Administrator Evaluation Surveys 2015

Survey participation: 10 (56%)
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Provost: Lawrence Schovanec

Table - Provost Evaluated by Deans
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Statistics
Count 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 160
Average 4.30 4.00 3.80 4.50 4.60 4.30 4.10 4.30 3.90 4.40 4.20 3.80 4.20 4.30 3.90 3.90 4.16
Maximum 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Median 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 4.5 4 5 5 4 4 4.25
Minimum 1 1 1 1 4 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1
Standard Deviation 1.19 1.10 1.08 1.20 0.49 0.64 0.70 1.19 1.22 1.20 1.17 1.08 1.25 1.19 1.04 1.04 1.05
Standard Error () 0.18 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.07 0.10 0.11 0.18 0.20 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.19 0.18 0.17 0.17 0.08
No-Response out of 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0
Ratings Distribution:
1=Strongly Disagree 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 12
2=Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
3=Neutral 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 3 0 11
4=Agree 3 6 6 1 4 5 5 3 3 2 4 6 2 3 2 7 62
5=Strongly Agree 6 3 2 8 6 4 3 6 4 7 5 2 6 6 4 2 74
10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 160
1=Strongly Disagree 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 7.5%
2=Disagree 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.6%
3=Neutral 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 10.0% 0.0% 30.0% 0.0% 6.9%
4=Agree 30.0% 60.0% 60.0% 10.0% 40.0% 50.0% 50.0% 30.0% 30.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 20.0% 30.0% 20.0% 70.0% 38.8%
5=Strongly Agree 60.0% 30.0% 20.0% 80.0% 60.0% 40.0% 30.0% 60.0% 40.0% 70.0% 50.0% 20.0% 60.0% 60.0% 40.0% 20.0% 46.3%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Ratio of high ratings to low
i No low No low No low
ratings (4+S)/(1+2)[all 9.0 9.0 8.0 9.0 . . . 9.0 7.0 9.0 9.0 8.0 8.0 9.0 6.0 9.0 105
agreements divided by all ratings ratings ratings

disagreements)
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