Administrator Evaluation Surveys 2015

Survey participation: 71 (43%)
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Provost: Lawrence Schovanec

Table - Provost Evaluated by Chairs/Asst.Deans Evaluating the Provost
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Statistics
Count 71 71 70 71 71 70 71 68 70 71 65 69 69 71 68 70 1116
Average 4.45 4.35 4.33 4.44 4.21 3.99 4.27 4.28 4.14 4.31 3.92 3.97 4.01 3.99 4.16 4.14 4.19
Maximum 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Median 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Minimum 3 3 3 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Standard Deviation 0.60 0.67 0.67 0.85 0.90 1.03 0.71 0.80 0.88 0.91 1.13 0.95 0.91 1.07 0.93 0.91 0.87
Standard Error (+) 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.08 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.14 0.11 0.11 0.13 0.11 0.11 0.03
No-Response out of 71 0 0 | 1 0 [ o T 1 0 3 1 0 [ 6 2 2 0 | 3 1 20
0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 4% 1% 0% 8% 3% 3% 0% 4% 1% 2%
Ratings Distribution:
1=Strongly Disagree 0 0 0 1 2 3 0 0 1 2 4 1 1 4 1 1 21
2=Disagree 0 0 0 2 2 3 1 2 3 2 2 4 3 2 3 3 32
3=Neutral 4 8 8 5 5 11 8 9 8 4 14 14 13 11 10 10 142
4=Agree 31 30 31 20 32 28 33 25 31 27 20 27 29 28 24 27 443
5=Strongly Agree 36 33 31 43 30 25 29 32 27 36 25 23 23 26 30 29 478
71 71 70 71 71 70 71 68 70 71 65 69 69 71 68 70 1116
1=Strongly Disagree 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 2.8% 4.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 2.8% 6.2% 1.4% 1.4% 5.6% 1.5% 1.4% 1.9%
2=Disagree 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.8% 2.8% 4.3% 1.4% 2.9% 4.3% 2.8% 3.1% 5.8% 4.3% 2.8% 4.4% 4.3% 2.9%
3=Neutral 5.6% 11.3% 11.4% 7.0% 7.0% 15.7% 11.3% 13.2% 11.4% 5.6% 21.5% 20.3% 18.8% 15.5% 14.7% 14.3% 12.7%
4=Agree 43.7% 42.3% 44.3% 28.2% 45.1% 40.0% 46.5% 36.8% 44.3% 38.0% 30.8% 39.1% 42.0% 39.4% 35.3% 38.6% 39.7%
5=Strongly Agree 50.7% 46.5% 44.3% 60.6% 42.3% 35.7% 40.8% 47.1% 38.6% 50.7% 38.5% 33.3% 33.3% 36.6% 44.1% 41.4% 42.8%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Ratio of high ratings to low
ratings (4+5)/(1-+2)fall Nolow | Nolow |\ otings 210 155 8.8 62.0 285 145 158 75 100 130 9.0 135 140 17.4
agreements divided by all ratings ratings

disagreements)
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