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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.  
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


For additional report content please see

http://www.faeis.ahnrit.vt.edu/documents/Triennialreportfinal.doc
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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