
Summary of Scaled Response Questions: 

Below is a snapshot of the scaled response questions, which ranged from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied). The overall num-

bers were favorable, with all average responses yielding 3s and 4s out of a possible 5 (very satisfied). Questions scoring lowest per-

tained to understanding of the process and resource allocation. Questions scoring highest pertained to availability of support and 

training sessions and data provided. Results were overall very similar to last year’s evaluation, though the questions were slightly 

modified. The trends of low and high scores were almost identical, though the question on data increased from 3.67 to 4.13.  

Summary of Open-ended Questions: 

What was the most meaningful part of your participation in this process? 

Main themes included: 1. Campus-wide discussion and conversation about planning and resource allocation. 2. The Department 

and Division-wide collaboration and teamwork. 3. The level of training and support that the institution provided. 4. The opportuni-

ty to analyze institutional data and apply it to program evaluation and planning.  (Last Year: 1. learning the process, 2. teamwork,  

3. training and support, 4. interpreting data.) 

What was the least meaningful part of your participation in the process? 

Main themes included: 1. Timeframe and calendar challenges with respect to various reports. 2. Skepticism whether the process 

was working as intended. 3. Need for clear and timely feedback regarding whether requested items were budgeted and why. 4. 

Need for continued professional development and support. 5. Some respondents had problems with Taskstream and the technical 

process. (Last Year: 1. Timeframe, 2. Purpose of process, 3. Academically focused, 4. Lack of budget information, 5. Technical/

Taskstream issues, 6. Questions about data, 7. Lack of coordination with calendars and other reports)  

How can we improve this process? 

Main themes included: 1. Streamline process and make less complex. 2. Consider options for changing software to more user-

friendly interface. 3. Continue to provide support and training. 4. Need for better understanding and meaning of the overall pro-

cess and purpose. 5. Provide feedback of the process in a timely manner. (Last Year: 1. Streamline process, 2. Continue training/

support, 3. Provide more time, 4. Better understanding of process, 5. Clarification of data, 6. Provide Feedback)  

 

Addressed Feedback by: 

1. Created a Non-Instructional Annual Update Template 

2. Increased the timeline (3 additional weeks to complete + Built in flexibility to allow for more dialogue)  

3. Added a Fall Planning Retreat 

4. Provided 2 Comprehensive Handbooks 

5. Data Presentations to Deans and Small, Large Group and 1-on-1 training sessions throughout process 
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