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Purpose of the Survey 

The university surveys patients annually about their satisfaction with clinical services provided by UWS. 

Clinical staff utilizes survey data to improve the patient experience in UWS clinics.  

Survey Updates 

Many survey questions were adapted from the Consumer Assessment of Healthcare Provider and Systems 

surveys promoted by the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality. Questions are designed to solicit 

patient feedback about access and convenience of facilities, the quality of care delivered by clinical 

providers, the level of service provided by reception and office staff, and patients’ overall impression of the 

clinical experience. In FY17, the university modified the survey to include new questions specific to patients' 

perceptions of integrated healthcare delivery, consistent with the university's updated mission goals 

(previously known as core themes). 

UWS made additional updates to better align with DCP program goals and CCE meta-competencies in 

2020. Questions were added to better segment the survey into four separate categories 

(facilities/access/conveniences, office staff, clinic providers, and overall experience) for analysis purposes 

(mission fulfillment indicator 2.2). As such, there is limited prior year data available for comparative analysis. 

For the FY21 survey, the university transitioned to electronic survey administration methods to replace the 

prior labor-intensive paper-based process. Due to lower than anticipated participation rates in FY21, the 

university administered the survey twice in FY22. This strategy did not have a meaningful impact on 

participation rates but did capture a broader array of patients.  

Methods 

The university developed this survey utilizing a web-based survey instrument hosted online by Survey 

Monkey™ (for the fall iteration) and Qualtrics (for the winter iteration). Active patients (those utilizing clinic 

services within the past year) were emailed a unique link to complete the survey using the email on file. 

Patient identities were not collected in association with responses to ensure confidentiality. “NA” responses 

received no numerical value, and therefore, did not affect mean or percentage calculations. 

On December 8, 2021, the university sent a link via Survey Monkey to 607 patients for the fall survey. 

These patients had all been seen in the clinic in the last six months. Of these, 42 emails bounced back 

(6.9%), and 5 (0.8%) opted out of receiving Survey Monkey emails. The university sent reminder emails on 

December 15, 2021, and December 21, 2021, to encourage participation. Data collection closed on 

December 23, 2021. 

On May 31, 2022, the university sent a link via Qualtrics to 532 patients for the spring survey. The fall 

survey was configured to allow the university to see which individuals completed the survey, but not connect 

any identifying information with responses. As such, the spring distribution list was compared with the fall 

list and individuals completing the fall survey were not sent an additional survey for spring. This strategy 

ensures no patient completed the survey more than once during the fiscal year cycle.  

Of the 532 invitations, 44 emails bounced back (8.2%), and 1 reported the Qualtrics email as spam. The 

university sent reminder emails on June 6, 2022, and June 11, 2022, to encourage participation. Data 

collection closed on June 14, 2022. 

Response Rate and Demographics 

Of the 1,139 patients surveyed in FY22, 188 completed at least part of the survey for a 16.5% response 

rate (Table 1 below). Response rates to individual questions may vary based on user error or personal 
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choice. Results from this survey capture a sample of UWS patients. Response rates are not available for 

prior year surveys (FY18 to FY19), as it was not possible to manually track paper-based participation. While 

the number of respondents continues to decline when utilizing electronic surveys, the population of patients 

surveyed is much broader than in prior years.  

Table 1: Survey Response Rates 

 FY18 FY19 FY20* FY21 FY22 

Surveys Sent**    868 1,139 

Responders 369 339  174 188 

Response Rate N/A N/A  20% 17% 

*Survey not administered. 
**Bounced emails excluded. 

Table 2 presents the response rate by gender identity. The majority (66.5%) of respondents identified as a 

woman. This percentage is consistent with data indicating 60% of chiropractic patients identify as female1.  

Table 2: Response Rate by Gender Identity 

Gender Identity 
# 

Respondents 
% of Total 

Respondents  

Woman 113 66.5% 

Man 49 28.8% 

Transgender 0 0.0% 

Non-binary 1 0.6% 

Decline to answer 7 4.1% 

 

Table 3 presents the response rate by self-identified age group. The groups distinguish minors from patients 

receiving Medicare.  

Table 3: Response Rate by Age Group 

Age 
# 

Respondents 
% of Total 

Respondents  

Under 18 0 0.0% 

18-64 133 78.2% 

65+ 35 20.6% 

 

Table 4 presents the response group by self-identified race/ethnicity for 184 of the respondents. Additional 

choices were included for the FY22 survey, providing a more comprehensive list for respondent selection. 

 
Table 4: Response Rate by Race/Ethnicity 

Race/Ethnicity 
# 

Respondents 
% of Total 

Respondents  

White (including European, Middle Eastern, North African) 128 69.6% 

 
 

 

1 The Journal of Chiropractic Education (2012). Diversity in the Chiropractic Profession: Preparing for 2050 [Online]. 
Available from: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3391776/ 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3391776/
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Race/Ethnicity 
# 

Respondents 
% of Total 

Respondents  

Decline to answer 15 8.2% 

Skipped Item 14 7.6% 

Two or more 8 4.3% 

Black or African American (including Africa and Caribbean) 6 3.3% 

Asian or Asian American (including Indian subcontinent and Philippines) 5 2.7% 

Hispanic or Latino (including Spain) 5 2.7% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander (Original Peoples) 3 1.6% 

Table 5 presents response rate by self-identified provider. Dr. Moreau’s patients were the most likely to 

respond. Drs. Armington and Hartung had the fewest responses. This is likely because both clinicians 

separated from the university in 2021. The university may wish to consider allowing respondents to select 

multiple providers when completing this item in the future.  

Table 5: Response Rate by Self-identified Clinical Provider 

Clinical Provider 
# 

Respondents 
% of Total 

Respondents 

Dr. Moreau 29 17.5% 

Dr. Ginter 26 15.7% 

Dr. Bergstrom 19 11.4% 

Dr. Ondick 19 11.4% 

Dr. Pelley 17 10.2% 

Dr. Ross 17 10.2% 

Dr. Vuky 11 6.6% 

Dr. Venderley 10 6.0% 

Unsure 9 5.4% 

Dr. Piper 4 2.4% 

Multiple 2 1.2% 

Dr. Armington 1 0.6% 

Dr. Hartung 1 0.6% 

Decline to answer 1 0.6% 

Quality Patient Care Indicators 

The university utilizes the indicators in Table 6 to track health center performance and identify opportunities 

for improvement. All five indicators met the performance target for FY22. Indicator 2.1 examines the 

percentage of positive agreement responses for all items with an agreement scale. The indicator has been 

tracked for multiple years as part of other institutional effectiveness measures. This indicator does not 

include two new survey items related to overall satisfaction (examined as part of indicator 2.2d) and 

likeliness to refer patients (examined separately).  

Indicators 2.2a-d are new and did not have prior year comparative data. The university reevaluated these 

indicators in FY21 and determined they would be monitored and analyzed but would not have separate 

thresholds of achievement. When disaggregated by age and race/ethnicity, there was no significant 

difference in outcomes for any of the indicators. The sample includes two individuals (or 1.1% of 
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respondents) identifying as non-binary. Individuals identifying as non-binary had lower levels of satisfaction 

than those identifying as male or female.   

Table 6: Quality Patient Care Indicator Performance 

Quality Patient Care Indicators Target FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 

2.1    Patient satisfaction survey responses 
(aggregated % positive agreement) 

92%* 96% 98% N/A** 97.0% 97.1% 

2.2a  Facilities, access, and conveniences 
(aggregated % positive agreement) 

Monitor   N/A 94.2% 95.8% 

2.2b  Office staff (aggregated % positive 
agreement) 

Monitor   N/A 95.2% 97.4% 

2.2c  Clinical providers % positive 
(aggregated % satisfied) 

Monitor   N/A 98.7% 99.2% 

2.2d  Overall satisfaction (% satisfied item) 85%   N/A 93.1% 94.4% 

*The university increased the target from 75% to 92% for FY19 due to multiple years exceeding the target. 
**The survey was not administered in FY20 due to the timing of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Results 

Survey items are classified into three domains – facilities, access, and convenience; office staff; and clinical 

providers. Each group of items is discussed in more detail in the following paragraphs. 

Table 7 presents the percent positive and mean score for each of the items related to facilities, access, and 

convenience. The lowest scoring items related to the cost of care, both how well it was explained to patients 

and their perception regarding costs. These two items scored very similarly in FY21. 

Table 7: Outcomes for Facilities, Access, and Convenience Items 

Facilities, Access, and Convenience Items 
% 

Positive 
Mean 

The lobby and waiting area were comfortable and clean. 100.0% 5.47 

The rest room facilities were comfortable and clean. 100.0% 5.32 

I felt safe while I was at the clinic. 99.3% 5.45 

Wait times in the clinic were reasonable (i.e., phone, front 
desk check-in, lobby). 

98.3% 5.43 

Infection control practices met my expectations. 97.8% 5.30 

Accessing the clinic was easy for me. 97.8% 5.34 

Appointment availabilities typically met my needs. 97.2% 5.33 

The front desk customer service at check-in and check-out 
met my expectations. 

96.0% 5.29 

The equipment was in good working order. 95.6% 5.29 

Wait times in the exam room were reasonable. 94.9% 5.33 

The treatment rooms were comfortable and clean. 94.2% 5.19 

The fees for services were clearly explained. 88.4% 4.91 

Fees and copayments for care were reasonable. 87.3% 5.01 

Table 8 presents the percent positive and mean score for each of the items related to office staff. All three 

of these items scored above 97 percent positive.  

Table 8: Outcomes for Office Staff Items 

Office Staff Items 
% 

Positive 
Mean 

Were friendly and professional. 97.8% 5.47 

Provided helpful responses to my questions. 97.2% 5.37 
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Respected my confidentiality and privacy. 97.1% 5.51 

Table 9 presents the percent positive agreement and mean score for each of the items related to clinical 

providers. All thirteen items scored above the target and have a multiyear history of strong performance. 

Items with a (*) are utilized for Mission Fulfillment indicator 3.1.1 (degree to which providers approached 

their encounters from an integrated health perspective) and will be further analyzed in the FY22 Annual 

University Appraisal report. 

Table 9: Outcomes for Clinical Provider Items 

Clinical Providers Items 
% 

Positive 
Mean 

Explained things to me in a way I understand. 100.0% 5.48 

Communicated in a professional manner. 100.0% 5.53 

Respected my personal and/or family values, ethnicity, cultural background, sexual orientation, 
and other preferences. 

99.4% 5.51 

Were compassionate and genuinely concerned about my well-being. 99.3% 5.53 

Took time to answer my questions. 99.3% 5.54 

Asked questions about my overall health and wellbeing, in addition to the issue I came in for. 98.9% 5.52 

Respected and preserved my confidentiality and privacy. 98.9% 5.48 

Provided me with the information I need to make informed decisions about my care. 98.5% 5.37 

Offered suggestions about various approaches to care, such as different types of treatments, 
self-care, changes to my activities of daily living and/or working with other providers. 

97.7% 5.42 

Developed a plan with me to achieve my health goals. 97.0% 5.35 

Asked questions about my life circumstances (examples include: stress level, family situation, 
employment, hobbies, exercise, interests, etc.). 

96.6% 5.38 

Listened to understand my needs. 96.6% 5.39 

An item first included in the FY21 survey examines overall satisfaction with care (Table 10). Overall 

satisfaction improved roughly 1% from FY21. While this item meets the 92% target, it is a lower performing 

item when compared to the rest of the instrument. It is unclear what might lead to a disconnect between 

high levels of agreement for most of the specific survey items but lower levels of satisfaction with overall 

care.  

Table 10: Overall Satisfaction Outcome 

Overall Satisfaction* FY21 FY22 

What is your overall satisfaction with 
your care at UWS health centers? 

Satisfied 93.1% 94.4% 

Mean 5.25 5.40 

*Utilizes 6-point satisfaction rating scale. 

Table 11 presents how likely patients are to refer friends and family to UWS health centers. This item utilizes 

a 3-point scale for analysis rather than a 6-point scale. As such, it is not appropriate to compare the 

likeliness to refer directly with the percent positive and percent satisfied data items. There is no target 

established for this item. Respondents indicating they were uncertain or unlikely to refer patients were 

presented with a follow-up option to describe why. Reasons include the length of the visit (too long), cost 

of services too high for a student clinic, and not enough facetime with the overseeing clinician. 

Table 11: Likeliness to Refer Outcome 

Likely to Refer FY21 FY22 

How likely are you to refer friends 
and family to UWS health centers? 

Likely to Refer 82.4% 79.5% 

Mean 2.82/3.00 2.72/3.00 

*Utilizes 3-point rating scale. 
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“Why not refer? 

Emergent 

Themes 
Key Words/Phrases 

Cost too high 
(16) 

• “The cost of the clinic is too high. Especially considering this is a student intern run clinic in 

which you’re asking patients to be practice bodies for the students (which is great) but it 

should come with a discounted price.” 

• “I just don't see the incentive for going to a student clinic when you are paying full price. I 

don't pay full price when I see a student barber, and he's just cutting my hair not cracking 

my neck.” 

• “The treatment costs are very expensive for student level care. If the prices reflected that 

the interns are students, I would likely refer more people. Any other service provides 

discounted student rates, and that is what I expected from this clinic as well. But it is not 

true.” 

• “The treatment costs are very expensive for student level care. If the prices reflected that 

the interns are students, I would likely refer more people. Any other service provides 

discounted student rates, and that is what I expected from this clinic as well. But it is not 

true.” 

Visits take took 
long (6) 

• “Because the treatment times are very long and sometimes you don’t always get treated 

within those times.” 

• “Clinic appointments are too long for each visit” 

• “treatment time especially the first visit is a really long time” 

Too 

many/repetitive 

questions (5) 

• “I would not because too much time is spent with questions and interviewing and very little 

time is spent being treated.” 

 

Open-ended Responses 

Respondents were given the opportunity to respond to two open-ended questions at the conclusion of the 

survey. The first question (see Table 12) was presented only to respondents indicating dissatisfaction 

(slightly dissatisfied, dissatisfied, strongly dissatisfied) with the item “What is your overall satisfaction with 

your care at UWS health centers?” Note that there is considerable overlap between dissatisfaction themes 

emerging from the previous item exploring why a patient would not refer others to the UWS clinic. 
 

Table 12: Comment Themes from Open-ended Items 

“What is one thing we could do to make your visits with us better?” 

Emergent 

Themes 
Key Words/Phrases 

Visit length too long 

(13) 

• “I am pretty busy and I loved the services I received but stop coming because the visit 

were to long with all the questions being asked. I do understand it's a teaching school 

but the long visits were not working for me.” 

• “Time efficiency. New patient appointments are extremely long.” 

• “They should be faster and focused on treatment”  

Cost too high for 

students/interns (9) 

• “It was a good environment but I tell people not to go because of the price.” 

• “Offer discounted pricing. They are students not doctors so we should not be paying 

the same price as we would for a DC” 

• “Change the prices. This is a STUDENT clinic. I would be happy to refer people if 

prices were more affordable.” 

Treatment rooms 

too small (8) 

• “The exam rooms got pretty crowded especially when there were interns, the recorder, 

& then the Dr too in those small little rooms.” 

• “The only problems I often face rooms are too small. I'm using a walker so it's difficult to 

stay in a small room.” 

• “The rooms are too small, the intern has to move furniture to get around the table, 

which is awkward” 
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“What is one thing we could do to make your visits with us better?” 

Emergent 

Themes 
Key Words/Phrases 

Too many/repetitive 

questions (8) 

• “but the initial treatment papers were extensive and seemed redundant as the doctor 

asked similar questions during the appointment.” 

• “There are a lot of questions to answer every time, and even if I go in a week later for 

the same issue, I have to answer all the same questions, which makes me feel like no 

one is taking the time to review my issue or really understand the issue.  Seems more 

like a formality, when it could be an opportunity to really relate and understand.”   

Poor front desk staff 

experience (8) 

• “I would like to mention one of the receptionists was very rude and impatient when I 

tried to book an appointment. As first point of contact with patient care, I feel that the 

receptionist should represent the mood of the office and make the patient feel 

welcomed” 

• “My experience with front office team has been inconsistent. Some staff are lovely & 

thorough - others seem short-tempered & quick to make assumptions.”  

• “Though our family can be unreliable with appointments, I do think some of the front 

desk folks can be a little brusque at times. I wish they were more inviting, frankly.”  

Equipment issues 

(5) 

• “The tables are very disgusting. Especially the mechanical parts under the face piece. 

Definitely not sanitary and I did not want to put my face into the head piece. Also the 

tables are all different and lots need some TLC.”  

• “A handful of times while being admitted some of the provided equipment, such as the 

computer systems, were not working as intended. Having reliable equipment for a 

smooth experience for staff and patient alike would be ideal.” 

• “fix the tables and fix the broken clocks in the rooms.”  

Treatment rooms 

too hot (5) 

• “treatment rooms are hot and uncomfortable. I am hesitant to book appointments for 

the upcoming summer season because of it.” 

• “Get air conditioning in the treatment rooms.” 

Handicap 

accessibility issues 

(3) 

• “the clinic is not handicap accessible. This makes no sense. A percentage of the 

outpatients require accessible entry. The parking lot has specific handicap parking in 

front, and there is an elevator once you get inside. but there is no means to get through 

the main door without assistance. Its a poor design that deters patients from returning” 

• “The outside door should have a handicapped button to open it.  The tiles are not very 

handicapped friendly, as they are bumpy and limit mobility.  Also the clinic desk should 

have a key for the bathroom.  Again for someone with limited mobility to walk to the 

reception desk to get the key ant then to walk back to return the key is not easy if you 

are not moving very well.” 

The second question (see Table 13) was presented to all survey respondents. 

Table 13: Comment Themes from Open-ended Items 

“What is one thing we could do to make your visits with us better?” 

Emergent 

Themes 
Key Words/Phrases 

High quality of care 
(31) 

• “I felt very at ease with all the staff and was cared for professionally and cordially at all 

times, also they were able to fix my problem and alleviate my pain levels” 

• “Patient care and staff were exceptional.” 

• “It been 4 years of going to UWS and every time it's been an amazing experience of 

listening to my needs but also making the right decisions if that's what was needed.” 

• “I've almost always left feeling better than when I arrived.” 

Great staff -
clinicians, students, 
and support (14) 

• “Great people and wonderful office” 

• “Caring and compassionate staff” 

• “biggest factor in my satisfaction is the staff.” 
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Discussion 

Two of the lowest scoring items on the survey relate to cost. Both were included in prior iterations of the 

survey, and multiyear data for analysis is presented in Table 13 below. While there was no significant 

change for the percent positive in FY22, the mean scores for these two items declined further. Additionally, 

multiple comments also indicate dissatisfaction with the cost of care delivered by student interns.  

Table 13: Response Rate by Self-identified Clinical Provider 

Survey Item FY18 FY19 FY20* FY21 FY22 

The cost of care is 
reasonable. 

91.8% 5.46 97.0% 5.67   88.0% 5.20 87.3% 5.01 

The cost of care was 
clearly explained to 
me. 

94.2% 5.46 95.5% 5.55   86.2% 5.19 88.4% 4.91 

*The survey was not administered in FY20 due to the timing of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Still meeting the target at 94.2%, the item “The treatment rooms are comfortable and clean” scored much 

lower than other items related to facilities and access. Dissatisfaction with treatment rooms may correlate 

with both the size and warm temperature identified in the comments. Lastly, patient comments indicate a 

dissatisfaction related to the duration of appointments with students. Specific comment themes allude to 

frustration from patients regarding the number of questions asked of them at each visit and a desire for 

more time designed to treatment rather than interviewing. The FY21 survey also identified patient discontent 

with room temperature/size and visit duration. The Quality Patient Care Committee will review the results 

and develop recommendations for improvement.   
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Appendix A: Survey Items and Results 
Legend:  
SA=Strongly Agree  
A=Agree 
SLA=Slightly Agree 
SLD=Slightly Disagree 
D=Disagree 
SD=Strongly Disagree 
NA=Not Applicable (not factored into percentage calculations)  
% Pos=Percentage of positive responses (aggregation of SA, A, and SLA) 
Mean=average score out of 6.00 

Item SA A SLA SLD D SD n % Pos Mean 

Please rate your level of agreement with each of the following statements related to facilities, access, and 
convenience. 

Appointment availabilities 
typically met my needs. 

60.7% 16.3% 20.2% 1.7% 0.6% 0.6% 178 97.2% 5.33 

The front desk customer 
service at check-in and 
check-out met my 
expectations. 

60.5% 14.7% 20.9% 1.7% 1.7% 0.6% 177 96.0% 5.29 

Wait times in the clinic 
were reasonable (i.e., 
phone, front desk check-
in, lobby). 

65.2% 16.3% 16.9% 0.0% 1.1% 0.6% 178 98.3% 5.43 

Wait times in the exam 
room were reasonable. 

64.2% 14.2% 16.5% 1.7% 2.3% 1.1% 176 94.9% 5.33 

Fees and copayments for 
care were reasonable. 

55.5% 16.8% 15.0% 4.6% 2.3% 5.8% 173 87.3% 5.01 

The fees for services were 
clearly explained. 

45.7% 19.1% 23.7% 5.2% 4.6% 1.7% 173 88.4% 4.91 

The lobby and waiting 
area were comfortable 
and clean. 

66.3% 14.0% 19.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 178 100.0% 5.47 

The treatment rooms were 
comfortable and clean. 

56.5% 14.5% 23.2% 3.6% 1.4% 0.7% 138 94.2% 5.19 

The rest room facilities 
were comfortable and 
clean. 

58.3% 15.2% 26.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 132 100.0% 5.32 

Infection control practices 
met my expectations. 

61.6% 10.9% 25.4% 1.4% 0.0% 0.7% 138 97.8% 5.30 

Accessing the clinic was 
easy for me. 

62.5% 12.5% 22.8% 1.5% 0.0% 0.7% 136 97.8% 5.34 

I felt safe while I was at 
the clinic. 

68.4% 9.6% 21.3% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 136 99.3% 5.45 

The equipment was in 
good working order. 

62.0% 13.1% 20.4% 1.5% 2.2% 0.7% 137 95.6% 5.29 

Appointment availabilities 
typically met my needs. 

60.7% 16.3% 20.2% 1.7% 0.6% 0.6% 178 97.2% 5.33 

The front desk customer 
service at check-in and 
check-out met my 
expectations. 

60.5% 14.7% 20.9% 1.7% 1.7% 0.6% 177 96.0% 5.29 

Office staff at the clinic... 

Were friendly and 
professional. 

69.1% 12.9% 15.7% 1.1% 0.6% 0.6% 178 97.8% 5.47 

Provided helpful 
responses to my 
questions. 

62.5% 14.2% 20.5% 1.7% 0.0% 0.6% 176 97.2% 5.37 
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Item SA A SLA SLD D SD n % Pos Mean 

Respected my 
confidentiality and privacy. 

69.7% 11.4% 16.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.6% 175 97.1% 5.51 

My clinical providers (doctors, students/interns, etc.) ... 

Asked questions about my 
overall health and 
wellbeing, in addition to 
the issue I came in for. 

69.9% 14.2% 14.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0.0% 176 98.9% 5.52 

Asked questions about my 
life circumstances 
(examples include: stress 
level, family situation, 
employment, hobbies, 
exercise, interests, etc.). 

64.4% 15.3% 16.9% 1.7% 1.1% 0.6% 177 96.6% 5.38 

Offered suggestions about 
various approaches to 
care, such as different 
types of treatments, self-
care, changes to my 
activities of daily living 
and/or working with other 
providers. 

67.0% 11.9% 18.8% 0.6% 1.7% 0.0% 176 97.7% 5.42 

Listened to understand 
my needs. 

66.9% 10.9% 18.9% 1.1% 2.3% 0.0% 175 96.6% 5.39 

Respected my personal 
and/or family values, 
ethnicity, cultural 
background, sexual 
orientation, and other 
preferences. 

68.0% 15.4% 16.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 175 99.4% 5.51 

Respected and preserved 
my confidentiality and 
privacy. 

69.0% 12.6% 17.2% 0.6% 0.0% 0.6% 174 98.9% 5.48 

Provided me with the 
information I need to 
make informed decisions 
about my care. 

64.7% 9.6% 24.3% 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% 136 98.5% 5.37 

Explained things to me in 
a way I understand. 

69.4% 9.0% 21.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 134 100.0% 5.48 

Took time to answer my 
questions. 

74.1% 6.7% 18.5% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 135 99.3% 5.54 

Communicated in a 
professional manner. 

72.6% 7.4% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 135 100.0% 5.53 

Were compassionate and 
genuinely concerned 
about my well-being. 

72.4% 9.0% 17.9% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 134 99.3% 5.53 

Developed a plan with me 
to achieve my health 
goals. 

64.2% 11.2% 21.6% 1.5% 1.5% 0.0% 134 97.0% 5.35 

Overall Satisfaction 

What is your overall 
satisfaction with your care 
at the UWS clinic 
(Connected Whole 
Health)? 

64.0% 22.5% 7.9% 2.2% 1.7% 1.7% 178 94.4% 5.40 
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Legend:  
VS=Very Satisfied  
S=Satisfied 
SS=Slightly Satisfied 
SD=Slightly Dissatisfied 
D=Dissatisfied 
VD=Very Dissatisfied 
% Pos=Percentage of positive responses (aggregation of VS, S, and SS) 

Item VS S SS SD D VD n % Pos Mean 

I can get appointments when 
I want to be seen. 

61.5% 25.3% 6.3% 0.6% 1.1% 0.6% 174 93.1% 5.25/6.00 

 

Legend:  
LR=Likely to Refer 
U=Uncertain 
UR=Unlikely to Refer 

Item LR U UR n Mean 

How likely are you to refer friends 
and family to UWS health centers? 

61.5% 25.3% 6.3% 165 2.79/3.00 

 


