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             Listing of meeting presentations 

 
             Action on the Research Survey Report by VP Reed 

 
             Reports received from University Committees 

 
             Proposals up to Apr. 11, 2012 

 
             Comparison and significance of the Presidential evaluation 





The Vice President for Research and the Senate Research Policy Committee administered a 

survey on research productivity several weeks ago. Thanks so much to all of you who participated.  

Below are links to the results of that survey.  

 

There are 4 files:  

 

This link gives a summary of how  

many respondents commented on each item.  

http://www.admin.mtu.edu/hro/survey_info/ranked_categories_for_question_1_and_2.xls  

 

 

This link gives the complete responses of every respondent on what to improve.  

http://www.admin.mtu.edu/hro/survey_info/SenateResearchPolicySurveySummary_Q1_2012.pdf  

 

 

This link gives the complete responses of every respondent on what is going well.  

http://www.admin.mtu.edu/hro/survey_info/SenateResearchPolicySurveySummary_Q2_2012.pdf  

 

 

This link gives responses to the most commonly-mentioned items by the Vice President for 

Research.  

http://www.admin.mtu.edu/hro/survey_info/VP_response.pdf  

Research Survey Action 

http://www.admin.mtu.edu/hro/survey_info/ranked_categories_for_question_1_and_2.xls
http://www.admin.mtu.edu/hro/survey_info/SenateResearchPolicySurveySummary_Q1_2012.pdf
http://www.admin.mtu.edu/hro/survey_info/SenateResearchPolicySurveySummary_Q2_2012.pdf
http://www.admin.mtu.edu/hro/survey_info/VP_response.pdf






Faculty At Large Senators (2 SeatsAvailable):  
 
Academic Integrity Committee (2 SeatsAvailable):  
 
Athletics Council (1 SeatAvailable):  
 
Conflict of Interest Committee (1 SeatAvailable):  
 
Faculty Distinguished Service Award Committee (2 SeatsAvailable):  
 
Faculty Review Committee (1 Seat Available):  
 
Misconduct in Research, Scholarly, and Creative Endeavors Inquiry Committee (2 Seats Available 
- 1 Full/1 Alternate):  
 
Michigan Tech Enterprise Corporation (MTEC) Board (1 Seat Available):  
 
Public Safety Oversight Committee (1 Seat Available 
Sabbatical Leave Committee (1 seat available): 











Year Eligible % Partic # quests 

Pres 

Statement 

2006 806 19.40 16 15 pp 

2007 884 11.80 31 27 pp 

2008 1339 27 14 5 pp 

2009 1387 18 23 4 pp 

2010 1375 23 23 6 pp 

2011 1418 37 38 5 pp 

2012 1355 45.2* 27 4.3 pp 

2006-2012 PRESIDENTIAL EVALUATION  

% response return 

  

*74 pages of comments, size 11 font, singly spaced. 



Administrative Policy Committee formulated the questions 
 
Inspected by Associate Provost Christa Walck (AQIP purposes) 
 
Changes and questions suggested by President Mroz 
 
Problems  encountered  initially in getting the survey conducted 
 
Senate Assistant Judi Smigowski and Survey Monkey ($24/one month) 
 

    AFSCME:  Jim Condratovich 
POA:  Doug Jones 

   UAW:  Barb Ruotsala 
 
Distributed on 3/7 and closed on 3/16.  No extensions. 
 





Evaluation of Administrators by University of Michigan Faculty 
John T. Lehman, AAUP Executive Committee Member 

The University of Michigan Faculty Senate conducted a precedent-setting campus-wide 
evaluation of academic administrators during December 2004, and results were formally 

reported to the faculty during the March 2005 meeting of the Senate Assembly. 
 

• Results for Specific Administrators 

• President -  The overall response rate was 16%.  The highest 
median score concerned representing the University to the 
outside constituency; the lowest median score concerned 
consulting with faculty.  Schools and Colleges that gave low 
marks to their deans tended to give lower marks to the 
President, too. 

• Provost -  The overall response was 18%.  The highest median 
score concerned promoting scholarly environment; the lowest 
concerned consulting with faculty.  Schools and Colleges that 
gave low marks to their deans tended to give lower marks to 
the Provost, too. 

 



Requested  468.00  542.00  328.00  17.00   
Responded  202.00  276.00  125.00  10.00   
Percentage  43.16  50.92  38.11  58.82   
Question  Faculty  Pro Staff  Union  Admin   
1  3.61  4.08  3.66  4.40   
2  3.44  3.95  3.71  4.10   
3  3.79  4.18  3.85  4.80   
4  3.24  3.61  3.30  3.90   
5  3.22  3.62  3.43  4.10   
6  3.51  3.92  3.56  4.30   
7  2.68  2.97  2.68  3.70   
8  2.62  3.31  3.22  3.70   
9  3.24  3.56  3.39  3.90   
10  3.18  3.23  3.25  3.90   
11  2.61  3.05  3.14  3.60   
12  2.84  3.07  2.97  3.30   
13  2.71  3.07  3.10  3.30   
14  3.17  3.40  3.18  3.70   
15  3.04  3.41  3.16  4.00   
16  2.82  3.30  3.02  3.80   
17  2.93  3.24  3.03  3.40   
18  3.02  3.32  2.98  3.30   
19  3.20  3.25  3.10  3.70   
20  3.35  3.65  3.60  3.70   
21  3.35  3.66  3.62  4.00   
22  3.50  3.77  3.71  4.00   
23  3.10  3.38  3.17  3.60   
24  3.38  3.74  3.55  4.40   
25  141/63  233/45  98/27  8/2   
26  110/93  138/140  46/79  4/6   
27  165/42  241/39  109/16  8/2   
                           yes/no  yes/no  yes/no  yes/no   

Calculated as follows:  
Each question has 5 choices. Say it looked like 1. 10; 2. 20; 3. 
30; 4. 20; 5. 15. In this case, the total number of responses 
was 10+20+30+20+15 = 95. The numbers above were 
calculated as follows: 
((1*10)+(2*20)+(3*30)+(4*20)+(5*15))/95 = 3.11.  
The Administrative Policy Committee  discussed these results 
at the Senate meeting on April 4, 2012. 







Median: The 50th percentile of the frequency distribution or the score that 

divides the distribution into halves 

 

Mean: Arithmetic average 

 

Mode: The most frequently occurring score in a distribution of scores    

 

 

The Use of the Interpolated Median in Institutional Research by Beiling Xiao of 

Northern Illinois University 

Paper presented at the Association for Institutional Research Annual Forum, 

Chicago, IL, May, 2006. 
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Standard 
Median = 4 

Interpolated 
Median = 3.6 

Beiling Xiao of Northern Illinois University 



NON-SYMMETRICAL DISTRIBUTION OF DISCRETE SCORES: 

 

 

Five-point Likert scale: (1, 2, 3, 4, 5)       

           or   

Grouped data: (5 or less,  6 to 10,  11 to 50,  51 to 100, 101 to 500, and over 500 (in 

miles)) 

 

  

The standard mean and median may not reflect the skewed distribution of the 

scores.   

 

Beiling Xiao of Northern Illinois University 



http://aec.umich.edu/median.php 

http://aec.umich.edu/median.php


 

Calculate the IM using Excel formulas: 

Formula 1: 

= IF(CF >= N/2, (IF(PreviousCF <= N/2, IF(F > 0, (L + W*(N/2-PreviousCF)/F),  

   (IF(F = "", "", L + W/2))), " ")), " ") 

 

where 

L = lower limit of the group 

W = width of the interval of the group 

F = frequency in the group 

CF = cumulative frequency 

N = total number of frequency 
Beiling Xiao of Northern Illinois University 



Standard Mean Interpolated Median 



Interpolated 
Median Standard Mean 

2011-2012 2011-2012 2010-2011 2009-2010 2008-2009 2007-2008 2006-2007 2005-2006 

Faculty ProStaff Faculty ProStaff Faculty ProStaff Faculty ProStaff Faculty ProStaff Faculty/ProStaff Faculty ProStaff Faculty ProStaff 

1. Excellent leadership skills 3.81 4.16 3.61 4.08 3.83 3.89 3.43 4.06 3.37 3.82 3.41 3.25 3.54 3.18 2.80 

2. Effective communication  3.69 4.05 3.44 3.95 3.73 3.82 3.06 3.94 3.73 4.13 3.90 

3. Excellent representative 3.83 4.25 3.79 4.18 4.12 4.11 3.78 4.24 3.88 4.28 3.79 4.35 

4. Open and responsive  3.28 3.65 3.24 3.61 3.46 3.58 2.98 3.66 3.24 3.92 3.60 3.56 3.56 2.91 3.64 
5. Practitioner of shared 
gov. 3.26 3.69 3.22 3.62 3.46 3.57 2.84 3.76 

6. Overall performance  3.68 4.03 3.51 3.92 3.72 3.85 3.18 4.00 3.67 4.15 3.93 

7. Health care costs 2.63 2.98 2.68 2.97 3.06 2.99 2.75 3.03 

8. Hiring admins within  2.62 3.47 2.62 3.31 2.94 2.91 2.10 2.24 

9. SFHI  3.41 3.57 3.24 3.56 3.51 3.48 3.24 3.63 

10. Rewards research  3.25 3.14 3.18 3.23 3.20 3.32 3.94 4.34 3.73 4.26 

11. Rewards teaching  2.55 3.04 2.61 3.05 2.53 2.78 4.12 4.38 3.98 4.24 

12. Rewards service/admin  2.89 3.07 2.84 3.07 2.51 2.77 

13. Transparent in budget  2.78 3.10 2.71 3.07 2.81 2.93 2.95 3.50 3.69 3.78 3.54 3.60 

14. High quality work life 3.37 3.63 3.17 3.40 3.21 3.36 

15. Sound financial planning  3.12 3.56 3.04 3.41 3.17 3.25 
16. High quality fringe 
benefits 2.82 3.60 2.82 3.30 3.30 3.27 2.19 2.70 

17. Capable administrators 3.04 3.45 2.93 3.24 2.79 3.10 3.16 3.90 3.58 

18. Confidence of faculty 
and staff 3.15 3.52 3.02 3.32 3.12 3.29 
19. Effective and fair 
grievance  3.16 3.20 3.20 3.25 2.99 3.28 
20. Undergraduate 
education 3.63 3.75 3.35 3.65 3.65 3.60 

21. Graduate education 3.59 3.71 3.35 3.66 3.82 3.80 
22. Diverse faculty and 
students  3.72 3.87 3.50 3.77 3.74 3.76 2.69 3.70 3.65 3.06 3.32 
23. Open discussion and 
debate  3.18 3.53 3.10 3.38 3.13 3.20 

24. Funding from outside  3.45 3.81 3.38 3.74 3.81 3.84 

% response return 45.20% 45.20% 37.00% 23.00% 18.00% 27.00% 12.00% 19.40% 


