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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is the final report covered by the Ethics Application sought to evaluate the first three years of DSO (WebCTVista). 
As in 2004, this DSO evaluation report concerns WebCTVista.  However, from its implementation in 2003, WebCTVista has been supplemented by other technologies, most especially print, CD-ROM and, increasingly, DVD.  As well, tools such as Elluminate Live are being piloted to provide enhanced functionality in perceived key areas.  DSO, as Deakin Studies Online, is increasingly regarded as more than WebCTVista and it is a strength that the term is not inevitably associated with a particular learning management system.

The very low response rate from staff (120) is an important caveat in terms of conclusions.  The size and spread of the student responses (2526) are considered adequate to provide reliable indicators of student perceptions.

Major conclusions

1. Students and staff in every faculty are more satisfied with DSO than they were in 2004.

2. Students are again more generally satisfied than are staff.

3. There is a notable improvement in the level of satisfaction of overseas students.

4. Staff and student views of what is important for teaching and learning using DSO are not aligned in some key areas: communication and interaction, assignment feedback and submission, offering quizzes and self-tests.

5. The individual lecturer remains a critical determinant of success or otherwise of the use of DSO.

6. Professional development and support have been seen as more important by staff and there is a greater level of satisfaction.

7. There remain significant problem areas with DSO, most especially in terms of configuration and stability.

8. The problem areas of WebCT Vista are accepted and understood by staff involved in its implementation.  Solutions are dependent on an external provider and then on Deakin’s capacity to implement upgrades with minimal impact on users.

BACKGROUND

Note: The survey can be accessed at: http://www-development.deakin.edu.au/dso/dsohelp/resources/index.php#environment



1. Scope of the survey and this report

From consultation with key stakeholders the main intention of this survey was to gauge:

· The level of staff and student satisfaction with DSO

· The degree to which each of the 15 identified teaching/learning activities within DSO was perceived as important; the extent to which staff and students were satisfied with each; the extent to which staff and students had shared perceptions

· The extent of, and satisfaction with, support of DSO and professional development 

The open response section at the end gave opportunities for comment that respondents believed relevant and this broadened the scope of the information gathered, while providing indications of why views were held and suggestions of how the DSO experience could be improved. 

For comparability of data, the same questions with minor amendments were retained from 2004.  In each case the 2005 data are reported first and, for comparison, the 2004 data are included in key areas.  Staff are reported first as it is contended they are the major influence on how DSO is experienced by the student.

While aligned with unit evaluation and internal data on technical issues, the survey did not seek information that could be provided elsewhere. 

2. Implementation of the survey

The online survey was open from June 6, 2005 until July 22, 2005.  It was brought to staff and students’ attention through the Portal, the DSO home page, announcements in DSO, the DSO-inform mailing list and there was a reminder.  The survey sought 5-10 minutes of time although extended written responses to the final open-ended question would have taken longer than this.

3.
Response rate, profile and reliability

	Table 1: Response profile

	Year
	Number
	Gender in%
	Level of study/teaching in % +
	Mode of study/teaching

in % +

	
	
	M
	F
	Underg
	Postgrad
	On-c
	Off-c^

	Staff

	2005
	120
	38.5
	61.5
	75.1
	24.9
	61.8
	38.2

	2004
	156
	41.1
	58.9
	74.0
	26.0
	62.3
	37.7

	Students

	2005
	2526
	55.1%
	44.9%
	59.8%
	40.2%
	60.7%
	39.3%

	2004
	2887
	45.0%
	55.0%
	65.9%
	34.1%
	55.7%
	44.3%

	Note: 

+
Staff could select ‘all that applied’ so the % has been calculated on that basis.

^
A considerable number (442 of 966 in 2005) of students who state that off-campus best describes their primary status also indicate attendance at a campus.  Hence only those who indicate they do not attend a campus or are overseas and do not attend an overseas campus can clearly be regarded as off-campus students.


Details regarding the number of staff and students per faculty and campus are provided in Appendix 1.

948 students and 79 staff provided qualitative feedback.  This represented over 75,000 words for students and close to 6,000 for staff.

The sample is not random in that students and staff chose to respond.  The low number of staff is again disappointing and an important caveat in terms of the validity of the sample and the conclusions being drawn from the data.  It is likely that staff who sit in the middle range chose not to complete the survey.  The low response also suggests some disinterest by staff and reinforces anecdotal information that they feel their concerns are not listened to. or will not be responded to in the way they feel appropriate.  The size and spread of the student responses are considered adequate to provide reliable indicators of student perceptions. 

4.
Statistical analysis and interpretation

The survey was designed within the University’s online survey framework with the data retrieved, collated, and statistically reported through AASD. ‘Weighted Average Satisfaction’ [WAS] (see explanation at the commencement of the Appendices) was used as a reliable method of reporting aggregated data.  In all cases of rating (not ranking) 1 = Low and 5 (or 7) = High.  On a scale of 1-5, 4-5 were interpreted as agreement/positive responses, 1-2 disagreement/negative, and 3 neutral.  On a scale of 1-7, 5-7 were interpreted as agreement/positive, 1-3 disagreement/negative and 4 neutral.

5.
Comparison with other relevant data

The most relevant data comes from the Semester 1, 2004 unit feedback and the University’s student evaluation of teaching and units [SETU] Qn18 - the use of on-line technologies in this unit enhanced my learning experience [see Appendix 2].

6.
Suggested further developments

It is possible to interrogate the data more closely where it is determined additional detail would be helpful.  For instance, individual reports for each faculty can be generated.  The qualitative data are especially useful in developing our understanding of why views regarding importance and satisfaction are held and provide compelling detailed cases of experience which cannot be captured here.

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS

1.
The level of staff and student satisfaction with DSO

1.1
Students and staff in every faculty are more satisfied with DSO than they were in 2004.

Staff have moved from a negative (3) to a neutral (4) and students are moving towards a positive (5). The most marked positive change is with staff in Education.

	Table 2: Weighted average satisfaction [WAS]  (7 point scale)

	
	Staff
	Students

	Faculty
	2005
	2004
	 2005
	 2004

	Arts
	4.21
	3.71
	4.57
	4.08

	Business & Law
	4.13
	3.41
	4.60
	4.05

	Education
	4.70
	3.65
	4.57
	4.26

	Health & B. Sciences
	4.74
	4.20
	4.72
	4.48

	Science & Technology
	4.22
	3.76
	4.42
	4.22

	

	Overall
	4.32
	3.76
	4.58
	4.13


1.2.
Students are again generally more satisfied than are staff.

This is evidenced by higher WAS scores in most faculties, the higher percentage of student satisfaction across all indicators and the open-ended feedback.  In 2004 students in all faculties had a more positive view than did staff.  In 2005 the trend has continued for 3 faculties but not for Education and Health & Behavioural Sciences [H&BS], H&BS being the faculty with the closest correlation between the view of staff and students and again the most satisfied faculty. 

1.3
More students believe that DSO enhances their learning than do staff.

45.8% of staff believe that DSO enhanced their teaching and 43.4% indicate that it enhanced learning by their students.  Students are more positive with 61.3% in agreement, with close to a quarter using ‘5’: see Appendix 2.  This is more positive than the University-wide unit evaluations for Semester 1, 2005 (55.0%) and the level of improved satisfaction is more marked (see Appendix 2).

When this translates to numbers, while it is pleasing from this small sample that there are 19 staff (at least one in every faculty) who feel very positively about the contribution DSO makes to teaching and learning, and there are 609 students who share this view, there is concern that 15 staff (12.5%) and 126 students (5.0%) strongly disagree that DSO has enhanced teaching and learning for them. 

On 13 of the 15 items listed as teaching/learning activities within DSO, students indicated a higher level of satisfaction than did staff.  The other two items concerned accessing material but the difference was slight (5.0 c f 5.3 and 5.2 cf 5.3): see Appendix 4 and 2.2 below. 

Again student comments (see 5 below) gave a strong sense that they would like to see greater use of the functions of DSO with a significant number expressing concern that teaching staff do not seem adequately equipped to use DSO and/or do not appear to value it.

1.4 First time users are again marginally more satisfied than those who had used DSO for 4 or more semesters.

This is more marked for staff: 4.96 cf 4.06 for staff and 4.64 cf 4.46 for students.  However, they are less confident in terms of their level of preparation (see Appendix 5).  In contrast to last year when 73.9% of students and 76.3% of staff respondents were reporting on the first time they had used DSO the number now is 37.6% of students and 17.5% for staff.

1.5 Level of study does not seem to influence satisfaction
Undergraduate students are again likely to be a little more satisfied than postgraduate students (4.60 cf 4.44) but the difference is not significant.

1.6 Attendance at a specific Victorian campus is not a significant predictor of satisfaction (4.40-4.70 range): see Appendix 1.2. 

Although student levels of satisfaction were again consistently higher than were those for staff, the level of discrepancy was more marked with the greatest variance being at Burwood (3.76 staff cf 4.64 students) and again Toorak (3.90 staff cf 4.70 students).  Students at the Waterfront campus remain the least satisfied group.  Staff at Burwood are the least satisfied with a significant drop from 2004.  The most obvious improvement is at the Toorak and Warrnambool campuses.

1.7
Off-campus students (ie students who indicate they do not attend any campus) are the second least satisfied group (4.49) but are more satisfied than previously (4.07 in 2004).

1.8 There is a notable improvement in the level of satisfaction of overseas students.

The least satisfied group in 2004 (3.80), in 2005 at 4.60 they are above the overall average (4.58).  The sample is, however, again quite small: 55 students representing 2.2% of all student responses.  (There were 75 students representing 2.6% in 2004.)

2. DSO’s identified teaching and learning activities

2.1
Staff and students agree on the most/least important activities and have a similar level of satisfaction.

Staff and students have retained their similar views on what are the most important teaching/learning activities supported by DSO (accessing lecture/tute/lab notes) and both rank accessing unit guides/information as =4: see Appendix 4.  This perceived importance is reinforced by these two areas being the lowest for Not Applicable [N/A] responses for both groups: as low as .9% for students and 1.7% for staff and no higher than 4.2%.  They also continue to agree as to what are the least important activities (using chat and/or whiteboard and using calendar: 2-3 of 7) and have a similar level of satisfaction: see Appendix 4.

2.2 Students regard DSO functions as more important for their learning than do staff.

In 9 of the 15 items students provide a higher rating of importance and in one they are equal: see Appendix 4.  Staff do not give a rating of 6/7 and above for any activity whereas students give 6 activities a 6+ rating with the highest 6.5 (cf staff 5.9).  The lowest rating for students is 3.1 (calendar) and for staff 2.7 for the same item. 

2.3
Staff and students have markedly different views in some areas (see Appendix 4).  The most apparent are:

· Staff again place greater importance than do students on the communication elements of DSO, ranking both reading contributions to discussion and contributing to discussions =1 (with accessing notes) with a rating of 5.9/7.  Staff also indicated they used this function with N/As at 8.3% and 10.0% respectively.  In contrast, students rated reading contributions at =7 (5.6) and contributing to discussions at 11 (5.1).

· Receiving feedback on assignments remains far more important for students (they ranked it 2 with 6.5/7) than staff who ranked it 9th in importance with 5.5/7.  Importantly, 40.0% of staff indicated through ‘N/A’ responses that they did not use this function.  Complaints regarding assignment feedback were again apparent in the student comments.

· Students ranked submitting assignments at =4 (6.3) while staff ranked it =6 (5.6).  This is an area where there was the strongest discrepancy in levels of satisfaction.  Students (despite many complaints) rated it at 4.6 (=7) while staff gave it 3.3 (=14).  40.8% of staff indicated they do not use this activity and there is a lack of confidence in the system: “I wouldn’t be game to use DSO for important assessment tasks”.

· Working collaboratively in a group was seen as more important by staff (5.3) than by students (4.7) but this was an area with a high number of N/A responses from staff (43.3%).

· Completing quizzes and self-tests was seen as more important by students than staff (5.4 cf 4.6) and this has the highest percentage of N/As from staff (53.3%).

· Contacting teaching staff via internal unit messaging was lowly regarded by staff (4.3 and again ranked 13 of 15) but students again gave it 5.6 and ranked it even higher than they did in 2004 at =7.  Conversely, contacting students via internal unit messaging was ranked far more highly by staff than students: =6 at 5.6 for staff and =12 at 4.7 by students.

An indication of staff and student use is provided by the ‘Not Applicable’ [N/A] column.  Clearly this will be staff led as staff choose what activities to include.  Where this is aligned to activities that are perceived as less important decisions not to use specific functions to support activities appears reasonable and use across all 15 areas would probably not be desirable.  However, where students believe a function is important, this is of concern and the student feedback revealed disappointment with how some functions are not being used at all or not used as well as they could be.

2.4
There are significant gaps between importance and satisfaction in some key areas:

· Viewing marks is the equal second most important activity for students (6.4) and managing assessment is also highly ranked (=4/5.8) for staff [these were the alternatives offered to the same question for the two cohorts] yet for both groups the level of satisfaction is very low: 3.7/11 for staff and 4/.3/10 for students.

· Submitting assignments is =6 in importance for staff (5.6) but =14 for satisfaction with the low rating of 3.3. 

· Completing quizzes and self-tests is not highly ranked as important by either staff or students (12 and 10 respectively) but is ranked =7 and =5 in terms of satisfaction.

3.
Support of DSO (excluding professional development: see 4 below)

3.1 The main support resource used for DSO for students is the Deakin Learning Toolkit and for staff it is personal support (either face-to-face or by telephone).

1062 students indicated they had used the DLT with the faculty information and resources area in DSO being the next commonly used method of support (784).  The DSO help site was used by 404 students and the internal help link by 276.  The data for students cannot be considered reliable due to a flaw in how the question was delivered.

62 of the 120 staff indicated they had received personal face-to-face support and 59 indicated personal support by telephone.  The DSO help site had been used by 41 staff, the internal DSO help link by 31.  27 staff had used online resources in SDO.  

3.2 Staff and students rate receiving support as important.

56.7% of staff gave this a 7 of 7 rating with only 5.9% rating it 1-3 in importance.  39.9% of students saw this as extremely important (7) with a further 23% giving it 6 and only 8.4% saw it as unimportant (1-3).  

3.3
Students tend to be more satisfied with support than do staff.
With only one exception (Education) a higher percentage of students gave 5-7 ratings for satisfaction than did staff and with two exceptions (Education and HBS) their WAS scores are higher: see Appendix 3.

3.4
Satisfaction is variable across faculties for staff but not for students.

The most satisfied staff (5.2 and 5.0) are in Education and HBS respectively.  These are the only faculties where staff are more satisfied than students but students in these faculties are also the most satisfied.  In terms of WAS results, staff in the other three faculties rated satisfaction the same (3.9) with little variation in student response (4.6-4.7).  Details are provided in Appendix 3.

3.5 Campus is not a determinant for student satisfaction.

For students the range is very low (4.6-4.8) in contrast to staff (3.3-4.4) but here the exception is clearly the Waterfront.  The most satisfied staff and students are at Burwood although it is noteworthy that overseas students are equally satisfied (4.8): see Appendix 3.

4.
Professional development

4.1 Professional development had no positive impact on overall weighted average satisfaction.
The WAS  for the staff who indicated they received no professional development either centrally or through their faculty was higher (4.53) than for those who indicated they had participated in some form of professional development (4.30).  These staff were, with one exception, teaching using DSO in their first or second semester.

4.2
Most staff (who completed the survey) had participated in some form of professional development.

Far fewer staff this year indicated they had received no professional development (15 or 12.5% cf 91 or 58.3% in 2005).

4.3
The most commonly attended activity remains the introductory workshop with small group sessions the least attended activity. 

The most commonly attended PD session is again an introductory workshop (74 staff/61.7%) followed by a demonstration (46/38.3%), a one-on-one session (45/37.5%) and a specialised workshop (37/30.8%).  The least attended activity was the small group session (22/18.3%). 

4.4
Experienced users of DSO were more likely to see PD as of importance and to be satisfied.

Those with 4 or more semesters of teaching using DSO, all had taken part in some professional development and they rated this at 5.5/7 for importance and 4.3 satisfaction.  The converse was the situation in 2004.

4.5
Staff are likely to value professional development more highly than they did in 2004 and be more satisfied.

	Table 3: Weighted average importance [WAS] and satisfaction with professional development (7 point scale)

	
	Importance 
	Satisfaction

	Faculty
	2005
	2004
	2005
	2004

	Arts
	4.7
	5.0
	3.9
	4.0

	Business & Law
	5.6
	5.4
	3.9
	2.9

	Education
	6.4
	5.7
	5.2
	3.7

	Health & B. Sciences
	6.2
	5.5
	5.0
	4.6

	Science & Technology
	4.8
	4.6
	3.9
	4.0


Arts is the one exception to this as far as importance is concerned and, with Science & Technology, have staff who are marginally less satisfied this year: see Table 3 and Table 2 for comparative data.  It is noteworthy that the faculty with the most pronounced improvement in WAS for staff, Education (see 1.1), also has the most pronounced improvement of satisfaction with PD and gives it the highest rating for importance.  Of the PD options provided (a demonstration, an introductory workshop or specialised workshop, a one-to-one or small group session), each one was checked by staff in each faculty and there was no identifiable approach that led to increased satisfaction.

4.6
Staff gave higher ratings to importance than to satisfaction.

Over half of the staff (54.2 %) rated professional development very highly (6 or 7) and only 5.0% rated it very lowly (1-2).  Again, fewer were satisfied with what was provided (28.4% using 6 and 7 and a further 20.8% using 5) and 33.4% indicated dissatisfaction (1-3).  However, there is a definite improvement in the level of satisfaction: see Appendix 5.  Given student feedback (see 5 below), it should be noted that 5.0% rated the importance of professional development very lowly (1 or 2) with 5.8% seeing it as not applicable.  Not receiving professional development was aligned with giving it an N/A rating (5 of the 7 staff concerned) or rating it very lowly (2 of the 5 staff who gave it a 1) but a further 3 staff provided a 7 rating.

As in 2004, many students explicitly mentioned in their comments that some staff seemed inadequately trained in DSO and concluded this impacted heavily on the extent of their success in using the features. 

The prevalent themes in staff comments about professional development and support services were that they relied heavily on DSO support staff and needed more training in DSO features and best practice.  . 

It is worth noting that there were no complaints on the content of training staff received in DSO in 2005. This is probably due to the change in emphasis in training this year as a result of feedback provided in last year’s evaluation.  

4.7
Staff are more confident in their preparation for teaching than for developing units.

60.9% of staff indicated they felt adequately prepared for teaching using DSO (4-5), a distinct improvement from last year (37.2%.).  Not surprisingly, those with no experience prior to this semester were less likely to agree with the proposition, but still close to half did (47.6%) see Appendix 5.  The pattern remains the same when staff were asked if they believed they were adequately prepared for developing their units in DSO but in this instance there is a much increased proportion of negative responses: see Appendix 5.  54.0% of students indicated they felt adequately supported by those teaching their units to use DSO effectively, with 53.2% agreeing that they felt adequately supported technically, again an improvement from 2004: see Appendix 5.

5.
Conclusions from the qualitative data: open-ended staff and student feedback

In comparison to 2004, staff comment was considerably more positive, although proportions of negative to positive student comment were similar.  Approximately 86% of the staff comment and 82% of student comment was negative or mixed in 2005 in comparison to 97.5% and 82% respectively in 2004.  There were extreme comments at both ends of the spectrum, and though there were more extremely negative comments than extremely positive ones, there was less strongly negative language.  The extremely negative comments related mostly to poor general functionality of the system, e.g. “stone age technology… shame on the developers”, “garbage”, “shocking”, “crap”, “pain in the butt”.  The extremely positive comments were mainly on either the opportunity DSO gave distance students to learn flexibly, or individual lecturers’ abilities to enhance their students’ learning, e.g. “the best resource that an external student can use”, “I would be lost without DSO”, “added an extra dimension to an already excellent unit … an excellent forum to test your knowledge … very satisfying … of immense use in my role at work.”  
Notably, 35% of student comment related to matters that were under the control of individual lecturers, such as their use of DSO features, site maintenance and discussion management. Of this comment, 77.8% was negative, but 5.6% was positive, singling out lecturers and units for high praise, and 16.6% noted that some of their lecturers had managed DSO very well, while others had not. As in 2004, many students recognised the potential of DSO, but found the way it was used by teaching staff meant that it was not being used as well as it should have been.  Clearly, although students were more positive in their views than were staff, there are still large numbers of students who are unhappy with their DSO experience.

The main problematic areas mentioned in the comments were:

5.1 Poor use of DSO features by some lecturers

Complaints were similar to last year’s in this area, particularly some lecturers’ failure to use the gradebook to release marks online, moderate and manage discussions effectively, post materials online in a timely, organised and legible manner, post important information in an obvious place, manage online group work effectively, and permit online assignment submission.

5.2 WebCT Vista design and usability issues 
Complaints again included navigation difficulties, commonly performed tasks involving multiple steps, not being able to open more than one window at a time, unattractiveness of its visual interface, slowness (particularly on dial-up connections), time-outs, outages, reliance on particular software (including versions of Mozilla and Java that have been superseded), downloading and uploading problems. 


5.3 Perceived lack of functionality of some WebCT Vista tools
The tools that received significant amounts of negative comment were:

Assignment submission tools
Early in Semester One a significant number of students reported problems with uploading assignment attachments and this is reflected in the 125 comments (staff and students combined) complaining about these tools.
Assignment management tools
11 of the 79 staff comments received complained about the tedious procedures required to mark online assignments.  However, 38 students commented that they would have preferred to have had the option of online submission (a large proportion of units do not offer the option of submitting online assignments).  
Discussion
51 students and three staff complained about the discussion tool’s functionality, including constant refreshing, displaying of oldest rather than newest items at the top, difficulties posting attachments, and faulty function of “new” and “read” flags.  
Chat/whiteboard
The unreliability of the chat/whiteboard tool attracted 16 negative comments from students and staff combined. 


5.4 Difficulty of learning how to use the system at the same time as teaching/learning unit content 

Four staff members commented that sessional staff needed earlier access to DSO resources, and to learn how to use it, before the start of semester. A small number of students also made the comment that learning to use DSO added a significant load to their learning early in the semester.

5.5 Inconsistent approach across units

Students indicated a strong preference for a standardised approach to unit site layout and use of announcement, discussion and content areas for presentation of important or new information.

5.6 Loss of functionality in comparison to First Class
Although the number of comments comparing DSO to First Class was considerably less than last year’s, still 28 students and five staff complained that DSO was less easy to use and lacked popular features present in First Class.  Only two took a contrary view.  The popular First Class features that were missed included that new messages appeared at the top, it was easier to scroll down messages, and one could see who was online at the time. 

5.7 Increased workload for staff
As in 2004, a significant number of comments were made about the unacknowledged extra workload that teaching with DSO added.  57.5% of staff indicated they accessed DSO daily with a further 28.3% indicating twice weekly.  This year, 11 of the 70 staff comments referred to workload issues.  In particular, staff complained about the time it took to moderate discussions, download and upload documents and manage online assignments. The perceived general slowness, cumbersomeness and unreliability of the system or its components added to these problems.  For staff who feel they are already overworked and/or that technology should make work easier, there is understandable angst. “DSO is a terrific adjunct to teaching but … It adds a whole layer to classroom teaching which is not considered to be additional to our load but is very real with its own constant workload that takes time and energy …  The off campus students are expecting regular contact via DSO which is fair enough but even though I work 50 hours a week, there are some weeks when I just don’t get near the discussion board. And then the on campus students also expect to have that extra layer of contact with us…”; “The workload imposed on the academic who has to use DSO is ten times that of teaching on campus, yet the university tries to pretend that there isn’t any additional workload.” 
6.0 Comments in response from the Acting Head, Learning Systems Group

6.1 Academic professional development and support for staff

Some of the qualitative conclusions point to further opportunities to change or enhance academic support and professional development that can be taken forward by the Institute of Teaching and Learning and the DSO Collaborative Group.  As a result of the 2004 DSO Evaluation, central support for faculties was enhanced by providing on-the-ground support for each faculty at each campus and the DSO training program was revised to provide more targeted professional development.  Anecdotally both of these changes have been received positively.  There is currently work underway to develop a suite of resources that can be used in professional development and support activities that should facilitate more effective use of DSO tools in teaching (e.g. teaching tips).

In addition, some of the operational objectives of the new Institute of Teaching and Learning, and the Knowledge Media Division, going in to 2006, particularly in relation to quality assurance may address some aspects of consistency in some aspects of design and provision of information in DSO sites.

6.2
Student support

There are opportunities to review the materials that students access to support their online teaching and learning experience, in particular orientation to IT at Deakin.  The DSO support site, particularly the 'Getting started' section, is regularly reviewed and updated, and from the evaluation feedback as well as feedback from other sources there are improvements that will be included in the DLT and other IT orientation material for students in 2006.

6.3
Vista issues

Many of the Vista issues documented in the qualitative survey data have been raised, by Deakin staff and students, in a range of other forums over the past 2 years, and form the basis of ongoing communication and collaboration with WebCT about Deakin's requirements and the upcoming features of the Vista system.  This is undertaken via issues and bug reporting and resolution, and logging Feature Requests based on teaching and learning needs of Deakin staff. Feature requests are documented and provided to WebCT on a regular basis, highlighting our priority areas, and reiterating issues that continue to be a problem for staff or students.

The issue of overall usability of the interfaces within Vista has been part of the ongoing discussions about the development of Vista, with WebCT using feedback/feature requests from users, undertaking focus groups and significant usability testing as the application continues to develop.  The next major version of Vista has significant interface changes to improve usability, including reducing the number of steps required for tasks, improving workflow and improving design so that the interface is more intuitive.

Once we have provided feature requests and other feedback on usability etc., we are dependent on WebCT to deliver the improvements we request in future versions (in the last major release (v3), about 40% of Deakin's requests were delivered).  The availability to Deakin users of improvements released by WebCT, is then dependent on how soon we can implement upgrades, which is decided based on both functional and technical requirements, and scheduled to minimize impact to users.

6.4
Specific Vista tools

Both last year and this year 'Assignment management' has been one of our highest priority areas, and we have provided to WebCT the teaching context and requirements for these, using examples and input from Deakin units and teaching staff.

In the case of the assignment submission problems experienced by students in semester 1 2005, these were found to be the result of a problem with the configuration of browser/java on the users computer.  This required many students, using computers off campus, to reconfigure some aspects of their browser settings. There were a couple of contributing factors -- the upgrade from version 2 to version 3 of Vista and the change in the University's preferred browser to Mozilla 1.7.  These required additional or different settings from those used in 2004.  The Getting started section on the DSO Help site was restructured and widely advertised to students, and the ITS service desk provided just in time support, using these guidelines, to solve problems as they were reported. WebCT have indicated that there are further improvements in their 'Browser checker' in future versions.

The instability of the Chat/Whiteboard tool in Vista was one contributing factor to the evaluation of a new synchronous communication tool for use at Deakin.  Elluminate Live is currently being piloted to provide high-quality synchronous communication facilities that can replace and are much more functionally rich than the Vista tool.
APPENDICES

Note regarding Weighted Average Satisfaction (WAS) from AASD:

Calculation of an accurate Satisfaction Index

In order to provide a consistent overall outcome from customer satisfaction survey, an agreed method for the calculation of “satisfaction” has been established. With the use of both importance and satisfaction measures within surveys, it is possible if a 7 point scale is used for divisions to produce a satisfaction index that takes account of importance weighting factors.

Weighting: To calculate the Weighting Factors add up all the importance scores and then express each one as a % of the total.
Satisfaction Index: To calculate the Satisfaction Index each satisfaction score is multiplied by its corresponding weighting factor to produce weighted scores.  The weighted average is found by adding up the weighted scores.

Appendix 1: Detail of the response cohort

Note: The numbers in square brackets are from the 2004 survey and are provided for comparison.

1.1
By Faculty 
Note 1= Low; 7 = High

	Faculty
	Staff
	Students

	
	Number
	WAS 
	Number
	WAS

	Arts
	23 [26]
	4.21 [3.71]
	572 [604]
	4.57 [4.08]

	Bus & Law
	44 [55]
	4.13 [3.41] 
	894 [1259] 
	4.60 [4.05]

	Education
	12 [12]
	4.70 [3.65]
	352 [349]
	4.57 [4.26]

	Health & BS
	25 [26]
	4.74 [4.20]
	495 [474]
	4.72 [4.48]

	Sc & Tech
	16 [37]
	4.14 [4.22]
	540 [629]
	4.42 [4.22]

	

	Overall 
	120 [156]
	4.32 [3.76]
	2526 [2887]
	4.58 [4.13]

	Note:  
	The survey allowed for more than one faculty to be nominated so the numbers do not sum to the overall figure used throughout the report.


1.2
By Campus

	Campus
	Staff
	Students

	
	Number
	WAS 
	Number
	WAS

	Burwood
	64 [78]
	3.76 [4.52]
	1076 [1236]
	4.64 [4.22]

	Toorak
	5 [13] 
	3.90 [2.93]
	139 [204]
	4.70 [4.15]

	Waurn Ponds
	37 [44]
	4.07 [4.11]
	529 [571]
	4.53 [4.14]

	Waterfront
	6 [7]
	3.94 [3.86]
	154 [99]
	4.4 [4.12]

	Warrnambool
	8 [14]
	4.33 [3.46]
	95 [113]
	4.51 [4.24]

	Overseas
	
	
	55 [75]
	4.60 [3.80]

	None of these
	
	
	478 [589]
	4.49 [4.07]

	

	Overall
	120 [156]
	4.32 [3.76]
	2526 [2887]
	4.58 [4.13]


Appendix 2: Perceived enhancement of teaching and learning

DSO enhances my teaching (staff: a)

DSO enhances learning by my students (staff: b)

DSO enhanced my learning experience (students)

	
	1: Strongly disagree
	2
	3
	4
	5: Strongly agree

	STAFF (a)
	15 (12.5%)
	14 (11.7%)
	36 (30.0%)
	36 (30.0%)
	19 (15.8%)

	            (b)
	15 (12.5%)
	17 (14.2%)
	36 (30.0%)
	38 (31.7%)
	14 (11.7%)

	2005

2004
	25.4%

[42.3%]
	30%

[26.6%]
	44.6%

[31.2%]

	

	STUDENTS
	126 (5.0%)
	210 (8.3%)
	642 (25.4%)
	939 (37.2%)
	609 (24.1%)

	2005

2004
	13.3%

[26.4%]
	25.4%

[27.8%]
	61.3%

[45.8%]

	SETU Qn18
	1286

(5.9%)
	1761

(8.1%)
	6733

(31.0%)
	8006 (36.8%)
	3947 (18.2%)

	2005

2004
	14.0%

[22.5%]
	31.0% [30.39%]
	55.0% 

[47.1%]


Appendix 3: Importance and satisfaction with support for using DSO
	
	WAS
	NA
	1-3
	4
	5-7

	
	Overall
	Staff 
	Stud
	Staff/Stu
	Staff
	Stud
	Staff
	Stud
	Staff
	Stud

	Faculty

	Arts
	4.2/4.5
	3.9
	4.7
	8.7/3.7%
	34.7%
	19.3%
	8.7%
	19.2%
	47.8%
	57.8%

	B&L
	4.1/4.6
	3.9
	4.6
	0.0/3.2%
	38.7%
	19.4%
	15.9%
	20.6%
	45.4%
	56.8%

	Ed
	4.7/4.6
	5.2
	4.8
	0.0/5.4%
	25.5
	16.7%
	8.3%
	20.5%
	66.7%
	57.4%

	HBS
	4.7/4.7
	5.0
	4.9
	8.0/2.4%
	24.0%
	15.5%
	12.0%
	17.6%
	56.0%
	64.5%

	Sc&T
	4.2/4.4
	3.9
	4.6
	18.8/7.4%
	37.6%
	15.7%
	6.3%
	28.1%
	37.6%
	48.7%

	Campus

	Burwood
	4.5/4.6
	4.4
	4.8
	3.1/4.5%
	29.7%
	17.2%
	14.1%
	17.7%
	53.2%
	60.7%

	Toorak
	3.9/4.7
	4.0
	4.7
	0.0/2.9%
	40.0%
	16.6%
	20.0%
	26.6%
	20.0%
	54.0%

	W’bool
	4.3/4.5
	4.3
	4.6
	0.0/3.2%
	50.0%
	13.7%
	12.5%
	29.5%
	37.5%
	53.6%

	WPonds
	4.1/4.7
	4.2
	4.7
	13.5/5.3%
	32.4%
	16.0%
	2.7%
	24.4%
	51.3%
	54.3%

	Waterfr
	3.9/4.4
	3.3
	4.7
	0.0/5.2%
	50.0%
	20.0%
	33.3%
	20.1%
	16.7%
	54.5%

	0verseas
	NA/4.6
	NA
	4.8
	NA/1.8%
	NA
	12.7%
	NA
	23.6%
	NA
	61.8%

	None
	NA/4.5
	NA
	4.6
	NA/2.9%
	NA
	20.3%
	NA
	24.5%
	NA
	52.2%

	Note: Where two figures are provided in the one column, the first concerns staff and the second students.




Appendix 4: Teaching and learning activities within DSO: staff and student perception of satisfaction and importance 
	* Numbers in these columns are WAS (Weighted Average Satisfaction).

# Numbers in these columns are in rank order. The first column (staff: bolded) is the benchmark
	STAFF

IMP

N=120 

[156]
	STUDENT

IMP

N=2526 [2887]
	STAFF

SATIS

N=120 

[156]
	STUDENT

SATIS

N=2526

[2887]
	STAFF

Not applicable

N=120 

[156]
	STUDENT

Not applicable

N=2526

[2887]

	
	*
	#
	*
	#
	*
	#
	*
	#
	*
	#
	*
	#

	Accessing lecture notes/tute notes/lab notes
	5.9

[6.0]
	=1

[=1]
	6.5

[6.4]
	1

[1]
	5.3

[4.6]
	=1

[2]
	5.0

[4.6]
	3

[=2]
	4.2%

[5.8%]
	2

[2]
	2.7%

[3.4%]
	2

[2]

	Reading contributions to discussions
	5.9

[5.5]
	=1

[=3]
	5.6

[5.5]
	=7

9
	4.7

[4.1]
	3

[3]
	5.1

[4.6]
	2

[=2]
	8.3%

[15.4%]
	3

[=4]
	5.2%

[9.0%]
	3

[5]

	Contributing to discussions
	5.9

[5.4]
	=1

[6]
	5.1

[5.1]
	11

10
	4.5

[3.9]
	5

[=4]
	4.8

[4.3]
	4

[5]
	10.0%

[12.8%]
	4

[3]
	7.5%

[10.3]
	6

[6]

	Accessing unit Guide/information
	5.8

[6.0]
	=4

[=1]
	6.3

[6.0]
	=4

[5]
	5.3

[4.7]
	=1

[1]
	5.2

[4.8]
	1

[1]
	1.7%

[2.6%]
	1

[1]
	0.9%

[1.9% ]
	1

[1]

	Managing assessment (staff)

Viewing marks (students)
	5.8

[5.5]
	=4

[=3]
	6.4

[6.3]
	=2

[=2]
	3.7

[3.5]
	11

[=8]
	4.3

[3.8]
	10

[=10]
	34.2%

[41.0%]
	8

[10]
	11.8%

[13.9%]
	8

[8]

	Contacting students via internal unit messaging
	5.6

[5.2]
	=6

[7]
	4.7

[4.7]
	=12

[13]
	4.2

[3.5]
	6

[=8]
	4.6

[4.1]
	=7

[=7]
	20.8%

[15.4%]
	=5

[=4]
	10.1%

[11.7%]
	7

[7]

	Interacting with learning resources
	5.6

[5.2]
	=6

[8]
	5.6

[5.7]
	=7

[8]
	4.6

[3.8]
	4

[6]
	4.7

[4.4]
	=5

4]
	20.8%

[23.7%]
	=5

[6]
	7.3%

[7.7%]
	5

[4]

	Submitting assignments
	5.6

[5.5]
	=6

[=3]
	6.3

[6.2]
	=4

[4]
	3.3

[3.0]
	=14

[=13]
	4.6

[4.1
	=7

[=7]
	40.8%

[42.3%]
	10

[11]
	21.8%

[21.2%]
	11

[12]

	Receiving feedback on assignments
	5.5

[5.0]
	9

[10]
	6.4

[6.3]
	=2

[=2]
	3.4

[3.1]
	=12

[12]
	3.9

[3.5]
	=13

[14]
	40.0%

[46.8%]
	9

[=12]
	18.7%

[17.7%]
	10

[10]

	Reviewing unit progress
	5.3

[5.1]
	=10

[9]
	6.0

[5.9]
	6

[7]
	4.1

[3.6]
	=7

[7]
	4.2

[3.8]
	11

[=10]
	42.5%

[39.1%]
	=11

[9]
	14.3%

[15.1%]
	9

[9]

	Working collaboratively in a group
	5.3

[4.8]
	=10

[11]
	4.7

[4.8]
	=12

[12]
	3.8

[3.2]
	=9

[11]
	4.0

[3.7]
	12

[=12]
	43.3%

[46.8%]
	13

[=12]
	30.0%

[29.4%]
	14

[13

	Completing quizzes/self-tests
	4.6

[4.2]
	12

[12]
	5.4

[5.0]
	10

[11]
	4.1

[3.9]
	=7

[=4]
	4.7

[4.1]
	=5

[=7]
	53.3%

[57.1%]
	15

[15]
	26.1%

[32.1%]
	13

[=14]

	Contacting teaching staff via internal unit messaging
	4.3

[3.9]
	13

[13]
	5.6

[5.6]
	=7

[9]
	3.8

[3.0]
	=9

[=13]
	4.6

[4.2]
	=7

[6]
	28.3%

[28.2%]
	7

[7]
	6.5%

[7.4%]
	4

[3]

	Using chat and/or whiteboard
	3.8

[3.4]
	14

[14]
	3.6

[3.8]
	14

[14]
	3.3

[2.9]
	=14

[15]
	3.7

[3.4]
	15

[15]
	47.5%

[51.3%]
	14

[14]
	33.7%

[32.1%]
	153

[=14]

	Using calendar
	2.7

[2.6]
	15

[15]
	3.1

[3.3]
	15

[15]
	3.4

[3.3]
	=12

[10]
	3.9

[3.7]
	=13

[=12]
	42.5%

[34.6%]
	=11

[8]
	25.0%

[20.6%]
	12

[11]


Appendix 5:
Perceived level of adequacy of preparation and support for teaching and learning using DSO:

(a) I feel confident to teach using DSO (staff) 

(b) I felt adequately prepared for developing my unit(s) in DSO (staff) 

(c) I felt adequately supported by those teaching my units to use DSO effectively (students)

(d) I felt adequately supported technically to use DSO effectively (students)

	
	1: Strongly disagree
	2
	3
	4
	5: Strongly agree

	STAFF (a)

2005

First experience

2004
	10 (8.3%)

1 (4.8%)

22 (14.1%)
	16 (13.3%)

5 (23.8%)

36 (23.1%
	21 (17.5%)

5 (23.8%)

40 (25.6%)
	41 (34.2%)

6 (28.6%)

27 (17.3%)
	32 (26.7%)

4 (19.0%)

31 (19.9%)

	

	STAFF (b)

2005

First experience

2004
	14 (11.7%)

1 (4.8%)

31 (19.9%)
	26 (21.7%)

6 (28.6%)

39 (25.0%)
	21 (17.5%)

4 (19.0%)

32 (20.5%)
	37 (30.8%)

8 (38.1%)

31 (19.9%)
	22 (18.3%)

2 (9.5%)

23 (14.7%)

	

	STUDENTS (c)

2005

2004
	117 (12.1%)

433 (15.0%)
	136 (14.1%)

533 (18.5%)
	288 (29.8%)

825 (28.6%)
	263 (27.2%)

767 (26.6%)
	162 (16.8%)

329 (11.4%)

	

	STUDENTS (d)

2005

2004
	66 (6.8%)

378 (13.1%)
	106 (11.0%)

470 (16.3%)
	280 (29.0%)

822 (28.5%)
	313 (32.4%)

787 (27.3%)
	201 (20.8%)

430 (14.9%)
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