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Overview of the Robert W. Carey Performance Excellence Program

The annual Secretary’s of Veterans Affairs Robert W. Carey Performance Excellence Awards were established to recognize organizations that have implemented exemplary approaches to systems management that achieve excellent results for America’s veterans.  The foundation for the awards is the Baldrige Criteria for Performance Excellence.  These Criteria are designed to help organizations use an integrated approach to organizational performance management that results in:

1) Delivery of ever-improving value to customers and stakeholders, contributing to organizational stability;
2) Improvement of overall effectiveness and capabilities; and
3) Organizational and personal learning.

The Criteria and Secretary’s Carey awards also support VA’s Strategic Goals:

1)  Improve the quality and accessibility of health care, benefits, and memorial services while optimizing value;
2) Increase veteran client satisfaction with health, education, training, counseling, financial, and burial benefits and services;
3) Raise readiness to provide services and protect people and assets continuously and in a time of crisis; and
4) Improve internal customer satisfaction with management systems and support services to achieve mission performance and make VA an employer of choice by investing in human capital.

The Secretary’s Robert W. Carey Performance Excellence Award uses the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award criteria as a foundation.  Recognition recommendations made to the Secretary are based on performance level.  Performance scores assigned are consistent with scores that would be given through the Baldrige award program.  

The award is named in memory of Robert W. Carey, a publicly recognized VA quality leader and a champion for excellence in the Federal Government.  Mr. Carey was the Director of the Philadelphia Regional Office and Insurance Center from 1985 until 1990.
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Process Description

(1) The Carey Program Office receives applications from applicants within VA.

(2) A team of trained examiners is assigned to examine one applicant organization and conducts an initial independent review of an assigned application.  

(3) The examination team reaches consensus on comments and scores.

(4) All applications, feedback reports, and scores are reviewed, calibrated, and validated by Carey Judges.  All Carey Judges are Baldrige criteria subject matter experts.

(5) Site visit?  If yes, then the Program Manager and Administration Co-chairs recommend applicants for site visit based on several factors.  Score and judge’s feedback are the primary factors.  The applicants are notified and arrangements are made for the site visit.
(5a) If NO, the applicant is notified and a feedback report with score band information is prepared.

(6) Site Visits are conducted to clarify and verify information provided in the application.  These visits also provide: a basis for sharing best practices; hands-on education of examiners in Baldrige-type assessment processes and VA operations; and applicant organizations further their understanding of the Criteria and its application within the applicant’s organization.

Based on site visit data gathered, the examination team may revise the feedback comments and scores to more accurately reflect actual applicant performance level.  However, the primary purpose of a site visit is to clarify/verify information from the application.  As such, scores may only be adjusted within a reasonable range without sufficient justification based on site visit findings (see site visit desk guide available at:  http://vaww1.va.gov/OP3/docs/carey/Robert_W_Carey_Performance_Excellence_Award.asp.  The reason for this rule is to ensure the integrity of the application process, as well as to ensure the applicant’s management system is understandable for purposes of adequately communicating to personnel who need to be aware of it.

(7) Other checks are performed by the MSIS.  This includes:  a) ensuring all scoring adjustments are reasonable and/or sufficient justification for changes are provided, b) reviewing and revising comments to ensure maximum value to the applicant, and c)  ensuring there are no issues regarding the facility and the director which would otherwise disqualify the applicant from consideration for recognition. 

(8) After site visits and reviews and other checks have been completed, the scores of all applicant organizations are arrayed from highest to lowest.  Scores are compared to performance thresholds set for Achievement, Excellence, and Circle of Excellence levels of performance.  The range and spread of applicant scores above each threshold is then evaluated to identify natural breaks in performance levels.
(8a) Remaining applicant feedback reports and score band information are finalized and sent to applicant organizations.

(9) Finalists summaries and recommendations for recognition are prepared and sent to the Secretary for consideration and final selections.  While performance scores are a key driver in the selection of applicants recommended for recognition, the Secretary considers several other factors when making final award selections.  The Secretary selects award recipients based on recommendations and other factors. 

Carey Awards

Awards are presented for multiple levels of recognition. 
 
· Certificates of Commitment are given to organizations that demonstrate systematic approaches and are transitioning from problem solving to a general improvement orientation.  These organizations have demonstrated a commitment to the use of Baldrige Criteria as a framework towards continous improvement.
· Achievement awards will be presented to organizations that demonstrate systematic approaches to management and have some positive trends and performance levels in key areas of importance.   These organizations operate at levels considered to be above average.  Overall performance scores ranging from approximately 375 to 475 with all Item scores of 20% or higher will be considered for this recognition level.
· Excellence and Trophy awards will be presented to organizations that demonstrate effective, systematic approaches to management, initiate refinements to continuously improve processes, and show positive trends and results in many key areas.  These organizations operate at a level of performance which should be competitive for recognition in many Baldrige-based state award programs.  Overall performance scores greater than approximately  475 with all Item scores of 30% or higher will be considered for these levels of recognition.  The number of Trophies presented is limited to two in any given award cycle. 
· Circle of Excellence (COE) awards will be presented to recent trophy  winners that are not yet eligible to compete for the trophy and wish to participate in a rigorous process that seeks performance levels  higher than trophy level requirements.  (Refer to the Circle of Excellence application book for additional information). 

· New for 2011:  For inclusion in the COE, an applicant must score above 500 points.  All Item level scores must be 30% or higher.  Until an applicant has been accepted into the COE, their application must be validated by a site visit.  Once an organization achieves COE recognition, additional submissions to the process will receive individual examination, team consensus examination, and a judge’s review and calibration.  A site visit may be offered to these applicants upon request, if resources permit.

Program Timeline 

The key milestones for the 2011 Carey Program Cycle are:
(Note: Carey Program Judge milestones are in bold print.)

· December 2010
· 2011 Carey Judge Selection Begins 
· Program timeline communicated to potential applicants
· 2011 Carey/Baldrige Criteria available

· January 2011
· Application Writing training (Orlando, FL)

· February 2011
· Notice sent to potential examiners
· 2011 Panel of Judges Selection Complete  

· May 2011
· New examiners training (Washington, DC area)-5/10 – 13 and 5/24 - 27
· Examiner Team Leader training (Washington, DC area)
· Examiners assigned to teams
· Examiners receive examination packages
· Examiners begin initial independent review

· June 2011
· Team Examination and Consensus in Washington D.C. area
· Session I, June  7 - 10
· Session II, June – 14 - 17
· Applicants notified of status (Site Visit or No Site Visit)
· Selected applicant packages reviewed by Carey judges
· Option A – Packages containing applicant application, Baldrige Criteria, examination team feedback report and scores are sent to a judge for review.  Judges complete a judge’s review worksheet and email it to Scott Holliday at Scott.Holliday@va.gov
· Option B – One several judges may be invited to monitor two examination teams during one of the June examination sessions.  Each judge would be assigned two or more teams to monitor and complete a judge’s form for the two applicant organizations on Friday of examination week. 
· Arrangements made for site visits
· Carey program office receives judge’s feedback

· July  2011
· Site visits begin 
· Feedback to applicants not receiving site visits
· Judges receive one or two additional applicant packages to review*.  Packages contain: applicant application, criteria, team feedback and scores. 
· August  2011
· Complete site visits
· Carey program office receives judge’s feedback
· September  2011
· Recommendations prepared and sent to the Secretary for selection of winners
· October 2011 
· Winners are notified

·  December 7-9, 2011
· Annual awards and symposium in Washington DC

NOTE:  Judges will be given a total of two to four packages to review during the cycle.  Estimated TIME COMMITMENT is approximately 12 hours per application.  The program manager may also contact a judge on issues regarding the applicant reviewed or potential program improvements (approximately 1 hour per cycle).  

Carey Program Judge Qualifications and Other Requirements

Qualifications:

Individuals being considered to serve as a Carey Program Judge must have:
· A minimum of four years experience as a NIST Baldrige Examiner with at least one year being at the senior level.
· Current working knowledge of the Baldrige Performance Excellence Criteria.

Time Commitment:
· Carey judges commit to serve for one complete program cycle (approximately 10 months).  A judge may agree to serve, if asked, for up to three consecutive years.
· Work time is estimated to be 20 – 40 hours.  This estimate is based on feedback from previous Program Judges.

Work Products
· Review sheets for 2 - 4 application packages (most likely 2 in June and 1 in early August).  The primary role of judges is to validate/calibrate scores.  Judges also have an opportunity to comment on the quality of feedback comments which is used to improve the feedback report to applicants and as additional feedback to examiners, and may be asked to improve the quality of feedback report comments to ensure the highest quality actionable feedback is provided to applicants.    

· Scores are the basis for determining recognition levels.  Score is also critical because many applicants apply to Baldrige and various State Quality Award programs.  The scores received through the Carey process provide applicants with objective performance information before making the decision to apply for external recognition.  Validation of Strengths and OFIs provides applicants with meaningful information for actionable improvement.  Key themes and Best Practices provide the Department with key sharing opportunities. 

Needed Documentation:

Carey Program Judges must provide the Management Systems Improvement Service with the following:
· A one-page resume indicating experience equal to, or higher than, NIST Baldrige examiner and other requirements
· Mailing address (Physical address is required to allow for express mailing of packages for review)
· Fax number
· E-mail address
· Telephone number
· Submission of required forms (Code of Ethics, Disclosure, Confidentiality)

The resume is optional for returning Carey Judges.  However, all judges are requested to provide contact information each year to ensure that the program has current information.  

Key Responsibilities of a Carey Judge

A Carey judge is a respected subject-matter-expert who serves to ensure valid, objective, assessments of performance relative to the current Baldrige criteria are conducted.  Key responsibilities include:

· Validation or revision of applicant scores to reflect actual performance levels based on information provided.
· Evaluation of the work of Carey examination teams.
· Notifying the Carey Program Manager of any real or perceived conflicts of interest with evaluation of a Carey application.
· Discuss applicant information only with Carey program officials and other judges, as appropriate.
· Provide products to the Carey Program Office timely.
· Identify possible program improvements as needed during the award cycle and at the end of the cycle.  NOTE: as previously mentioned, judges MAY be asked to help improve feedback comments to ensure the highest quality actionable feedback is provided to applicants.

If there are any questions regarding the responsibilities of a judge, please call the Management Systems Improvement Service for clarification. 




Key characteristics of the Carey Program
 
· Most examiners are from the VA and many are from applicant facilities.  
· Multiple levels of recognition based on performance scores.
· Applicants receive Item level Performance Band information.
· Many applicants participate in the program for several years.  As a result, Carey applicants track performance level and progress over time.  Variations in scores from year to year need to reflect differences in applicant performance.  Program design places scoring responsibility with Carey Judges and the VA Management Systems Improvement Service in an effort to minimize examiner variation.  In addition, if an applicant participates in consecutive years attempts are made to assign the same judge to review the application each year.  If an applicant participated in the previous year the judge assigned will be provided with the overall score from the prior year (Judges will not receive Item level scores and are not expected to score at any specific level based on previous score.  Rather this information is provided FYI.  Judges are to score applications objectively.  If the score drops, stays the same, or increases, depends on the evidence provided.).
· Adjust scores based on new information.  Each Item score will be evaluated by examination team members on site.
The examination team can agree to:
· Keep an Item score the same
· Decrease an Item score by 5 or 10 percentage points
· Increase an Item score b 5 or 10 percentage points
· NOTE:
· Decreases or increases of an Item score of more than 10 percentage points are possible but will require a written explanation on a separate Item feedback sheet to the Carey Program Manager and Co-chairs.  Score changes greater than 10 percentage points are large and need to be explained so that Carey program oversight better understands the reasons for the change.  
· If the overall applicant score changes by more than 20 points (up or down) then the team is required to document the reason for the significant change.
· All changes to scores will be in increments of 5 percentage points.  For example, starting at 32 the score could increase to 37, 42, 45, etc.
· FAILURE to produce the documentation required for proposed changes will result in no change.
· FAILURE to respond to judge’s comments will result in judge’s comments being added to the feedback report by the Management Systems Improvement Service.
· Confidentiality – Feedback reports and scores are kept confidential.  If an applicant receives trophy level recognition then their application may be used in future training classes.  If an applicant organization receives any level of recognition from the Secretary then examiners and judges may reveal that they participated in the examination but may not discuss findings or scores.  
  

Contact Information

Management Systems Improvement Service
Enterprise Program Management Office (ePMO)
Office of Policy and Planning 
Department of Veterans Affairs
888 16th Street NW, Room 731
Washington, D.C.  20006

Fax number: (202) 355-1399


Gwen Young
(202) 349-9829
Gwendolyn.Young@va.gov

Diane Burton
(202)  355-1387
Diane.Burton@va.gov 

Scott Holliday
Director, Management Systems Improvement Service 
(202)  349-9832
Scott.Holliday@va.gov

  







Appendix

Judge Review Process Description:   refer to process on pages 4-5 of this desk guide

1)  Applications are due to the Management Systems Improvement Service (MSIS) in early May.  The MSIS will assign judges for each application, and mail applications to assigned judges upon receipt.  
2) Judges will have approximately one month to perform their initial assigned application reviews prior to team exam/consensus weeks in June.  Note:  selected judges may be asked to participate in exam/consensus week.  If the MSIS asks a judge to participate in a site visit, the MSIS will reimburse all judge travel and per diem expenses in accordance with approved GSA allowable expenses.  Judges participating in examination week will complete a copy of this form for each assigned applicant upon the completion of exam consensus week.    
3) Upon completion of exam/consensus week, examination team initial scorebooks will be provided to the MSIS who will provide to judges for their review, validation and calibration using the judges review worksheet(s) attached to these instructions.  Judges will have approximately 1 week for this activity.  
4) Judges will then email their completed worksheets to scott.holliday@va.gov when complete.
5) The MSIS will use judges worksheets to determine finalists for purposes of determining site visits.  Judges may also be asked to participate in site visits.  Note: if the MSIS asks a judge to participate in a site visit, the MSIS will reimburse all judge travel and per diem expenses in accordance with approved GSA allowable expenses.  For those applicants not selected for site visits, the MSIS will prepare applicant feedback reports for these applicants, and MAY ask judges for assistantce in ensuring feedback reports contain the highest quality actionable feedback.
6) After site visits, the MSIS MAY ask judges for a final review and validation, calibration depending on the results of the site visit.  The MSIS will then prepare applicant feedback reports for finalist applicants, and MAY ask judges for assistance in ensuring feedback reports contain the highest quality actionable feedback.
.




JUDGE WORKSHEET
Sample Form and Instructions

Name	Applicant Organization				Date: 	xx/xx/xxx
	_ABC organization  _   	 				

Judges Instructions:

· Review Applicant Package (application, initial feedback report, initial score) and Carey criteria.
· Reread the first Item and the corresponding feedback and score.
· Determine the scoring band that you would place the applicant in.  
· Record the appropriate score band in the “Judge Score Range” column.  If you determine the examination team score is off by more than 10%, the  insert the recommended score to be used. 
· If the examination team’s initial score was more than 10 percentage points away from the recommended score, please provide a brief explanation for your recommended score in the judge’s corresponding comment box.
· If there are site issues or questions that would benefit the team when conducting a site visit please include comments, questions, etc. in the same judge’s comment box.
· Repeat steps for each Item.
· After completing the worksheet, please answer the two questions that follow.
· Email completed reviews to  Scott.Holliday@va.gov


Sample name:  ABC Organization	Judge: John Doe	Date: August, 1890
	
Item Name
	Item
Number
	Initial Team Score
	Judge Score
Range

	Senior Leadership
	1.1
	70
	70% - 85%

	Judge’s comment: 

	Governance and Social Responsibilities
	1.2
	69
	50% - 65%

	Judge’s comment: Key indicators for Ethical Behavior not addressed.

	Strategy Development
	2.1
	69
	50% - 65%

	Judge’s comment: Opportunities for innovation not addressed.

	Strategy Implementation
	2.2
	60
	30% - 45%

	Judge’s comment: Responses to several key multiple requirements not addressed – performance projections and comparisons to key benchmarks and goals.

	Voice of the Customer
	3.1
	
	

	Judge’s comment: 

	Customer Engagement
	3.2
	
	

	Judge’s comment: 

	Measurement, Analysis, and Improvement of Organizational Performance
	4.1
	
	

	Judge’s comment: 

	Management of Information, Knowledge, and Information Technology
	4.2

	
	

	Judge’s comment: 

	Workforce Environment
	5.1
	
	

	Judge’s comment: 

	Workforce Engagement
	5.2
	
	

	Judge’s comment: 

	Work Systems 
	6.1
	
	

	Judge’s comment: 

	Work Processes
	6.2
	
	

	Judge’s comment: 

	Product and Service Outcomes
	7.1
	
	

	Judge’s comment: 
	
	
	

	Customer-Focused Outcomes
	7.2
	
	

	Judge’s comment: 

	Workforce-Focused Outcomes
	7.3
	
	

	Judge’s comment: 

	Leadership and Governance Outcomes
	7.4
	
	

	Judge’s comment: 

	Financial and Market Outcomes
	7.5
	
	

	Judge’s comment: 



Sample name:  ABC Organization	Judge: John Doe	Date: August, 1890


Judge Feedback

· Question #1 - Are there a couple of key themes that should be communicated to the applicant?  If yes, please identify.

· Question #2 – What things could this applicant could teach others (++), if applicable.
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