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The Administrator Appraisal Program (AAP) of theubder Faculty Assembly (BFA) seeks to
provide substantive feedback about administrataseth on a high rate of response reflecting a
representative survey of the faculty. Faculty memibave the opportunity to provide AAP
feedback to the review/reappointment process whemptesident, chancellor, provost, or the
dean of their school or college is undergoing telt or fifth-year review.

Administrator Appraisal Questionnaire
The administrator appraisal questionnaire (posted a
http://www.colorado.edu/pba/aap/index.htm) contdig@ items addressing the effectiveness of
the administrator’s performance in key areas, sischdministrative/leadership style; support for
teaching, research, and service; meeting faculyf, &nd student concerns; and making
progress toward diversity goals. Additional itemerevincluded at a particular dean’s request;
Dean Voakes included five additional items (reéngitnew faculty; representing the School to
external audiences; making sound budget decisammsmunicating effectively with the unit;
and providing vision, strategic leadership). Thenptete list of items for Dean Voakes is
presented in Appendix A. Faculty members responalé¢idese items using a 5-point Likert-type
effectiveness scale (5Vfery Effective, 4 =Effective, 3 =Neither Effective nor Ineffective, 2 =
Ineffective, 1 =Very Ineffective), plus a “Don’t Know/Not Applicable” option, withigher scores
indicating more effectiveness. In addition, spaes wrovided for respondents to write open-
ended comments about the dean. The questionnasreamapleted onlin&.

Respondents and Response Rates

All School of Journalism and Mass Communicatiorufgcmembers (27 people), the population
of interest (hereafter referred to as the “Popaid)i designated as eligible by the BFA were
sent an e-mail requesting them to complete thenerddministrator appraisal questionnaire. In
keeping with past practices, the AAP Committeesdltaboration with Dean Voakes, also asked
a separate sample (8 people) judged especially likdbe knowledgeable about Voakes'’s role as
dean (hereafter referred to as the “Knowledgeaptestomplete the questionnaire.

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. For the
Population, 26 of the 27 people surveyed compl#tecidministrator appraisal questionnaire, a
response rate of 96%. For the Knowledgeables, pdidple surveyed completed the
guestionnaire, a response rate of 100%. Hence,tbetRopulation and the Knowledgeables met
and exceeded the desired response rate. Combireag two sets of respondents, 34 of the 35
people surveyed completed the questionnaire, favanall response rate of 97%.



Results of the Administrator Appraisal Questionnaire

The statistical results of the administrator apgabguestionnaire for Dean Voakes are presented
in Table 1. Both the mean score and standard dewitdr each of the 32 items assessed on the
guestionnaire are presented for the Populatiorh(thié Knowledgeables excluded for this and

all other Population analyses) and for the Knowgadijes. The means and standard deviations
are listed in descending order according to thauRdjpn responses.

Table 1 also provides a categorization for eaagh ibased on the percentage of the Population
and the percentage of the Knowledgeables who irgesiciale points of (a) 1 or 2, (b) 3, and (c) 4
or 5. In keeping with past practices, these categare labeled as: (8rengthsto build on
represent items rated as effective or very effedbiy a substantial majority of the faculty
(specifically, 60% or higher of respondents gavatiag of 4 or 5 on the scale); (Bjsetsto

protect are items where at least half of the respondentsddhe dean’s performance to be
effective or very effective (50-59% of respondegdse a rating of 4 or 5 on the scale);léshes

to be mindful of are items judged to be ineffective or very ineffexby a significant minority of
respondents (25-39% of respondents gave a ratibigpoR on the scale); and/or @)eas that

need improvement (Improvements Needed) are items judged by a significant portion of
respondents to be ineffective or very ineffecti@% or more of respondents gave a rating of 1
or 2 on the scale). Items also are categorizedrasd&l when they are rated such that they meet
the criteria for two categories. A Bimodal categation means that the members of the
Population or the members of the Knowledgeablesliarded and view an item in potentially
very different ways (e.g., a significant portiores®y the item as a strength and a significant
portion seeing it as an issue). A complete ligtexhs categorized in these ways for the
Population and for the Knowledgeables for Dean ¥sdk presented in Table 2.

Table 1 also indicates effects sizes and theictor (positive or negative) for each item
(expressing differences in standard deviation uritisst, the Population and the
Knowledgeables for Dean Voakes were compared. Sletla responses from the Populations
for the other four deans assessed this year wenbioed, the overall mean and standard
deviation were computed for each item, and thosgadlvscores were compared with the
Population responses for Dean Voakes. Third, thpamses of the Knowledgeables for the other
four deans were combined, the overall mean andiatdrdeviation were computed for each
item, and those overall scores were compared WeétKnowledgeables for Dean Voakes. In
interpreting effect sizes, a value of (a) .20 ssleepresents a small, unnoticeable effect; (b) .21
49 represents a small-to-medium effect; (c) .Zrepresents a medium-to-large effect; and (d)
.80 or greater represents a large effect. AlthahghAAP Committee recognizes that each dean
faces unique circumstances and challenges, congpidwendeans assessed this year (a new
analysis for these reports), combined with thengatiand categories, is potentially useful for
appraising a dean, especially for general itents,(acting with integrity). Moreover, the AAP
Committee hopes that over time, a large databaadmfnistrator appraisals will make these
comparisons an even more valuable assessment preced

The results showed that of the 32 items assedse®dpulation rated 4 items as Strengths and
the Knowledgeables rated 16 items as Strengthse Wbthe mean scores given for the



Population for any item was over 4.0, whereas 1ih®f32 items were rated as 4.0 or higher by
the Knowledgeables. The 3 common items rated an@trs by the Population and the
Knowledgeables were: (a) constructively acting ndargraduate concerns; (b) representing the
School to external audiences; and (c) taking resipdity for office logistics, system, and
support staff. The Population identified 1 addiibilem—recruiting new faculty—as a
Strength; the Knowledgeables identified 13 addalatems as Strengths (with 10 items having
mean scores of 4.0 or higher): (a) making soundybudecisions; (b) constructively acting on
graduate student concerns; (c) acting with intgg(d) making progress toward diversity goals;
(e) providing leadership for high-quality underguate teaching; (f) fostering an equitable,
merit-based, salary system; (g) treating facultglbfanks in a fair and inclusive way; (h)
constructively acting on staff concerns; (i) adiyweecruiting and retaining underrepresented
faculty; (j) providing leadership for high-qualitgaching in the professional master’s program;
(k) actively supporting high-quality research;dfpviding leadership for high-quality teaching
in the research-oriented master’s and doctoralrarog; and (m) constructively acting on the
concerns of faculty of color. These results shoat the Population and the Knowledgeables
agreed on a relatively small number of items caiegd as Strengths of Dean Voakes.

Dean Voakes received Bimodal responses from bettpulation and the Knowledgeables on
a relatively large number of items (14 and 13 iteraspectively) that were categorized as both a
Strength and an Issue, demonstrating that therdiasgons within each of these sets of
respondents regarding their evaluation of Dean ¥sakowever, no common Strengths/Issues
were identified by these two sets of responderdstite Population, 6 items were categorized as
Strengths/Issues: (a) making sound budget decisibpsonstructively acting on graduate
student concerns; (c) acting with integrity; (d)kimg progress toward diversity goals; (e)
fostering an equitable, merit-based salary syssend;(f) treating faculty of all ranks in a fair,
inclusive way. For the Knowledgeables, 11 itemsensategorized as Strengths/Issues: (a)
recruiting new faculty; (b) making decisions inraely manner; (c) sharing the bases of major
decisions he makes; (d) having a solid understgnafifiaculty governance processes, university
policies, and budget procedures; (e) communicagffegtively with the unit; (f) constructively
acting on faculty concerns; (g) responding respégtand in a timely manner to faculty
inquiries; (h) positioning the School as a leadaoag AAU peers; (i) acting on the concerns of
women faculty; (j) rewarding high-quality servi@and (k) appropriately involving faculty in
decision making.

There was 1 item that was categorized as an AgsbelPopulation—providing leadership in
high-quality undergraduate teaching—and 0 itentiiscategory for the Knowledgeables.
There were, however, a large number of items caitagpbin a Bimodal manner as both an Asset
and as an Issue, demonstrating, again, internaidins within these sets of respondents
regarding their views of Dean Voakes'’s effectiven&pecifically, the Population identified 5
Assets/Issues—(a) making decisions in a timely ragr(b) sharing the bases of major decisions
he makes; (c) having a solid understanding of fga@bvernance processes, university policies,
and budget procedures; (d) communicating effegtiweth the unit; and (e) constructively acting
on faculty concerns—and the Knowledgeables identifl Assets/Issues—(a) having the vision
to lead the industry/profession and (b) providimngon, strategic leadership. There also was 1
item identified by the Population that was categgdias an Asset/Improvement Needed:
constructively acting on staff concerns.



With respect to Issues, the Population identifietérhs: (a) constructively managing conflicts
among staff, (b) actively recruiting and retainingderrepresented faculty, (c) acting on the
concerns of women faculty, and (d) acting on comeef faculty of color. The Knowledgeables
identified 2 items as Issues: earning faculty tarst constructively managing conflicts among
faculty.

The Population identified 9 items that were cateagmr as Improvements Needed:

Providing leadership for high-quality teaching loé torofessional master’s program

Responding respectfully and in a timely mannedltéaaulty inquiries

Positioning the School as a leader among AAU peers

Actively supporting high-quality research

Rewarding high-quality service

Involving faculty in decision making

Providing leadership for high-quality teaching le research-oriented master’s and
doctoral programs

Earning the trust of the faculty

Constructively managing conflicts among faculty

There were no Improvements Needed identified byiewledgeables.

The data, thus, demonstrated that Dean Voakesated very differently by the Population and
by the Knowledgeables, which was confirmed in theparisons made between these two sets
of respondents, as they differed on 31 of the &% on the questionnaire, with, in all cases, the
Population rating Dean Voakes lower than did theufledgeables. Moreover, the differences
were often quite significant, with 1 item (providiteadership for high-quality teaching of the
professional master’s program) showing a largeceffize, and 12 other items showing medium-
to-large effect sizes. Hence, those who work ckogeBean Voakes rated him more favorably,
and significantly so in many cases, than did theuRaion.

Comparisons of Dean Voakes with the other dearesaed this year on the 27 common items of
the administrator appraisal questionnaire showatiblean Voakes’s Population rated him lower
on 26 items than did the Populations for the otteams, with effect sizes large for 3 items
(understanding of faculty governance processesgeusity policies, and budget procedures;
acting on the concerns of faculty of color; ancheay faculty trust), medium to large for 15
items (providing leadership of the research-oriémaster’'s and doctoral program,
constructively acting on the concerns of women ltgcsupporting high-quality research,
responding respectfully and in a timely manneratmufty, and recruiting and retaining
underrepresented faculty), small to medium foebs, and small for 3 items. In contrast, Dean
Voakes’s Knowledgeables rated him higher than thewdedgeables for the other deans on 13
items (with effect sizes large for 1 item—actinguwrdergraduate student concerns—small to
medium for 7 items, and small for 5 items), lowarl3 items (with effect sizes medium to large
for 2 items, small to medium for 1 item, and snfiail8 items), and the same on 1 item. These
data, thus, show, again, that there was a signifidéference between the Population and the
Knowledgeables for Dean Voakes when compared t&ethespondents for the other deans



assessed this year, with Dean Voakes’s Populagitimgrhim lower across the items, and
significantly lower on many items, and the Knowledbles rating him higher on half the items
and lower on half, but not significantly higherlower.

Open-ended Comments

Thirty persons (86% of all people surveyed; 88%hoke who completed the questionnaire), 8
from the Population, 6 from the Knowledgeables, aédinknown (as their comments were
received via an attachment to a single e-maild¢batained all of them, sent by an AAP
committee member who received them from facultyceoned about submitting responses to the
online questionnaire), provided comments. A conéeratlysis revealed that 7 (23%) gave
comments that could be categorized as entirelytigesil9 (63%) gave entirely negative
comments, and 4 (13%) gave mixed comments thatded both positive and negative points.
Overall, the negative comments outhnumbered thaipesiomments (and the positive and mixed
comments combined). Given the response rate, whathexceeds the 60% return rate needed
for a representative survey, these comments doduimesentiments of Dean Voakes’s
constituency and provide valuable information abel&t this constituency views as the dean’s
strengths and weaknesses.

With respect to strengths, two main themes emeigest, five respondents cited significant
improvements over the past 5 years of Dean Voakesige. Some of these respondents focused
on the creation of a new strategic plan, bylawdicigs and procedures, annual faculty
evaluation criteria and procedures, and undergtadarad graduate curricula; management of the
accreditation process; more administrative trarepar, balancing of professional and scholarly
missions of the School; more community outreacky fusds available; and excellent new hires.
The other respondents focused on improvements am Meakes’s communication with faculty
members (including a weekly e-mail summary) andltgts inclusion in decision making.
Second, three respondents focused on Dean Vogk&senal characteristics, including his
intelligence, approachability/accessibility, reasioleness/fairness, quickness of response to
inquiries, supportive nature, and decisiveness.

The negative comments are more difficult to sumeeabiecause of their extensive nature (with
many taking up multiple pages of text) and thensiy with which they generally are written. A
number of important themes, however, did emerg&yéwhich were in line with items on the
administrator appraisal questionnaire categorizeldsues and Improvements Needed based on
their numerical ratings. First, many respondenis et Dean Voakes privileges a professional
focus over a research focus, a vision that is aotroensurate with the status and standing of the
University of Colorado of Boulder as a top researlversity. Respondents pointed to the lack
of support for faculty research, from funding temoting achievements, and to the extremely
poor rating the School received in a recent suoamducted by a national scholarly association.
Respondents also noted that this focus translateddean Voakes emphasizing undergraduate
education (primarily traditional print journalisrkilés in an era of technological innovation, as
well as an emphasis on advertising) at the expehgeduate education. Second, many
respondents pointed to a general lack of effeatoramunication with faculty, claiming that

Dean Voakes isolates himself in his office and &sesil too much to communicate with

faculty, as well as the lack of including facultydecision-making processes (which was also



mentioned by a respondent who supported him), gahiat he was too quick to take advantage
of opportunities presented without securing facbliy-in. Third, problems with personnel
matters, such as reappointment cases and unsuddassig opportunities, were identified.
Fourth, the dean was viewed as spending too maehraising funds or communicating with
alumni, activities that had taken him away from tmegthe day-to-day needs of the School and
its faculty. Fifth, some respondents raised thedssf Dean Voakes’s active support of diversity
and his treatment of women and faculty of colothwaccording to one respondent half of the
women faculty having discussed their concerns wiitiversity grievance officers. The majority
of respondents, thus, raised serious, significemtas about Dean Voakes'’s leadership.

BFA Satisfaction Questionnaire Results

In addition to the administrator appraisal questare, all eligible faculty members in the
university (1650 people) were asked to completBaufder Faculty Assembly Satisfaction
Questionnaire” (posted at http://www.colorado.etda/pap/index.htm) that consisted of 20 items
(see Appendix B) rated on a 5-point scale \ery Dissatisfied, 2 =Dissatisfied, 3 =Neutral, 4

= Satisfied, 5 =Very Satisfied), plus a “Don’t Know or Not Applicable” option, w1 higher

scores indicating more satisfaction. Space for epaied comments also was provided. Of the
1650 questionnaires sent, 758 were returned, fes@onse rate of 46%; a separate report is
being submitted about those responses to theaaimi questionnaire. The response rates for
both the Population and the Knowledgeables for Déazakes, as previously indicated, far
exceeded the minimum rate needed.

Table 3 presents the results for the satisfactigstjonnaire for the Population and for the
Knowledgeables for Dean Voakes. The mean and stéwlé&iation are provided for each item,
in descending order according to the Populatiopaeses. As a general way to interpret the
mean scores, a mean score of 3.26 or greater tadisatisfaction (S), a mean score of 2.75-3.25
indicates neither satisfaction nor dissatisfac{id)) and a mean score of 2.74 or less indicates
dissatisfaction (D). In addition, items are catézgn in the four ways previously identified for

the administrator appraisal questionnaire: (a)rgites to build on (60% or more ratings of 4 and
5), (b) Assets to protect (50-59% of ratings ohdl &), (c) Issues to be mindful of (25-39% of
ratings of 1 and 2), (d) areas that need improverfieprovements Needed; 40% or more
ratings of 1 and 2), or (e) Bimodal (with the spheatategories identified) when appropriate.
Effect sizes for the items also are provided, usivegsame procedures of combining the data for
the other four deans and using those combinedfdatamparison purposes, as described
previously for the administrator appraisal questaire. The comparison group of the other
deans was used instead of the entire universitylppn that completed the satisfaction
guestionnaire because these raters all have in contime fact that they are evaluating their
respective dean, and it is possible that thoseeviatuated a dean might have a somewhat
different perspective on campus-wide issues (asumed by the satisfaction questionnaire) than
those who did not evaluate a dean. It also shoelddmnted out that some items on this
guestionnaire are directly under the control ofdean, whereas other items are university issues
that are not controlled by the dean.

The results of the satisfaction questionnaire iagid that, in contrast to the sharp differences
between the Population and the Knowledgeables@adiministrator appraisal questionnaire,



both sets of respondents were mostly in agreerBeri. the Population and the Knowledgeables
rated the following 9 items (of the 20 items asedyas satisfactory (with the first 7 items rated
as either a Strength or an Asset): (a) faculty ivement in the library, (b) teaching
responsibilities, (b) number of graduate teachsgjstants, (d) library access to outside
resources, (e) relationship with colleagues, (f)aadion/training offered by the library, ()
departmental support services, (h) university supjpo research and creative work, and (i)
support for outside money. In addition, classroamilities were rated as satisfactory by the
Population (although a significant portion viewadge facilities as an Issue), and 3 other items
were rated as satisfactory by the Knowledgeabées$iniological teaching support (although a
significant portion viewed it as an Issue), facigbrvernance, and evaluation of teaching.

Three items were rated by both the Population hanowledgeables as neutral (neither
satisfied nor dissatisfied): (a) other benefitduding retirement (an Issue for the Population),
(b) university efforts to recruit and retain diverfaculty, and (c) space and facilities (with both
the Knowledgeables and a significant portion ofRlopulation seeing these as an Issue). The
Population rated 4 additional items as neutral—etdgical teaching support (with a significant
portion seeing it as an Issue), faculty governaagaluation of teaching (also an Issue), and the
current health plan (an Improvement Needed)—andtimvlegeables rated 4 additional items
as neutral—classroom facilities (also an Issue)arsity efforts to retain diverse
undergraduates, equitable salary distribution (@&ighignificant portion seeing it as an
Improvement Needed), and salary with peer instihgi(with a significant portion seeing it as an
Issue).

Only 3 items were rated unsatisfactory (dissatigfay by the Population (all of which were
Improvements Needed): (a) university efforts tairetliverse undergraduates, (b) equitable
salary distribution, and (c) salary with peer ingtons. No items were rated as unsatisfactory by
the Knowledgeables.

A comparison of Dean Voakes’s Population and Kndgéables showed that the Population
rated 6 items lower (with only 1 item—faculty invement in the library—showing a large
effect size, and most of the others demonstratimgllsor small-to-medium effect sizes) and 14
items higher than did the Knowledgeables (with@aHeizes small for 4 items, small to medium
for 4 items, medium to large for 3 items, and lai@e3 items). Mirroring the results for the
administrator appraisal questionnaire, Dean VoakBspulation was less satisfied than the
Populations for the other deans assessed thidgredr of the 20 items assessed (with most of
the effect sizes in the small-to-medium range) rainde satisfied for 3 items. Dean Voakes'’s
Knowledgeables, compared to the Knowledgeablethtoother deans, were less satisfied on 12
items (most in the medium-to-small effect size)rensatisfied on 6 items, and demonstrated no
difference on 2 items. Hence, overall, both theufatpn and the Knowledgeables for Dean
Voakes were less satisfied than these sets of mdgpts for the other deans assessed this year.

Only three respondents provided comments on th&faetion questionnaire. All three
respondents focused on university concerns andatidhention any specific item related to the
School of Journalism and Mass Communication.



Conclusion

Dean Voakes received very different ratings byRbeulation and the Knowledgeables on the
items of the administrator appraisal questionnafbereas the Population identified 4 Strengths,
1 Asset, 4 Issues, and 9 Improvements Needed, nbevlédgeables identified 15 Strengths, O
Assets, 2 Issues, and 0 Improvements Needed. itiagdvhereas the Population identified 6
items as Strengths/Issues, 6 items as Assets/|Jssud item as an Asset/ Improvement
Needed, the Knowledgeables identified 12 items ssefs/Issues, 1 item as an Asset/Issue, and 0
items as Assets/Improvement Needed. Moreover, gamacores for the 32 items assessed
never exceeded 3.9 for the Population (with 7 itessd below 3.0), whereas the mean scores
for the Knowledgeables never were below 3.0 (wldhtéms rated 4.0 or better). The
significance of these differences is further supgmbby the fact that for all items, the Population
rated Dean Voakes lower than did the Knowledgeables

There, thus, are clear and substantial differenrcése ratings of Dean Voakes, with the
Population significantly less favorable toward tfean than are the Knowledgeables (those who
work most closely with him). It should be acknowded that the members of the Population and
the members of Knowledgeables often were dividedhelves, as demonstrated by both the
large standard deviations and through the Bimaglgaonses on some items. Hence, there are
Strengths and Assets on which Dean Voakes certeamybuild on, both with regard to the
internal management of the School (e.qg., officasliigs and budget decisions) and with respect
to its representation to external audiences, goreents’ comments verified. Of particular
significance, however, as identified by the Popatatare the Improvements Needed, which
include almost one-third of the items on the adstrator appraisal questionnaire, and the Issues,
which, when added, constitute almost half of teend (with a substantial portion of the
Knowledgeables also identifying many Issues). ldiah, the majority of respondents
expressed negative comments about the dean’s $daplelMoreover, Dean Voakes’s Population
rated him lower, and significant lower in many cadban did the Populations for the other
deans assessed this year on 26 of the 27 itentee@dtninistrator appraisal questionnaire. In
addition, both sets of respondents were less matiian their counterparts in the other schools
and colleges surveyed this year. The relationseipréen respondents’ ratings of Dean Voakes'’s
effectiveness and their general lack of satisfactiocluding many issues that are not under the
dean’s control) is unclear: It could be that thesspondents are a relatively unsatisfied group
compared to their counterparts assessed this yeagsenunfavorable view of the working
environment may have influenced their assessmeaiiedDean Voakes’s performance, but it
could also be that Dean Voakes’s performance resgenl or exacerbated an unsatisfied group of
respondents.

Overall, the survey results indicate that littles lshanged since the third-year review of Dean
Voakes. Dean Voakes is rated relatively well bysthwlentified as Knowledgeable but relatively
low on the majority of the items of the administradippraisal questionnaire by the Population.
The faculty of the School of Journalism and Massm@unication, may, in the words of many
respondents who provided comments, be a diffiaatig to lead, but the data suggest that Dean
Voakes is not perceived as effectively leading tratip by the Population and by a portion of
the Knowledgeables. As per the charge given t&thainistrator Appraisal Program

Committee to provide an overall rating of “Exce@&dgectations,” “Meets Expectations,” or



“Needs Improvement,” the Committee concludes, enbifisis of the data acquired, that Dean
VVoakesNeeds | mprovement.

'The members of the committee are Arturo Aldama (ARepresentative, Ethnic Studies), Sedat
Biringen (BFA Representative, Aerospace Engineefiagnces; Committee Vice-Chair), Deane
Bowers (BFA Representative, Museum and Field Sf)dleawrence Frey (A&S Representative,
Communication, Committee Chair), Anne Heinz (Adreiration Representative, Continuing
Education), Bella Mody (Other Units Representativehool of Journalism and Mass
Communication), David Pinkow (Other Units Repreatimé, Music), Joseph Rosse (Other Units
Representative, Leeds School of Business), and Stere (Administration Representative,
Graduate School). Jeff Schiel (Office of PlanningdBet, and Analysigx-officio member)

served as a resource to the committee. The conantitéenks Frances Costa of the Office of
Planning, Budget, and Analysis for her assistance.

Questionnaire responses were submitted onlinettireecthe Office of Planning, Budget, and
Analysis, where the data were analyzed. A summétiyeostatistical data, along with the open-
ended comments, with people’s name removed, wasdaw to the AAC Committee Chair, who
distributed the information to appropriate comnatteembers. Committee members from the
school/college of the dean under review did notteaedean’s appraisal data, did not participate
in any stage of data analysis, were not involvetthépreparation of the written report, and will
not see the written report about that dean unislieleased to all faculty.



Table 1

Administrative Appraisal Questionnaire Results for Dean Voakes

Dean Voakes

Other Deans

Population (A) Knowledgeables (B) Pop. (C) Knowl. (D) Effects

ltem M (SD) Category MO)S Category M (SD) M (SD) B-A A-C B-D
10. Act on undergraduate concerns 3.9 (1.3)en§th 4.7 (.,5) Strength 3.8(1.0) @.2) v 1 9
29. Representing School to audiences 3.8 (1.3en&tin 4.6 (1.1) Strength .6
24. Taking responsibility for office 3.6 (1.3) tréngth 4.0 (1.4) Strength 3.9(1.0) .8@.2) 3 -3 2
28. Recruiting new faculty 3.6 (1.4) Sgtn 3.8 (1.5) Strength/Issue A
30. Making sound budget decisions 3.5 (1.5) rgtgissue 4.2 (1.6) Strength 4
11. Act on graduate concerns 3.5(1.6) $tterssue 4.0 (1.3) Strength 3.8(1.1) (2.8) 3 -3 2
26. Acting with integrity 3.4 (1.8) Stgth/Issue 3.9 (1.5) Strength 4.1 (1.2) a.1) 3 -5 -2
14. Making progress diversity goals 3.3 (1.3)reSgth/Issue 4.0 (1.3) Strength 3.9(1.0)3.7 (1.0) 6 -7 3

1. Undergraduate leadership 3.3(1.3) fAsse 4.1 (1.4) Strength 3.9(1.0) A8B) 6 -6 .3
22. Fostering equitable salary system 3.3 (1.3)en§th/Issue 4.0 (1.2) Strength 3.4 (1.3)3.6 (1.3) S5 -1 3
25. Treating faculty fairly 3.3(1.6) Sigth/Issue 4.1 (1.5) Strength 39(1.3) 1(a.2 S5 -4 0

9. Act on staff concerns 3.3(1.5) AHsgrove3.8 (1.6) Strength 3.5(1.3) aR) 3 -2 3

6. Vision leading industry/profession 3.2 (1.8)sset/lssue 3.6 (1.6) Asset/Issue 3.8(1.2)3.9 (1.2) 3 -5 -2
20. Making timely decisions 3.2(1.5) Ad¢ssue 3.5(1.1) Strength/lssue 3.8 (1.2) 6 (B.3) 2 -5 -1
21. Sharing bases of major decisions 3.2 (1.6sefllssue 3.9 (1.6) Strength/lssue 3.7 (1.2)3.8 (1.3) 4 -4 1
17. Managing staff conflicts 3.2(1.3) lIssu 3.2(8) - 3.4 (1.3) 3.13)1. O -2 1
23. Understanding faculty governance 3.1 (1.9se¥Issue 3.6 (1.5) Strength/lssue 4.2 (1.14.2 (1.1) 4 10 -5
31. Communicating within unit 3.1(1.5) Agsdue 3.5(1.7) Strength/lssue 3

8. Act on faculty concerns 3.1(1.5) Afssue 3.6 (1.5) Strength/lssue 3.5(1.3) .5(8.3) 3 -3 1
32. Vision, strategic planning 3.1(1.6) é#lssue 3.6 (1.6) Asset/lssue 4
15. Recruiting and retaining

underrepresented faculty 3.1 (1.3)udss 3.9 (1.4) Strength 3.8(1.1) a.8) 6 -7 3
2. Professional MA leadership 3.1(1.4) loyw 4.1 (1.5) Strength 3.8(1.1) i) 8 -6 4



18.
. Positioning College as leader
. Supporting high-quality research 3.0 (1.5hpilove
12.
. Rewarding high-quality service
19.
. Research MA and PhD leadership 2.8 (1.6) dwpr
13.
27.
16.

3.1(1.6) Improv
3.1 (1.é)prove

Responding to faculty

29(1.4) dssu
2.9 (1.5) phove

rope

Act on women faculty concerns

Involve faculty decision making 2.8 (1.5)

Act on faculty of color concerns 2.7 (1.3)sus
Earning faculty trust 2.7 (1.4) Impeo
Managing faculty conflicts 2.4 (1.5) Irope

3.6 (1.4)
3.6 (1.5)
3.7 (1.4)
3.5 (1.6)
3.9 (1.4)
3.5 (1.7)
3.7 (1.5)
3.4 (1.5)
3.0 (1.6)
3.3 (1.0)

Strength/Issue
Strength/Issue
Strength
Strength/Issue
Strength/Issue
Strength/Issue
Strength
Strength

Issue

Issue

3.9(1.2)  3.3)
3.8 (1.2)3.9 (1.2)
3.8(1.1) 9@.2)
3.8(1.2) (3.1
3.6 (1.2) .5(3.2)
3.6 (1.3) 7(3.3)

3.7(1.1)  aA\)
3.9(1.1) (3.0
3.7(1.3)  3.8)1.
3.3(1.3) 3.3

oNMunurodurb




Table 2

Administrator Appraisal Questionnaire Results byeQary for Dean Voakes

Strengths (Items rated Effective or Very Effective by 60%rore of respondents)

Constructively acting on undergraduate student eorsc(whether or not you agreed with
his decisions) (Population without knowledgeabkjsgnd Knowledgeables [K]

Representing the School to external audiences KB &

Taking responsibility for office logistics, systenamd support staff (P & K)

Recruiting new faculty (P)

Making sound budget decisions (K)

Constructively acting on graduate student conc@mhgther or not you agreed with his
decisions) (K)

Acting with integrity (K)

Making progress toward diversity goals (K)

Providing leadership (e.qg., infrastructure and weses) for high-quality undergraduate
teaching (K)

Fostering an equitable, merit-based salary syském (

Treating faculty of all ranks in a fair and inclusiway (K)

Constructively acting on staff concerns (whethenairyou agreed with his decisions) (K)

Actively recruiting and retaining underrepreserfesculty (K)

Providing leadership (e.qg., infrastructure and weses) for high-quality teaching in the
professional master’s program (K)

Providing leadership (e.qg., infrastructure and weses) for high-quality teaching in the
research-oriented master’s and doctoral programs (K

Constructively acting on the concerns of facultgolor (K)

Assets (Items rated Effective or Very Effective by 50-5@¥aespondents)

Providing leadership (e.qg., infrastructure and veses) for high-quality undergraduate
teaching (P)

I ssues (Items rated Ineffective or Very Ineffective by 39% of respondents)

Constructively managing conflicts among staff (P)
Actively recruiting and retaining underrepreserfecllty (P)
Constructively acting on the concerns of women lgqiP)
Constructively acting on the concerns of facultgolor (P)
Earning the trust of the faculty (K)

Constructively managing conflicts among faculty (K)

I mprovements Needed (Items rated Ineffective or Very Ineffective by 4@¥more of
respondents)
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Providing leadership (e.qg., infrastructure and ueses) for high-quality teaching in the
professional master’s program (P)

Responding respectfully and in a timely mannedltéaaulty inquiries (P)

Positioning the School/College as a leader amondt) péers, both nationally and
internationally (P)

Actively supporting high-quality faculty researahd., mentoring and funding
opportunities) (P)

Rewarding high-quality service (P)

Appropriately involving faculty in decision makir{g)

Providing leadership (e.qg., infrastructure and weses) for high-quality teaching in the
research-oriented master’'s and doctoral programs (P

Earning the trust of the faculty (P)

Constructively managing conflicts among faculty (P)

Bimodal Categories (Items rated in two of the categories above)
A. Strengths/Issues

Making sound budget decisions (P)

Constructively acting on graduate student conc@wmhgther or not you agreed with his
decisions) (P)

Acting with integrity (P)

Making progress toward diversity goals (P)

Fostering an equitable, merit-based salary sys®m (

Treating faculty of all ranks in a fair and inchusiway (P)

Recruiting new faculty (K)

Making decisions in a timely manner (K)

Sharing the bases of the major decisions he m&ges (

Having a solid understanding of faculty governapiceesses, university policies, and
budget procedures (K)

Communicating effectively with the unit (K)

Constructively acting on faculty concerns (whetbienot you agreed with his decisions)
(K)

Responding respectfully and in a timely mannedltéaaulty inquiries (K)

Positioning the School/College as a leader amonyg péers, both nationally and
internationally (K)

Actively supporting high-quality faculty researehd., mentoring and funding
opportunities) (K)

Constructively acting on the concerns of women lgqiK)

Rewarding high-quality service (K)

Appropriately involving faculty in decision makirf)

B. Assets/Issues

Having the vision to lead the industry/professiather than merely following it or
keeping up with it (P & K)
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Making decisions in a timely manner (P)

Sharing the bases of the major decisions he m&Res (

Having a solid understanding of faculty governapiceesses, university policies, and
budget procedures (P)

Communicating effectively with the unit (P)

Constructively acting on faculty concerns (whetbienot you agreed with his decisions)
(P)

Providing vision, strategic leadership (P & K)
C. Assets/Improvements Needed

Constructively acting on staff concerns (whethenairyou agreed with his decisions)

(P)
No Category (Items that did reflect any category)

Constructively managing conflicts among staff (K)

Note: Items are arranged in descending order bywreeare for the population followed by
descending order in mean score for the knowledgsdbke Table 1).



Table 3

Satisfaction Questionnaire Results for Dean Voakes

Dean Voakes

Other Deans

Population (A) Knowledgeables (B) PP Knowl. (D) Effects
Item M (SD) Sat. Category M (SD) Sat. Category M (SD) M (SD) B-A A-G-D
10. Faculty involvement in library 4.1 (.6) SStrength 3.3(.8) S Asset 3.8(.9) .5(®) -1.1 .3 -2
1. Teaching responsibilities 4.1 (.8) Strength 4.6 (.5 S Strength 4.0 (1.04.2 (.9) g A 5
4. No. graduate teaching assistants 3.9 (1.18#&ength 3.6(1.0)S Asset 3.6 (1.13.7 (1.2) -3 3 -1
11. Library access outside resources 3.8 (.8) Srength 3.7(8) S Asset 4.1(.8) .0 (@) -2 -4 -4
8. Relationship with colleagues 3.8 (.9) Strength 3.9(.8) S Strength 4.1 (1.04.1 (.9) 2 -5 -1
12. Education/training by library 3.7 (.7) SAsset 4.2 (4) S Strength 4.0(.8) .7 () 9 -4 6
5. Departmental support services 3.6 (1.0)Asset 4.0(.5) S Strength 3.8(1.1).0 (@) 4 -1 0
9. University support for research
and creative work 33(8) S - 3.4(1.5S Improve 35(1.1) 37y 2 -3 -2
6. Support for outside money 3.3(1.0)S - 4.2 (1.3) S Strength 3.3(1.1) 38 8 -1 6
2. Classroom facilities 3.3(1.1) S ssAt/lssue 3.1 (1.3)N Issue 3.8(1.2) (BB -1 -5 -5
3. Technological teaching support 3.2 (1.1) Nsset/lssue 3.5(1.1) S Stren/lssue 4.2 (.98.8 (1.0) 3 -10 -3
17. Faculty governance 3.1(6) N - 3.8(.9) S Strength 3.2(1.0) 33109 -2 4
16. Other benefits, inc. retirement 3.1 (1.1) sue 3.0(1.2)N Asset/lssue 3.6 (.9) .6 (3.0) -1 -6 -6
20. Evaluation of teaching 3.0(1.0)N ukss 34(1.00S - 32(1.1) 32)2. 4 -2 2
18. University efforts to recruit
and retain diverse faculty 29(7) N - 30(99 N - 3.3(1.0) 33@0) .2 -5 -3
7. Space and facilities 2.9 (1.0) Nsuks 3.1(1.4) N Asset/lssue 3.6 (1.3) (B.3) 1 -4 -2
15. Current health plan 28 (1.5 N loym 2.3(1.4)D Improve 30(1.2) 28§13 -4 -1 -4
19. University efforts to retain
diverse undergraduates 25(.8) D Imerov 3.0(9 N - 3.2(1.0) 300 5 -7 O
14. Equitable salary distribution 2.4 (1.2) Dmprove 28 (14N Asset/lmpr 2.8(1.2) ARP) 3 -4 -1
13. Salary with peer institutions 2.3 (1.2) Dmprove 3.0(1.2)N Asset/lssue 2.7 (1.1) 9 @2.2) 6 -3 .1
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Appendix A:
Items on the Administrator Appraisal Questionnairefor Dean Voakes

. Providing leadership (e.qg., infrastructure aggburces) for high-quality undergraduate
teaching
. Providing leadership (e.qg., infrastructure aggburces) for high-quality teaching in the

professional master’s program

. Providing leadership (e.qg., infrastructure aggburces) for high-quality teaching in the

research-oriented master’s and doctoral programs

. Actively supporting high-quality faculty reselr@.g., mentoring and funding opportunities)
. Rewarding high-quality service
. Having the vision to lead the industry/profeasiather than merely following it or keeping

up with it

. Positioning the School/College as a leader andoXid peers, both nationally and

internationally

. Constructively acting on faculty concerns (wleetbr not you agreed with his decisions)
. Constructively acting on staff concerns (whetbremot you agreed with his decisions)
. Constructively acting on undergraduate studenterns (whether or not you agreed with his

decisions)

Constructively acting on graduate student corsc@vhether or not you agreed with his
decisions)

Constructively acting on the concerns of woriaenlty
Constructively acting on the concerns of facaftcolor

Making progress toward diversity goals

Actively recruiting and retaining underrepreserfaculty
Constructively managing conflicts among faculty

Constructively managing conflicts among staff

Responding respectfully and in a timely maroel faculty inquiries
Appropriately involving faculty in decision mag

Making decisions in a timely manner

Sharing the bases of the major decisions hesak

Fostering an equitable, merit-based salaryegyst

Having a solid understanding of faculty goveeprocesses, university policies, and
budget procedures

Taking responsibility for office logistics, $gms, and support staff
Treating faculty of all ranks in a fair andlusive way

Acting with integrity

Earning the trust of the faculty

Recruiting new faculty

Representing the School to external audiences

Making sound budget decisions

Communicating effectively with the unit

Providing vision, strategic leadership
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Appendix B:
Itemson Boulder Faculty Assembly Satisfaction Questionnaire

. Teaching responsibilities and opportunitiess(ttould include teaching load, number, kinds,

and size of classes, as well as issues such adudicig

. Classroom facilities

. Technological support in teaching

. Number of graduate students assisting in tegchin

. Departmental support services

. The support that you receive for soliciting adgsmoney, such as extramural contracts and

grants

. Space and facilities (e.qg., office, lab, deparital needs)
. Collaborative relationships with colleagues witfiom you work on a routine basis
. Support and encouragement you receive from thiedtksity for your research and creative

work

Faculty involvement in the decision-making mesabout CU Libraries' holdings (excludes
Law Library)

CU Libraries’ access to materials from outsesources, such as databases, data
repositories, and archives

Education and training support offered by Cbraries’ staff in new information technology
Salary relative to those of your peers at caatpa research institutions

Equitable distribution of salary, given theremt salary structure and resources at CU-
Boulder

The current health plan

Other benefits, including retirement

Faculty governance in recent years and thergssgnade in shared governance

University efforts to recruit/retain a divefseulty

University efforts to retain a diverse undedgrae student body

Evaluation of teaching



