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The University of Phoenix processes 1,300,000 grades annually. Prior to September 2000, approximately 50 staff was dedicated to grade processing. We determined that with continued growth and process improvement opportunities utilizing technology, we had an opportunity to automate and streamline grade processing.  This article focuses on the Faculty Web Grade Entry project at the University of Phoenix and will discuss:

· History – Why we did this

· Project plan, old vs. new process and timelines

· Communication strategies

· Implementation plan, monitoring and measurements

· Summary/Lessons learned

History
As stated earlier, the University of Phoenix processes over a million grades annually. At the time of project implementation, we had 50 grades staff and 8,000 faculty members across all 26 campuses (now, we have over 11,000 faculty members). As it relates to this process, all campus locations are responsible for attendance and grade entry. The Registrar’s Office in Phoenix, Arizona, is responsible for ensuring the academic rules are supported in our student systems, performing quality control checks on grades processed and processing all grade changes.  We are a large private, four year University with a commitment to providing timely and efficient student services. A large number of our students receive some sort of tuition reimbursement from the companies they work for. Prior to faculty grade entry implementation, grade processing time averaged 21 days from the course end date. Faculty would turn in their final grade rosters to their local campus, which would enter the grades in our student system. Our objectives with this project were to:


· Reduce overall grade processing time by 75% or 14 days. 

· Make grades available on the web (this project rolled out during the same timeframe) and in a more timely fashion.

· Streamline the process internally through bypassing the ‘middle person’ and allow campus student services staff to grow at a slower pace and focus on more value added activities.

· Utilize technology wherever possible.

· Reduce paper.

Project Plan and Timelines

Our goal was to roll out our faculty grade entry process to everyone September 2000. To accomplish this, we started working with our Information Technology department in February 2000 to begin defining the rules. The stakeholders and their role in this project included:

1. Registrar—Project & Business Lead.

2. The Provost, Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and Senior Vice President for Student Services—Overall approval and project support and sponsorship.

3. Deans and Campus Directors of Academic Affairs— Hone the academic and operational requirements and be responsible for faculty communication and training.

4. Campus Directors of Operations—Communicate this change to campus student services staff, hone operational requirements, and implement process changes.

5. Information Technology Department—Technical analysis, development, testing, monitoring and modifications needed.

6. Faculty—Test the new system, provide feedback and implement new process.

7. Registrar’s Office Staff—Business requirements contributor, testers, and quality control check the process for 90-day period.

Project timeline:

1. Communicate project request volunteers and gather small committee to define initial requirements (Feb ’00)

2. IT develops prototype for review (Mar ’00)

3. Gather stakeholders to kick off project and review proposed process (Apr ’00)

4. Make modifications and establish implementation timeframe (Apr ’00)

5. Develop communication plan, training plan, and all training documents (Apr ’00)

6. Recruit faculty and campuses for testing (May ‘00)

7. Test new application and make modifications (May ’00)

8. Extend pilot to larger faculty and campus population (Jun ’00)

9. Send reminder communication, finalize IT requirements and make internal changes to prepare for new process (Jul ’00)

10. Install training and communication materials on web (Aug ’00)

11. Implement UOP wide (Sep ’00)

12. Monitor and QC (90 days)

13. Work with new and existing campuses to ensure appropriate faculty training (ongoing)

Before Faculty Grade Entry via the Web, grade entry was a five-step process.  After Faculty Grade Entry via the Web, it became a two-step process.  Here are the steps taken both before and after this project was implemented:

	Before
	After

	· Faculty entered grades on grade roster

(
	· Faculty enter grades directly on the web

(

	· Faculty forwarded roster to their local campus

(
	· System provides faculty an email grades confirmation

	· Local campus QC’d and entered grades

(
	

	· Sent issues to faculty member, as needed

(
	

	· Campus forwarded original grade rosters to the Registrar’s Office in Phoenix for QC

(
	

	· Rosters imaged
	


Communication Strategies

With 26 campuses across the country at that time, all communication was done via teleconferences. We held teleconferences monthly as we started the project rollout and when we pilot tested the process, we had weekly meetings. We continued this process through the initial project-monitoring phase one month after implementation.  We continued monitoring and communicating via email, as needed.

All campuses and faculty were key to the success of this project and were involved in every aspect of the web product created. We brought a group together from two campuses and several central administration offices to create the look and feel of the application and my office was heavily involved in the security and academic requirements to be supported. The recommendations were reviewed by all campuses and key faculty, and revisions made and re-reviewed until consensus was reached. 

Implementation Plan, Monitoring and Measurements 

Faculty were notified that by March 2001, all grades would need to be entered utilizing the web grade entry process and that grade rosters would no longer be used.  This three-month period between implementation and no grade rosters helped faculty adjust to the change.

Once faculty hit the “submit grades” button, all grades entered were posted directly in our system.  Grades are available to students approximately ten (10) minutes after faculty posting.  Because grades are posted every day and we wanted to provide students timely information, we wanted grades available as real time as possible.  Grade changes required once grades are posted must come through the Registrar’s Office utilizing our grade change cards.

We pilot tested with six campuses and 18 faculty for several weeks. We then expanded the pilot to six additional campuses for another three weeks. We tweaked things as we went along and encountered no major showstoppers. We communicated to all faculty via campus faculty meetings, email, US mail and the web.

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


In the first month, 31% of all grades were processed by faculty via the web. After three months, 82% of all grades were processed by faculty via the web. Campuses had a three month implementation window between September and December 2000. After 18 months, 97% of all grades were processed by faculty via the web. As of this month, we have a 98% faculty grade entry rate. 

Additionally, grade processing time changed from an average of 21 days from the course end date to eight (8) days after the course end date. This was significant as students appreciate having grade results as soon as possible after the class ends. Below is a graph showing the changes in grade processing time before and after the faculty grade entry project.
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Summary/Lessons Learned
Two years and eight months after implementation, we are pleased with a 97% web grade entry rate. This project was a significant one in breadth and depth and we learned that ongoing and timely communication is key! From a security perspective, our IT department worked out a complete network and application security strategy for protection of the entire system. This project was a smooth one due to the cooperation of all locations and faculty members willing to take on this additional role. We initially thought (expected) that faculty members would complain because of the ‘data entry’ we were now imposing on them. To overcome this anticipated resistance, we focused on the benefits to the university, our students and to them by moving to an electronic process. We ensured they had the training in place and continuously updated them on our progress and results. 

About the author:  Tandy R. Elisala, Registrar/Director of Student Records, is responsible for all student records across all University Of Phoenix campus locations and also serves as the Central Administration student and faculty Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Compliance Officer. Tandy has worked at the University of Phoenix for 14 years and has served as Registrar since 1993. Tandy is also a faculty member teaching in the areas of human resources and general studies. For comments or questions, please send an email to Tandy.Elisala@phoenix.edu or call: (480) 377-3301. 
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Web Grade Entry

				Web		Manual		Total		%

		Oct-00		21,052		46,119		67,171		31%

		Nov-00		28,795		33,547		62,342		46%

		Dec-00		33,926		19,025		52,951		64%

		Jan-01		44,329		9,503		53,832		82%

		Feb-01		50,052		9,340		59,392		84%

		Mar-01		60,761		9,026		69,787		87%

		Apr-01		59,223		6,504		65,727		90%

		May-01		64,931		5,927		70,858		92%

		Jun-01		63,368		4,619		67,987		93%

		Jul-01		65,096		5,205		70,301		93%

		Aug-01		67,863		4,242		72,105		94%

		Sep-01		70,786		4,897		75,683		94%

		Oct-01		64,623		3,727		68,350		95%

		Nov-01		64,623		3,727		68,350		95%

		Dec-01		59,764		2,796		62,560		96%

		Jan-02		57,429		3,527		60,956		94%

		Feb-02		64,109		3,685		67,794		95%

		Mar-02		82,920		4,201		87,121		95%

		Apr-02		79,441		3,762		83,203		95%

		May-02		83,237		2,923		86,160		97%

		Jun-02		164,205		5,561		169,766		97%

		Jul-02		82,909		2,857		85,766		97%

		Aug-02		144,876		3,197		148,073		98%





WGE chart

		36800		36800		36800

		36831		36831		36831

		36861		36861		36861

		36892		36892		36892

		36923		36923		36923

		36951		36951		36951

		36982		36982		36982

		37012		37012		37012

		37043		37043		37043

		37073		37073		37073

		37104		37104		37104

		37135		37135		37135

		37165		37165		37165

		37196		37196		37196

		37226		37226		37226

		37257		37257		37257

		37288		37288		37288

		37316		37316		37316

		37347		37347		37347

		37377		37377		37377

		37408		37408		37408

		37438		37438		37438

		37469		37469		37469
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Web Grade Entry

21052

46119

67171

28795

33547

62342

33926

19025

52951

44329

9503

53832

50052

9340

59392

60761

9026

69787

59223

6504

65727

64931

5927

70858

63368

4619

67987

65096

5205

70301

67863

4242

72105

70786

4897

75683

64623

3727

68350

64623

3727

68350

59764

2796

62560

57429

3527

60956

64109

3685

67794

82920

4201

87121

79441

3762

83203

83237

2923

86160

164205

5561

169766

82909

2857

85766

144876

3197

148073



<8 Day

				% Entered < 8 Days

		Nov-00		70

		Dec-00		69

		Jan-01		79

		Feb-01		82

		Mar-01		85

		Apr-01		84

		May-01		84

		Jun-01		84

		Jul-01		86

		Aug-01		86

		Sep-01		80

		Oct-01		86

		Nov-01		83

		Dec-01		82

		Jan-02		84

		Feb-02		85

		Mar-02		89

		Apr-02		89

		May-02		88

		Jun-02		90

		Jul-02		90

		Aug-02		89
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