiency and effectiveness as a
driver to the system development
contribute most and least to the

enrollment and student success as
a driver to the systems
development contribute most and




411

Primary Research
Questions

FSC Interview Questions

VU Interview Questions

development
impact the
success of the
1nitiative?

success of the initiate?

least to the success of the initiate?

6. What lessons
were learned that
would be
recommended to
others before they
embark on the
development of
an advanced

7.1 What lessons were learned
from your experiences with this
nitiative?

7.2 Based upon what you learned,
what three recommendations would
you offer others before they
embark on the development of an

7.1 What lessons were learned
from your experiences with this
initiative?

7.2 Based upon what you learned,
what three recommendations
would you offer others before they
embark on the development of an

performance advanced performance advanced performance
measurement measurement system? measurement system?
system?

7. How was success | 8.1 What outcomes measures 8.1 What outcomes measures
defined for the defined success of the systems defined success of the systems
systems development initiative? development initiative?
development
initiative? 8.2 From your perspective, what 8.2 From your perspective, what

was the single most important
impact the enrollment performance
measurement system has had on
enrollment performance
management to date?

was the single most important
impact the enrollment
performance measurement system
has had on enrollment
performance management to date?

8. Information about
the participant

9.1 What was your involvement in
the initial stages of the
development and implementation
of the enrollment performance
measurement system?

Potential Probing Questions
1. What internal versus external

environmental forces served
as a catalyst for change?

9.2 What was your greatest
contribution to the initiative?

9.1 What was your involvement in
the initial stages of the
development and implementation
of the enrollment performance
measurement system?

Potential Probing Questions
2. What internal versus

external environmental
forces served as a catalyst for
change?

9.2 What was your greatest
contribution to the initiative?

That concludes the formal questions I have of you. Is there other information you believe
is important to be considered in this review? (If, yes, please explain). Do you have any

other questions of me?
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Please feel free to contact me directly if you have other information you wish to share
with me outside of this meeting. Should I have further questions of you, may I call you
directly to ensure I have accurately captured the information you shared?

Again, thank you very much for being part of this review process.
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Appendix L.
Final Communication to President
Building Organizational Capacity for Enrollment Performance Measurement:

A Mixed Methods Investigation

[Name of President] I am writing to thank you for your participation in this
study, and to advise you that I have concluded my research involving the nominated
representatives from your institution.

Given the nature of the responses, the criteria for inclusion of your institution in
the final study results have been met [not met]. Each institution participating in this
research will receive a summary of the research results. A copy of the summary findings
will be forwarded to you following approval of my dissertation research by the
University of Nebraska [expected date].

Thank you once again for your participation in this study.

Sincerely;

Lynda Wallace-Hulecki
Principal Investigator

University of Nebraska-Lincoln

(250) 213-5119
lhulecki@huskers.unl.edu




