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Responses Regarding Dean 

• Responses regarding Deans overall performance percentage 
• Overall performance stats 
• Results of evaluated statements stats 
• Unable to evaluate statement stats 
• 12 evaluated statements graphed in groups of 3 statements each graph 
• Responses regarding Deans comments, suggestions and concerns by college 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Overall, how would you rate your Dean’s performance? 
(1=Unsatisfactory; 2=Needs Improvement; 3=Meets Expectations; 
4=Commendable; 5=Excellent) N Mean Std. 

Deviation  
35 3.71 1.11 

College of Science and Technology N Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Efficiently allocates available resources for obtaining College goals and 
objectives. 33 3.58 1.21 

Effectively implements the strategic plans for meeting College goals and 
objectives. 27 3.70 0.85 

Provides effective, candid organizational communication to the departments. 33 3.52 1.18 
Maintains an ethical administrative decision-making environment. 32 4.13 0.96 
Selects competent, effective and ethical academic administrators. 33 3.67 1.09 
Completes management tasks in a timely and efficient manner. 30 3.70 1.27 
Supports and promotes the role of faculty in academic governance. 32 3.91 1.10 
Acts fairly in tenure/promotion and post tenure review considerations. 27 4.37 0.99 
Creates an administrative atmosphere supportive of faculty decision-making. 33 4.09 1.11 
Has an appropriate faculty compensation, merit, equity and bonus model. 28 3.46 1.30 
Effectively maintains faculty trust. 34 4.03 1.07 
Maintains faculty morale. 33 3.88 1.15 
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College of Science and Technology Unable to 
Evaluate 

Due to Lack 
of 

Information 

Count Total 

Efficiently allocates available resources for obtaining College goals and 
objectives. 2.94% 1 34 

Effectively implements the strategic plans for meeting College goals and 
objectives. 15.63% 5 32 

Provides effective, candid organizational communication to the departments. 0.00% 0 33 
Maintains an ethical administrative decision-making environment. 5.88% 2 34 
Selects competent, effective and ethical academic administrators. 2.94% 1 34 

Completes management tasks in a timely and efficient manner. 11.76% 4 34 
Supports and promotes the role of faculty in academic governance. 5.88% 2 34 

Acts fairly in tenure/promotion and post tenure review considerations. 20.59% 7 34 
Creates an administrative atmosphere supportive of faculty decision-making. 2.94% 1 34 

Has an appropriate faculty compensation, merit, equity and bonus model. 17.65% 6 34 

Effectively maintains faculty trust. 0.00% 0 34 
Maintains faculty morale. 2.94% 1 34 
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College of Science and Technology

Creates an administrative
atmosphere supportive of faculty
decision-making.

Completes management tasks in a
timely and efficient manner.

Acts fairly in tenure/promotion and
post tenure review considerations.
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College of Science and Technology

Efficiently allocates available
resources for obtaining College goals
and objectives.

Effectively maintains faculty trust.

Effectively implements the strategic
plans for meeting College goals and
objectives.
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College of Science and Technology

Maintains faculty morale.

Maintains an ethical administrative
decision-making environment.

Has an appropriate faculty
compensation, merit, equity and
bonus model.

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree Strongly
Agree

College of Science and Technology

Supports and promotes the role of
faculty in academic governance.

Selects competent, effective and
ethical academic administrators.

Provides effective, candid
organizational communication to the
departments.
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College of Science and Technology 

1. From a faculty member's perspective the Deans at Tarleton do not appear to have much 
real power or money compared to other institutions. The Dean's appear to be mostly in 
the position of implementing policy that is set by others rather than working with the 
faculty in their College to chart the future of the College and its programs.  

2. Dr. Pierce supports faculty and is open to hearing our concerns and needs. He supports 
us to apply for external grants by pledging administrative support that gives application 
an edge. He tries to maintain an open dialogue with all faculty. I think he does a good 
job. 

3. He could be more transparent when allocating funds.  It feels like he has favorites in his 
college that he is willing to fund their projects first over other departments.   

4. The Dean is very one-sided.  If it doesn't involve the Biology department ----he has 
nothing to do with it.  Our department has to beg for money for paper, supplies, etc. 

5. The Dean handles student affairs and probations very well, with compassion and 
fairness. He often is supportive of student activities and providing the resources needed 
for student achievement. Often in dealing with faculty issues, he reacts without 
obtaining the pertinent facts from the parties involved. Often decisions he makes that 
profoundly affect a faculty member comes "from the blue".  He is very poor (none) 
communicating what he feels is good or what needs correcting. His angry or disapproval 
comes swiftly without any previous discussion or warning and sometimes without the 
correct facts. Once he makes decisions they are can not be questioned.  He has made 
costly uninformed decisions instead of consulting with knowledgable faculty on the 
subject.  Some of his management actions seem to be because of fear of the Provost as 
opposed to doing what is best for the faculty/student/university. 

6. Keep up the fight Dean 
7. He is an irreplaceable asset to this university. 
8. Dean Pierce does a very good job within the constraints of his position.  However, there 

is a concern that some inequality exists in his treatment of different programs. 
9. His concern for students as well as faculty is readily apparent. He maintains open 

communication with every level of faculty and staff and emphasizes not only student 
success but growth and development of active learning opportunities. 

10. As a senior member of the Tarleton faculty it is with great concern I write the following 
comments concerning the dean and the provost of academic affairs division.  The 
following observations have been first hand.  

a. Credibility of administration in academic affairs has been compromised due to a 
pattern of misdirection and outright lies.  There has been a disturbing behavior 
in how departments in the College of Science and Technology are pitted against 
one another for resources without any budget transparency. We have been 
repeatedly told that during the fee collapsing process that departments would 
be made whole, or at least have some predictable amount of budget allocated. 
But instead there was no plan for fee dollars within the college, instead the bulk 
of the fees generated by academic programs were funneled to another non-self-
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supporting college initiatives such as the planetarium that costs $75K-$100K in 
college fees and is trying to recoup the yearly costs by playing DVD’s that are not 
copyrighted to students at $5 seat. Even more short sighted allocation made 
based on lobbying efforts by individual department heads to the dean.  Major 
budgetary commitments are made by the dean that have no input from the 
college leadership team.  Such as extra staff or operational expenses to support 
programs that are not viable.  So the mass of discretionary dollars are spend 
haphazardly with no input from college chairs in a spending orgy that is rarely 
strategic and often caused ill will between because chairs are operating as 
winners or losers.   Transparency and budgeting within the college can help this 
entire process and can help provide a realistic baseline expense for all the 
departments.  That way when excess dollars are focused on one program there is 
some knowledge that they will have a stable revenue stream.  This coupled with 
the knowledge that even in the event that budgets need to be cut to meet a 
university goal, like engineering or health sciences, department heads will have a 
base line to work from.  In this world these are business decisions not personal 
alliances or squeaky wheel management.  The actions are quantifiable and are 
shared in the department heads meeting where these impacts can be discussed 
openly.  But this is not the world we currently live within the college, bringing 
the subjects up only leads to isolation and social silencing from the 
administration leadership and the provost.   

b. There is a culture in the College of Science and Technology that is antithetical to 
the university mission of being student focused.  It is in fact a college that is 
proud to have the largest freshman class and the smallest graduating class with 
the motto of “We Have Standards and If You Can’t Hack It Go To Business”.  The 
arrogance of this attitude is openly supported by the dean who as said openly in 
a department heads meeting that “we don’t need to worry about retention that 
is what the other colleges are for”.  This attitude is on no better display than in 
the department of engineering.  The engineering program with an attrition rate 
of 70%-80% where students commonly not only flunk out, but then are not 
advised to seek other majors but keep taking the same courses in the same order 
until their parents pull the students or we send them home.60% of the incoming 
freshmen class did not meet freshmen math standards of being cal I ready but by 
spring those students were tossed into Cal I and Phys I with debilitating  results. 
But to do different would cost revenue and SCH generation to the engineering 
program Both the provost and the dean have been passive observers of this 
culture and any conversation about interceding before the student’s failure is 
considered poaching students or disloyalty because it subverts the provost’s goal 
of an engineering school.  Programs should work based on student being 
successful and the notion of having a program with that huge of a washout range 
without taking steps to control the admission is tantamount to using students as 
fodder that you know will fail to bolster numbers and generate differential 
tuition.  But again when this is brought up from within college or to the provost 
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you are branded as disloyal and told that your comments are not appropriate.  
While the student focus motto is slow to come to the college culture is changing 
but it is due to an influx of student centered teachers  

c. Academic Affairs has created a system of budgeting unaccountability to the 
programs under its administration.  Metrics such as load, that are based on 
THECB guidelines are ignored for other metrics decide in ACET or perhaps by fiat 
in the provost’s office.  The most recent example of this was the provost having a 
consultant provide a report concerning what department current loads were 
based on state peers institutions. this report was used to deny faculty resources 
during the annual budget process.   When asked the provost said revealing the 
report to anyone would allow department heads to game the system.  During 
this time new faculty was funneled to business, engineering, and nursing with 
the flawed report used as the cover to move resources out of education, 
agriculture, technology and the core department on the misguided attempt that 
we were going to optimize revenue by growing selected majors. That tragic 
misdirection of resources has caused the imbalance we see today as 
undergraduate and general education are under resourced.    This was the 
precursor to the current 19:1 student faculty ratio where the programs that 
academic affairs picked to grow have not born fruit and due to the unrestrained 
growth of the institution departments face 15-21 hour loads and 30-40 to one 
teaching ratios.  This is not managed growth but picking winners based on 
administration bias. 

I am not against planned growth but this was done with no communication and using 
department, their faculty and their students on a bet to, in the words of the provost, 
“bring more smart students to Tarleton”.   The very nature of this comment is neither 
student focused nor value driven and shows a callous disregard for many of the students 
and programs here at Tarleton. The byproduct of bad retention in the programmatic 
seeds academic affairs has planted are as high as 80% and often result in students 
leaving Tarleton because college was not for them when the program was the culprit.    
It is a very convenient system for academic affairs here at Tarleton without resources 
standards budget and lines can be moved at a whim and the people who pay are 
students in defunded programs.  Academic affairs is in a process of dreaming a different 
institution leaving the bill to be paid by other programs and student with antiquated 
equipment, high class sizes and overloads.  It is the worst form of academic elitism 
because it drives up debt to the students and minimizes the education they will receive.   
If we are truly to put students first, then there needs to be quality standards in terms of 
maximums for teaching load and budget for instruction.  Without them, we leave faculty 
as the scape goat and students as the injured party.     

 

 


