	2006-07 International Team Excellence Award Process

Feedback Report Sample  



	Team Name:  
	Total Score: 98 

	Company:   
	Total Possible: 126 

	1.  Project Selection & Purpose (9 items @ 3 points = 27 points possible)
	Score: 20.0 

	Strengths:  The team clearly presented the need for the project.  Then they demonstrated their understanding by their use of tools, data, and identification of stakeholders.  The team clearly established the context for the problem and the ensuing solution.
The relationship of the project to company goals was clear.  The pyramid model was helpful, especially since it was revisited with results at the end of the presentation and was broken down by stakeholder group.  The team addressed the comparison of the “before” and “after” situations. The skit helped the judges understand the environment in which the team was working and the project selected.

	Suggestions for Improvement:  While stakeholders were identified (therefore meeting the criteria), by also presenting how the potential stakeholders and stakeholder groups were actually determined would have increased the value by the judges.

	2.  Current Situation Analysis (6 items @ 4.5 points = 27 points possible)
	Score:  20.4

	Strengths:  There was a clear description of why the six sigma method was deployed.  The use of the Ishikawa diagram with the in-depth analysis (Pareto and histogram) helped in understanding that the decisions were appropriate.  Lean six sigma was validated using VOP and VOA.
A variety of tools were used, and several locations were involved.  The team visited several locations to ensure that the current situation was understood and the right decisions were being made.

	Suggestions for Improvement:  The process for validation of root causes was addressed, but not explained.  Further description of how the root causes were actually validated by the team and how that analysis drove decision making would increase its worth to the judges. While the tools used were presented, why each specific tool was used and by whom would have added even greater value to the team’s presentation.  

	3.  Solution Development (9 items @ 3 points = 27 points possible)
	Score:  20.2

	Strengths:  Solutions were tied to benefits to shareholders, including the percentage that would be touched by the solution. A variety of tools and analysis techniques were used in the identification and analysis of the solutions stage in the team process.  Once a solution was identified, there was a clear definition of where they needed to go.

	Suggestions for Improvement:  To exceed the criteria, the judges needed more information about the rationale used by the team for the selection of the tools they used.  A further explanation of the validation process could have aided the judges in understanding the fact based decision making process used by the team.  

	4.  Project Implementation and Results (9 items @ 3 points = 27 points possible)
	Score:  22.4

	Strengths:  The Kaizen event appeared to be the appropriate way to deal with the major concerns. Gathering thirty-three subject matter experts for this event demonstrated commitment to the implementation process.  Involving the right people and bringing them together, allowed them to overcome resistance on a real time basis.
The management dashboard, control plan, and pre-selected action plans helped to assure commitment to measuring and sustaining the improvements.
The potential resistance and concerns about the time constraints for implementing this improvement were addressed early in the process. The team had a “we can do it” attitude, which helped them overcome resistance.
The use of the pyramid model (expenses, customer scores, associate satisfaction and growth) showed how the results related to the targets and to the company goals.  The linkage to corporate performance measures was strong. 
The identification of unforeseen benefits and closing the loop with the final skit helped to clarify the realization of tangible and intangible benefits. 

Standardization of implementation across multiple sites was accomplished through training.

	Suggestions for Improvement: Further explanation of how the changes were evaluated to ensure that the desired results would be achieved, along with the evidence that the changes were sustained in the future, would have helped the team exceed the criteria. 
A further explanation of how the measurement system was validated would have helped the team exceed the criteria. 

	5.  Team Management and Project Presentation (4 items @ 4.5 points = 18 points possible)
	Score:  15.0

	Strengths:  The presentation was tied together by illustrating the process with the skit, and with the use of the pyramid model.  Both tools improved the judges’ understanding.  The use of the skits made the presentation fun.  Returning to the skit at the end closed the loop for the judges.  Also, the use of these tools demonstrated the team understood their project.
The explanation of how the various six sigma practitioners fit into the scheme illustrated your commitment to putting the right skills into the right slots.  Overall, the team composition was flexible.  Members from other areas were added and removed as needed.

The presentation was well organized and the slides followed the criteria.  Numbering the slides helped the judges to follow the presentation in relation to the criteria.  

The presenters had mastered their presentation materials and were prepared for questions.

A lot of effort was expended in a very short time frame.  This demonstrated how well the team worked together.

	Suggestions for Improvement:  Some slides were busy (for example, slides 20, 30, and 32).  The judges felt that they needed more time to fully understand this material.
There were three minutes of the allotted presentation time that was not used by the team.  The team might have used this time to further explain how they exceeded the criteria by their efforts.  

Because the presentation covered the results from last year’s enrollment period, the judges could not fully value how the ongoing maintenance of improvements and effectiveness would be sustained.

At the end of the presentation, the final skit indicated that the personnel who previously generated work items were now idle, but still in place.  While the judges understood the context of these depictions, the presentation did not include information on how these personnel were utilized or redeployed in other areas or jobs.
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