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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) contdi@@ items addressing the effectiveness of
the administrator’s performance in key areas, ssscadministrative/leadership style; support for
teaching, research, and service; meeting faculyf, and student concerns; and making
progress toward diversity goals. Additional itemergvincluded at a particular dean’s request; no
items were added for Dean Williams. The completiedf items for Dean Williams is presented
in Appendix A. Faculty members responded to thesgas using a 5-point Likert-type
effectiveness scale (5Very 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, spaees wrovided for respondents to write open-
ended comments about the dean. The questionnaireamapleted onlin&.

Respondents and Response Rates

All University Libraries faculty members (35 peoplthe population of interest (hereafter
referred to as the “Population”), designated agldk by the BFA were sent an e-mail
requesting that they complete the online admirtstrappraisal questionnaire. In keeping with
past practices, the AAP Committee, in collaboratigthh Dean Williams, asked a separate
sample (13 people) judged especially likely to hewdedgeable about Williams’s role as dean
(hereafter referred to as the “Knowledgeablesdmplete 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, 31 of the 35 people surveyed complétecadministrator appraisal questionnaire, a
response rate of 89%. For the Knowledgeables 3gtiebple surveyed completed the
guestionnaire, a response rate of 100%. Hence,tbetRopulation and the Knowledgeables met
and exceeded the desired response rate. Combirgsg two sets of respondents, 44 of the 48
people surveyed completed the questionnaire, favanall response rate of 92%.



Results of the Administrator Appraisal Questionnaire
Preface

It is important to point out that the administraégpraisal questionnaire was designed for
performance appraisal of degree-granting colleghsefds at the University of Colorado at
Boulder, and not units such as University Librgrigsich encompass Norlin, Business, Earth
Sciences, Engineering, Math, and Music librariggs Tinit does not have its own students or
degree-granting programs, which accounts for th8%2® missing/not applicable responses on 5
items related to providing leadership for high-ayakaching (regarding undergraduate,
professional master’s, and research-oriented mgasted doctoral programs) and constructively
acting on students’ concerns (undergraduate ardhigte). Instruction in the libraries generally
takes place in response to requests from academgfar 1-2 orientation sessions, although a
few library faculty sometimes teach research methamdirses for credit. Moreover, organizing
and managing a unit such as Universities Libraargsiably, is a more complex challenge than
managing some of the academic units being appr#isegear. For instance, the dean of
libraries manages a large physical plant spread ©ixdocations that is in transition to a digital
mode.

Hence, although Dean Williams was assessed usinggaime questionnaire employed for the
other (academic) deans assessed this year, ascchmpared to those deans in the results
presented, these comparisons are perhaps lesstampfar this dean than for the other deans. It
probably is more appropriate to compare Dean Whiéis performance this year with his 2002
performance review, although that comparison aésae to be interpreted with the
understanding that the administrator appraisaltouesaire had 27 items this year but only 20
items (with most of them assessing different thing2002.

Statistical Results

The statistical results of the administrator apgabguestionnaire for Dean Williams are
presented in Table 1. Both the mean score andatamigviation for each of the 27 items
assessed on the questionnaire are presented fBothéation (with members of the
Knowledgeables excluded for this and all other Patmn analyses) and for the
Knowledgeables. The means and standard deviatrerdsted in descending order according to
the Population responses.

Table 1 also provides a categorization for eagh ibased on the percentage of the Population
and the percentage of the Knowledgeables who tUrgesiciale points of (a) 1 or 2, (b) 3, and (c) 4
or 5. In keeping with past practices, these categ@re labeled as: (8rengths to build on
represent items rated as effective or very effedbiy a substantial majority of the faculty
(specifically, 60% or higher of respondents gavateng of 4 or 5 on the scale); (A¥setsto

protect are items where at least half of the respondentsdohe dean’s performance to effective
or very effective (50-59% of respondents gave iagatf 4 or 5 on the scale); (k3suesto be

mindful of are items judged to be ineffective or very inefiieeby a significant minority of
respondents (25-39% of respondents gave a ratibhgo® on the scale); and (8i)eas that need
improvement (Improvements Needed) are items judged by a significant portion of @sgents to



be ineffective or very ineffective (40% or morere§pondents gave a rating of 1 or 2 on the
scale). Items also are categorized as Bimodal whenare rated such that they meet the criteria
for two categories. A Bimodal categorization metrag the members of the Population or the
members of the Knowledgeables are divided and aievtem in potentially very different ways
(e.g., a significant portion seeing the item ag@ngth and a significant portion seeing it as an
issue). A complete list of items categorized irsthevays for the Population and for the
Knowledgeables for Dean Williams is presented ibl@&.

Table 1 also indicates effects sizes and theictoe (positive or negative) for each item
(expressing differences in standard deviation uniisst, the Population and the
Knowledgeables for Dean Williams were comparedo8dcthe 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 Williams. Third,rdsponses of the Knowledgeables for the
other four deans were combined, the overall medrstandard deviation were computed for
each item, and those overall scores were compaitbdive Knowledgeables for Dean Williams.
In interpreting effect sizes, a value of (a) .20ess represents a small, unnoticeable effect; (b)
.21-.49 represents a small-to-medium effect; (@). 7 represents a medium-to-large effect; and
(d) .80 or greater represents a large effect. Aiginothe AAP Committee recognizes that each
dean faces unique circumstances and challengeqacong the deans assessed this year (a new
analysis for these reports), combined with thengstiand 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 the Population and the Kedyeables both rated Dean Williams as
demonstrating Strengths on 9 of the 27 items. Teamscores were 4.0 or higher on the first 3
items for both sets of respondents and on theHatei for the Population. The 9 Strengths
were:

Understanding faculty governance processes, urygmalicies, and budget procedures
Acting with integrity

Treating faculty of all ranks in a fair and inclusimanner

Actively recruiting and retaining underrepreserfecllty

Making progress toward diversity goals

Actively supporting high-quality faculty research,

Constructively acting on undergraduate student eorsc

Constructively acting on the concerns of facultygolor

Providing leadership for high-quality undergraduagching

The Population identified 5 additional Strengtleg:donstructively acting on the concerns of
women faculty; (b) responding respectfully and tm@ely manner to all faculty inquiries; (c)
earning the trust of the faculty; (d) taking resgibility for office logistics, systems, and support
staff; and (e) positioning the School/College #saaler among AAU peers. The Knowledgeables
identified 3 other Strengths: (a) constructivelyirag on graduate student concerns; (b) providing
leadership for high-quality teaching in the profesal master’s program; and (c) fostering an



equitable, merit-based salary system. In all, tguRation identified 14 Strengths (52% of the
27 items) and the Knowledgeables identified 12rgfites (44%). In 2002, the Population
identified 19 Strengths (95% of the 20 items) dr@lKnowledgeables identified 14 Strengths
(70%). Hence, Dean Williams’s ratings demonstraieshy Strengths, although fewer Strengths
this year than in 2002.

The ratings by the Population and the Knowledgesaiolentified 2 common items that were
categorized as Assets: (a) providing leadershipiigin-quality teaching in the research-oriented
master’s and doctoral programs, and (b) sharingpéises of the major decisions he makes. The
Population identified 3 additional Assets: (a) domdtively acting on graduate student concerns,
(b) rewarding high-quality service, and (c) prowmglieadership for high-quality teaching in the
professional master’s program. The Knowledgealdestified 1 additional Asset: positioning
the school/college as a leader among AAU peer. iBecaf the high number of Strengths
identified in 2002, no items were categorized {fetr as Asserts.

With respect to Issues, the Population identifieté®s: (a) constructively acting on staff
concerns, (b) constructively acting on faculty s, and (c) constructively managing

conflicts among staff. The Knowledgeables identifieitem as an Issue: rewarding high-quality
service. In 2002, 1 item—managing conflicts amaaqufty, staff—was identified as an Issue by
the Population, and 8 items were identified asdsday the Knowledgeables. Hence, the number
of items identified as Issues increased slighthtii@ Population but decreased considerably for
the Knowledgeables.

With respect to Improvements Needed, the Populaihthe Knowledgeables both identified 1
item: constructively managing conflicts among fagulhe Population did not identify any
additional items as Improvements Needed; the Kndgdables identified 3 other items: (a)
constructively acting on staff concerns, (b) candively acting on faculty concerns, and (c)
constructively managing conflicts among staff. 002, no items were identified as
Improvements Needed by either the Population oKim@vledgeables. Hence, there has been
some downward shift, such that there now are sonpedvements Needed.

Five items demonstrated Bimodal responses by tpelRgon or by the Knowledgeables,

meaning that the members of each of these seespbndents were divided in how they viewed
these items. Specifically, the Population vieweteBs as Assets/Issues: (a) having the vision to
lead the industry; (b) fostering an equitable, tAesised salary system; and (c) appropriately
involving faculty in decision making. The Knowleddses rated 1 item—taking responsibility

for office logistics, systems, and support staff-aestrength and as an Issue, and another item—
responding respectfully and in a timely manneritéaaulty inquiries—as an Asset/Issue.

Comparisons for Dean Williams revealed that theuRadn rated him higher than did the
Knowledgeables on 21 items (with effects sizes kfoall2 items, small to medium for 7 items,
and medium to large for 2 items), lower on 2 itdbmh small effect sizes), and the same (0
effect size) on 4 items. The largest differencesuaed for the items of responding respectfully
and in a timely manner to all faculty inquiries fjeadered a Strength by the Population and an
Asset/Issue by the Knowledgeables) and acting erdimcerns of women faculty members
(considered a Strength by the Population and regoaization for the Knowledgeables), with



the Population rating Dean Williams higher than ttiel Knowledgeables. Hence,
counterintuitive to what might be expected, thos®worked with Dean Williams most closely
had a less favorable view of him than did the Paiporh.

This general difference between Dean Williams’siRafpon and Knowledgeable was also
reflected in the comparisons of Dean Williams wiith other deans assessed this year on the 27
common items across the administrator appraisatoumaires, taking into account, again, that
such comparisons for some items may not be ap@tepifhese comparisons showed that Dean
Williams’s Population rated him lower on 13 itermgth effect sizes small for 8 items and small
to medium for 5 items), higher on 10 items (witfeet sizes small for 6 items and small to
medium for 4 items), and the same on 4 items coetpiar the Populations for the other deans.
Hence, on balance, there were few significant téfiees between Dean Williams’s Population
and the Populations of the other deans. In conttesin Williams’s Knowledgeables rated him
lower on 21 items (with effect sizes small for énits, small to medium for 10 items, medium to
large for 3 items, and large for 3 items) and higire6 items (with effect sizes all small) than
did the Knowledgeables for the other deans. Thgekirnegative discrepancies for the
Knowledgeables were the items of (a) constructiaelyng on faculty concerns, (b)
constructively acting on staff concerns, and (ckimgdecisions in a timely manner.

Open-Ended Comments

Eighteen people (38% of all those surveyed; 41%hade who completed the questionnaire), 8
from the Population (23% of the Population survey® of those who completed the
guestionnaire) and 10 from the Knowledgeables (67#%e Knowledgeables surveyed and who
completed the question) provided comments. A cdrgeralysis revealed that 8 respondents
(44%) gave comments that could be categorizedt@aglgrpositive, 6 (33%) gave entirely
negative comments, and 4 (22%) gave mixed comntieatsncluded both positive and negative
points (with one of those overwhelmingly negativ@yerall, the positive and negative
comments were generally equal in number. Altholngisé responses did not come from a
representative sample of the Population (the Kndgdables exceeded the 60% return rate
needed for a representative survey), they offezrgatlly valuable information about what these
respondents view as Dean Williams’s strengths agakwesses.

A number of the positive comments, as might be etgak were relatively short, simply
expressing respondents’ support of the dean (dlge Dean is a nationally recognized leader in
future directions for libraries” and “Dean Williansan exceptional director”). Respondents also
praised Dean Williams for his “respect for facultigollegiality,” “fairness,” “and “integrity,”

as well as his support for shared governance aredgiiy goals. Moreover, many respondents
acknowledged that Dean Williams worked under difficiniversity conditions, such as the lack
of proper funding, and that he was a good advdoatie libraries and “remarkably effective
with the resources provided.”

Many comments addressed items related to the dgaiéeof digital transition of the libraries and
the issues listed previously. The dean’s abilitgt nsion to lead the profession” and “position
the libraries among AAU peers” generated sevefédr@int mentions of the same critical
incident: rejection (after several months) of tkpensive advice of the consulting firm on the



technologically required reorganization of the Aisiftons and Collections Department, and the
hiring of technically qualified directors. The cadtthis decision included comments of recent
faculty losses (including diverse faculty) and fetmoves underway, as well as talk of a “no
confidence” vote in the dean. However, an alteueagixplanation for this critical incident was
mentioned by more than one respondent: Lack of ngtaleding by campus administrators of the
operational funding, space, faculty, and resoussle of an academic library, despite Dean
Williams’s attempts to educate them. Other explanatfor the dean’s decision included that he
was too nice a guy, unable to censure problem tiaougmbers, away from the office a lot,
valued consensus when tough decisions neededn@able (pointed to by many respondents),
and placed greater (and perhaps unnecessary) esiphagsearch productivity at the expense
of improved library services.

In terms of other concerns, a couple of commerdgsded on Dean Williams'’s unwillingness to
discuss the viability of the 40% librarianship, 4@8search, and 20% service workload. Other
comments focused on the internal appointment cahde@nt heads responsible for service
delivery without national searches, with achieviegure considered the qualification rather than
competence in the provision of a particular service

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 (see Appendix the 1650 questionnaires sent, 758 were
returned, for a response rate of 46%; a separptetrs being submitted about those responses
to the satisfaction questionnaire. The responss ffar both the Population and the
Knowledgeables for Dean Williams, as previouslyi¢ated, far exceeded the minimum rate
needed.

Table 3 presents the results for the satisfactigstjonnaire for the Population and for the
Knowledgeables for Dean Williams. The mean anddaethdeviation is provided for each item,
in descending order according to the Populatiopareses. 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 idaptifwith respect to the four categories previously
identified for the administrator appraisal questiaine: (a) Strengths to build on (60% or more
ratings of 4 and 5), (b) Assets to protect (50-58%atings of 4 and 5), (c) Issues to be mindful
of (25-39% of ratings of 1 and 2), (d) Areas thaed improvement (Improvements Needed; 40%
or more ratings of 1 and 2), or (e) Bimodal (witle specific categories identified) when
appropriate. Effect sizes for the items also aoided, using the same procedures of combining
the data for the other four deans and using thosgmed data for comparison purposes, as
described previously for the administrator appttags@stionnaire. The comparison group of the
other deans was used instead of the entire uniygrspulation 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 (asured by the satisfaction questionnaire) than
those who did not evaluate a dean. Again, cauiamged in comparing Dean Williams against
the other deans assessed this year because off¢herd type of unit that Dean Williams
administers. It also should be pointed out thatesdems on this questionnaire are directly under
the control of the dean, whereas other items airetsity issues that are not controlled by the
dean.

The results of the satisfaction questionnaire iatgid that both the Population and the
Knowledgeables rated the following 10 items (outhaf 20 items assessed) as satisfactory: (a)
library access of outside resources; (b) relatignsstvith colleagues; (c) teaching
responsibilities; (d) education/training by thedity; (e) faculty involvement in the library; (f)
other benefits, including retirement; (g) supportdutside money; (h) department support
services; (i) classroom facilities; and (j) univgrsupport for research and creative work. The
Population also was satisfied with the number afigate teaching assistants; the
Knowledgeables were also satisfied with universifgrts to recruit and retain diverse faculty,
and with faculty governance.

Three items were rated by both the Population badknhowledgeables as neutral (neither
satisfied nor dissatisfied): (a) current healtmpl@) university efforts to retain diverse
undergraduates, and (c) space and facilities. DpelBtion also rated 3 other items as neutral—
evaluation of teaching, university efforts to retand retain diverse faculty, and faculty
governance—and the Knowledgeables rated 2 othesits neutral—equitable salary
distribution and salary compared with peer ingtius.

Only 2 items were rated as unsatisfactory (disisati®n) by the Population (both of which
constituted Improvements Needed): equitable samtyibution and salary with peer

institutions. The Knowledgeables did not rate aagnias unsatisfactory; however, they did view
space and facilities and equitable salary distidlouas Improvements Needed.

A comparison of the effect sizes for the Populadad the Knowledgeables for Dean Williams
revealed that the Population was more satisfietilonems (with effects sizes small for 3 items,
small to medium for 6 items, medium to large fateIn, and large for 1 item), less satisfied on 6
items (with effect sizes of small for 3 items amndbdl to medium for 3 items), and similar (O
effect size) on 1 item (2 items could not be coragdrecause of a lack of answers by the
Knowledgeables). Comparisons also revealed thah BMiliams’s Population was less satisfied
than the Populations of the other deans assesisegktir for 10 (of the 20) items: (with effect
sizes small for 3 items, small to medium for 5 isgmedium to large for 1 item, and large for 1
item). Dean Williams’s Knowledgeables were moréssiad than the Knowledgeables of the
other deans on 8 items (with effect sizes smalBf@ems, small to medium for 3 items, and
medium to large for 2 items), less satisfied oters (with effect sizes of small for 3 items,
small to medium for 3 items, and large for 1 iteamd similar (0 effect size) on 3 items. The
item that demonstrated the largest negative e$ieetwas technological teaching support, with
both sets of respondents for Dean Williams sigaiiity less satisfied than their those
respondents for the other deans assessed this year.



Nine respondents (19% of all those surveyed; 20%ase who completed the questionnaire)
provided comments on the satisfaction questionn@in® respondents indicated that the items
on the satisfaction questionnaire were not applectbtheir situation, and two others said that
had difficulty answering some of the items becaafs lack of applicability. Other respondents
commented on university concerns and issues. Theespoke directly about the University
Libraries pointed to the issue of having adequatdifies and resources (e.g., equipment and
staff), especially compared to other universitiéhwewer or renovated libraries; and the need
for an increased travel budget for professionakttgyment. The sole comment about Dean
Williams said that he has worked “strenuously” s& the funds offered “equitably and
intelligently.”

Conclusion

Dean Williams received particularly high ratingsttwmeans of 4.0 or greater) on the
administrator appraisal questionnaire from bothRbpulation and the Knowledgeables on his
understanding of faculty governance, acting witegnity, and treating faculty fairly. He also
received high ratings (with means of 3.8-3.9) friooth sets of respondents for making progress
toward meeting diversity goals and acting on theceons of faculty of color. The open-ended
comments confirmed many of these and other Streragtl Asserts, with respondents
perceiving Dean Williams as a positive, forwarddimg dean with a significant national
reputation. There were few differences betweendhegs of Dean Williams by the Population
and the Knowledgeables and between Dean WilliaRsfsulation and the Populations of the
other deans assessed this year. Dean William’s kadgeables, however, rated him lower than
the Knowledgeables for the other deans on 21 othiéems on the questionnaire,
demonstrating that those who work most closely With perceive some difficulties.

Respondents also expressed concerns about Deaarigil ability to constructively manage
conflicts among faculty and among staff, make tyncisions, and act on the concerns of
faculty and staff. A significant concern expressethany respondents’ comments was Dean
Williams’s unwillingness or inability to make touglecisions to bring the libraries more fully
into the digital age if it meant going against tedbinet of associate directors. Evidence of this
concern was based on several months of inactilowed by his rejection of rank-and-file
welcomed advice from his consultants on how to tgt# organizational structure and
technology use. A consequence of not making thissote was low morale and low ratings on
constructively managing conflicts among faculty anaong staff. Such difficulty also was
identified in the assessment of Dean Williams i020

The survey results, thus, showed that Dean Williaasmany Strengths and Assets. There are,
however, some difficulties that are perceived I3pomdents to characterize his administration of
the University Libraries, and with some of thesiiclilties increasing from his 2002 review.

The Administrator Appraisal Program Committee badgethat if Dean Williams can maintain

his Strengths and Assets, and seriously confrendlifficulties identified, his effectiveness
ratings would significantly increase. As per tharge given to the Committee to provide an
overall rating of “Exceeds Expectations,” “Meetspextations,” or “Needs Improvement,” the
Committee concludes, on the basis of the data esdjuhat Dean Williamleets Expectations.




'The members of the committee are Arturo Aldama (AR&presentative, Ethnic Studies), Sedat
Biringen (BFA Representative, Aerospace Engineefiagnces; Committee Vice-Chair), Deane
Bowers (BFA Representative, Museum and Field Sg)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 Stare (Administration Representative,
Graduate School). Jeff Schiel (Office of PlanniBgdget, and Analysigx-officio member)

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

Questionnaire responses were submitted onlinettjirecthe Office of Planning, Budget, and
Analysis, where the data were analyzed. A summtitiyeostatistical data, along with the open-
ended comments, with people’s name removed, wasgdaw to the AAC Committee Chair, who
distributed the information to appropriate comnatiteembers. 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 involveithépreparation 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 Williams

Dean Williams 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
23. Understanding faculty governance 4.5 (.8) rer§jth 4.3 (.8) Strength 40(1.3) 1@.3) -4 5 2
26. Acting with integrity 4.4 (1.0) Stgh 4.2 (1.0) Strength 4.0 (1.3) 4.2y -2 3 1
25. Treating faculty fairly 4.3 (1.0) Sigth 4.2 (.7) Strength 3.7 (1.4) A.B) -1 4 A
12. Act on women faculty concerns 4.0 (.8) &jth 3.6(8) - 3.6 (1.3) 3.3)L -6 3 -1
15. Recruiting and retaining
underrepresented faculty 3.9(.8) Stiengt 3.7 (1.0) Strength 3.7(1.2) 341 -1 1 1

14. Making progress diversity goals 3.9 (.9) reBgth 3.8 (.8) Strength 3.8(1.1) 8@.1 -1 1 A
18. Responding to faculty 3.9(1.1) Sttkng 3.3(1.1) Asset/lssue 3.8(1.3) 3.8) -6 .1 -4

4. Supporting high-quality research 3.8 (.9) treggth 3.5(1.1) Strength 3.7(1.2) 9@.3 -3 .1 -4
10. Act on undergraduate concerns 3.8 (.9) ength 3.7 (.6) Strength 3.9(1.1) 3.2) 0 -1 -1
13. Act on faculty of color concerns 3.8 (1.1) re8gth 3.8 (.7) Strength 3.7(1.3) 7@.2 0 0 A
27. Earning faculty trust 3.8(1.2) Sgtn 35(1.2) - 3.6 (1.3) 3. -3 1 -1
11. Act on graduate concerns 3.7(9) Asset 3.7(.5) Strength 3.8(1.2) 321 1 -1 -1

1. Undergraduate leadership 3.7 (1.1)ergyh 3.5(1.3) Strength 3.9(1.1) 3.9) -2 -1 -3
24. Taking responsibility for office 3.6 (1.0) tréngth 3.4 (1.2) Strength/Issue 3.9 (1.1)3.9 (1.2) -3 -2 -5

3. Research MA and PhD leadership 3.6 (1.1) tAsse 3.2(1.1) Asset 3.6 (1.3) 3.B3]1 -4 O -4

5. Rewarding high-quality service 3.6 (1.2) séis 3.2(1.0) Issue 3.5(1.3) 2.8) -3 .1 -3

7. Positioning College as leader 3.6 (1.3yeryyth 3.5(1.1) Asset 3.8(1.2) 0d.3) -1 -1 -3

2. Professional MA leadership 3.5(1.0) Asse 3.3(1.1) Strength 3.7 (1.2) Cike3] | -2 -2 -4
21. Sharing bases of major decisions 3.5 (1.3eAs 3.5(1.1) Asset 3.7 (1.3) @9 0 -1 -3

6. Vision leading industry/profession 3.5 (1.®)sset/lssue 3.4 (1.1) - 3.8(1.3) .9@.3 -1 -2 -4
22. Fostering equitable salary system 3.4 (1.19sefllssue 3.5 (1.4) Strength 3.4 (1.3)3.7 (1.3) 1 0 -2

19. Involve faculty decision making 3.4 (1.3) Asssue 3.5(1.0) - 3.5(1.4) as) 0 0 -2
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Dean Williams Other Deans
Population (A) Knowledgeables (B) Pop. (C) Knowl. (D) Effects
Item M (SD) Category MO)S Category M (SD) M (SD) B-A A-C B-D
9. Act on staff concerns 3.1(1.2) &ssu 2.8 (1.1) Improve 3.6 (1.3) 3.l -2 -4 -8
8. Act on faculty concerns 3.1(1.3) kssu 2.5(1.3) Improve 3.6 (1.3) 321 -4 -3 -1.0
20. Making timely decisions 3.1(1.3) Issue 2.8 (1.1) Issue 3.8(1.2) 3.81. -2 -6 -8
17. Managing staff conflicts 2.8 (1.1) Issu 2.6 (1.3) Improve 3.6 (1.2) 32 -2 -7 -5

16. Managing faculty conflicts 2.8 (1.2) Irope 2.6 (1.3) Improve 3.3(1.4) 381 -2 -3 -7




Table 2

Administrator Appraisal Questionnaire Results by Category for Dean Williams

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

Understanding faculty governance ((Population wititnowledgeables [P] and
Knowledgeables [K])

Acting with integrity (P & K)

Treating faculty fairly (P & K)

Constructively acting on the concerns of women ltsqP)

Actively recruiting and retaining underrepreserfanllty (P & K)

Making progress toward diversity goals (P & K)

Responding respectfully and in a timely mannedltéaaulty inquiries (P)

Actively supporting high-quality faculty researaehd., mentoring and funding

opportunities) (P & K)
Constructively acting on undergraduate student eorsc(whether or not you agreed with
his decisions) (P & K)

Constructively acting on the concerns of facultgolfor (P & K)

Earning the trust of the faculty (P)

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

Taking responsibility for office logistics, systenasd support staff (P)

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

Constructively acting on graduate student concemhgther or not you agreed with his
decisions) (K)

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

Fostering an equitable, merit-based salary syském (

Assets (Items rated Effective or Very Effective by 50-59%espondents)

Constructively acting on graduate student concemhgther or not you agreed with his
decisions) (P)

Providing leadership (e.qg., infrastructure and ueses) for high-quality teaching in the
research-oriented master’s and doctoral progrand&sKIp

Rewarding high-quality service (P)

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

Sharing the bases of the major decisions he m&ké&sK)

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

I ssues (Items rated Ineffective or Very Ineffective by 39% of respondents)
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Constructively acting on staff concerns (whethenairyou agreed with his decisions) (P)
Constructively acting on faculty concerns (whethienot you agreed with his decisions) (P)
Constructively managing conflicts among staff (P)

Rewarding high-quality service (K)

I mprovements Needed (Items rated Ineffective or Very Ineffective by 4@¥more of
respondents)

Constructively managing conflicts among faculty&(K)

Constructively acting on staff concerns (whethenatryou agreed with his decisions) (K)
Constructively acting on faculty concerns (whetbienot you agreed with his decisions) (K)
Constructively managing conflicts among staff (K)

Bimodal Categories (Items rated in two of the categories above)
A. Strengths/Issues
Taking responsibility for office logistics, systenasmd support staff (K)
B. Assets/Issues

Having the vision to lead the industry/professiather than merely following it or
keeping up with it (P)

Fostering an equitable, merit-based salary sysEm (

Appropriately involving faculty in decision makir{g)

Responding respectfully and in a timely mannedltéaaulty inquiries (K)

No Category (Items that did reflect any category)

Constructively acting on the concerns of women ltgtqK)

Earning the trust of the faculty (K)

Having the vision to lead the industry/professiather than merely following it or keeping
up with it (K)

Appropriately involving faculty in decision makirf)

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 Williams

Dean Williams

Other Deans
PE) Knowl. (D) Effects
M (SD) M (SD) B-A A-B-D

Population (A) Knowledgeables (B)

Item M (SD) Sat. Category M (SD) Sat. Category
11. Library access outside resources 4.3 (.8) Srength 4.3(5) S Strength
. Relationship with colleagues 4.1 (.9) Strength 4.1(1.2) S Strength

. Teaching responsibilities 4.0 (.8) Strength 4.2(8) S Strength

. Education/training by library 4.0 (1.0) SStrength 3.6(1.1)S Asset
. Faculty involvement in library 3.8 (1.1) SStrength 3.6 (1.2) S Asset/lssue
. No. graduate teaching assistants 3.7 (1.05&ength No answers

e o
OWNUITOODNONE ®

. Other benefits, inc. retirement 3.6 (\9) Strength 3.9(.8) S Strength
. Support for outside money 3.6 (.9) Sss&t 3.9(.6) S Strength
. Departmental support services 3.4 (1.0)Asset 3.7(.5) S Strength
. Classroom facilities 34(1.0)S - 3.7(.5) S Strength
. Technological teaching support 3.4 (1.1) S 29(.8) N Issue
. University support for research
and creative work 3.3(1.0)S - 3.5(1.3)S Asset/Issue
20. Evaluation of teaching 3.2(.6) N - No answers
18. University efforts to recruit
and retain diverse faculty 3.1(1.0)N ubss 3.4(8) S Asset
15. Current health plan 31(1.1)N &ssu 3.0(1.4) N Asset/Impr
17. Faculty governance 3.0(8) N - 3.7(6) S Strength
19. University efforts to retain
diverse undergraduates 3.0(1.0)N Issue 2.8(.5) N Issue
7. Space and facilities 2.9 (1.1) N piove 2.8 (1.3) N Improve
14. Equitable salary distribution 2.5 (1.1) Dmprove 29 (1.1)N Improve

13. Salary with peer institutions 2.4 (.9) Dmprove 3.0(1.0)N Issue

4.1 (.8)3.8 (.8) 1 2 6
4.1 (1.03.0 (.9) O 0 0
4.1 (1.03.3 (.9) 2 -1 -1
4.0 (.8) .8 (B) 4 0 -2
3.8 (.8)3.5 (.8) 2 0 1
3.6(1.1) (3.1 1
35(934(11) 4 1 5
33(1.1) (38 4 3 .3
3.8 (1.1).0 (®) 4 -4 -4
38(12) @B) 3 -4 0
41(9) 49 -5 -8 -1.2

36(L.1) @) .2 -3 -1
3.2(1.1) 3.2(1.1) 0

33(1.0) 381 3 -2 .2
29(12) 281 -1 2 .3
32(1.0) 33Y1.0.9 -2 .4

32(1.00 31(1.0)-3 -2 -3
37(1.3) 341 -1 -6 -4
29(12) W) 4 -3 0

27(12) @8 6 -3 .1
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Appendix A: Items on Administrator Appraisal Questionnaire for Dean Williams

. Providing leadership (e.qg., infrastructure a@gburces) 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 anfgklg peers, both nationally and

internationally

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

decisions)

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

Constructively acting on the concerns of worfaeulty

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 manael faculty inquiries

Appropriately involving faculty in decision makg

Making decisions in a timely manner

Sharing the bases of the major decisions hemak

Fostering an equitable, merit-based salaryesyst

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 andlumive way

Acting with integrity

Earning the trust of the faculty
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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



