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* Understand the value of using data
visualization to present data

= |dentify ways that Tableau can be used to
present assessment data within your
organization

= Cite three best practices for building Tableau
visualizations
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Excel vs. Data Visualization Tools
Data Visualization Tools

Primarily static charts Flexible charts

Dashboards are complicated Dashboards are drag and drop
Constraints on dataset size and Ability to analyze large datasets with
efficiency speed and ease

Maps? What are maps? Mapping capability

Without lots of programming, product Explore data in real-time
is static (usually printed)
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New and Continuing Student Enrollment (Session 1 Only)

As of April 09, 2017
Day 03 of the Fall Enrollment Cycle

Headcount New Continuing Total

Student Fall2015 Fall2016 Fall 2017  2015-17 | Fall2015 Fall2016 Fall2017  2015-17 | Fall2015 Fall 2016 Fall 2017  2015-17

Lewvel % Diff % Diff % Diff

UGRD - FTIC 0 0 0 #DIV/D! 2,632 3,832 5,120 1 2,632 3,832 5,120
UGRD - Transfer 0 0 0 #DIV/fo! 550 629 777 41.3% 550 629 T
All Undergraduate 0 0 0 #DIV/o! 3,182 4,461 5,897 £5.3% 3,182 4451 5,897
Post-Bacc 0 0 3 #DIvVfo! 2 2 3 50.0% 2 2 &
Masters 18 14 0 -100.0% 703 656 B66 23.2% 721 670 B66
Doctoral 1 0 0 -100.0% 97 54 95 -2.1% 98 54 95
All Graduate 19 14 0 -100.0% 800 710 961 20.1% B19 724 961
Law 0 0 0 #DIV/fo! 22 24 43 85.5% 22 24 43 i
Optometry 0 #DIV/fo! 0 0 0 #DNJO! 0 0 0 #Di/O!
Pharmacy 3 3 0 -100.0% 74 8 72 -2.7% 7 11 72 -6.5%
All Special Prof. 3 3 0 -100.0% 96 32 115 19.8% 99 35 115 16.2%
Total 22 17 3 -86.4% 4,080 5,205 6,976 71.0% 4,102 5,222 6,979 70.1%
SCH New Continuing Total

Student Fall2015 Fall2016 Fall 2017  2015-17 | Fall 2015 Fall 2016 Fall2017  2015-17 | Fall 2015 Fall2016 Fall 2017

Lewvel % Diff % Diff

UGRD - FTIC 0 0 0 #DIV/0! 35,825 53,180 71,261 35825 53,180 71,261
UGRD - Transfer 0 0 0 #DIV/D! £,448 7,238 9,084 £,448 7,238 9 084
All Undergraduate 0 0 0 #DIv/jo! 42,273 60,428 80,345 50.1% 42,273 60,428 80,345
Post-Bacc 0 0 0 #DIv/jo! & & 18 200.0% 13 13 18
Masters 161 132 0 -100.0% 6,314 5,450 7,208 14.2% 6,474 5,582 7,208
Doctoral 9 0 0 -100.0% 4B 354 704 -5.9% 757 384 704
All Graduate 170 132 0 -100.0% 7,062 5,844 7912 12.0% 7,231 5976 7,912
Law 0 0 0 #DIv/jo! 281 329 545 0% 281 329 545 o4,
Optometry 0 0 0 #DIV/D! ] ] 0 #DIV/D 0 0 0 #DNV/D
Pharmacy 39 42 0 -100.0% 584 98 1,012 2.8% 1,023 140 1,012 -1.1%
All Special Prof. 39 42 0 -100.0% 1,265 427 1,557 23.1% 1,304 469 1,557 19.4%
Total 209 174 0 50,606 B6, 705 89,832 77.5% 50,814 66,879 89,832 76.8%
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Tableau Version

New and Continuing Student Fall Enrollment (Headcount) As of May 21, 2017
Select View
New Continuing Total Headcount M
2016 2017 9% Change 2016 2017 % Change 2016 2017 % Change

Undergraduate FTIC 281 303 7.8% 9,322 5,504 6.2% 9,603 10,207 6.3% Select Semester

Transfer 24 25 4.2% 10,345 11,303 9.2% 10,370 11,328 9.2% Fall M

Total 305 328  7.5% 19,668 21,207|  7.8% 19,973 21,535|  7.8%|  Number of Years
Post-Bacc Post-Bacc 41 32| -22.0% 647 656|  1.4% 688 688  0.0% T -

Total 41 32| -22.0% 647 656 1.4% 688 688 0.0%
Graduate Master's 102 154 90.2% 1573 1742 10.7% 1,675 1,336 15.6% Select a Week

Doctoral 33 76| 130.3% 5 653 46.7% 473 729 52.5% Most Recent Week  ~

Total 135 270| 100.0% 2,018 2395 18.7% 2,153 2665 238%|  SelectaSunday
Special Prof. Law 13 38| 192.3% 488 488 3.6% 432 524 8.7%

Optometry 5 1 6

Pharmacy 117 02| -12.8% 222 234 5.A4% 339 336 -0.9% College

Total 130 145 11.5% 691 721 4.3% 821 866 5.5% (A1) -
Grand Total 611 775 26.8% 23,024 24,975 8.5% 23,635 25,754 9.0% i

Department
Overall Percent Change (an) v
Ne Continuing Total

FTIC [ ] @ FTIC ‘o e

Transfer . '—. Transfer -.

Post-Bacc ." . Post-Bacc .

! ! . Semester: Fall
Master” ' .
asters —. —. Master's  —@ Alignment: &s of May 21,
Doctoral . ] ® Doctoral Y 2017
H H College: All

Law '—. ". Law ] Department: All

Optometry ! Optometry .

Pharmacy . ". Pharmacy .

0%  100% 200% 0% 20% 40% 0% 0%
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Why Use a Visual Tool

" Find patterns and relationships in data
" Meet the needs of the audience

" Make sure the real “story” doesn’t get lost in
the data
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Visual
Integrity

Aesthetic
Elegance

Graphical
Excellence
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U.S. Employment Statistics (000’s)

March 2015
Employed
Civilian 148,331
Labor Force
Civilian 156,906 Unemployed
Population
250,080 Not in Labor 8,575
Force
83174
Unemployment Rate = Unemployed = 8,575 = 5.5%
Civilian Labor Force 156,906
Labor Force Participation Rate = Labor Force = 156,906 = 62.7%
Civilian Population 250,080
Employment to Population Ratio = Employed = 148,331 = 59.3%

Civilian Population 250,080

Source Data: FRED Database
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Visual Integrity

Federal Government Receipts by Source
Excise Tax

FY 2000 + Other

Social Insurance
Payments

Corpo ra_

Taxes

4 Individual
Income Tax

Excise Tax

Fy2007 S50
Social Insurance
Payments
Individual
/4 Income Tax

Corporate
Taxes
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Visual Integrity

Federal Government Receipts by Source

Excise + Other 8 g %ﬂgg
Corporate Taxes dry 2087FY 2000
Social Insurance Payments o FV 20070FY 2000
Individual Income Tax Iy 20007 FY 2000

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 S0 100 110 120 130 140
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2012 2013
Resources Category Qa3 Q4 Q1
Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb | Mar
Engineering Team Inception Update Sizings
_ — E _ Category
Design Write FRD Construction -
Design Develop BRD Design -
Design Work Back Schedule Inception e
Design Complete Use Cases Transition -

Construction

Platform Develop

Construction

Infrastructure Dev.

Construction

Quality Assurance -

Construction

Gantt-bar diagram

% Com m_

Baseline

Install to Productionl

Management Team Inception ETeam Alignment
Sales Team Inception !Com munication Plan

Inception !Clarifv User Cases

i J—

Inception ’Phase Checkpoint - 2

Design !Documentat]on Review

Transition Partner Signoﬁs.

—

PMO Transition Lessons Learned .

Transition Post Mor

|
-l
.

Project Falcon - Webinars.xlsx

Snapshot Date: 10/20/2012

UNIVERSITYof HOUSTON

Created in OnePager® Express
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2012 2013
Resources Q3 Q4 Qi1
Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar
Engineering Team Update Sizings
— E _ Category
EW Iis A Construction ]
gDevelop BRD Design -
hw brk Back Schedule Inception e
] .
Complete Use Cases Transition -

Platform Develop
—

Qua‘llty Assurance -
Enstall to Productmnl

Infrastructure Dev.

Gantt-bar diagram

o CompI_

Baseline

Management Team

™
ETeam Alignment

!Communicatlon Plan

Sales Team
E&rif\,r User Cases
—
’Phase Checkpaoint - 2
gDocumentation Review
Partner Signoﬁs.
S
PMO Lessons Learned .

Post Mortem .

Project Falcon - Webinars.xlsx

UNIVERSITYof HOUSTON

Snapshot Date: 10/20/2012

Created in OnePager® Express
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SOCIAL
Y CUSTOMER YW

Hers's everything you nesd to know about delivering
customer service through soclal platforms.

How would you rate

customer service
through soclal medlat
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SOCIAL
CUSTOMER SERVICE

Here's everything you need 1o know about dellvering
customer service through soclal platforms.

How would you rate customer serdce through soclal media?

45% 30%

Excellent Medlocre Awful  Average
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= NSSE NSSE 2014 Engagement Indicators

I national survey of Campus Environment
student engagement . .
University of Houston

Campus Environment: First-year students

Students benefit and are more satizfied in supportive settmgs that cultivate positrve relattonships among students, faculty, and
staff. Two Engagement Indicators mvestgate thus theme: Quality of Interactions and Supportive Environment. Below are three
views of yvour results alongside those of vour companson groups.

Mean CDFI'IpElriS'DI'IS Youwr first-yoaor students comparad with
Uniiv of Houston Public Ower 20K End RU/VH-Research Univ NSZE 2013 & 2014
Effact Effact Effact
Engagemant indicator Maan Maan size Maar size Mear size
Cuality of Interactions 376 40.6 ** -.24 412 #ww 31 415 4% 32
Supportive Environment 382 374 06 37.8 03 7.3 06

Motws: Result: weighted by institstion-repored sex and enrollmest staus (and instmticn size for comparisen groege); *pc.0d, Y4pcl, ¥*+p- 001 2-miled). Efect sire: Mean
deffarence divided by pocled standard dendation; Symebol on the Crarview pagn are based oo effect size and p bedooe rounding.

Score Distributions

Quality of Interactions Supportive Environment
45 45
=1 L
Ll . = e —

30 J' 30 l
15 15 l l

o o

Uriv of Houston  Public Ower 20K FU/WH-Reszarch  NSSE 2013 & 2014 Univef Houston  Public Over 208 RUYVH-Resesrch  NSSE 2043 & 2014
Erri Uniw Erwl Unire

Motes: Each box-and-whiskers chart plots e Sth (bothons of lewer bar), 25th (bothon: of box), 50th (rmddls line), 73t (top of box), and 9 3th {top of upper bar) perceatle
scores. The dot represents the mean scoe. Refor 1o Detailed Statistics for yoer imstmton's sample sires.

summary of Indicator ltems
v Public Creer 20K R VH- NE5E 2013 &

CQiality of Interactions Uniw of Houston Enrl Recsarch Univ 044
FPrreemage raong a 6 or T on a scak from | = "Foor® i T "Eyoelenr” their inderacnons widh.... % 5 % B

132, Smudents 57 - 58 61 =1

13b. Academic advisors 38 - 45 47 48

13c. Faoulty 45 - 45 15 S0

13d. Student services staff (career services, student activities, housing, etc.] 30 . 4z 42 a4

13, Other administrative staff and offices [registrar, finandal sid, etc) & . 37 37 4

Connnrrive FEovirpenmant



"How much does your institution emphasize the following?”

Very much Quite a bit Some Very little
N % N % N % N %
Providing support to help students 164  32.2% 185  36.3% 132 25.9% 29  57%
succeed academically
| = T e T 178 35.0% 170 33.4% 129  25.3% 32 6.3%

(tutoring services, writing center, etc.)

Encouraging contact among students
from different backgrounds (social, 1659 33.0% 161 31.4% 124 26.2% 48 9 _4%
racial/ethnic, religious, etc.)

Providing opportunities to be involved

. 177 34 6% 182 35 6% 121 23.7% 31 6.1%
socially

Providing support for your overall
well-being (recreation, health care, 170 33.5% 176 34 6% 120 23 6% 42 2.3%
counseling, etc.)

Helping you manage your non-academic

responsibilities (work, family, etc.) 71 13.9% 117 23.0% 183 36.0% 138 27 1%
Atten dinQ campus actiui_ties and events 141 57 8% 191 37 79% 128 o5 29, a7 g.3%
(performing arts, athletic events, etc.)

Attending events that address

important social, economic, or political 93 18 5% 152 30.2% 187 37.1% 72 14 3%

issues
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How much does your institution emphasize the following?”

Providing support to help
students succesd
academically

164 (32.2%)
185 (36.3%)

132 (25.9%)

Using learning suppart
services [tutu:rring services,
writing center, etc.)

178 (35.0%)
170 (33.4%)
129(25.3%)

32 (6.3%)

Encouraging contact
among students from
different backgrounds
(sacial, racial/ethnic, relig..

169 (33.0%)
161 (31.4%)
134 (26.2%)

45 (9.4%)

Providing opportunities to
be involved socially

177 (34.6%)
182 (35.6%)

121 (23.7%)
31(6.1%)

Providing support for yvour
overall well-being
(recreation, health care,
counseling, etc.)

170 (33.5%)
176 (34.5%)

120 (23.6%)

Helping you manages your
non-academic
responsibilities (work,
family, etc.)

117 (23.0%)
183 (36.0%)

138(27.1%)

Attending campus
activities and events
(performing arts, athletic
gvents, etc.)

141 (27.8%)

191(37.7%)
128 (25.2%)
47 (9.3%)

UNIVERSITYof HOUSTON | INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH
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. Very much
P Quite 2 bit
. Some
. Very little



"How much does your institution emphasize the following?”

Answers
. Very much
P Quite abit
. Some
. Very little

Providing support to help
students succeed
academically

Using learning support
Services {tut-:: ring services,
writing center, etc.)

Encouraging contact
amaong students from
different backgrounds
(social, racial/ethnic,
religious, etc.)

Providing opportunities to
be involved socially

Providing support for yvour
overall well-being
(recreation, health care,
counseling, etc.)

Helping you manage your
non-academic
responsibilities (work,
family, etc.)
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NSSE Engagement Indicators

Attending campus Freshman
activities and events
(performing arts, athletic .
events, etc) Senior
Attending events that Freshman
address important social,
economic, or political )
[—— Senior
Encouraging contact Freshman
among students from
different backgrounds
. . . . Senior

(social, racial/ethnic, relig..
Helping you manage your  Freshman
non-academic
responsibilities (work, )
family, etc.) senior
Providing opportunitiesto Freshman
be involved socially

Senior
Providing support for your Freshman
overall well-being
(recreation, health care, )
counseling, etc.) Senior
Providing supporttohelp  Freshman
students succeed
academically

Senior
Using learning support Freshman
services [tutoring services,
writing center, etc.)

Senior

-70% -10% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

UNIVERSITYof HOUSTON | INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH

-60% -50% -40% -30% -20%

Answers
. Very little
. Some
M Quite a bit
. Very much

Display

| All Answers - |

Comparison Groups

| Classification

- |




"How much does your institution emphasize the following?”

Attending campus
activities and events
(performing arts,
athletic events, stc.)

Attending events that
address important
social, economic, or
political issues

Encouraging contact
among students from
different backgrounds
(sacial, racial/ethnic,
religious, stc.)
Helping you manage
your non-academic
responsibilities (work,
family, etc.)

Providing opportunities
to be involved socially

Providing support for
your overall well-being
(recreation, health
care, counseling, etc.)

African American
Asian American
Hispanic

Mhite

Other

African American
Asian American
Hispanic

Nhite

Other

African American
Asian American
Hispanic

Nhite

Cther

African American
Asian American
Hispanic

Nhite

Other

African American
Asian American
Hispanic

Nhite

Other

African American
Asian American
Hispanic

Nhite

Cther

Display

Extremes Only -

Comparison Groups

Race/Ethnicity -

. Very little
B very much
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bl

©®~No o

9.
10.
11.
12
13.
14,
15.
16.
17,
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

SOC 362 A

4 Sociology
l Sys te m 1 College of Arts and Sciences

Jorge Martinez

Pre-Doctoral Associate

Summer 2013
Univ. of Washington, Seattle
The Course Evaluation Standard Instructor Co
STUDENT EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION
< PERCENTAGES !
E=Excellent; VG=Very Good; G=Good; F=Fair; P=Poor; VP=Very Poor E Ve G F P VP MEDIAN
Respondents B5) @ 3 (2 (1) (0 Adjusted Median
The course as a whole was: 16 5681 =12 - 46 45
The course content was: 18 62 12 25 47 45
The instructor's contribution to the course was: 16 69 25 6 48 47
The instructor's effectiveness in teaching the subj matter was: 16 56 38 6 4.6 4.5
COMBINED ITEMS 14 64 8127 12 47 45
Relative Rank

. Course organization was: 16 58 25-19 48 2

. Clarity of instructor's voice was: 18 62 31 8 4.7 14
Explanations by instructor were: 16 58 31 12 46 5
Instr's ability to present alternative explan. when needed was: 16 50 44 6 4.5 12
Instructor’s use of examples and illustrations was: 16 56 38 6 4.6 11
Quality of questions or problems raised by instructor was: 16 50 38 12 4.5 13
Student confidence in instructor's knowledge was: 16 50 44 6 45 18
Instructor's enthusiasm was: 18 82 31 6 47 15
Encouragement given students to express themselves was: 16 625254 4.7 10
Answers to student questions were: 16 56 31 12 4.6 8
Availability of extra help when needed was: .18 95631 12 46 S
Use of class time was: 16 56 25 19 46 3
Instructor’s interest in whether students learned was: 16 62.:31..86 47 6
Amount you leamed in the course was: v 16 44 44 12 44 16
Relevance and usefulness of course content were: 16 69 19 12 4.8 1
Evaluative and grading techniques (tests, papers, etc.) were: 16 50 31 19 45 7
Reasonableness of assigned work was: 16 56 19 19 8 46 4
Clarity of student responsibilities and requirements was: 16 44 44 12 44 17

Much Much
Higher Average Lower
Relative to other college courses you have taken: @ 6) 5) (@) (3) (2 (1)

Do you expect your grade in this course to be: 16 19258 252588 53
The intellectual challenge presented was: 16 19 25 19 38 52
The amount of effort you put into this course was: 15 20:13:33 .27 7 5.0
The amount of effort to succeed in this course was: 15 13 20 40 27 5.1
Your involvement in course (assignments, attendance, etc.) was: 16 19 :25 25 31 e



Student Evaluation of Instruction Enrolled  Respondents  Response Rate

Ameican Race and Ethnic Relations 34 16 47 1%
Sociology 362 -

Overall Assessment

Median # Choose Metric
0.0 1.0 20 3.0 4.0 50 |0vera|l Assessment v
Number Item : . . . . .
Course
2 Thacoursscontant wes I © sociology 362
Year
3 The instructor’s contribution to the course was: .
2012
4 The instructor’s effectiveness in teaching the subject . ® 2013
matter was:
Section
% Combinad tems 1-4 I N
® A
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
N B Excellent
Percent Very Good
[T Good
Fair
™ Poor
M very Poor
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SOC 362 A

4 Sociology
l Sys te m 1 College of Arts and Sciences

Jorge Martinez

Pre-Doctoral Associate

Summer 2013
Univ. of Washington, Seattle
The Course Evaluation Standard Instructor Co
STUDENT EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION
< PERCENTAGES !
E=Excellent; VG=Very Good; G=Good; F=Fair; P=Poor; VP=Very Poor E Ve G - P VP MEDIAN
Respondents B5) @ 3 (2 (1) (0 Adjusted Median

1. The course as a whole was: 16 5681 =12 - 46 45

2. The course content was: 18 62 12 25 47 45

3. The instructor's contribution to the course was: 16 69 25 6 48 47

4. The instructor's effectiveness in teaching the SUb] matter was: 16 56 38 6 4.6 4.5

COMBINED ITEMS 14 64 8127 12 47 45
Relative Rank

5. Course organization was: 16 58 25-19 48 2

6. Clarity of instructor's voice was: 18 62 31 8 4.7 14

7. Explanations by instructor were: 16 56 31 12 46 5

8. Instr's ability to present alternative explan. when needed was: 16 50 44 6 4.5 12

9. Instructor’s use of examples and illustrations was: 16 56 38 6 4.6 11
10. Quality of questions or problems raised by instructor was: 16 50 38 12 4.5 13
11. Student confidence in instructor's knowledge was: 16 50 44 6 45 18
12. Instructor's enthusiasm was: 16 62 31 B 47 15
13.. Encouragement given students to express themselves was: 16 62 25 12 4.7 10
14. Answers to student questions were: 16 56 31 12 4.6 8
156. Availability of extra help when needed was: .18 95631 12 46 S
16. Use of class time was: 16 56 25 19 46 3
17. Instructor's interest in whether students learned was: 16 62.:31..86 47 6
18. Amount you learned in the course was: v 16 44 44 12 44 16
19. Relevance and usefulness of course content were: 16 69 19 12 4.8 1
20. Evaluative and grading techniques (tests, papers, etc.) were: 16 50 31 19 45 7
21. Reasonableness of assigned work was: 16 56 19 19 8 46 -
22. Clarity of student responsibilities and requirements was: 16 44 44 12 44 17

Much Much
Higher Average Lower

Relative to other college courses you have taken: @ 6) 5) (@) (3) (2 (1)
23. Do you expect your grade in this course to be; 16 19258 252588 53
24. The intellectual challenge presented was: 16 19 25 19 38 52
25. The amount of effort you put into this course was: 15 20:13:33 .27 7 5.0
26. The amount of effort to succeed in this course was: 15 13 20 40 27 5.1
27. Your involvement in course (assignments, attendance, etc.) was: 16 19 :25 25 31 e




Student Evaluation of Instruction

Ameican Race and Ethnic Relations

Sociology 362

Itemized Assessment

Number Item

5

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

=
(=}

Course organization was:

Clarity of instructor’s voice was:

Explanations by instructor were:

Instructor’s ability to present alternative explanation when
needed was:

Instructor’s use of examples and illustrations was:

Quality of questions or problems raised by instructor was:

Student confidence in instructor’s knowledge was:

Instructor’s enthusiasm was:

Encouragement given students to express themselves was:

Answers to student questions were:

Availability of extra help when needed was:

Use of class time was:

Instructor’s interest in whether students learned was:

e
o

o
=S
o
o
xR

Enrolled Respondents  Response Rate

34 16 47.1%

Median # Choose Metric
Itemized Assessment v
2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
Course

Sociology 270
(® Sociology 362

Year

2012
(® 2013

Section

® A

B Excellent
Very Good
[ Good
Fair
™ Poor

M very Poor

40% 60% 80%
Percent #



SOC 362 A

4 Sociology
l Sys te m 1 College of Arts and Sciences

Jorge Martinez

Pre-Doctoral Associate

Summer 2013
Univ. of Washington, Seattle
The Course Evaluation Standard Instructor Co
STUDENT EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION
< PERCENTAGES !
E=Excellent; VG=Very Good; G=Good; F=Fair; P=Poor; VP=Very Poor E Ve G - P VP MEDIAN
Respondents B5) @ 3 (2 (1) (0 Adjusted Median

1. The course as a whole was: 16 5681 =12 - 46 45

2. The course content was: 18 62 12 25 47 45

3. The instructor's contribution to the course was: 16 69 25 6 48 47

4. The instructor's effectiveness in teaching the SUb] matter was: 16 56 38 6 4.6 4.5

COMBINED ITEMS 14 64 8127 12 47 45
Relative Rank

5. Course organization was: 16 58 25-19 48 2

6. Clarity of instructor's voice was: 18 62 31 8 4.7 14

7. Explanations by instructor were: 16 56 31 12 46 5

8. Instr's ability to present alternative explan. when needed was: 16 50 44 6 4.5 12

9. Instructor’s use of examples and illustrations was: 16 56 38 6 4.6 11
10. Quality of questions or problems raised by instructor was: 16 50 38 12 4.5 13
11. Student confidence in instructor's knowledge was: 16 50 44 6 45 18
12. Instructor's enthusiasm was: 16 62 31 B 47 15
13.. Encouragement given students to express themselves was: 16 62 25 12 4.7 10
14. Answers to student questions were: 16 56 31 12 4.6 8
156. Availability of extra help when needed was: .18 95631 12 46 S
16. Use of class time was: 16 56 25 19 46 3
17. Instructor's interest in whether students learned was: 16 62.:31..86 47 6
18. Amount you learned in the course was: v 16 44 44 12 44 16
19. Relevance and usefulness of course content were: 16 69 19 12 4.8 1
20. Evaluative and grading techniques (tests, papers, etc.) were: 16 50 31 19 45 7
21. Reasonableness of assigned work was: 16 56 19 19 8 46 -
22. Clarity of student responsibilities and requirements was: 16 44 44 12 44 17

Much Much
Higher Average Lower

Relative to other college courses you have taken: @ 6) 5) (@) (3) (2 (1)
23. Do you expect your grade in this course to be; 16 19258 252588 53
24. The intellectual challenge presented was: 16 19 25 19 38 52
25. The amount of effort you put into this course was: 15 20:13:33 .27 7 5.0
26. The amount of effort to succeed in this course was: 15 13 20 40 27 5.1
27. Your involvement in course (assignments, attendance, etc.) was: 16 19 :25 25 31 e




Student Evaluation of Instruction

Ameican Race and Ethnic Relations

Sociology 362

Relative to Other Courses

Number Item

23

24

25

26

27

Do you expect your grade in this course to be:

The intellectual challenged presented was:

The amount of effort you put into the course was:

The amount of effort to succeed in this course was:

Your involvement in course (assignements, attendance,

etc.) was:

1.0

20%

2.0

Enrolled

34

Median #

3.0 4.0

40%

60%
Percent #

5.0

5]
5]
2]

Respondents  Response Rate

6.0

16 47.1%

7.0

Choose Metric

Relative to Other Courses v

Course

Sociology 270
(®) Sociology 362

Year

2012
(® 2013

Section

® A

Much Higher
[ Higher
[ Above Average
B Average
B Below Average
. Lower
B Much Lower
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Curate Visualizations

 What is the main purpose of your
visualization?

 What is the structure of your data?
 Who is your audience?
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Total DWIF Rate Term

Overall DWIF Rates

Core Courses Gateway Courses

(A - (A - (&1

14.7%

Core Courses

Core 15.4%

Mot Core 12.1%

Gender

Female 12.5%

Male 16.6%

FTIC

FTIC 15.2%

MNon-FTIC 14.6%

Pell Eligibility

Pell Eligible 13.5%

Mot Pell

12.8%
Eligible

Gateway Courses

Gateway 20.2%

12.1%

Mon-Gateway

Race/Ethnicity

African American 21.1%

Hispanic 16.1%

White 14.5%

First Generation Status

First Generation 15 2%

Mot First

) 2%
Generation

[
= I



CHEM 1332:

FUNDAMENTALS OF CHEMISTRY
DWIF Rates for All
Core, Gateway Course

Gender

Female 45 2%

Male 45 6%

FTIC

FTIC 26.2%

Meon-FTIC 57.8%

First Generation Status

First
Generation

Mot First

) 42 1%
Generation

Pell Eligible Status
45.4%

Pell Eligible

Mot Pell
Eligible

: I
o
[
&

Course DWIF Rate Total Enrollment

45.4% 1,685

Race/Ethnicity

Term
[.ﬁ.II:]

Course

CHEM 1332

Hispanic
55 4%




Term

MATH 1300 Course DWIF Rate Total Enrollment ) .

FUNDAMENTALS OF MATH 22_3% 94 Course

MATH 1200 -
DWIF Rates for All
Non-Core, Non-Gateway Course

Gender Race/Ethnicity

23.3%

Female

Male 21.6%

FTIC

23.7%

Hispanic
26.5%

Mon-FTIC 21.4%

First Generation Status

First
Generation

Mot First

Generation 28.1%

I 3

Pell Eligible Status
27.9%

Pell Eligible

Mot Pell
Eligible

-
3



DWIF Rates by Course

Course
CHEE 2331
MECT 3331
CHEE 2332
MATH 1100
COSC 3340
ECOM 2301
STAT 3331
MECT 3355
CHEM 1332
MECT 3358
ACCT 3366
COSC 2430
MECT 2354
C05C 1430
MATH 1431
CHEM 1331
MATH 3330
MATH 1310

BIOL1205
MIS 3370
MATH 3333
MATH 4377

Course
CHEE 2331
MECT 3331
CHEE 2332
MATH 1100
COSC3340
ECOMN 2301
STAT 3331
MECT 3355
CHEM 1332

o
ri
<
B
ES

Term
[am

Course
[am

Core Course
[am

Gateway Course
[am

Gateway College
[am

0.0%

Filter by Enrollment

50 3034
d O

* Reference ling indicates
overall DWIF rate.

S0.0% 75.0% 100.0%

Percent DWIF o =

Total Enrcllment Percent DWIF =

225 68.0% =
182 56.6% D
135 55.6%

72 52.8%
134 52.2%
134 50.0%

1,539 47 1%
189 45.5%

1,685 45.4%



DWIF Rates by Gender

Sorted by Percent DWIF by Course

Course
CHEE 2331
MECT 3331
CHEE 2332
MATH 1100
COSC 3340
ECOM 2301
STAT 3331
MECT 3355
CHEM 1332
MECT 23538
ACCT 3366
COSC 2430
MECT 2354
COSC 1430
MATH 1431
CHEM 1331
MATH 3330
MATH 1310

BIOL 1305
MIS 2370
MATH 3333
MATH 4377
MECT 2313
MIS 3371
ECE 2201
MATH 3325
CHEE 3321
HIST 3379
CHEM 3332
CHEM 3331
MATH 3338
PHIL1321

0.0%

Owverall Bate

25.0%

S0.0%
Percent DWIF »*

75.0%

100.0%

Term

(A1) -
Course
(ﬁ”] -

Core Course

(All) -

Gateway Course

(A1) -

Gateway College
[&11) hd

Filter by Enrollment

50 3034
C D
. Female

B ale

*Reference ling indicates
averall DWIF rate.



DWIF Rates bv Gender
‘Gender-Difference

Course
COMD 2335
ASLI 1302
ASLI 2301
ASLI 1301
KIN 4350
S0C 3312
MATH 3340
S0C 3397
GERM 1501
JENS 1501
HDCS 3304
WCL2351
MNURS 3247
ECE 5367
MECT 3318
GEOL 3330
MWURS 3631
SPAN 2307
FREM 2301
MUSI 2161
S0C 3373
ECE 3331
LATN 1301
DIGM 2353
MNURS 3230
ECE 2201
MUSI 3303
CHEM 4373
DIGM 3351
HDCS 4303
LACP 2111
MNURS 3440
MECT 3358
COSC 3320

. Owerall Jate .
@ @
®
®
®
® ®
® ®
o —0
®
®
® ®
®
® ®
® @
® @
@
® ®
» ®
*o—o
® ®
® ®
® ®
o —o
® ®
® @
® ®
o—o
® ®
® ®
®o—0
®
0.0% 25.0% 50.0%

Percent DWIF A

100.0%

Term

(A1) -
Course
(ﬁ”] -

Core Course

(All) -

Gateway Course

(A1) -

Gateway College
[&11) hd

Filter by Enrollment

50 3034
C D
. Female

B ale

*Reference ling indicates
averall DWIF rate.



e \

X

R-coding

data-to-viz.com, Yan Holtz

\ statistic
\ 5 /

physic

data-viz



math

english sport

® Shirley
® Sonia

biology statistic

music physic

R-coding

data-to-viz.com, Yan Holtz data-VIZ



Max

math
english sport
biology
music
R-coding french
data-viz
Tom
math
english sport
biology
music

R-coding french

data-viz

data-to-viz.com, Yan Holtz

statistic

physic

statistic

physic

biology

music

biology

music

english

R-coding

english

George

math

data-viz

Alice

math

sport

french

sport

R-coding

data-viz

french

statistic

physic

stalistic

physic

biology

music

biclogy

music

english

R-coding

english

R-coding

Xue

math

data-viz

bob

math

data-viz
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sport

french

sport

french

statistic

physic

stalistic

physic



statistic

statistic e

data-to-viz.com, Yan Holtz
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math

english T sport

biology . - statistic

7 physic

music

data-viz

Fanch

phyzic

statfstic

hiclagy

angish

Recoding

gt @

L]

% a0

data-to-viz.com, Yan Holtz
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music o

physic ®

statistic

french

R-coding o

english O

sport o
math o

data-viz

biology
0 5 10 15 20

mark
data-to-viz.com, Yan Holtz
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A Racial Divide On Gun Concerns

% who say...

WHITE NONWHITE

It's more important to control gun viclence 53% @ ®67%

Stricter gun legislation should be an immediate

o 35% 539%
priority for the current Congress e ® 53%

They have experienced gun violence or know

31% 48%
someone who has ® @ 43%

It's more important to protect gun rights 28% @ ® 44%

Schools in their community are not safe 24% @ ® 39%

They are worried "a great deal" that a mass shooting

i : : . 13% 28%
could happen in a school in their community @ ¢

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: NPR/PBS NewsHour/Marist Poll of 880 U.S. adults conducted Feb. 5 to 11. The margin of error for the overall sample is 3.9 percentage points.
Credit: Alyson Hurt and Domenico Montanaro/NPR
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* Colors as a data point

* Different color schemes
— Categorical/Qualitative
— Sequential
— Diverging

UNIVERSITYof HOUSTON | INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH



* Discrete categories of data with no order
(gender, race/ethnicity, student level)

UNIVERSITYof HOUSTON | INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH



Award Year
2017-18 M

15935

2017-18
Total Degrees

10,283

Bachelor’s
Master’s
Doctoral

Special Professional

Race/Ethnicity

Hispanic
2,800
27 2%

Total Degrees

2018

College Gender

Male
47.2%
-' ; Female
Education 52.8%
7,415 4 Engineering
Art_':
2,038 _ L
381 Business y
449

STEM

Asian American
2,041
19.8%




* Gradients of colors used to show a sequence
between higher and lower values (rain
intensity)

UNIVERSITYof HOUSTON | INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH



"Caldwell Station
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Student Evaluation of Instruction

Ameican Race and Ethnic Relations

Sociology 362

Relative to Other Courses

Number Item

23

24

25

26

27

Do you expect your grade in this course to be:

The intellectual challenged presented was:

The amount of effort you put into the course was:

The amount of effort to succeed in this course was:

Your involvement in course (assignements, attendance,

etc.) was:

1.0

20%

2.0

Enrolled

34

Median #

3.0 4.0

40%

60%
Percent #

5.0

5]
5]
2]

Respondents  Response Rate

6.0

16 47.1%

7.0

Choose Metric

Relative to Other Courses v

Course

Sociology 270
(®) Sociology 362

Year

2012
(® 2013

Section

® A

Much Higher
[ Higher
[ Above Average
B Average
B Below Average
. Lower
B Much Lower
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Student Enrollment by Texas Counties

1

B 1+ o)

L -
1 --I

T L L - —ea)
”\ﬁ
1 OpenStreetMap contributors '
Rank County M %
1 Hzrris 25,068 60.5% C<10% [@i1045% 50200 [>20%
2 Fort Bend 7,382 17.8%
3 Brazoriz 1,665 4.0%
4 Montgomery 1,272 3.1%
5 Galveston 1,115 27%
& Dalla=z 512 1.2%
7 Bexar 445 11%
2 Tarrant 440 11%
5 Travis 435 1.0%
10 Collin 311 0.8%




* Large low values that diminish and lead to
large high values, negative to positive values
(likert scales)
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Student Evaluation of Instruction

Ameican Race and Ethnic Relations

Sociology 362

Itemized Assessment

Number Item

5

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

=
(=}

Course organization was:

Clarity of instructor’s voice was:

Explanations by instructor were:

Instructor’s ability to present alternative explanation when
needed was:

Instructor’s use of examples and illustrations was:

Quality of questions or problems raised by instructor was:

Student confidence in instructor’s knowledge was:

Instructor’s enthusiasm was:

Encouragement given students to express themselves was:

Answers to student questions were:

Availability of extra help when needed was:

Use of class time was:

Instructor’s interest in whether students learned was:

e
o

o
=S
o
o
xR

Enrolled Respondents  Response Rate

34 16 47.1%

Median # Choose Metric
Itemized Assessment v
2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
Course

Sociology 270
(® Sociology 362

Year

2012
(® 2013

Section

® A

B Excellent
Very Good
[ Good
Fair
™ Poor

M very Poor

40% 60% 80%
Percent #



Primary Brand Colors

RED

R:200 G:16 B: 46
FMS: 186 C

C:D M:100 ¥:81 K:4
HEX: C8102E

TEAL

R:0 G:179 B:1386
PMS: 238 C

C:24 M:D ¥v:58 K:0
HEX: DDB3IRE

GOLD

R:245 G:190 B:D
FPMS: 7402 C

C:0 M:20 ¥:100 K:0
HEX: FEBEOD

GRAY

R:138 G:139 B:141
PME: COOL GRAY 8 C
C:26 M:18 ¥:13 K:48
HEX: 888B8D

CREAM

R:255 G:248 B:217
FMS: T482 C

C:l M:2 Y:24 K:D
HEX: FFFeD®

WHITE

R:255 G:255 B:2558
FMS: WHITE

C:D M:0 ¥Y:D K:0
HEX: FFFFFF

UNIVERSITYof HOUSTON | INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH

Secondary Brand Colors

ERICK

R:150 G:12 B:34
PMS: 704 C

C:8 M:BY Y78 K:31
HEX: 880C22

GREEN

R:00 G:134 B:108
PMS: 328 C

G100 M:10 Y61 K:35
HEX: DOE8EC

MUSTARD

R:216 G:155 B:D
FMS: 124 C

C:10 M:20 Y100 KD
HEX: DB&BOD

S5LATE

R:24 G:88 B:&0
PMS: 425 C

C:45 M:28 Y:28 K:Ta
HEX: 5458584

Tertiary Brand Colors

CHOCOLATE

R:100 G:8 B:23
PMS: 480 C

C:28 M:85 ¥:35 K:72
HEX: 640817

FOREST

R:0 G:28 B:8D

PMS: 2308 C

C:95 M:25 ¥:70 K:68
HEX: DO5G850

OCHER

R:185 G:120 B:D
PMS: 1245 C

C:9 M:35 v:98 K30
HEX: B&7200

ELACK

R:0 G:0r B:O

PMS: BLACK

C:0 M:0 ¥:0 K:100
HEX: 000000
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UH by the Numbers

Loginto AccessUH & GivetoUH G search

Home Enrollment Tracking Enrollment Trends  Mew Student Profile  Semester Credit Hours  Student Degrees  Faculty

UH Home » UH By the Numbers » Enrcliment Trends

Enrollment Trends

NOTE: The data contained on this website is available for University of Houston faculty and staff only. 4 valid CougarMet 1D and password is required to log in and view this data. For publicly available
institutional data, please visit the Institutional Research website at hitp:fwww.uhedu/in/.

For Internet Explorer 11 wsers: This site is not supported. Please view using the Firefox or Chrome browsers.

At aGlance | Race/Ethnicity | Gender | Student Level | Custom Tables
Semesier Fall 2017 A
Total Enroliment Enrollment by College Full-Time/Part-Time Status
I 5’ 3 6 I Technlogy
Undergraduate 36,088
Postbaccalaureate 1,246 73.0%
Full-Time
Master's 4,174 I durntin:
Doctoral 2,249 27.04
Part-Timc
Special Prof 1,607
Race/Ethnicity Gender
13,373 1,101
(9.7%)
african
Bmerican
Femala
49,84
Mals
50.2%
2,181
(4.5%)




Student Composition by Race/Ethnicity

E0%

40%

Fercent Enrolled

10%

0%

African
American
Asian American

Hispanic

International

== =3%
zsah__l:' f— -~ :
= e —k23%
20% It = — -l 0%
11%
11%f - '
10% o ot 5%
5% A9
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
2014 2018 2016 2017
Headcount 1,165 1,238 1,257 1,363
Percent 10% 10% 10% 11%a
Headcount 2,201 2,303 £.355 2,432
Percent 20% 15% 15% 15%5
Headcount 3,054 3,183 3,767 4168
Percent 28% 27% 31% 33%
Headcount 1,222 1,272 1,135 1,054
Darmamt 0L 110L LaTa s

UNIVERSITYof HOUSTON

2013
1,408
11%
2,634
20%
4,286
33%
1,087

Year

(Multiple values) v

Mew Student Type

(® (Al
FTIC
Zraduste/Special Prof

Transfer

Student Level

{All) -
Gender
{all) -

College Name

- -
1Al

Department Name

- -
1Al

Honors Students
Al JH Students -

Race/Ethnicity
African American
Azian American
Hizpanic
nternational
White

Other

* % + B

INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH



Number of data classes: |3 ¥ i pa 0 ad ed

Nature of your data: i
® sequential ' diverging '~ qualitative

Pick a color scheme: [} u
Multi-hue: Single hue:

e [ I I T
a
|| ||
i

1
Y
1

—1 | N
Only show: 3-class OrRd ]_— ] ||
colorblind safe @EJ o= /J —
print friendly HEX ¥ E
photocopy safe ) ar
#feeBcd
Context: i #5dbbaa _L=—
roads El .
i an |
Cities lEI #e34a33
#| borders El
Background: P
& zolid color
terrain
| P
color transparency
2 Cynthia Brewer, Mark Harrower and The Pennsyhania State University @ ax'ism{] ps
Source code and feedback

Eack to Flash version
Back to ColorBrewer 1.0



Affect of
Service

Information
Control

Library as
Place

Extra
Questiong

Dependability in handling users' service problems

Employees who are consistently courteous

Employees who deal with users in a caring faghion

Employees who have the knowledge to answer users questions
Employees who ingtill confidence in uzers

Employees who understand the needs of their users

Giving users individual attention

Readiness to respond to users questions

Willingness to help users

A library website enabling me to locate information on my own
Easy-to-use access tools that allow me to find things on my own
Making electronic resources accessible from my home or office
Making information easily accessible for independent use
Meodem equipment that lets me easily access nesded information
Print andfor electronic joumal collections | require for my work
The electronic information resources | need

The printed library materials | nesd for my work

A comfiortable and inviting location

A gateway for study, leaming, or rezearch

Community space for group learning and group study

Library =pace that inspires study and leaming

Quiet =pace for individual activities

A secure and safe place

Ability to navigate library web pages easily

Making me sware of library resources and senvices

Services that help me manage and share my research data

The library provides access to archival materials

:
3
<

g

L E

2015 LibQUAL Results at a Glance

For each question the LibQUAL survey asks
respondents:

- The minimum level of service they would accept
- Their desired level of service
- Their perceived level of service at the library

How we rate

. ‘Weak: Library performance below minimum

. Droing Well: Library performance between minumum and desi...
. “ery Strong: Library perfformance above desired

Library
(A1) a
School
(A ~ ]

Compiled by Ariel DeardonT, UCSF Assessment and Dafa
NManagement Librarian
January 23, 2016

UNIVERSITYof HOUSTON | INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH



Student  Staff ___Faculty Al 2015 LibQUAL Survey Results
Affect of Dependability in handling users' service problems
Service This chart represents user satisfaction. The darker

Employees who are consistently courtecus _ - | :
the line the higher the level of satisfaction

Employees who deal with users in a caring fashicn
Employees who have the knowledge to answer users questions Mouse over the chart for more details
Employses who ingtill confidence in users

Satisfaction (from low to high)

Employees who understand the needs of their users
Giving users individual attention

Readiness to respond to users questions

Library
Willingness to help users (AT) -
Information A library website enabling me to locate information on my cwn
Control Easy-to-use access tools that allow me to find things on my own School
Making electronic resources acceszsible from my home or office (&) -

Making information easily accessible for independent use
Modern egquipment that lets me easily access needed information
Print andsor electronic joumal collections | require for my work:
The electronic information resources | need
The printed library materials | need for my work

Library as A comfortable and inviting location

Place A gateway for study, leaming, or rezsarch
Community space for group leaming and group study
Library zpace that inspires study and leaming
Quiet gpace for individual activities

Exira A secure and safe place

Questions

Ability fo navigate library web pages easily

Making me aware of library rezources and services
Compiled by Ariel Deardorf, UCSF Assessment and
Dafa Management Libraran

January 23, 2016

Services that help me manage and share my research data

The library provides access to archival materals

UNIVERSITYof HOUSTON | INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH



Affect of
service

Information
Control

Library as
Place

Extra
Questions

Dependability in handling users' service problems
Employees who are consistently courteous
Employees who deal with users in a caring fazhion
Employees who have the knowledge to answer user.
Employees who inztill confidence in users
Employees who understand the needs of their users
Giving users individual attention

Readiness to respond to users questions

Willingness to help users

A library website enabling me to locate information o..

Easy-to-use access tools that allow me to find things..

Making electronic resources accessible from my ho..

Making information easily accessible for independen..

Modem equipment that lets me easily access nesde..

Print and/or electronic joumal collections | require for..

The electronic information resources | need

The printed library materials | nesd for my work

A comfortable and inviting location

A gateway for study, leaming, or research
Community space for group leaming and group study
Library space that inspires study and leaming

Quiet gpace for individual activities

A secure and safe place

Making me sware of library rezcurces and services

-1.00

0.00
Change from 2013

2013/2015 LibQUAL Survey Results
Comparison

This chart shows the difference between user
satisfaction in 2013 and 2015. Red indicates
questions where users are |ess satisfied than in
2013 and green indicates questions where users
are more satisfied than in 2013,

The "extra questions” are chosen by UCSF
library and only two were used for both surveys.

Library

(Al v
School

(Al v
Population

(Al v

Compiled by Ariel Deardorf®, UCSF Assessment and

1.00 Oata Management Librarian

February 23, 2016
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Affect of
Service

Information
Control

Library as
Place

Extra
Questions

Grand Total

Dependability in handling users' service problems

Employees who are consistently courtecus

Employees who deal with users in a caring fashion

Employees who have the knowledge to answer users questiocns
Employees who inztill confidence in users

Employees who understand the nesds of their users

Giving users individual attention

Readiness to respond to users guestions

Willingness to help users

A library website enabling me to locate information on my own
Easy-to-use access tools that allow me to find things on my own
Making electronic resources accessible from my home or office
Making information easily accessible for independent use
Meodem equipment that lets me easily access needed information
Print andior electronic joumal collections | require for my work
The electranic information resources | need

The printed library materials | nesd for my work

A comfortable and inviting location

A gateway for study, leaming, or regearch

Community space for group learming and group study

Library space that inspires study and learning

Quiet space for individual activities

A secure and safe place

Ability to navigate library web pages easily

Access to archives, special collections

Adequate hours of service

Library 2taff teaching me how to effectively use the electronically available ..

Making me aware of library rezources and senices
Services that help me manage and share my research data

The library provides access to archival materials

2013

25

2013/2015 LibQUAL Survey Results Comparison

This chart compares user satisfaction from 2013 to 2015. The
darker the line the higher the level of satisfaction

The "extra questions” are chosen by UCSF library and can
change from survey to survey. The white spaces indicate that the
questions was not asked that year.

Satisfaction (from low to high)

Population

(1) v
Library

(Al -
School

(A1) ¥

Compiled by Arel Deardorf, UCSF Assessment and Dala
hManagement Librarian
January 23, 2016

UNIVERSITYof HOUSTON | INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH



A library Making Making Modern Print and/or B}
website Eg;:;;{::& electronic information equipment electronic  The electronic Thﬁbprlggted
enabling me to that allowme | TETOUrces easily that lets me journal information materials | LibQUAL 2013/2015 Detailed Results
locate to find thi accessible accessible for | easily access  collections | resources | d fo
information on nothings & m my home | independent needed require for my need nee br{my The lines represent lavels of need
my own on my own or office uge information work war P _ s
The blue band = the range of minimum to
e — o desired levels of service
__—_E R ey N _ B N
Faculty == The blue line = perceived level of service
The bars represent whether or not we are
meeting user needs:
Red = areas where the perceived score is below
the minimum
—— . - - - Green = areas where the pEFCEi'IfEIj score is
between the minimum and the desired
e Gold = areas where the perceived score is
D - above the desired
Staff —
Try filtering the results by Topic or User group.
Topic
Information Control -
—— T — — Population
— e — —
Student (Al A
Library
I (A -
School
(AN v

All —————— How we rate
. Weeak: Library performance below minimum
Doing Well: Library performance between minumum ...
. ‘very Strong: Library performance above desired

- Compiled by Ariel Deardorf, UCSF Assessment and
Dafa Management Librarian

2013 2015 | 2013 2015 | 2013 2015 | 2013 2015 | 2013 2015 | 2013 2015 | 2013 2015 | 2013 2015 | December 16, 2043

UNIVERSITYof HOUSTON | INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH




= https://www.k-
state.edu/assessment/surveys/dashboard/
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https://www.k-state.edu/assessment/surveys/dashboard/

NOT REALLY.

|
BUT NOLJ THIS
2% RAISE WONT

SEEM S0 BAD.

THIS JOB IS ALL
ABOUT MANAGING
EXPECTATIONS.

YOU'RE
FIRED!

8

]

g

2

i

\ I/ Ehf':f*"-'- E
' g

E

w308 0 200E Scott Adams, Inc./DNst. by UFS, Inc.

| 1
© Scott Adams, Inc./Dist. by UFS, Inc.
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The Great Balancing Act
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Carmen Allen ceallen74®@uh.edu

Jorge Martinez jxm@uh.edu
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Tableau Best Practices
Color Schemes

Visualizing Assessment Data
Data Revelations
Visualizing Survey Data
VizZWiz

Tableau Community
Tableau Gallery
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https://www.tableau.com/learn/whitepapers/10-best-practices-building-effective-dashboards
http://colorbrewer2.org/
http://www.learningoutcomesassessment.org/documents/Achieving Excellence in Data Visualization.pdf
http://www.datarevelations.com/
https://www.tableau.com/learn/whitepapers/visualizing-survey-data
http://www.vizwiz.com/
https://community.tableau.com/welcome
https://public.tableau.com/en-us/s/gallery

