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SURVEY DESIGN

The Administrator Appraisal Program (AAP) seekgttovide in-depth feedback with a high rate
of response to assure a representative survey dathlty. Faculty members have the
opportunity to provide AAP feedback to the reviexafppointment process when the president,
chancellor, provost, or the dean of their schoaallege is undergoing the third- or fifth-year
review. Faculty members also are requested to atmphd return a “Boulder Faculty Assembly
[BFA] Satisfaction Survey” that addresses 20 campige concerns, such as salary and benefit
programs. With regard to the appraisal of admiatistis, the questionnaire contains items
addressing the effectiveness of administratordoperance in key areas. Fifteen items—
addressing general administrative style, salarggs®s, and meeting diversity goals—are
common for all administrators; any remaining questiare performance based and tailored to
the specific circumstances of the administraton@peeviewed and his/her school or college.
Faculty members respond to the items using a Stpdiectiveness scale (1\fery ineffective, 3

= Effective, and 5 =Very effective; the committee has interpreted 2 &ss than effective and 4 as
More than effective), plus a “Don’t Know” option, with higher scorasdicating more
effectiveness. In addition, space is provided &mufty members to write open-ended comments.

The evaluation process for Dean Gleeson was designiake into account the broad scope of
faculty across the school. Although some facultynbers and administrators have regular
opportunities to interact with the dean, other fgconembers do not, and, therefore, may be less
well informed or simply uninformed about many agpex his performance.

To address the problem of different levels of faamnity, the AAP Committee sent the
guestionnaire to all College of Arts and Scien@esilty designated as eligible by the BFA (the
population of interest), and then analyzed theaeses from a stratified (proportionate by rank)
random sample of that population (hereafter retetoeas the “representative sample”), as well
as a sample of faculty judged especially likelypéoknowledgeable about Gleeson’s role as dean
(hereafter referred to as the “knowledgeable saple

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE PARTICIPATION

The AAP Committee and BFA have agreed, on the advidaculty who specialize in survey
methods, that a 60% return rate is needed forr@septative statistical study. Although the
return rate for the entire population did not ntbet criterion (386 of 888 questionnaires
returned; 43% response rate), both the represeatsdimple (100 of 168 questionnaires
returned; 60% response rate) and the knowledgsabigle (66 of 89 questionnaires returned,;
74% response rate) met this requirement.



AIMSOF THE AAP EVALUATION

The AAP Committee seeks to provide a developmemttire of strengths and areas of
improvement for administrators standing for revieweappointment in AY 2006-2007. Broadly
viewed, the committee considered four general categ in evaluating responses regarding
Dean Gleeson:

Strengthsto Build On represent items rated as highly effective by atsuibigl majority of the
faculty (specifically, 60% or higher of respondegéve a rating of 4 or 5 on the scale).

Assetsto Protect are items where at least half of the respondentsddéhe dean’s performance

to be better than effective (50-59% of respondgate a rating of 4 or 5 on the scale). Thus, any
reallocation of effort to correct weaknesses ongea in priorities should try to protect these
strengths.

I ssuesto be Mindful Of are items judged to be effective or better by tlagomnity of the
respondents, but less than effective by a sigmificanority of respondents (25-39% of
respondents gave a rating of 1 or 2 on the scale).

Areasthat Need | mprovement are items judged by a significant fraction of theulty as
unsatisfactory (40% or more of respondents gawatiag of 1 or 2 on the scale).

OVERVIEW

On all 15 items assessed, more than 60% of themesp by both the representative sample and
by the knowledgeable sample consisted of ratindg df or 5. For both the representative
sample and the knowledgeable sample, 10 items\{ghwh were identified by both samples)
constituted strengths and 5 items constituted sis§bere was one item rated by both samples as
an issue to be mindful of, as well as another itieat was rated that way by the knowledgeable
sample. There were no items that were rated bgresiimple as areas that need improvement.
The open-ended comments also identified some patistrengths and weaknesses
characterizing Dean Gleeson’s performance.

Strengthsto Build On (60% or moreratings of 4 or 5)

Dean Gleeson received ratings in this categorjheridllowing 9 items by both the
representative sample and the knowledgeable sample:

»  Supporting high-quality research

» Creating an atmosphere of trust

*  Being receptive to concerns of faculty

»  Being receptive to concerns of staff

»  Being receptive to concerns of students

*  Managing conflicts among staff

» Treating faculty fairly and inclusively

*  Appropriately involving faculty in decisions



* Acting with integrity

In addition, the representative sample rated theviing item as a strength on which to build:
* Making decisionsin a timely fashion

The knowledgeable sample also rated the followtiewgnias a strength on which to build:
* Supporting high-quality teaching

Assetsto Protect (50-59% moreratingsof 4 or 5)

Dean Gleeson received ratings in this categorheridllowing 4 items by both the
representative sample and the knowledgeable sample:

 Supporting high-quality service

» Managing conflicts among faculty

* Fostering equitable salary system

» Making progress towards diversity goals

In addition, the representative sample rated thewiiing item as an asset to protect:
» Supporting high-quality teaching
The knowledgeable sample also rated the followiewgnias an asset to protect:
» Making decisionsin a timely manner
| ssuesto be Mindful of (25-39% of ratingsof 1 or 2)
Dean Gleeson received ratings in this categoryhieifollowing item (which also was rated by
ggmpsl::mples as an asset to protect) from botrefiresentative sample and the knowledgeable

» Managing conflicts among faculty

In addition, the knowledgeable group rated theofeihg item (which also was rated by this
sample as an asset to protect) as an issue of whizd mindful:

* Fostering equitable salary system
Open-Ended Comments
In addition to rating the 15 items on the questaire) respondents were given the opportunity to

provide open-ended comments regarding Dean Gle€umnhundred seventeen people from the
College of Arts and Sciences provided written comiseall of which were submitted verbatim



to the Provost. A content analysis of these comseavealed that 77 (65.8%) constituted
positive comments, 48 (41.0%) were negative comsaemommendations/suggestions, and 12
(10.3%) were either neutral comments (indicatireyttid not know the dean) or focused on the
university and not the dean. (Note: The percentagesed 100% because many people
submitted both positive and negative commentshagh it is not possible to generalize from
these open-ended comments because they do notfcoma representative sample of the
population, they do offer potentially valuable infation about what these faculty members
view as Dean Gleeson’s strengths and weaknesses.

With regard to strengths, respondents cited margopel characteristics of Dean Gleeson,
including his honesty, integrity, fairness, gootkmtions, and positive attitude (number of
commentgn] = 27). They also indicated that he cared aboag meceptive/open to, supportive
of, and tried to respond to faculty concems-(23). Other comments included his efforts to
improve salaryrf{ = 5), leadershipn(= 4), and promotion of high-quality teaching< 4) and
researchr{= 3). Respondent® €& 6) also acknowledged that Dean Gleeson had peefd well
given limited resources and the difficult timesttblaaracterized the university over the past few
years.

With regard to weaknesses, respondents cited Desas@’s lack of confronting problems
associated with salaries and raises (L9); poor appointments of associate deans amaa De
Gleeson’s reliance on them £ 9); lack of attention paid to recruiting, supiog, and retaining
diverse faculty g = 8); isolation from and need to communicate/ctinsore with faculty ( =
8); lack of leadership/visiom(= 7); lack of raising money(= 6); and the need for him to
respect all faculty ranks, especially non-tenuaekrfaculty and instructors € 4).

BFA SATISFACTION SURVEY RESULTS

The BFA also asked faculty in the College of Amsl &ciences to complete a satisfaction
guestionnaire that consisted of 20 items rated Bpaint scale (1 ¥ery Dissatisfied, 2 =
Dissatisfied, 3 =Neutral, 4 =Satisfied, 5 =Very Satisfied), with higher scores indicating more
satisfaction. A “Don’t Know or Not Applicable” omth was included for each item as well. The
return rates were (a) 43% for the population (38888 questionnaires returned), (b) 59% for
the representative sample (99 of 168), and (c) #WHthe knowledgeable sample (66 of 89).
Results for the Satisfaction Survey were compubedbdth the representative sample and the
knowledgeable sample for Dean Gleeson. The samgémsnand standard deviations are
provided for each item (arranged from highest tedst for the representative sample): A mean
score of 3.51 or greater indicates satisfactiong®)ean score of 2.50-3.50 indicates neither
satisfaction nor dissatisfaction (N), and a meamesof 2.49 or less indicates dissatisfaction (D).
In addition, items are identified with respectlie four categories previously identified: (a)
strengths to build on (60% or more ratings of 4 &jdb) assets to protect (50-59% of ratings of
4 and 5), (c) issues to be mindful of (25-39% aings of 1 and 2), and (d) areas that need
improvement (40% or more ratings of 1 and 2). Asrésults show, there was relative agreement
between the representative and the knowledgeairiplea with respect to the items with which
they were satisfied (relationships with colleagueaching responsibilities, library access to
outside resources, and education and support dffgrehe library, with the representative
sample also identifying departmental support ses/and technological support in teaching),



neutral, and dissatisfied (university efforts ttane diverse faculty, equitable distribution of
salary, and salary compared with peer institutions)

Representative Sample Knowledgeahtafie

Item M S Sat. Category M SD Sat. Category
Relationships with colleagues 4.00 1.10 S Stkengt 4.20 1.00 S Strength
Teaching responsibilities 3.90 1.10 S Strength 3.90 1.00 S Strength
Library access to outside

resources 3.80 .90 S Strength 3.90 .80 Strength
Education and training

support offered by library 3.70 .90 S Stréngt 3.80 90 S Strength
Departmental support services 3.70 1.00 S Strength 3.40 1.20 N  Asset/Issue

Technological support in

teaching 3.70 1.11 S Strength 3.400 1IN  Asset/lssue
Other benefits, including

Retirement 3.50 1.00 N  Asset 3.30 1.00 MAsset
Univ. support for research

and creative work 3.50 1.10 N  Asset 3.40 1.00 N  Asset
Classroom facilities 3.40 1.10 N  Asset 3.200 N Issue
Faculty governance/progress

on shared governance 330 90 N = ----- 031000 N Issue
Involvement of faculty in

library holding decisions 3.30 1.20 N  Asset 3.50 1.10 N  Asset
Space and facilities 3.30 1.20 N Issue 021830 N Improve
Support for soliciting

outside money 320 .10 N --—---- 3.200 N ------
Evaluation of teaching 3.00 1.10 N Issue 03D00 N Issue
No. of graduate students

assisting in teaching 3.20 1.30 N Issue 3.00 1.20 N Improve
Current health plan 3.00 1.10 N Issue 21820 N Improve
Univ. efforts to recruit/

retain diverse faculty 2.80 1.10 N Improve 3.00 1.10 N Issue
Univ. efforts to retain

diverse undergrads 260 1.10 D Improve 9021.20 N Issue
Equitable distribution of

salary 240 1.20 D Improve 250 1.0 Improve
Salary compared with peer

institution salaries 230 1.20 D Improve 2.30 1.20 D Improve



CONCLUSION

Dean Gleeson received high ratings from both thessentative sample and the knowledgeable
sample for all of the items included on the adntiater appraisal questionnaire, with all 15
items considered to be either strengths or agSety.two items on that questionnaire (managing
conflicts among faculty and fostering equitableasakystem, both of which were rated by the
relevant samples as assets) were viewed as isbudsch to be mindful. Neither sample rated
any items on that questionnaire as areas thatinggdvement. Faculty members were less
positive with respect to their responses to thisfsation survey, identifying more items that
constituted issues to be mindful of or areas teatlnmprovement than items that constituted
strengths on which to build or assets to protecaddition, over 60% of the respondents’ open-
ended comments identified some particular strenthidischaracterized Dean Gleeson, whereas
about 40% of the respondents identified some wesslaseto address.

Overall, these results indicate that Dean Gleesareiwved by the faculty as an effective
administrator. However, the faculty is not partanly satisfied with a number of campus-wide
issues, issues that vary in terms of Dean Gleesility to have an impact.

The Administrator Appraisal Program Committee cadel that Dean Gleeson has achieved a
high degree of effectiveness with his leadershifhefCollege of Arts and Sciences. He has an
extremely difficult job leading the largest and osmplex of the colleges and school on the
campus and the high degree of effectiveness ag&sgul by faculty responses to the
administrator appraisal questionnaire speaks tgutsess.

The Committee congratulates Dean Gleeson for igaements and it encourages him to
maintain his performance strengths and to workhecbncerns/needs identified by the faculty.

The members of the committee are Arturo AldamaaSBitingen, M. Dean Bowers, Paul
Erhard, Lawrence Frey, Anne Heinz, Ken lIwamasad\Gtair), Jeff Schiel, Robert Schulzinger
(Chair), and Daniel Sher.



