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Abstract
The evaluation research described in this summary report represents efforts of the Food and Agricultural Education Information System (FAEIS) implementation team and administrators to continuously monitor and improve the usability of the information provided by the FAEIS system.  As part of these efforts, the Virginia Tech Center for Survey Research (CSR) was retained by the Virginia Tech Department of Agriculture and Applied Economics to implement a survey of FAEIS users in order to learn more about how the FAEIS data are being utilized and to identify potential improvements to the FAEIS system from the perspective of FAEIS users.  
The 2009 FAEIS Evaluation Survey was developed as a web survey to be administered through electronic mail delivery by the Virginia Tech Center for Survey Research.  The web survey was administered utilizing personalized survey links which allowed assurances of unique data records on the final survey dataset.  This process also precluded the need for respondents to enter a username and password to enter the survey.  This personalization process also allowed all non-respondents to the survey to receive electronic reminders to participate in the survey.  The web survey was administered by the CSR through electronic invitations delivered by electronic mail.  Each electronic invitation included the respondent’s personalized survey link with an embedded unique identification number.  

This summary report provides highlights from the findings of the survey.  The results described in this document represent the findings for the 396 respondents who completed the survey.  While many of the survey findings reflect overall satisfaction with most FAEIS components, a number of responses received by survey participants reflect a lack of familiarity with some aspects and capabilities of FAEIS and also a few areas in which FAEIS could be enhanced to better suit the needs of users.  
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I.  Introduction and Respondent Demographic Profile
The Virginia Tech Center for Survey Research (CSR) was retained by the Office of Agriculture and Applied Economics at Virginia Tech to collect data from FAEIS users.  As part of this effort, 396 web surveys were completed.  There were 1,120 viable email addresses provided to the CSR for use in the study.  Completion of 396 web surveys represents a 35 percent response rate for the overall study.  However, CSR received a number of emails from respondents indicating that the respondent was no longer employed in a position in which FAEIS is utilized.  It can be assumed that a number of non-respondents may be in similar situations but did not send an email explaining this.  This suggests that it might be useful to have some form of follow up contact with all members of the FAEIS user list in order to identify cases for which the user contact information is no longer correct or an alternate user needs to be assigned for the institution.

The majority of survey respondents (58%) indicated having greater than three years of total experience with using FAEIS.  Therefore, the majority of survey responses reflect this high level of experience with using the system among respondents.  Figure 1 depicts the years of experience with FAEIS reported by all survey respondents.  The responses from survey respondents who have utilized FAEIS for more than three years differ from those responses received from survey respondents who have utilized FAEIS for fewer years in some respects.  
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Indeed, 28 percent of respondents who have used FAEIS for longer than three years indicated on the survey that they have used FAEIS at least 3 times in the past twelve months.  This indicates more frequent use of FAEIS among longer term users since only 15 percent of respondents with only one to three years of experience using FAEIS reported using the system at least three times in the past twelve months.  Likewise, almost one quarter (24%) of longer term users of FAEIS (at least three years experience) reported either that they ‘use FAEIS and it is integral to their job’ (17%) or that FAEIS is ‘integral to their job and they expect long term use’ (7%).  This is in contrast to less experienced users among whom fewer than 10 percent report that FAEIS is integral to their job.
Longer term FAEIS users also indicate more satisfaction in general with FAEIS than newer users of the system.  For example, 73 percent of respondents indicating FAEIS use of longer than three years reported that FAEIS is collecting data from the institutions which they consider to be peers, whereas among respondents who have used FAEIS for one to three years 62 percent reported that FAEIS collects data from their peer institutions, and among respondents who have used FAEIS for less than one year 46 percent indicated that FAEIS collects data from their peer institutions.  Similarly, longer term FAEIS users were more likely to report in the survey that a sufficient number of institutions report data to FAEIS (56% for FAEIS users for greater than three years, 41% for users for one to three years, and 31% among users for less than a year).  


Survey respondents reporting FAEIS use of longer than three years were also more likely to indicate that FAEIS is the primary place they go to seek higher education data and other information relating to the food and agricultural sciences, natural resources and conservation, and family consumer sciences/human sciences.  Specifically, 39 percent of FAEIS users with greater than three years of experience reported that FAEIS is the primary place they go to seek this information, 29 percent of FAEIS users with one to three years of experience with the system reported that this is the primary place they go to seek this information, and only 13 percent of new years (less than one year of experience) reported that FAEIS is the primary place they go to seek such information.

These findings related to FAEIS user experience indicate that the more experience with FAEIS a user has, the more effective and useful the system becomes for their work.

Beyond ascertaining the level of experience with using FAEIS among survey respondents, the initial section of the survey requested a variety of basic demographic information from the respondents.  All responses provided by respondents to all open-ended questions on the survey are listed in Appendix D of this summary.  This appendix provides each open-ended response along with a unique identifying respondent number.  This respondent number allows linkage of open-ended responses to all quantitative data garnered in the survey. 

Table 1 provides the overall demographic characteristics of the survey respondents by the time of survey response (early responders vs. late responders).  Designation of early response was based on the overall distribution of response receipt times.

	Table 1. Respondent Characteristics


	Respondent Characteristic
	Total
	Early Responders
	Late Responders

	Classification of Primary Employment
	( Base N=396)
	( Base N=345)
	(Base N=51)

	Staff
	30.8%
	31.3%
	27.5%

	Faculty
	11.9%
	11.9%
	11.8%

	Department Head
	19.4%
	19.4%
	19.6%

	College Assistant/Associate Dean
	15.2%
	15.4%
	13.7%

	College Dean or Vice President
	9.3%
	8.1%
	17.6%

	Other college-level administration
	5.1%
	5.2%
	3.9%

	University-level administration
	4.5%
	4.6%
	3.9%

	Institutional research faculty/staff
	3.5%
	3.8%
	2.0%

	Other
	0.3%
	0.3%
	0.0%

	Gender
	(Base N=388)
	(Base N=337)
	(Base N=51)

	Female
	55.7%
	56.7%
	49.0%

	Male
	44.3%
	43.3%
	51.0%

	Respondent Ethnicity
	(Base N=385)
	(Base N=335)
	(Base N=50)

	Asian
	1.6%
	1.8%
	0.0%

	African American/Black
	8.8%
	8.1%
	14.0%

	American Indian/Alaskan Native
	0.5%
	0.3%
	2.0%

	Hispanic
	0.8%
	0.6%
	2.0%

	Native Hawaiian/ other Pacific Islander
	0.5%
	0.3%
	2.0%

	White
	85.2%
	86.0%
	80.0%

	Other
	2.6%
	3.0%
	0.0%


Survey respondents were asked to report the type of institution with which they are affiliated.  Many of the tabulations provided in this summary are reported by institution type.  There were 12 respondents on the survey who did not indicate an institution type.  These twelve respondents were removed from calculations of percentages reported by institution type.

Table 2 provides the number of survey responses by institution type.
	Table 2. Responses by Institution Type

	 Institution Type
	Total
	Percent

	1862 land-grant
	183
	46.2

	1890 land-grant
	65
	16.4

	1994 land-grant
	6
	1.5

	Public, non-land-grant
	109
	27.5

	Private
	21
	5.3

	Did Not Report
	12
	3.0

	Total
	396
	100.0


The individual distribution of respondent demographics by institution type is provided in Table 3.  

	Table 3. Respondent Characteristics by Institution Type

	Respondent Characteristic
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=183)
	(Base N=65)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=109)
	(Base N=21)

	Classification of Primary Employment
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Staff
	32.2
	43.1
	0.0
	24.8
	14.3

	Faculty
	9.3
	10.8
	0.0
	15.6
	14.3

	Department Head
	11.5
	16.9
	66.7
	25.7
	42.9

	College Assistant/Associate Dean
	25.7
	10.8
	0.0
	4.6
	4.8

	College Dean or Vice President
	7.7
	6.2
	0.0
	17.4
	0.0

	Other college-level administration
	7.1
	4.6
	16.7
	2.8
	0.0

	University-level administration
	5.5
	4.6
	0.0
	3.7
	4.8

	Institutional research faculty/staff
	1.1
	3.1
	16.7
	4.6
	19.0

	Other
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.9
	0.0

	 
	(Base N=180)
	(Base N=64)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=107)
	(Base N=21)

	Gender
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Female
	51.7
	65.6
	50.0
	53.3
	71.4

	Male
	48.3
	34.4
	50.0
	46.7
	28.6

	 
	(Base N=177)
	(Base N=64)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=107)
	(Base N=21)

	Ethnicity
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Asian
	1.1
	3.1
	0.0
	1.9
	0.0

	African American/Black
	4.5
	34.4
	0.0
	3.7
	0.0

	American Indian/Alaskan Native
	1.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Hispanic
	1.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.9
	0.0

	Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander
	1.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	White
	90.4
	60.9
	100.0
	88.8
	95.2

	Other
	0.6
	1.6
	0.0
	4.7
	4.8


	Table 3. Respondent Characteristics, by Institution Type

	Characteristic
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=183)
	(Base N=65)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=109)
	(Base N=21)

	Classification of Primary Employment
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Staff
	32.2
	43.1
	0.0
	24.8
	14.3

	Faculty
	9.3
	10.8
	0.0
	15.6
	14.3

	Department Head
	11.5
	16.9
	66.7
	25.7
	42.9

	College Assistant/Associate Dean
	25.7
	10.8
	0.0
	4.6
	4.8

	College Dean or Vice President
	7.7
	6.2
	0.0
	17.4
	0.0

	Other college-level administration
	7.1
	4.6
	16.7
	2.8
	0.0

	University-level administration
	5.5
	4.6
	0.0
	3.7
	4.8

	Institutional research faculty/staff
	1.1
	3.1
	16.7
	4.6
	19.0

	Other
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.9
	0.0

	 
	(Base N=180)
	(Base N=64)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=107)
	(Base N=21)

	Gender
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Female
	51.7
	65.6
	50.0
	53.3
	71.4

	Male
	48.3
	34.4
	50.0
	46.7
	28.6

	 
	(Base N=177)
	(Base N=64)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=107)
	(Base N=21)

	Ethnicity
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Asian
	1.1
	3.1
	0.0
	1.9
	0.0

	African American/Black
	4.5
	34.4
	0.0
	3.7
	0.0

	American Indian/Alaskan Native
	1.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Hispanic
	1.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.9
	0.0

	Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander
	1.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	White
	90.4
	60.9
	100.0
	88.8
	95.2

	Other
	0.6
	1.6
	0.0
	4.7
	4.8


Respondents were asked to indicate organizations with which they are affiliated and were provided with a list of organizations to indicate multiple affiliations as appropriate.  Respondents were also provided with an “other” category to indicate other organizations with which they are affiliated.  Table 4 provides the organizational affiliation of respondents by institution type.
	Table 4.  Respondent Primary Organization Affiliation by Institution Type

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=181)
	(Base N=65)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=105)
	(Base N=18)

	
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	APS (Academic Programs Section of APLU/NASULGC)
	19.9
	7.7
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	AASCARR (American Association of State Colleges of Agriculture and Renewable Resources)
	1.1
	0.0
	0.0
	32.4
	0.0

	AEA/ARD (Association of 1890 Extension Administrators / Association of Research Directors at 1890 Land Grant Institutions
	0.0
	7.7
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	BOHS (Board on Human Sciences)
	10.5
	15.4
	0.0
	3.8
	0.0

	SAF (Society of American Foresters)
	2.8
	3.1
	0.0
	3.8
	5.6

	AAVMC (Association of American Veterinary Medical Colleges)
	1.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	5.6

	CAFCS (Council of Administrators in Family and Consumer Sciences)
	0.6
	0.0
	0.0
	17.1
	27.8

	NAUFRP (National Association of University Forest Resources Programs)
	6.6
	0.0
	0.0
	3.8
	5.6

	APLU/NASULGC (Association of Public and Land Grant Universities, formerly known as NASULGC)
	23.8
	24.6
	0.0
	1.9
	0.0

	USDA (United States Department of Agriculture)
	1.1
	3.1
	33.3
	0.0
	0.0

	Other
	7.2
	10.8
	50.0
	8.6
	33.3

	Does not apply
	25.4
	27.7
	16.7
	28.6
	22.2


Survey respondents were asked to indicate the type of involvement they have with FAEIS and were offered the opportunity to select multiple types of involvement ranging from data entry to being an end user of FAEIS products.  The majority of respondents (62%) were engaged in entering FAEIS data with the fewest number of respondents reporting involvement in product development related to FAEIS.  Figure 2 depicts the type of FAEIS involvement reported by respondents in the survey.  Because respondents were allowed to select more than one type of involvement with FAEIS on the survey the percentages in Figure 2 exceed 100 percent when combined.
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Table 5 provides the types of FAEIS involvement reported by respondents by their institution type.  
	Table 5.  Respondent Type of Involvement with FAEIS by Institution Type

(Respondents Could Select More Than One Option)

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=183)
	(Base N=65)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=109)
	(Base N=21)

	Data Entry
	58.5
	67.7
	66.7
	64.2
	71.4

	Product Developer; such as data reports extracted from the database
	9.8
	1.5
	0.0
	2.8
	14.3

	Analytical; such as examining trends in enrollment and diversity
	28.4
	15.4
	16.7
	27.5
	19.0

	User of FAEIS products such as newsletters, CDs and web resources
	40.4
	23.1
	33.3
	37.6
	38.1

	Other
	9.3
	12.3
	0.0
	8.3
	14.3


With regard to the frequency of FAEIS use among respondents, more than one quarter of respondents to the survey (28%) reported that they have not used FAEIS in the past twelve months.  Half of survey respondents reported that they had used FAEIS one to two times in the past twelve months.  These findings suggest that impressions of FAEIS as reflected in the survey findings are based on infrequent use.  However, as noted earlier, many FAEIS respondents (particularly those users who have been using FAEIS for longer periods) consider FAEIS to be integral to their work.  Figure 3 depicts the frequency of FAEIS use in the past twelve months among survey respondents.
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Table 6 depicts the findings regarding the frequency of FAEIS use in the past twelve months among survey respondents by their institution type.

	Table 6.  Respondent Frequency of FAEIS Use in Past 12 Months by Institution Type

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=183)
	(Base N=65)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=109)
	(Base N=21)

	None
	26.8
	24.6
	0
	27.5
	42.9

	1-2 times
	48.1
	55.4
	66.7
	53.2
	38.1

	3-4 times
	15.3
	12.3
	33.3
	11.9
	19

	>4 times
	9.8
	7.7
	0
	7.3
	0


With regard to the level of adoption (use) of FAEIS among survey respondents, 9 percent indicated that they are unaware of FAEIS.  This finding may reflect turnover at institutions among FAEIS users or a lack of opportunity to utilize FAEIS thus far this year among new users.  More than one third of respondents (36%) indicated that they are aware of FAEIS but that they do not use it.  Among respondents reporting usage of FAEIS in the survey, 38 percent are not sure if they will use FAEIS long-term.  However, 17 percent of respondents indicated that FAEIS is integral to their job, with 5 percent of those respondents indicating that they expect to use FAEIS long-term.  Figure 4 depicts the levels of FAEIS adoption among respondents to the survey.
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The majority of survey respondents (57%) at private institutions indicated that they are aware of FAEIS but they do not use it, while more than 8 in 10 respondents at 1994 land-grant institutions indicated on the survey that they use FAEIS but are not certain about the long-term use of FAEIS.  Combining responses of ‘FAEIS is integral to my job and I expect long term use’ with ‘I use FAEIS and it is integral to my job’ reveals that more than 15 percent of respondents at all institution types other than 1994 land-grant institutions feel that FAEIS is integral to their work.  The types of institutions with the most prevalent responses of FAEIS being ‘integral’ to their work are public, non-land-grant institutions and private institutions.  Thus, FAEIS seems to be a central support system integral to the work being performed by respondents at different types of land-grant institutions as well as at private institutions.  
Table 7 provides the percentage tabulations regarding the levels of FAEIS adoption among survey respondents at various types of institutions.
	Table 7.  Levels of FAEIS Adoption Among Respondents by Institution Type

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=183)
	(Base N=65)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=109)
	(Base N=21)

	Unaware
	8.7
	4.6
	0
	10.1
	9.5

	Aware of it, but do not use it
	33.3
	50.8
	16.7
	28.4
	57.1

	Use it, but not sure of long-term use
	41.5
	26.2
	83.3
	42.2
	14.3

	Use it and it is integral to my job
	10.9
	16.9
	0
	11.9
	14.3

	Integral to my job and expect long term use
	5.5
	1.5
	0
	7.3
	4.8


II.  Methodology
Sampling Design and Data Collection Procedures



A small group of sample members deemed to be representative of both FAEIS data entry and peer panel groups were sent electronic messages and personalized survey links in summer 2009 in order to garner comments regarding the survey instrument.  The initial survey instrument was based on a survey previously administered by Cornell University on behalf of FAEIS.  Following the pre-test, a variety of comments were received by CSR from FAEIS team stakeholders and the survey program was altered accordingly to best meet the needs of the team.  

The CSR received 1,145 email contact records for the initial survey sample group from the FAEIS team.  After formatting and cleaning the records and assigning unique random numeric identifying codes for each respondent, CSR delivered electronic invitations signed by the Director of the Virginia Tech Center for Survey Research.  The personalized link process implemented for the survey allowed that all non-respondents to the survey be sent periodic electronic reminders to complete the survey without sending reminders to sample members who had already responded to the survey.  

The CSR received a number of contacts from sample members regarding their status as sample members in the survey.  Many of the contacts were due to position changes (retirements, institution and role changes, etc.).  In many cases the respondent indicated that they would forward the personalized message to the appropriate person assuming their former role within the organization.  However, some respondents simply refused to complete the survey because they are no longer engaged in the usage of FAEIS.  After removal of records per the request of respondents, there were 1,120 remaining eligible sample members.  However, a number of email addresses were potentially non-viable with regard to survey response due to a high prevalence of “out of office” or automatically forwarded replies received by CSR.  These records are retained as eligible records in the overall calculation of the response rate for this study since they could not be ruled out for potential survey completions.   
At the completion of the study there were 396 survey respondents.  A copy of the initial email invitation delivered to all sample members in the study appears in Appendix B of this report.  Based on a total of 396 completed surveys, the survey has a response rate of 35 percent of known eligible sample records.  
Survey Instrument Design



A copy of the survey instrument developed for this study appears in Appendix A of this report.  In order to achieve an optimal cooperation rate to the survey, the survey length was kept to a minimum.  The initial survey programmed by the Virginia Tech CSR and submitted to the Virginia Tech FAEIS team was based on the initial FAEIS Evaluation Survey completed in 2005 at Cornell University.  The FAEIS team at Virginia Tech utilized input garnered in the pre-test findings submitted by CSR along with input from additional FAEIS peers to identify desired revisions to the survey.  The final revisions were made to the survey program by CSR and then approved by the Virginia Tech FAEIS team with the Virginia Tech Department of Agriculture and Applied Economics.  The survey was programmed by CSR such that respondents could enter open-ended responses and also respond to a wide variety of fixed choice survey items.  The FAEIS logo appeared on each screen of the 2009 FAEIS Evaluation Survey.  
Statistical tabulations for all of the closed-ended/fixed choice survey items presented to respondents in the survey appear in Appendix C of this summary document.  Appendix D provides all responses to all open-ended survey items provided by respondents in the survey.  CSR cleaned all open-ended responses for clarity, grammar, and spelling but did not alter the primary content of responses.
Data Delivery and Retention


A CD containing the SPSS dataset from which the 2009 FAEIS Evaluation Survey data in this summary report were derived accompanies this report.  All variable and value labels are provided on the SPSS dataset.  An electronic copy of this report summary is also included on the disk.  All electronic files of the survey instrument, tabulations, and data are the property of the Virginia Tech Department of Agriculture and Applied Economics (FAEIS representatives).  However, the Virginia Tech Center for Survey Research will retain copies of all project materials for a period of at least one year (or longer of requested by the client).  No information from this survey will be shared by the CSR with anyone other than project team members from the project team representatives at Virginia Tech without the express permission of that group.
III. Opinions Regarding FAEIS Institutional Coverage
Survey respondents were asked a wide variety of questions regarding the usability of FAEIS and for opinions regarding many aspects of FAEIS.  With regard to the CIP System, respondents were asked to indicate if the system adequately allows classification of instructional programs and addresses reporting needs.  Many respondents were unfamiliar with the CIP System such that they could not respond to the item.  Fewer than half of the respondents (48%) indicated that they think the CIP System adequately allows classification of instructional programs and addresses reporting needs.  Among the open-ended responses provided regarding the adequacy of the CIP System in classifying programs and addressing reporting needs some respondents indicated that the CIP choices do not cover the programs they offer or match their programs/majors.  Figure 5 provides the overall percentages of respondent opinions regarding the adequacy of the CIP System.
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There are some differences in survey responses regarding the CIP System when viewed by respondent institution affiliation type.  For example, respondents at private institutions were more likely to report that the CIP System adequately allows classification of instructional programs and addresses reporting needs.  Table 8 provides the percentage tabulations of responses regarding the CIP System by respondent institution type.
	Table 8.  Respondent Opinions by Institution Type Regarding the CIP System Adequately Allowing Classification of Instructional Programs and Addressing Reporting Needs

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=182)
	(Base N=63)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=108)
	(Base N=21)

	Yes
	42.9
	50.8
	16.7
	57.4
	71.4

	No
	18.7
	17.5
	33.3
	11.1
	14.3

	Do not know
	26.9
	27.0
	50.0
	25.9
	9.5

	Does not apply
	11.5
	4.8
	0.0
	5.6
	4.8


Survey respondents were asked if FAEIS is collecting data from the institutions which they consider to be their peers.  Many respondents were also unfamiliar with this aspect of FAEIS such that they could not respond.  However, the majority of respondents (66%) did indicate that FAEIS is collecting data from institutions they consider to be peer institutions.  The open-ended survey responses collected regarding this aspect of FAEIS requested that respondents who indicated that FAEIS does not collect data from the institutions which they consider to be their peers elaborate on their response.  The responses to this item do not reveal an overarching pattern regarding failure of FAEIS to collect data from peer institutions.  Most of the responses were for unique cases such as faith based institutions or programs in specific majors, or AASCARR institutions.  Figure 6 depicts the overall survey response tabulations regarding respondent opinions on the collection of data from peer institutions by FAEIS.
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Some disparity in perceptions is evident when viewing the survey responses by respondent institution type for the item regarding FAEIS data collection among peer institutions.  Table 9 provides the tabulated response percentages for this survey item regarding peer institution data collection by FAEIS by respondent institution type.

	Table 9.  Responses to Item “Is FAEIS collecting data from the institutions which you consider your peers?” by Respondent Institution Type

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=182)
	(Base N=65)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=109)
	(Base N=21)

	Yes
	73.6
	73.8
	16.7
	60.6
	28.6

	No
	1.1
	1.5
	0
	3.7
	23.8

	Do not know
	24.2
	24.6
	83.3
	33.9
	47.6

	Does not apply
	1.1
	0
	0
	1.8
	0


Survey respondents were asked if a sufficient number of institutions report data to allow the respondents to have meaningful and helpful peer analysis.  Many respondents (4 in 10) do not know if there are a sufficient number of institutions reporting data to FAEIS, while fewer than half (48%) of survey respondents indicate that they think there are a sufficient number of institutions reporting.  Figure 7 provides the overall response frequency tabulations for the survey item asking respondents if a sufficient number of institutions report data to allow for them to have meaningful and helpful peer analysis.  Table 10 provides the survey findings by respondent institution type related to respondent perceptions regarding whether FAEIS has a sufficient number of institutions reporting in order to allow for meaningful and helpful peer analysis.
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	Table 10.  Responses to “Does FAEIS Have Sufficient Number of Reporting Institutions To Allow Meaningful and Helpful Peer Analysis” by Respondent Institution Type

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=179)
	(Base N=65)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=107)
	(Base N=21)

	Yes
	53.6
	41.5
	0.0
	51.4
	28.6

	No
	5.0
	10.8
	0.0
	6.5
	4.8

	Do not know
	35.8
	41.5
	100.0
	39.3
	52.4

	Does not apply
	5.6
	6.2
	0.0
	2.8
	14.3


IV. Satisfaction with FAEIS Components and Products

Survey respondents were asked what aspect of FAEIS is most important or valuable to them.  A number of respondents mentioned enrollment data as an important and useful component of FAEIS, along with being able to compare data with comparable institutions.  Salary data and information was also mentioned as an important component of FAEIS by a number of respondents in the survey.

A question asking respondents to describe their level of satisfaction with FAEIS components such as the newsletter, help desk, data entry, report builder, and instructions was included in the survey.  The majority of respondents (52%) were neutral with regard to satisfaction with FAEIS components overall.  However, 40 percent of respondents are satisfied with the FAEIS components listed in the survey and 8 percent of respondents are dissatisfied with the components of FAEIS.  Figure 8 depicts the overall satisfaction ratings among respondents regarding the components of FAEIS.  Table 11 provides the tabulations for this survey item by respondent institution type.
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	Table 11.  Respondent Levels of Satisfaction with FAEIS Components by 

Respondent Institution Type

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=183)
	(Base N=65)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=109)
	(Base N=21)

	Not satisfied
	4.4
	3.1
	0.0
	4.6
	0.0

	Somewhat dissatisfied
	4.4
	6.2
	16.7
	2.8
	4.8

	Neutral
	55.2
	49.2
	66.7
	42.2
	57.1

	Somewhat satisfied
	20.8
	21.5
	16.7
	33.0
	23.8

	Very satisfied
	15.3
	20.0
	0.0
	17.4
	14.3


The FAEIS products or resources receiving the highest number of ‘very useful’ ratings among survey respondents are the CIP code lists and the FAEIS website.  However, combining ratings of ‘very useful’ and ‘somewhat useful,’ the products or resources that receive the most favorable ratings among respondents are the CIP code lists, the FAEIS electronic newsletter, and the FAEIS website (all receiving greater than 40 percent combined rating of ‘useful’).  Respondents were asked if there are any other FAEIS products or resources they would like to add to the list provided in the survey.  There were very few additions to the list made.  Some of the list additions include:  trend data such as degree programs that are changing over a 10 year cycle; summary of IPEDS major trends that influence food and agricultural sciences, and similar data from land grant universities obtained from sister institutions.
Figure 9 depicts the overall ratings of respondents regarding how useful each of the FAEIS products or resources listed in the survey is to them.  Table 12 provides the findings for these items calculated by respondent institution type.
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	Table 12.  Respondent Ratings of Utility of Selected FAEIS Products and Resources

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=183)
	(Base N=65)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=109)
	(Base N=21)

	FAEIS website
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	4.4
	10.8
	0.0
	6.4
	4.8

	Not Very Useful
	4.9
	1.5
	16.7
	1.8
	4.8

	Neutral
	26.2
	27.7
	66.7
	26.6
	28.6

	Somewhat Useful
	23.0
	23.1
	16.7
	27.5
	38.1

	Very Useful
	18.6
	21.5
	0.0
	22.9
	9.5

	Do Not Know
	23.0
	15.4
	0.0
	14.7
	14.3

	FAEIS electronic newsletter
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	5.5
	13.8
	0.0
	5.5
	4.8

	Not Very Useful
	8.2
	3.1
	16.7
	0.9
	9.5

	Neutral
	26.8
	24.6
	66.7
	26.6
	23.8

	Somewhat Useful
	28.4
	29.2
	0.0
	33.0
	42.9

	Very Useful
	10.4
	18.5
	0.0
	19.3
	4.8

	Do Not Know
	20.8
	10.8
	16.7
	14.7
	14.3

	FAEIS data CD
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	8.2
	12.3
	0.0
	8.3
	9.5

	Not Very Useful
	6.0
	4.6
	16.7
	4.6
	4.8

	Neutral
	27.3
	26.2
	50.0
	35.8
	23.8

	Somewhat Useful
	12.0
	20.0
	0.0
	10.1
	4.8

	Very Useful
	6.0
	7.7
	0.0
	12.8
	9.5

	Do Not Know
	40.4
	29.2
	33.3
	28.4
	47.6

	CIP code lists
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	4.4
	7.7
	0.0
	6.4
	4.8

	Not Very Useful
	9.8
	4.6
	16.7
	2.8
	9.5

	Neutral
	20.8
	27.7
	66.7
	25.7
	23.8

	Somewhat Useful
	23.5
	23.1
	16.7
	23.9
	33.3

	Very Useful
	19.7
	20.0
	0.0
	23.9
	14.3

	Do Not Know
	21.9
	16.9
	0.0
	17.4
	14.3

	Resource links on the FAEIS website
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	4.9
	10.8
	0.0
	6.4
	4.8

	Not Very Useful
	6.6
	1.5
	33.3
	1.8
	14.3

	Neutral
	29.5
	26.2
	50.0
	33.9
	38.1

	Somewhat Useful
	13.1
	27.7
	0.0
	20.2
	19.0

	Very Useful
	12.0
	12.3
	0.0
	14.7
	0.0

	Do Not Know
	33.9
	21.5
	16.7
	22.9
	23.8

	Teaching Workshop and Awards website
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	7.7
	12.3
	0.0
	6.4
	14.3

	Not Very Useful
	7.7
	6.2
	16.7
	8.3
	4.8

	Neutral
	27.3
	29.2
	66.7
	34.9
	23.8

	Somewhat Useful
	7.1
	13.8
	0.0
	8.3
	19.0

	Very Useful
	6.0
	1.5
	0.0
	8.3
	0.0

	Do Not Know
	44.3
	36.9
	16.7
	33.9
	38.1

	USDA (SERD) Funded Projects information
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	6.0
	13.8
	0.0
	6.4
	14.3

	Not Very Useful
	4.9
	4.6
	33.3
	5.5
	0.0

	Neutral
	28.4
	26.2
	50.0
	30.3
	23.8

	Somewhat Useful
	12.6
	7.7
	0.0
	13.8
	9.5

	Very Useful
	6.0
	12.3
	0.0
	8.3
	4.8

	Do Not Know
	42.1
	35.4
	16.7
	35.8
	47.6



When asked for which purposes respondents have used FAEIS data and/or reports, more than one quarter of respondents (26%) reported that they have not used FAEIS data and/or reports.  Institutional benchmarking and trend analyses are the two most prevalently cited purposes for using FAEIS data and/or reports among survey respondents.  Fundraising, faculty recruitment, and student job placement were the least frequently selected purposes for using FAEIS data among the respondents to the survey.  Figure 10 depicts the usage purposes of FAEIS data and reports among survey respondents.
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Survey respondents were asked to indicate how useful a variety of types of FAEIS data are to them.  As depicted in Table 13, total college enrollment is the type of FAEIS data that received the most ratings among survey respondents of ‘somewhat useful’ and ‘very useful’ combined.  The other types of FAEIS data for which more than 50 percent of respondents utilized either ‘somewhat useful’ or ‘very useful’ as a rating are:  student enrollment by CIP (52%), student demographics (54%), degrees awarded by CIP (52%), faculty headcounts (52%), and faculty salaries (53%). 
	Table 13.  Respondent Ratings of Types of FAEIS Data

	
	Not Useful At All
	Not Very Useful
	Neutral
	Somewhat Useful
	Very Useful
	Do Not Know

	Total college enrollment 
	5.3
	3.8
	16.9
	23.2
	31.1
	19.7

	Student enrollment by CIP 
	5.1
	2.8
	18.7
	26.3
	26.0
	21.2

	Student demographics
	6.1
	2.0
	18.4
	29.5
	24.5
	19.4

	Student placement by CIP 
	5.6
	5.1
	24.2
	24.2
	16.9
	24.0

	Degrees awarded by CIP 
	5.1
	3.0
	18.2
	26.3
	25.8
	21.7

	Faculty headcounts 
	6.1
	1.8
	19.7
	26.5
	25.3
	20.7

	Faculty demographics
	6.1
	2.5
	22.5
	25.3
	22.2
	21.5

	Faculty salaries 
	5.8
	2.5
	16.9
	23.0
	30.3
	21.5

	International programs 
	6.1
	4.0
	29.8
	22.5
	11.6
	26.0

	Programs added/dropped
	6.8
	4.8
	26.3
	25.8
	11.4
	25.0

	CIPs 
	5.8
	4.8
	26.5
	23.0
	15.7
	24.2




Table 14 depicts the respondent ratings of the utility of various types of FAEIS data by respondent institution type.  
	Table 14.  Respondent Ratings of Selected Types of FAEIS Data by Institution Type

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=183)
	(Base N=65)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=109)
	(Base N=21)

	Total college enrollment
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	4.4
	6.2
	0.0
	6.4
	9.5

	Not Very Useful
	6.0
	0.0
	16.7
	2.8
	0.0

	Neutral
	15.8
	18.5
	50.0
	11.9
	14.3

	Somewhat Useful
	23.0
	30.8
	16.7
	22.0
	14.3

	Very Useful
	31.1
	26.2
	0.0
	38.5
	28.6

	Do Not Know
	19.7
	18.5
	16.7
	18.3
	33.3

	Student enrollment by CIP
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	4.4
	6.2
	0.0
	5.5
	9.5

	Not Very Useful
	4.4
	1.5
	16.7
	0.0
	4.8

	Neutral
	18.0
	21.5
	33.3
	13.8
	14.3

	Somewhat Useful
	26.2
	30.8
	33.3
	25.7
	23.8

	Very Useful
	25.7
	21.5
	0.0
	33.9
	19.0

	Do Not Know
	21.3
	18.5
	16.7
	21.1
	28.6

	Student demographics (race, gender)
	 
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	5.5
	6.2
	0.0
	6.4
	14.3

	Not Very Useful
	2.2
	1.5
	16.7
	1.8
	0.0

	Neutral
	15.8
	21.5
	16.7
	16.5
	19.0

	Somewhat Useful
	31.7
	29.2
	50.0
	28.4
	23.8

	Very Useful
	25.7
	24.6
	0.0
	27.5
	14.3

	Do Not Know
	19.1
	16.9
	16.7
	19.3
	28.6

	Student placement by CIP
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	5.5
	6.2
	0.0
	5.5
	9.5

	Not Very Useful
	6.0
	3.1
	16.7
	4.6
	4.8

	Neutral
	23.0
	32.3
	50.0
	19.3
	9.5

	Somewhat Useful
	25.7
	27.7
	16.7
	22.9
	23.8

	Very Useful
	16.9
	12.3
	0.0
	22.0
	14.3

	Do Not Know
	23.0
	18.5
	16.7
	25.7
	38.1

	Degrees awarded by CIP
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	4.4
	6.2
	0.0
	5.5
	9.5

	Not Very Useful
	3.8
	1.5
	16.7
	1.8
	4.8

	Neutral
	18.0
	21.5
	16.7
	14.7
	4.8

	Somewhat Useful
	26.8
	30.8
	50.0
	23.9
	28.6

	Very Useful
	26.2
	20.0
	0.0
	32.1
	23.8

	Do Not Know
	20.8
	20.0
	16.7
	22.0
	28.6

	Faculty headcounts
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	5.5
	7.7
	0.0
	6.4
	9.5

	Not Very Useful
	2.7
	0.0
	16.7
	0.9
	0.0

	Neutral
	17.5
	21.5
	33.3
	16.5
	23.8

	Somewhat Useful
	25.1
	30.8
	33.3
	27.5
	28.6

	Very Useful
	26.8
	23.1
	0.0
	30.3
	9.5

	Do Not Know
	22.4
	16.9
	16.7
	18.3
	28.6

	Faculty demographics (race, gender, age, rank)
	 
	 
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	5.5
	7.7
	0.0
	6.4
	9.5

	Not Very Useful
	2.7
	1.5
	16.7
	1.8
	4.8

	Neutral
	20.2
	20.0
	33.3
	22.9
	19.0

	Somewhat Useful
	25.7
	30.8
	33.3
	23.9
	23.8

	Very Useful
	23.5
	23.1
	0.0
	23.9
	14.3

	Do Not Know
	22.4
	16.9
	16.7
	21.1
	28.6

	Faculty salaries
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	5.5
	7.7
	0.0
	5.5
	9.5

	Not Very Useful
	3.3
	1.5
	16.7
	0.9
	4.8

	Neutral
	14.8
	13.8
	50.0
	16.5
	14.3

	Somewhat Useful
	22.4
	27.7
	16.7
	22.9
	23.8

	Very Useful
	30.6
	32.3
	0.0
	34.9
	19.0

	Do Not Know
	23.5
	16.9
	16.7
	19.3
	28.6

	International programs
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	5.5
	7.7
	0.0
	6.4
	9.5

	Not Very Useful
	4.9
	1.5
	33.3
	3.7
	0.0

	Neutral
	26.2
	36.9
	16.7
	33.0
	14.3

	Somewhat Useful
	21.9
	21.5
	33.3
	20.2
	42.9

	Very Useful
	15.2
	12.3
	0.0
	9.2
	0.0

	Do Not Know
	26.2
	20.0
	16.7
	27.5
	33.3

	Programs added/dropped
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	6.6
	7.7
	0.0
	6.4
	14.3

	Not Very Useful
	5.5
	3.1
	16.7
	5.5
	0.0

	Neutral
	27.3
	32.3
	33.3
	20.2
	9.5

	Somewhat Useful
	20.2
	30.8
	33.3
	32.1
	33.3

	Very Useful
	14.2
	7.7
	0.0
	11.0
	9.5

	Do Not Know
	26.2
	18.5
	16.7
	24.8
	33.3

	CIPs
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Not Useful At All
	5.5
	7.7
	0.0
	5.5
	9.5

	Not Very Useful
	7.1
	3.1
	16.7
	2.8
	0.0

	Neutral
	28.4
	27.7
	33.3
	21.1
	14.3

	Somewhat Useful
	18.6
	27.7
	33.3
	26.6
	33.3

	Very Useful
	15.8
	15.4
	0.0
	19.3
	9.5

	Do Not Know
	24.6
	18.5
	16.7
	24.8
	33.3




The survey includes an item requesting that respondents indicate how much confidence they have in a variety of FAEIS resources.  Table 15 includes the tabulated responses provided by survey respondents regarding their level of confidence in various types of FAEIS data.  Respondents expressed the most confidence (combining responses of ‘somewhat confident’ and ‘very confident’) in total college enrollment (54.9%), followed by faculty headcounts (54.2%), student demographics (53.6%), faculty demographics (52.6%), and degrees awarded by CIP (52.2%).  Respondents expressed the least confidence in international programs data (39.4%) and in student placement by CIP data (41.1%).
	Table 15.  Respondent Confidence in Types of FAEIS Data

	
	Not Confident At All
	Not Very Confident
	Neutral
	Somewhat Confident
	Very Confident
	Do Not Know

	Total college enrollment
	2.3
	3.1
	19.4
	28.2
	26.7
	20.2

	Student enrollment by CIP
	2.6
	6.5
	18.8
	29.8
	19.6
	22.7

	Student demographics
	1.8
	3.4
	20.7
	32.1
	21.5
	20.5

	Degrees awarded by CIP
	2.3
	3.4
	20.0
	29.9
	22.3
	22.1

	Student placement by CIP
	2.6
	8.1
	24.4
	26.0
	15.1
	23.9

	Faculty headcounts
	1.3
	3.1
	19.8
	28.9
	25.3
	21.6

	Faculty demographics
	1.3
	2.9
	21.1
	27.9
	24.7
	22.1

	Faculty salaries
	1.8
	4.1
	20.7
	28.2
	23.1
	22.0

	International programs
	1.3
	3.4
	26.2
	24.1
	15.3
	29.8




Table 16 provides the tabulated response percentages regarding confidence in various types of FAEIS data by respondent institution type.
	Table 16.  Respondent Confidence in Selected Types of FAEIS Data by Respondent Institution Type

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	Total college enrollment
	(Base N=180)
	(Base N=63)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=106)
	(Base N=21)

	Not Confident At All
	2.8
	3.2
	0.0
	0.0
	9.5

	Not Very Confident
	4.4
	3.2
	0.0
	0.9
	0.0

	Neutral
	15.6
	23.8
	50.0
	17.9
	14.3

	Somewhat Confident
	29.4
	28.6
	33.3
	26.4
	33.3

	Very Confident
	28.3
	27.0
	0.0
	31.1
	9.5

	Do Not Know
	19.4
	14.3
	16.7
	23.6
	33.3

	Student enrollment by CIP
	(Base N=179)
	(Base N=63)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=106)
	(Base N=20)

	Not Confident At All
	3.4
	3.2
	0.0
	0.0
	10.0

	Not Very Confident
	10.1
	3.2
	16.7
	1.9
	0.0

	Neutral
	16.8
	23.8
	33.3
	17.0
	15.0

	Somewhat Confident
	30.2
	34.9
	33.3
	26.4
	35.0

	Very Confident
	17.3
	19.0
	0.0
	28.3
	10.0

	Do Not Know
	22.3
	15.9
	16.7
	26.4
	30.0

	Student demographics (race, gender)
	(Base N=180)
	(Base N=63)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=106)
	(Base N=21)

	Not Confident At All
	1.7
	3.2
	0.0
	0.0
	9.5

	Not Very Confident
	5.0
	3.2
	16.7
	0.0
	0.0

	Neutral
	18.9
	22.2
	33.3
	19.8
	14.3

	Somewhat Confident
	33.3
	33.3
	33.3
	28.3
	42.9

	Very Confident
	20.0
	23.8
	0.0
	29.2
	4.8

	Do Not Know
	21.1
	14.3
	16.7
	22.6
	28.6

	Degrees awarded by CIP
	(Base N=179)
	(Base N=63)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=106)
	(Base N=21)

	Not Confident At All
	2.8
	3.2
	0.0
	0.0
	9.5

	Not Very Confident
	5.0
	1.6
	16.7
	0.0
	0.0

	Neutral
	19.6
	25.4
	33.3
	15.1
	14.3

	Somewhat Confident
	29.6
	30.2
	33.3
	30.2
	38.1

	Very Confident
	21.2
	23.8
	0.0
	29.2
	9.5

	Do Not Know
	21.8
	15.9
	16.7
	25.5
	28.6

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student placement by CIP
	(Base N=180)
	(Base N=62)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=106)
	(Base N=21)

	Not Confident At All
	3.3
	3.2
	0.0
	0.0
	9.5

	Not Very Confident
	12.2
	3.2
	16.7
	3.8
	0.0

	Neutral
	22.8
	27.4
	33.3
	24.5
	14.3

	Very Confident
	12.8
	17.7
	0.0
	21.7
	4.8

	Do Not Know
	25.0
	14.5
	16.7
	26.4
	33.3

	Faculty headcounts
	(Base N=179)
	(Base N=62)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=106)
	(Base N=21)

	Not Confident At All
	1.1
	1.6
	0.0
	0.0
	9.5

	Not Very Confident
	5.0
	1.6
	16.7
	0.0
	0.0

	Neutral
	17.3
	22.6
	33.3
	18.9
	14.3

	Somewhat Confident
	27.9
	32.3
	33.3
	26.4
	38.1

	Very Confident
	25.7
	27.4
	0.0
	31.1
	9.5

	Do Not Know
	22.9
	14.5
	16.7
	23.6
	28.6

	Faculty demographics (race, gender, age, rank)
	(Base N=180)
	(Base N=62)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=105)
	(Base N=21)

	Not Confident At All
	1.1
	1.6
	0.0
	0.0
	9.5

	Not Very Confident
	3.9
	3.2
	16.7
	0.0
	0.0

	Neutral
	20.6
	21.0
	33.3
	19.0
	14.3

	Somewhat Confident
	26.7
	32.3
	33.3
	24.8
	38.1

	Very Confident
	24.4
	27.4
	0.0
	31.4
	9.5

	Do Not Know
	23.3
	14.5
	16.7
	24.8
	28.6

	Faculty salaries
	(Base N=180)
	(Base N=63)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=106)
	(Base N=21)

	Not Confident At All
	1.7
	3.2
	0.0
	0.0
	9.5

	Not Very Confident
	5.6
	6.3
	16.7
	0.0
	0.0

	Neutral
	19.4
	19.0
	33.3
	19.8
	14.3

	Somewhat Confident
	25.6
	33.3
	33.3
	27.4
	42.9

	Very Confident
	23.9
	23.8
	0.0
	29.2
	4.8

	Do Not Know
	23.9
	14.3
	16.7
	23.6
	28.6

	International programs
	(Base N=181)
	(Base N=63)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=106)
	(Base N=21)

	Not Confident At All
	1.7
	1.6
	0.0
	0.0
	4.8

	Not Very Confident
	4.4
	4.8
	16.7
	0.0
	0.0

	Neutral
	25.4
	28.6
	33.3
	25.5
	14.3

	Somewhat Confident
	23.8
	28.6
	33.3
	20.8
	33.3

	Very Confident
	14.4
	17.5
	0.0
	19.8
	4.8

	Do Not Know
	30.4
	19.0
	16.7
	34.0
	42.9


Another aspect of FAEIS which was evaluated in the survey is the degree to which FAEIS adds value to other available information sources.  Slightly more than one half (51%) of survey respondents indicated that FAEIS does add value to other available information sources, with 32 percent indicating that FAEIS adds a moderate degree of value to other information sources and 19 percent reporting that FAEIS adds a high degree of value to other information sources.  As depicted in Figure 11, almost one quarter of respondents (24%) do not use or search other databases and almost a quarter of respondents (24%) indicated that FAEIS either provides a low degree of added value or no added value to other available information sources.
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V.  FAEIS Utilization Profile



The survey instrument includes an item regarding a number of databases that respondents could potentially utilize.  Survey respondents were asked to indicate all of the databases they utilize from among the list provided in the survey.  

[image: image14.emf]Figure 12.  Databases Utilized by FAEIS Survey Respondents

(Percentage of Respondents Selecting Database on Survey)

11.9

14.6

17.7

17.9

22.7

44.9

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Other

Oklahoma State Faculty Salary Data

Department of Education National

Center for Education Statistics (NCES)

College and University Professional

Association for Human Resources

National Science Foundation (NSF) -

Survey of Earned Doctorate Data

Food and Agricultural Education

Information System (FAEIS)



Table 17 provides the tabulated response percentages regarding the databases utilized by FAEIS survey respondents by respondent institution type.  Almost 12 percent of survey respondents indicated on the survey that they utilize other databases beyond those listed on the survey.  When asked to specify which other databases beyond those listed in the survey they utilize, some respondents indicated that they use databases such as CRIS, NAUFRP, or USDA databases.  
	Table 17.  Databases Utilized by Survey Respondents by Respondent Institution Type

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=124)
	(Base N=47)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=82)
	(Base N=17)

	Food and Agricultural Education Information System (FAEIS)
	64.5
	66.0
	50.0
	62.2
	58.8

	Department of Education National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
	22.6
	29.8
	16.7
	26.8
	29.4

	National Science Foundation (NSF) - Survey of Earned Doctorate Data
	35.5
	34.0
	16.7
	28.0
	29.4

	College and University Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA-HR) Faculty Salary Data
	18.5
	27.7
	0.0
	34.1
	35.3

	Oklahoma State Faculty Salary Data
	19.4
	23.4
	0.0
	20.7
	29.4

	Other
	16.9
	21.3
	50.0
	12.2
	11.8


The survey gathered information from respondents regarding the users of FAEIS data within the respondent’s institution, organization, or agency.  Many respondents (39%) reported that they do not know who the users of FAEIS within their organizations are.  However, 41 percent of respondents reported that university administrators are the users of FAEIS within their institution and 17 percent of respondents indicated that faculty and researchers within their institutions use FAEIS.  Figure 13 depicts the survey findings related to FAEIS users within the institutions with which the survey respondents are affiliated.
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Table 18 provides the survey tabulations by respondent institution type regarding FAEIS user types within survey respondent institutions.
	Table 18.  Users of FAEIS Data Within Institution as Reported by 
Survey Respondents 

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=181)
	(Base N=65)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=107)
	(Base N=21)

	Do not know
	43.1
	36.9
	66.7
	46.7
	57.1

	Faculty/researchers
	11.6
	33.8
	0.0
	24.3
	23.8

	University administrators
	53.6
	52.3
	33.3
	39.3
	33.3

	Government officials
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Policy makers
	1.7
	1.5
	0.0
	0.9
	0.0

	Other
	3.3
	4.6
	0.0
	1.9
	0.0




Several questions regarding the FAEIS Help Desk were included in the survey.  The majority of survey respondents (62%) have not contacted the FAEIS Help Desk.  Among survey respondents who had contacted the FAEIS Help Desk, most respondents emailed, with 14 percent indicating that they emailed the Help Desk, and 13 percent indicating that they both emailed and called the Help Desk.  Another 11 percent of respondents indicated that they called the Help Desk without emailing.  Figure 14 depicts the survey findings regarding the percentages of survey respondents who contacted the FAEIS Help Desk for assistance.  Table 19 depicts the survey findings related to the level of contact survey respondents have had with the FAEIS Help Desk by survey respondent institution type.  
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	Table 19.  Respondent Contact With FAEIS Help Desk by Respondent Institution

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=181)
	(Base N=64)
	(Base N=5)
	(Base N=107)
	(Base N=21)

	No, have not contacted the help desk
	60.2
	57.8
	80.0
	63.6
	57.1

	Yes, telephoned the help desk
	8.3
	17.2
	20.0
	15.0
	4.8

	Yes, emailed the help desk
	18.2
	9.4
	0.0
	10.3
	28.6

	Yes, telephoned and emailed the help desk
	13.3
	15.6
	0.0
	11.2
	9.5


The majority of survey respondents rated the FAEIS Help Desk favorably, with 62 percent of respondents rating the Help Desk as ‘excellent’ and 29 percent of respondents rating it as ‘good’.  Less than one percent of respondents (0.7%) rated the FAEIS Help Desk as ‘poor’.  Indeed, when asked how the FAEIS Help Desk could improve its operation, 59 percent of respondents indicated that there was ‘no improvement needed’.  An additional 33 percent of respondents do not know how they would improve the Help Desk.  Five percent of respondents indicated that they would improve the Help Desk in other ways beyond increasing the hours of operation or improving the email response time.  Only 3 percent of respondents would increase the hours of operation.  Less than one percent of respondents indicated that they think the email response time for the Help Desk needs to be improved.  Figure 15 depicts the overall respondent ratings of the FAEIS Help Desk and Table 20 includes these ratings by respondent institution type.  
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	Table 20.  Respondent Ratings of the FAEIS Help Desk by Respondent Institution Type

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=73)
	(Base N=28)
	(Base N=2)
	(Base N=39)
	(Base N=9)

	Poor
	1.4
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fair
	6.8
	3.6
	0.0
	5.1
	0.0

	Good
	24.7
	39.3
	0.0
	25.6
	66.7

	Excellent
	65.8
	53.6
	100.0
	66.7
	33.3

	Do not know
	1.4
	3.6
	0.0
	2.6
	0.0



Survey respondents were also asked to rate the ease of navigation of the FAEIS web site.  More than one quarter of respondents (26%) rated the navigation of the site as ‘easy’.  More than one third of respondents (35%) rated the navigation of the site as ‘neither difficult nor easy’ and another quarter of respondents (25%) ‘do not know’ how they would rate the navigation of the site.  Figure 16 depicts the percentage tabulations for the survey item regarding the ease of navigating the FAEIS web site.  Table 21 includes these findings regarding the web site tabulated by respondent institution type.
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	Table 21.  Respondent Ratings of Ease of Navigation of the FAEIS web site by Respondent Institution Type

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=181)
	(Base N=65)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=108)
	(Base N=20)

	Very difficult
	1.1
	3.1
	0.0
	0.9
	0.0

	Difficult
	7.7
	3.1
	0.0
	5.6
	20.0

	Neither difficult nor easy
	38.7
	27.7
	50.0
	33.3
	40.0

	Easy
	25.4
	35.4
	50.0
	25.9
	10.0

	Very easy
	3.9
	7.7
	0.0
	6.5
	5.0

	Do not know
	23.2
	23.1
	0.0
	27.8
	25.0



The survey also included questions regarding customized FAEIS data reports produced by the FAEIS Report Builder application.  Figure 17 depicts the survey findings regarding the levels and types of usage of the customized data reports in the FAEIS Report Builder application.
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As depicted in the figure above, the majority of survey respondents (71%) have not used any customized FAEIS data reports.  Among those respondents who indicated that they had used customized FAEIS data reports, 12 percent indicated that they developed the customized reports on their own or that the reports were developed by their staff, and 4 percent indicated that the FAEIS Help Desk developed the customized reports for them.  

Table 22 includes the survey findings related to the use of the customized data reports by respondent institution type.
	Table 22.  Respondent Experience by Institution Type with Utilizing Customized Reports Through the FAEIS Report Builder

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=182)
	(Base N=65)
	(Base N=6)
	(Base N=108)
	(Base N=21)

	No, I have not used any customized FAEIS data reports
	68.1
	73.8
	83.3
	71.3
	71.4

	Yes, I developed the customized FAEIS reports myself
	12.1
	9.2
	16.7
	5.6
	14.3

	Yes, my staff have developed customized reports for me
	2.2
	1.5
	0.0
	2.8
	4.8

	Yes, the FAEIS Help Desk developed the customized reports for us
	3.8
	0.0
	0.0
	7.4
	4.8

	Do not know
	7.1
	6.2
	0.0
	4.6
	4.8

	Does not apply
	6.6
	9.2
	0.0
	8.3
	0.0



The majority of survey respondents (77%) rated the FAEIS Report Builder favorably (either ‘excellent’ or ‘good’) in meeting their needs.  However, a quarter (25%) of respondents rated the Report Builder as only ‘fair’ in meeting their needs, with another 6 percent of respondents rating the Report Builder as ‘poor’.  A few respondents commented on the open-ended survey items regarding the Report Builder that it can be confusing or complex.  Figure 18 depicts the ratings among respondents of how well the FAEIS Report Builder meets their needs.  
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Table 23 provides the survey tabulations regarding the extent to which the FAEIS Report Builder meets user needs by the survey respondent institution type.
	Table 23.  Respondent Opinions Regarding the FAEIS Report Builder Meeting Their 

Needs by Respondent Institution Type

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=34)
	(Base N=12)
	(Base N=1)
	(Base N=18)
	(Base N=5)

	Poor
	8.8
	8.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fair
	32.4
	16.7
	0.0
	22.2
	20.0

	Good
	50.0
	33.3
	100.0
	61.1
	80.0

	Excellent
	5.9
	25.0
	0.0
	16.7
	0.0

	Do not know
	2.9
	16.7
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0



Slightly more than one half (51%) of survey respondents find the FAEIS report building ‘neither difficult nor easy’ to use, with 27 percent indicating on the survey that the Report Builder is ‘very easy’ or ‘easy’ to use.  However, there were 18 percent of respondents who find the FAEIS Report Builder ‘difficult’ to use.  Figure 19 depicts these findings regarding the ease of use of the FAEIS Report Builder.
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The majority of survey respondents (59%) reported on the survey that they think the FAEIS Report Builder instructions are clear.  However, almost a quarter of respondents (24%) indicated on the survey that the think the FAEIS Report Builder instructions are not clear.  Figure 20 depicts the percentages of responses regarding the clarity of the FAEIS Report Builder instructions.
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More than half of the respondents to the survey (55%) indicated that they think training on using the FAEIS Report Builder would be useful for them.  Figure 21 depicts the overall findings regarding the opinions of the survey respondents regarding the utility of such training.
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Table 24 provides the survey tabulations regarding the utility of FAEIS Report Builder training by survey respondent institution type.

	Table 24.  Response Tabulations by Respondent Institution Type for Survey Item:  “Would FAEIS Report Builder Training Be Useful for You?”

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=34)
	(Base N=12)
	(Base N=1)
	(Base N=18)
	(Base N=5)

	Yes
	47.1
	66.7
	100.0
	61.1
	60.0

	No
	29.4
	16.7
	0.0
	33.3
	0.0

	Do not know
	23.5
	16.7
	0.0
	5.6
	40.0



More than six in ten survey respondents (66%) reported that they enter FAEIS data or are the person responsible for data entered into FAEIS.  Among the enterers and responsible parties for the data entered into FAEIS, there are varying opinions regarding the ease of obtaining data in the format required by FAEIS based on the varying types of data required.  Table 25 provides the overall percentage tabulations regarding the level of ease reported by respondents for obtaining each of the different types of data for FAEIS.  This table also provides tabulations for this series of survey items by respondent institution type.
	Table 25.  Overall Ratings of Ability to Obtain Data in Format Required by FAEIS and Ratings by Respondent Institution Type

	
	
	Institution Type

	
	Overall
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	Enrollments by degree level, discipline, gender, and ethnicity
	(Base=262)
	(Base N=117)
	(Base N=48)
	(Base N=5)
	(Base N=70)
	(Base N=16)

	Very Difficult
	4.2
	1.7
	10.4
	20.0
	4.3
	0.0

	Difficult
	10.7
	8.5
	12.5
	20.0
	12.9
	12.5

	Neither Difficult nor Easy
	30.9
	39.3
	16.7
	20.0
	28.6
	18.8

	Easy
	29.4
	29.1
	27.1
	40.0
	34.3
	18.8

	Very Easy
	11.5
	7.7
	14.6
	0.0
	8.6
	37.5

	Do Not Know
	13.4
	13.7
	18.8
	0.0
	11.4
	12.5

	Degrees awarded by degree level, discipline, gender, and ethnicity
	(Base=260)
	(Base N=116)
	(Base N=48)
	(Base N=5)
	(Base N=69)
	(Base N=16)

	Very Difficult
	4.2
	1.7
	10.4
	20.0
	4.3
	0.0

	Difficult
	12.7
	12.8
	12.5
	20.0
	14.3
	6.3

	Neither Difficult nor Easy
	29.2
	35.0
	16.7
	20.0
	28.6
	18.8

	Easy
	29.2
	27.4
	27.1
	40.0
	32.9
	31.3

	Very Easy
	10.8
	7.7
	14.6
	0.0
	7.1
	31.3

	Do Not Know
	13.8
	14.5
	18.8
	0.0
	11.4
	12.5

	Faculty by discipline, rank, gender, and ethnicity
	(Base=257)
	(Base N=116)
	(Base N=47)
	(Base N=5)
	(Base N=67)
	(Base N=16)

	Very Difficult
	5.1
	2.6
	12.5
	20.0
	4.3
	0.0

	Difficult
	11.3
	13.7
	10.4
	20.0
	7.1
	6.3

	Neither Difficult nor Easy
	29.6
	31.6
	18.8
	40.0
	31.4
	25.0

	Easy
	25.3
	23.1
	27.1
	20.0
	31.4
	6.3

	Very Easy
	11.7
	8.5
	14.6
	0.0
	7.1
	43.8

	Do Not Know
	17.1
	19.7
	14.6
	0.0
	14.3
	18.8

	Placement by degree level into various CIP disciplines and work categories
	(Base=260)
	(Base N=116)
	(Base N=48)
	(Base N=5)
	(Base N=69)
	(Base N=16)

	Very Difficult
	14.6
	14.5
	10.4
	20.0
	18.6
	12.5

	Difficult
	19.6
	22.2
	18.8
	40.0
	11.4
	25.0

	Neither Difficult nor Easy
	24.6
	26.5
	14.6
	20.0
	28.6
	25.0

	Easy
	15.4
	12.8
	22.9
	20.0
	17.1
	0.0

	Very Easy
	6.2
	3.4
	10.4
	0.0
	4.3
	18.8

	Do Not Know
	19.6
	19.7
	22.9
	0.0
	18.6
	18.8



Survey respondents were asked if data on the placement of students are collected at their institutions.  Slightly more than one quarter of survey respondents (26%) indicated that these data are collected in their individual unit or office.  Another 46 percent of survey respondents indicated on the survey that student placement data are collected either at the college or institution level but not by the respondent’s office.  Figure 22 depicts the survey findings regarding the collection of student placement data.
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Table 26 provides the survey tabulations related to the collection of student placement data by respondent institution type.
	Table 26.  Survey Findings by Respondent Institution Type Related to the Collection of Student Placement Data

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	
	(Base N=118)
	(Base N=47)
	(Base N=5)
	(Base N=71)
	(Base N=16)

	No, placement data are not collected
	19.5
	23.4
	60.0
	22.5
	18.8

	Yes, our office collects these data
	25.4
	29.8
	0.0
	23.9
	37.5

	Yes, some other office in the college collects these data
	24.6
	14.9
	0.0
	5.6
	12.5

	Yes, another office at our institution collects these data (Such as Institutional Research, Career Services, Alumni or other office
	29.7
	27.7
	20.0
	33.8
	37.5

	Yes, these data are collected but not available
	0.0
	0.0
	20.0
	2.8
	0.0

	Do not know
	12.7
	17.0
	0.0
	12.7
	18.8

	Does not apply
	2.5
	0.0
	0.0
	1.4
	0.0

	Other
	0.8
	0.0
	0.0
	5.6
	0.0



Survey respondents indicated receiving data for various surveys from a variety of offices within their institution.  Figure 23 depicts the overall percentages of data sources within respondent institutions by the type of data being collected.  
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Table 27 provides the survey tabulations by respondent institution type for the institutional data sources by individual data type.

	Table 27.  Sources Within Institution for Acquiring Data by Respondent Institution Type

	
	Institution Type

	
	1862 land-grant
	1890 land-grant
	1994 land-grant
	Public, non-land-grant
	Private

	Student Enrollment
	(Base N=117)
	(Base N=48)
	(Base N=5)
	(Base N=70)
	(Base N=16)

	Department
	24.8%
	47.9%
	20.0%
	15.7%
	43.8%

	College
	23.9%
	20.8%
	60.0%
	20.0%
	25.0%

	Institutional Research
	53.0%
	37.5%
	40.0%
	54.3%
	37.5%

	Human Resources
	0.9%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	2.9%
	0.0%

	Other Office on Campus
	19.7%
	14.6%
	0.0%
	21.4%
	6.3%

	Do Not Know
	6.0%
	4.2%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	6.3%

	Does Not Apply
	4.3%
	6.3%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	6.3%

	Degrees Awarded
	(Base N=117)
	(Base N=47)
	(Base N=5)
	(Base N=70)
	(Base N=16)

	Department
	21.4%
	48.9%
	40.0%
	15.7%
	43.8%

	College
	23.9%
	23.4%
	60.0%
	24.3%
	12.5%

	Institutional Research
	45.3%
	31.9%
	40.0%
	45.7%
	31.3%

	Human Resources
	0.9%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	2.9%
	0.0%

	Other Office on Campus
	19.7%
	10.6%
	0.0%
	25.7%
	6.3%

	Do Not Know
	6.0%
	2.1%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	6.3%

	Does Not Apply
	4.3%
	6.4%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	6.3%

	Faculty
	(Base N=115)
	(Base N=48)
	(Base N=5)
	(Base N=68)
	(Base N=16)

	Department
	21.7%
	56.3%
	40.0%
	27.9%
	37.5%

	College
	38.3%
	33.3%
	40.0%
	29.4%
	6.3%

	Institutional Research
	25.2%
	14.6%
	40.0%
	23.5%
	18.8%

	Human Resources
	13.0%
	8.3%
	20.0%
	19.1%
	12.5%

	Other Office on Campus
	8.7%
	4.2%
	0.0%
	8.8%
	12.5%

	Do Not Know
	9.6%
	4.2%
	20.0%
	5.9%
	6.3%

	Does Not Apply
	6.1%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	1.5%
	12.5%

	Student Placement
	(Base N=117)
	(Base N=48)
	(Base N=5)
	(Base N=68)
	(Base N=16)

	Department
	27.4%
	50.0%
	20.0%
	32.4%
	31.3%

	College
	25.6%
	25.0%
	40.0%
	13.2%
	6.3%

	Institutional Research
	12.0%
	14.6%
	0.0%
	14.7%
	6.3%

	Human Resources
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	1.5%
	0.0%

	Other Office on Campus
	17.9%
	10.4%
	0.0%
	17.6%
	37.5%

	Do Not Know
	15.4%
	6.3%
	20.0%
	13.2%
	12.5%

	Does Not Apply
	17.1%
	14.6%
	20.0%
	17.6%
	18.8%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	International Programs
	(Base N=116)
	(Base N=48)
	(Base N=5)
	(Base N=67)
	(Base N=16)

	Department
	17.2%
	29.2%
	40.0%
	7.5%
	31.3%

	College
	24.1%
	20.8%
	20.0%
	11.9%
	18.8%

	Institutional Research
	13.8%
	14.6%
	20.0%
	19.4%
	6.3%

	Human Resources
	0.9%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Other Office on Campus
	25.0%
	14.6%
	0.0%
	37.3%
	31.3%

	Do Not Know
	19.0%
	10.4%
	0.0%
	13.4%
	12.5%

	Does Not Apply
	19.0%
	22.9%
	40.0%
	16.4%
	12.5%




Survey respondents were also asked to indicate the different data methods for entering different types of data at their institutions.  Figure 24 depicts the survey findings related to the best times of year reported by respondents for entering various types of FAEIS data.  
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Almost nine in ten survey respondents (89%) indicated on the survey that they think the instructions for the FAEIS data entry methods they use are clear.  The survey instrument included a question asking respondents to indicate the best time of year to enter a variety of FAEIS data types.  Figure 25 depicts the survey findings related to the best times of year reported by respondents for entering various types of FAEIS data.  
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VI. Conclusion
This data collection effort provided an opportunity for FAEIS users to provide feedback regarding a wide variety of aspects of the FAEIS system.  While the survey findings for many items reflect some lack of familiarity with the system among users, the findings also demonstrate that users who have more years of experience with the system, find FAEIS to be more useful and integral to their work.  This suggests that users who continue to use FAEIS will be able to incorporate the system and data into their work more efficiently and with more positive results.

Overall the survey respondents who have utilized the system do find it to be useful and to provide the information they need in a format that is relatively easy to use.  However, this survey yielded some comments from users regarding specific aspects of the usability of the data (for example, the matching of CIP codes that are needed at particular institution types) or some barriers to utilizing the Report Builder or Help Desk features of FAEIS, that may be areas for potential changes or improvements to the system.  As reflected in Figure 26, the largest number of survey respondents (45%) were in their current position at their institution for five years or less, with 23 percent in their current position for 6-10 years, 19 percent in their position for 11-20 years, and 13 percent in their current position for longer than 20 years.  Because so many survey respondents were in relatively new jobs, this indicates that perhaps with time their familiarity with FAEIS might increase, allowing them to use the system with more ease.  However, this group may also benefit from targeted training in using the FAEIS system to allow them to become more familiar with the various features of the system and how to gather and enter data most efficiently.
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This survey also yielded some information about the key FAEIS contacts within the institutions included in the study.  Specifically, future evaluation efforts might include components to gather additional information about turnover in positions within institutions and changes in position titles responsible for entering FAEIS data or utilizing FAEIS.  

Overall, this survey reveals that FAEIS continues to be an important component for institutions and users in the collection and management of data essential to their programmatic operations.
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