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Methodology

During the fall of 2001, the Office of Institutional Research collaborated with the
Technical Support Task Force to survey the Piedmont Virginia Community College
(PVCC) faculty and staff regarding the information technology facilities and services at
PVCC. The survey was developed to address several key areas of interest to the task
force, including computer applications, technical support, electronic classrooms and
distance learning, and training and workshops offered through instructional technology.
The survey was developed, reviewed and approved by both the Technical Support Task
Force and the Office of Institutional Research.

The survey was distributed via internal mail to every PVCC faculty and staff
member. Each instrument was color coded by respondent type (classified staff, full-time
faculty, part-time faculty and administration). Follow-up e-mails were sent to all
potential respondents, and a second survey was distributed two weeks after the initial
distribution.

Sixty-two surveys were returned, for a total response rate of 18.6%. The small
number of part-time staff who completed the survey lowers this response rate
considerably; this group had a response rate of 5%. The rest of the groups had much
higher response rates (full-time faculty, 45%; classified staff, 33.3%; and administration,
28%). This discrepancy in response rates was expected, given the amount of time part-
time faculty spend on campus, and the limited interactions many have with IT facilities
and services. The responses to open-ended questions are provided in Appendix A and the

survey instrument is included in Appendix B.



Results

Results from this survey are presented in the following report. The following
frequency tables show the responses to each of the questions on the survey, broken down
by respondent type, as well as collapsed across all respondent types. The tables include
the number of respondents giving each answer (Frequency), the percent of total
respondents giving each answer (Total %), and the percent of people responding to that

particular question giving each answer (Valid %).

Computer Applications
Computer for general use
Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
~Classified Staft Excellent 2] 40.9 409 — 40.9

Good 11 50.0 50.0 90.9
Fair 2 9.1 9.1 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0

Full Time Faculty Excellent 6 26.1 - 261 26.1
Good 14 60.9 60.9 87.0
Fair 2 8.7 8.7 95.7
No Response 1 4.3 4.3 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0

Part Time Faculty Excellent 2 20.0 20.0 20.0
Good 5 50.0 50.0 70.0
Fair 1 10.0 10.0 80.0
No Response 2 20.0 20.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0

Administration Excellent 6 85.7 85.7 85.7
Good 1 14.3 14.3 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0




Computer for general use (all respondents)

Cumuilative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Excellent 23 -37.1 371 371
Good 31 50.0 50.0 87.1
Fair ’ 5 8.1 8.1 95.2
No Response 3 4.8 4.8 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0
Software for general use
Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Classmed Stait Excellent 10 455 45.5 45.5
Good 12 54.5 54.5 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
Full Time Faculty Excellent 9 39.1 391 39.1
Good 13 56.5 56.5 95.7
No Response 1 4.3 43 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0
Part Time Faculty Excellent 2 20.0 20.0 20.0
Good 3 30.0 30.0 50.0
Fair 1 10.0 10.0 60.0
No Response 4 40.0 40.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration Excellent 6 85.7 85.7 85.7
Good 1 14.3 14.3 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0
Software for general use (all respondents)
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | - Percent
— Excellent 27 435 435 435
Good 29 46.8 46.8 90.3
Fair 1 1.6 1.6 91.9
No Response 5 8.1 8.1 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0




Additional Hardware for general use

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Classnied ot Excellent ] 40.9 40.9 40.9
Good 10 455 455 86.4
Fair 1 45 45 90.9
Poor 1 45 4.5 95.5
No Response 1 45 4.5 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
Full Time Faculty Excellent 3 ~ 130 13.0 13.0
Good 14 60.9 60.9 73.9
Fair 2 8.7 8.7 82.6
Poor 2 8.7 8.7 91.3
No Response 2 87 8.7 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0
Part Time Faculty Excellent 3 30.0 30.0 30.0
Good 3 30.0 30.0 60.0
Fair 2 20.0 20.0 80.0
Poor 1 10.0 10.0 90.0
No Response 1 10.0 10.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 . 100.0
Administration Excellent 4 571 57.1 571
Good 3 429 429 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0

Additional Hardware for general use (all respondents)

Cumulative

Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent
Excellent 19 30.6 30. 30.6
Good 30 48.4 48.4 79.0
Fair 5 8.1 8.1 87.1
Poor 4 6.5 6.5 93.5
No Response 4 6.5 6.5 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0




PVCC's Internet pages

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
ClassHied Staif Excellent 2 9.1 9.1 K
Good 17 77.3 77.3 86.4
Fair 2 9.1 9.1 - 95.5
Poor 1 45 45 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
ull Time Faculty Excellent 6 26.1 26.1 26.1
Good 11 47.8 47.8 73.9
Fair 3 13.0 13.0 87.0
No Response 3 13.0 13.0 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0
art 1ime Faculty Excellent 2 20.0 20.0 20.0
Good 6 60.0 60.0 80.0
No Response 20.0 20.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration Excellent 1 14.3 14.3 14.3
Good 1 14.3 143 286
Fair 2 286 286 57.1
Poor 3 42.9 42.9 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0
PVCC's Internet pages (all respondents)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Excellent 11 17.7 7.7 17.7
Good 35 56.5 56.5 742
Fair 7 11.3 11.3 855
Poor 4 6.5 6.5 91.9
No Response 5 8.1 8.1 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0



Do you use the PVCC Intranet?

Cumulative
Respondent Type ' Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
[Classified Staff No 1 45 4. 45
Yes 20 90.9 90.9 95.5
No Response 1 45 45 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
Full Time Faculty No 4 17.4 17.4 17.4
. Yes 17 73.9 73.9 91.3
No Response 2 8.7 8.7 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0
“Part Time Faculty No 4 40.0 40.0 40.0
Yes "5 50.0 50.0 90.0
No Response 1 10.0 10.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration Yes 7 100.0 100.0 100.0

Do you use the PVCC Intranet? (all respondents)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
No 9 145 14.5 14.5
Yes 49 79.0 79.0 93.5
No Response 4 6.5 6.5 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0
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Faculty/Staff Email services

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Classiied Stail Excellent 8 36.4 36.4 36.4
Good 11 50.0 50.0 86.4
Fair 2 9.1 9.1 95.5
Poor 1 4.5 4.5 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
Full Time Faculty Excellent 14 60.9 60.9 60.9
Good 6 26.1 26.1 87.0
Fair 2 8.7 8.7 95.7
No Response 1 4.3 4.3 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0
Part Time Faculty Excellent 2 20.0 20.0 20.0
Good 2 20.0 20.0 40.0
Poor 1 10.0 10.0 50.0
No Response 5 50.0 50.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration Excellent 5 71.4 71.4 71.4
Good 1 143 143 85.7
Fair 1 14.3 14.3 - 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0
Faculty/Staff Email services (all respondents)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Excellent 29 46.8 46.8 46.8
Good 20 323 323 79.0
Fair 5 8.1 8.1 87.1
Poor 2 3.2 3.2 90.3
No Response 6 9.7 9.7 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0



Student Email Services

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
- Classified Stait Excellent | 45 4.5 4.5

Good ‘ 2 9.1 9.1 13.6
Fair 5 227 227 36.4
Poor 2 9.1 9.1 455
No Response 12 545 54.5 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0

Full Time Faculty Good 7 304 304 304
Fair 2 8.7 8.7 39.1
Poor 2 8.7 8.7 : 47.8
No Response 12 52.2 52.2 100.0
Total 23 100.0 1000 |

Part Time Faculty No Response 10 100.0 100.0 100.0

Administration Excellent 1 14.3 14.3 14.3
Good 2 28.6 28.6 42.9
Poor 4 571 57.1 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0 '

Student Email Services (all respondents)

Cumulative
Frequency [ Percent | Valid Percent Percent

—Excellent 2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Good 11 17.7 17.7 21.0
Fair 7 11.3 1.3 32.3
Poor 8 12.9 12.9 45.2
No Response 34 54.8 54.8 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0
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Familiar with SLA's

13

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent
[Classified otai No 18 81.8 81.8 81.8
Yes 4 18.2 18.2 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
ull Time Faculty No 16 69.6 69.6 69.6
Yes 5 217 217 91.3
No Response 2 8.7 8.7 100:0
_ Total 23 100.0 100.0
Part Time Faculty No 9 90.0 90.0 90.0
No Response 1 10.0 10.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration No 1 143 143 14.3
Yes 6 857 85.7 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0
Familiar with SLA's (all respondents)
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
No 44 71.0 71.0 71.0
Yes 15 242 242 95.2
No Response 3 4.8 4.8 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0



Technical Support

Do you use help desk for tech support

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Classified Staf No 2 9.1 9.1 9.1
Yes 20 90.9 90.9 100.0
Total . 22 100.0 | 100.0
Full Time Faculty Yes : 22 95.7 ' 95.7 95.7
No Response 1 4.3 4.3 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0
Part Time Faculty No 3 30.0 30.0 _ 30.0
: Yes 4 400 | - 40.0 700
No Response 31 - 30.0 o 30.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration Yes 7 100.0 100.0 100.0

Do you use help desk for tech support (all respondents)

: Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
NO 5 8.1 8.1 8.1
Yes 53 85.5 85.5 93.5
No Response 4 6.5 6.5 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0
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Avalability of technical support

Please rate each of the following items based on your experience and overall satisfaction:

15
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Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
[Classified Stai Excellent 13 59.1 59.1 59.1
' Good 7 31.8 31.8 90.9
Fair 1 45 45 95.5
No Response 1 4.5 - 45 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
Full Time Faculty Excellent 12 52.2 52.2 52.2
Good 9 39.1 391 91.3
Fair 1 43 43 95.7
No Response 1 4.3 4.3 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0
[ Part Time Faculty Excelient 4 40.0 40.0 40.0
Good ‘ 3 30.0 30.0 70.0
No Response 3 30.0 30.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration Excellent 1 14.3 143 14.3
' Good 6 85.7 85.7 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0
Avalability of technical support (all respondents)
Cumulative
: Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Excellent 30 48.4 48.4 48.4
Good 25 40.3 40.3 88.7
Fair 2 32 32 91.9
No Response 5 8.1 8.1 100.0
Total 62 1000 | 100.0 '




Technical knowledge of support staff

1
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: . Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Classmed Staf Excellent <) 40.9 40.9 40.9
Good 11 50.0 50.0 90.9
Fair 1 4.5 4.5 95.5
No Response 1 4.5 4.5 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
Full Time Faculty Excellent 9 39.1 39.1 39.1
Good 13 56.5 56.5 95.7
No Response 1 4.3 4.3 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0
Part Time Faculty Excellent 2 20.0 20.0 20.0
Good 4 40.0 40.0 60.0
Fair 1 10.0 10.0 70.0
No Response 3 30.0 30.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration Excellent 2 28.6 28.6 28.6
Good 3 42.9 429 71.4
Fair 2 28.6 28.6 100.0
Total 7 © 100.0 100.0
Technical knowledge of support staff (all respondents)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Excellent 22 35.5 39.5 35.5
Good 31 50.0 50.0 85.5
Fair 4 6.5 6.5 919
No Response 5 8.1 8.1 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0



Promptness of response

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Classied otaf Excellent 13 59.1 59.1 59.1
Good 6 27.3 27.3 86.4
Fair 2 9.1 9.1 95.5
No Response 1 4.5 4.5 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0 _
Full Time Faculty Excellent 16 69.6 69.6 69.6
Good 5 21.7 217 91.3
Fair 1 4.3 4.3 95.7
No Response 1 4.3 4.3 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0
ari Time Faculty __ Excellent 4 400 40.0 40.0
Good 3 30.0 30.0 70.0
No Response 3 30.0 30.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration Excellent 3 42.9 429 42.9
Good 4 57.1 57.1 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0

Promptness of response (all respondents)

. Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Excelient 36 S58. 58.1 58.1
Good 18 29.0 29.0 87.1
Fair 3 4.8 4.8 91.9
No Response 5 8.1 8.1 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0
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Ability of support staff to resolve problems

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency Percent Vaiid Percent Percent
[Classified Stai Excellent ‘ 8 36.4 36.4 | 36.4
Good 11 50.0 50.0 86.4
Fair 2 9.1 9.1 95.5
No Response 1 4.5 4.5 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
“Full Time Faculty Excellent 8 34.8 34.8 34.8
Good 14 60.9 60.9 95.7
No Response 1 4.3 4.3 100.0
. Total 23 100.0 100.0
Part Time Faculty ‘Excellent 2 20.0 | . 20.0 20.0
Good 3 300 | . 30.0 50.0
Fair 1 10.0 10.0 60.0
No Response 4 40.0 40.0. ©100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration Excellent 3 " 429 42.9 42.9
Good 1 14.3 14.3 - 571
Fair 3 42.9 42.9 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0

Ability of support staff to resolve problems (all respondents)

Cumulative
- Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent
Excellent 21 33.9 33.9 33.9
Good 29 46.8 : 46.8 80.6
Fair 6 9.7 9.7 90.3
No Response 6 9.7 - 97 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0

ot
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Delivery of equipment to classrooms

. Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Classied Staf Excellent 1 4.5 45 4.5
Good 5 227 227 27.3
Fair 1 4.5 4.5 31.8
No Response 15 68.2 68.2 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0 .
“Full Time Faculty Excellent 4 17.4 17.4 17.4

Good 6 26.1 26.1 43.5
Fair 2 8.7 . 8.7 52.2
No Response 11 47.8 47.8 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0

Part Time Faculty Excellent 2 20.0 | - 20.0 20.0
Good 3 30.0 30.0 50.0
No Response 5 50.0 50.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0

Administration Excellent ' 3 " 429 42.9 42.9
Good 3 42.9 429 85.7
No Response 1 14.3 14.3 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0

Delivery of equipment to classrooms (all respondents)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Excelient 10 16.1 16.1 16.1
Good 17 274 274 43.5
Fair 3 4.8 4.8 48.4
No Response | 32 51.6 51.6 100.0
Total 62 100.0° 100.0
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Overall satisfaction with technical support

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent
Classimed Stan Excellent — 10 455 455 4535
Good 11 50.0 50.0 95.5
No Response 1 45 45 100.0
Total _ 22 100.0 100.0
ull Time Faculty Excellent 10 43.5 43.5 43.5
Good 1 47.8 47.8 9131
No Response 2 8.7 8.7 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0 :
“Part Time Faculty Excellent 4 40.0 40.0 40.0
- Good 3 30.0 300 70.0
No Response 3 .30.0 30.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0 :
Administration Excellent 3 429 - 42.9 ~42.9
Good 2 28.6 28.6 71.4
Fair 2 286" 286 100.0
Total . 7 100.0 100.0
Overall satisfaction with technical support (all respondents)
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Excellent 27 43.5 43.5 43.5
Good 27 43.5 43.5 87.1
Fair 2 3.2 3.2 .90.3.
No Response 6 9.7 9.7 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0
<0
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Avaliablity of electronic classrooms

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Classitied Starf No Response 22 100.0 100.0 100.0
Full Time Faculty Excellent 5 21.7 217 21.7
Good 9 39.1 39.1 60.9
Fair 3 13.0 - 13.0 73.9
No Response 6 26.1 26.1 100.0
: Total 23 100.0 100.0
art Time Faculty ~Excellent 1 10.0 10.0 10.0
Good 1 10.0 10.0 20.0
Fair 1 10.0 10.0 30.0
No Response 7 70.0 70.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration Good 2 286 286 286
Poor 1 14.3 14.3 42.9
No Response 4 57.1 57.1 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0

Avaliablity of electronic classrooms (all respondents)

Cumulative

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
EXxcellent [§] 9.7/ 9.7 9.7
Good 12 194 194 29.0
Fair 4 6.5 6.5 355
Poor 1 1.6 16 371
No Response 39 62.9 62.9 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0
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Electronic Classrooms/Distance Learning

Electronic Classrooms - performance of equipment

. : Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Classilied Stai Good 1 45 45 45
No Response 21 95.5 95.5 100.0
Total _ 22 100.0 . 1000 - -
Full Time Faculty Excellent 3 13.0 — 13.0 13.0
Good 11| 478 47.8 60.9
Fair ‘ 3| 10| 13.0 73.9
No Response 6| 264 | - 26.1 100.0
Total 23| 1000 1000 |
Part Time Faculty Good 3 30.0 30.0 30.0
No Response 7 - 70.0 70.0 100.0
. Total 10 1000 | - 1000 | .- -
Administration Good 2 28.6 28.6 28.6
Fair 2 28.6 28.6 57.1
Poor 1 14.3 | . . 14.3 . 71.4 .
No Response 2 286 | = 286 100.0°
Total 7 100.0 100.0

Electronic Classrooms - performance of equipment (all respondents)

. Cumulative

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent - Percent
Excellent 3 4.8 4.8 48
Good 17 27.4 27.4 323
Fair 5 8.1 8.1 40.3
Poor 1 1.6 1.6 419
No Response 36 58.1 58.1 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0

18




Electronic Classrooms - techincal support

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Classimed Staif Good 1 45 45 4.
No Response 21 95.5 95.5 . 100.0
Total 22 100.0 | 100.0
Full Time Faculty Excellent 5 217 217 | 21.7
Good 8 348 348 56.5
Fair . 2 8.7 8.7 65.2
No Response 8 34.8 34.8 100.0
Total ' 23 1000 | - - .. 100.0
Part Time Facully _ Excellent 1 10.0 00 | 10.0
Good 1 10.0 100 | 20.0
No Response 8 80.0 80.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 " 100.0
1 Administration  Excellent 1 14.3 .. 143 - 143
Good 1 14.3 14.3. 28.6
Fair 2 28.6 286 57.1
Poor 1 14.3 ‘ 143 : 71.4
No Response 2 28.6 - 286 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0

Electronic Classrooms - techincal support (all respondents)

) Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent

Excellent K 1.3 11.3 ] 1.3
Good 11 17.7 | 17.7 29.0°
Fair 4 6.5 6.5 | 35.5
Poor 1 16| 16 | 37.1
No Response 39| 629 62.9 100.0
Total 62 100.0 |- 100.0

23
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Compressed Video Clsasrooms - performance of equipment

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
"Classified Star No Response 22 ~ 100.0 100.0 100.0
Full Time Faculty Fair 1 4.3 4.3 4.3
No Response 22 95.7 95.7 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0
 Part Time Faculty Good 1 10.0 10.0 10.0
No Response 9 90.0 , 90.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration Fair 2 28.6 28.6 286
Poor 1 14.3 14.3 429
No Response 4 571 571 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0

Compressed Video Clsasrooms - performance of equipment (all

respondents)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Good 1 16 16 186
Fair 3 4.8 4.8 6.5
Poor 1 1.6 16 8.1
No Response 57 91.9 91.9 100.0
Total 62 1000 | 100.0

<4
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Compressed Video Classrooms - technical Support

21 23

Cumulative
. | Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
[ Classmed otaf No Response 22 100.0 100.0 1700.0
Full Time Faculty ~ Fair 1 43 43 4.3
No Response 22 95.7 . 957 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0
Part Time Facuity Fair 1 10.0 10.0 10.0
No Response 9 90.0 90.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration Excellent B 14.3 14.3 14.3
Fair 1 14.3 143 28.6
Poor 1 14.3 14.3 42.9
No Response 4 571 57.1 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0
Compressed Video Classrooms - technical Support (all respondents)
» Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Excellent 1 1.6 16 16
Fair 3 4.8 4.8 6.5
Poor 1 16 1.6 8.1
No Response 57 91.9 91.9 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0



Blackboard Services - performance of equpiment

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency [ Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Ciassified otait Excellent 1 45 45 45
" NoResponse | 21 95.5 © 955 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0 o
Full Time Facuity Excellent 2 8.7 8.7 8.7
' ' Good ' 5 21.7 217 | 304
Fair 1 43 43 -34.8
No Response 15 65.2 65.2 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0
Part Time Faculty Excellent 1 10.0 10.0 10.0
Good 1 10.0 10.0 200
No Response : 8 80.0 80.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0 '
Administration Poor 1 14.3 14.3 14.3
No Response 6 85.7 85.7 100.0
Total -7 100.0. 100.0 a

Blackboard Services - performance of equpiment (all respondents)

Cumulative

Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Excellent 4 6.5 6.5 6.5
Good 6 9.7 9.7 16.1
Fair 1 1.6 1.6 17.7
Poor 1 16 16 19.4
No Response 50 80.6 80.6 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0
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Blackboard Services - technical support

Cumulative
Respondent Type . Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Classitied Statt Excellent 1 45 4.5 4.5
No Response 21 95.5 95.5 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
Full Time Faculty Excellent 5 21.7 21.7 21.7
Good 2 8.7 8.7 304
No Response 16 69.6 69.6 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0
Part Time Faculty Good 2 20.0 20.0 20.0
No Response 8 80.0 80.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
- Administration Poor 1 14.3 14.3 14.3
No Response 6 85.7 85.7 100.0
Total 7| 1000 100.0

Blackboard Services - technical support (all respondents)

Cumulative
| Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Excelient 6 9.7 9./ 9.7
Good 4 6.5 6.5 16.1
Poor 1 1.6 1.6 17.7
No Response 51 82.3 82.3 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0
: 27
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Training and Workshops

Used teaching center

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Classiied otaff - No 17 7.3 77.3 17.3
Yes 2 9.1 | 91 86.4
No Response 3 13.6 13.6 100.0
Total ' 22 100.0 100.0
Full Time Facuity No 11 47.8 47.8 47.8
Yes 10 43.5 43.5 913
No Response 2 8.7 87 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0 -
Part Time Faculty No 5 50.0 " 50.0 ¢ - 50.0
Yes 2 20.0 200 70.0
No Response 3 30.0 30.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0 |
dministration No 5 71.4 - 714 71.4
Yes 1 14.3 143 85.7
No Response 1 14.3 14.3 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0

Used teaching center (all respondents)

_ Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
No 38 61.3 61.3 61.3
Yes 15 242 242 85.5
No Response 9 14.5 14.5 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0

<8
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Attending a workshop/training session

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Classiied Staf No 10 45.5 45,0 455
Yes 9 40.9 40.9 86.4
No Response 3 136 13.6 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
Full Time Faculty No 4 174 18.2 18.2
Yes 16 69.6 727 90.9
No Response 3 13.0 9.1 100.0
Total ' 22 95.7 100.0
Total 23 100.0
Part Time Faculty No 5 50.0 50.0 50.0
Yes 2 20.0 20.0 70.0
No Response 3 30.0 30.0 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration No 2 28.6 28.6 28.6
Yes 4 57.1 57.1 85.7
No Response 1 14.3 14.3 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0

Attending a workshopl/training session (all respondents)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
No 21 33.9 33.9 344
Yes 31 50.0 50.0 85.2
No Response 10 16.1 16.1 100.0
Total 61 984 100.0 ’
Total 62 100.0
29
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Find the workshop informative

Cumulative
Respondent Type Frequency Percent Valid Percent | = Percent
T Classimed Stan No 1 45 45 4.5
Yes 8 36.4 | 36.4 © 409
Not Applicable 8 36.4 36.4 77.3
No Response 5 22.7 22.7 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
Full Time Faculty No . 1 . 43 | . 4.3 4.5
Yes 15 65.2 65.2 727
Not Applicable 3 130 | 13.0 - 86.4
No Response 4 17.4 17.4 100.0
Total 22 957 | . . 1000
Total 23| 1000
Part Time Faculty Yes 2 20.0 20.0 20.0
" Not Applicable -3 30.0 30.0 500
No Response 5 50.0 50.0 | - 100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0
Administration Yes 4 57 .1 5§71 57.1
Not Applicable 2 286 28.6 - 857
No Response 1 14.3 143 100.0
Total 7 100.0 100.0
Find the workshop informative
_ ' Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
No 2 3.2 3.2 3.3
Yes 29 46.8 46.8 | 50.8
Not Applicable 16 258 258 770
No Response 15 24.2 24.2 ©100.0
Total 62 100.0
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Information Technology Services Overall.

Rate IT services overall

. Cumulative

Respondent Type Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent

Classiied Stafl Excellent 5 22.1 22.7 22.1
Good 13 59.1 ~ 59.1 81.8
No Response 4 18.2 18.2 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0

Full Time Faculty Excellent 2 174 17.4 17 .4
Good 15 65.2 . 652 ... 826
No Response 4 174 | 174 . 100.0.
Total 23 100.0 100.0

art Time Faculty - Good 5 50.0 500 50.0

Fair 1 100 | - .- 10.0 60.0
No Response 4 40.0 40.0 ~100.0
Total 10 100.0 100.0 | '

Administration Excellent 2 28.6 ' 28.6 286
Good 2 28.6 .28.6 57.1
Fair 1 14.3 14.3 71.4
Poor 1 14.3 14.3 85.7
No Response 1 14.3 _ 14.3 ~100.0
Total 7 100.0° 100.0

Rate IT services overall

- . Cumulative ..
Frequency | Percent. .i Valid Percent Percent

Excellent . 11 7.7 | 17.7 . 17.7
Good 35 56.5 56.5 74.2
Fair 2 32 32 77.4
Poor 1 1.6 16 79.0
No Response 13 21.0 21.0 100.0
Total 62 100.0 100.0
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Findings
Computer Applications

Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with the computer, software and
hardware available for their general computing use. Overall, all groups were very
satisfied with the computers they have for their general use (91.5%). Of all the groups,
part-time faculty respondents had the lowest satisfaction rating of their computers
(87.5%), which is expected given the limited number who have access to personal
computers.

When asked about the software available, respondents were also satisfied, with
98.2% of all respondents rating available software either éxcellent or good. Once again,
part-time faculty were much less satisfied (83%) than the other groups, and again, this is
expected given their experience with and access to software. All administrators, full-time
facﬁlty, and classified staff responding to the survey rated the software available to them
as either excellent or good.

Additional hardware, such as printers and scanners, was another topic rated in this

section of the survey. Respondents were not as satisfied in this area, with less than 85%

~ rating additional hardware as either excellent or good. Once again, all administrators

were satisfied; however, only 81% of full-time faculty and 90% of classified staff were
satisfied. Part-time staff continued to be less satisfied, with only 67% rating additional
hardware as excellent or good.

The PVCC Internet pages received the lowest ratings of all aspects of computer

applications evaluated. About 80% of all respondents rated PVCC Internet pages as

excellent or good. The highest ratings came from the part-time faculty, all of who rated
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the web pages as excellent or good. Full-time faculty and classified staff responded
similarly to this question, with approximately 85% of respondents in each group rating
the PVCC Internet pages as excellent or good. Administration gave the lowest ratings in
this area, with almost three-fourths (5 of the 7) of them giving fair or poor ratings:

Faculty and Staff often use e-mail as a primary form of cornmunication; Only
half of the 10 part-time faculty participating in the survey résponded to this question; of
those respondents, four rated email services as either excellent or good. Over 85% of
respondents in each of the other groups gave excellent or good ratings to the e-mail
services (classified staff, 86.4%; full-time faculty, 87.0%; administration, 85.7%).

While students have an email account available through the VCCS, they are not
made aware of this fact and are told to use a commercial email system such as Hotmail.
Overall, half of respondents (54.8%) did not respond to the question regarding
satisfaction with student email services. While caution has to be used in interpreting non-
responses, one possible explanation is that respondénts were aware of the lack of support
for a college-sponsored em.ail system. The majority of responding full-time faculty
(64%) rated it as excellent or good. Administrators were relatively split, with 42.9%
rating it as excellent or good and 57.1% rating it as fair or poor.

Following this set of questions was an open-ended question asking about
additional technology tools that would improve general computing at PVCC. Actual
responses are included in Appendix B. Most respondents did not reply, but of those who
did, the majority of comments referred to printing services and improving student e-mail
services.

The PVCC Intranet is a tool often used to communicate important information to

PVCC faculty and staff. For this reason, it was important to gauge the employee usage of
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the Intranet. All administrators responding to the survey use the Intranet pages, but only
approximately half of responding part-time faculty uses it. The majority of classified
staff (95%) uses the Intranet, as does full-time faculty (81%). Following this question
was an open-ended question asking the reasons respondents did not use the PVCC
Intranet if they didn’t. Comments are included as Appendix B, and typically included
things such as no need to use it, and that it was difficult to navigate.

Computing Services Service level agreements (SLA’s) are available to _alll faculjy
and staff members to explain the services available from computing services, and the
_expeétations for the department. Respondents were asked if they were _familiar with these
SLA’s, and if so, to evaluate the usefulness of them in relation to their general‘computing
needs. Administrators were most farnilia; with the SLA’s, with 85.7% responding that

they were familiar with them. The majority of part-time faculty and c;lassi_ﬁed staff
reported they were not familiar with them (100% and 81 .8% respgctively)_, and less than a
quarter (24%) of full-time faculty were familiar with the computing services _SLA’s. _

~ An open-ended question followed this usage question, asking respondents who

are familiar with the Computing Service’s SLA’s to evaluate their usgfulneg.s in relation
to general computing needs. As the majority of respondents are not familiar with the
SLA’s, there were few responses to this open-ended question. Exact responses are
included in Appendix B. Comments ranged from “excellent” and “y¢ry useful” tpl“t.oo .

arcane” and “not useful at all.”

Technical Support
Another important service of information technology is the technical support

provided to faculty and staff. Respondents were first asked to name technical problems
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they commonly encounter. A list of these problems is included in Appendix B. Typical
problems included computer freezing, updating virus checks and printers jamming.

Respondents were then asked if they use the Help Desk for technical support
when they have a technical problem. All responding administrators and full-time faculty
reported using the Help desk for technical support. The majority of elassiﬁed staff
(90.9%) also responded that they did use the help desk when they encountered a technical
problem. Only about sixty percent of the part-time faculty members (or four) reported
using the Help desk (57.1%) however.

Another open-ended question followed this, asking those respondents who do not
utilize the Help Desk when they have a technical problem why they do not. Only seven
respondents provided comments, and of these, only three responses were relevant to the
question. All comments are included in Appendix B. The relevant responses referred to
problems such as lack of technical knowledge With visual design materials, not knowing
how to contact the help desk, and using technical support staff at another location.

Several aspects of the Help Desk services were of interest in this study. They
included availability of technical support, the technical knowledge of the support staff,
promptness of response, the ability of the support staff to resolve problems, the delivery
of equipment, as well as overall satisfaction with technical support.

Respondents rated the availability of technical support very high overall; 96.5%
rated it as either excellent or good. All responding administrators and part-time faculty
rated it as excellent or good. It was also rated highly by the remaining groups (classified
staff, 95.2%; full-time faculty, 95.5%).

High satisfaction levels were also found for the technical knowledge of the

support staff; 92.9% of all respondents rated it as excellent or good. Administrators had
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slightly lower ratings for this qﬁestion, with less than three-fourths (71.4%) of them
giving it an excellent or good rating. All full-time faculty respondents and 95% of
classified staff rated this question as either excellent or good.

Promptness of support staff response was rated highly overall. All responding
part-time faculty and administrators, as well as 95.4% of full-time faculty, and 90.5% of .
classified staff gave an excellent or good rating.

A space was provided following this set of questions for additional comments
related to technical support. About a third of respondents provided an additional
comment, all of which are included in Appendix B. Comments were generally very. .
positive, praising the technical support staff, particularly the promptness.of reply and the

helpfulness of the staff.

Electronic Classrooms/Distance Learning
Respondents were then asked to rate their satisfaction with the electronic ..
classrooms, and aspects related to them. Throughout timis section, there was a large .
percentage of non-respondents. This is indicative of those who have not had any
- experience with these facilities. For each of the questions, at least half of all respondents
| did not respond. Given the extremely small sample size for these questions, the primary
conclusion that can be drawn is that most PVCC faculty and staff do not use these ., . -
facilities. The few number of respondents limits additional conclusions about
satisfaction levels with each.
The majority of respondents (78.2%) rated the availability of electronic
classrooms as either excellent or good. Over 80% of full-time faculty were very .satisﬁed

with the availability of these classrooms. Two administrators rated availability as good,
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one as pbor. One adjunct faculty member rated availability as excellent, one as good, and
one as fair.

The respondent group with the most experience in .p‘erformance of équipment in
electronic classrooms, full-time faculty, responded to the question as follows: 18% rated
it excellent, 65% rated it good and 17% rated it as fair. This same group gave a higher
rating to the technical support for the equipment in the electronic classrooms, with 87%
rating it as excellent or good.

Respondents were not as positive when rating the compressed video classroom.
Of all the questions, fewest respoﬁdents answered these questions. Only oﬁe full-time
and one part-time faculty member responded, and only three administrators answered.
Any conclusions drawn from these results would be based on few experiences.
Combined, it can be noted that 80.0% of the five respondents rated both the performance
of equipment and technical support as fair or poor.

Slightly more respondents rated PVCC’s Blackboard services, however. Both the
question regarding thé performance of Blackboard equipment and technical support for
Blackboard received similar ratings, with approximately 83% of respondents rating
performance of Blackboard equipment as excellent or good, and 90.0% rating technical
support as excellent or good.

After rating the existing technology tools available for classroom use, respondents
were asked if there were any additiénal tools they felt would improve their classroom
teaching experience at PVCC. Exact responses are included in Appendix B, and ranged

from better quality projectors, to having Internet access in classrooms.
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Training and Workshops

The final set of questions referred to the training and workshops available through
instructional technology to faculty and staff. Overall, most of the PVCC faculty and staff
had not used the Teaching Center (71.7%). Of all the groups, full-time faculty had the
highest percentage of usage (47.6%), and classified staff had the lowest (10.5%).

Overall, about half of the respondents had attended a technology workshop or
training session. Again, full-time faculty were most likely to have utiliéed this service
(80% attending) and part-time faculty were least likely to have attended a session
(28.6%). Of those who attended a workshop or training session, almost all found it
informative_. Only two respondents said that the training session was not informative.
Open-ended questions followed this section, asking what could have been done to make
the workshop/training session more useful and topics that would be useful for future
training sessions. Few respondents answered these questions, and their responses are

included in Appendix B.

Information Technology Services Overall.

Respondents were asked to rate information and instructional technology services
overall, as sort of a conclusion, or summary, of all the aspects covered throughout the
survey. Across all groups, over 90% of respondents rated IT services as excellent or
good. All responding classified staff and full-time faculty gave excellent or good
ratings, as did over 80% of part-time faculty. Administration gave the lowest ratings, with

only two-thirds rating the services provided by IT as excellent or good.
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Discussion

Itis imporfarit to remember the response rate for the survey was small and thus
we know what some people think, but should not think in terms of conclusions based o.n
widely held bpinions of users across the college. Nevertheless, the Task Force has a few
recommendations to present for your consideration.

First, the findings showed overall satisfaction with the technical sﬁpport at the
college. In the ever-growing and changing environment of information technology the
users find the equipment and support they needed to accomplish their work. On
numerous occasions when it met, the Task Force recognized the extraordinary efforts of
those who work very hard to support this aspect of our work at PVCC.

We believe it is time to dissolve the Task Force whose goal was to take an
outsider’s look at technology support at the college. As a part of that recommendation,
we suggest broadening the role of the Information Technology Committee. This
committee has long served as a means to gather information from users at the college
about the Information Technology Plan for the college which governs how funding for
technology is spent. 'The goals of this committee should be broadened to encourage
users to give feedback to this group, both individually and as a whole, about their
eXperience with technology at the college.

We believe the recommendations that follow should guide the work of the
-Information Technology Committee in the coming years.
e Review the SLA's (Service Level Agreements) to determine whether they are
usable in their present form.
e Internet/Intranet pages. The rating of the Internet by respondents as a whole was

positive, but lukewarm. Using a survey instrument with a broad question asking

[

ERIC ” 39




respondents to rate the web page as a whole is a very imprecise means to measure
usefulness and satisfaction with the Internet pages. A more sophisticated means

of evaluating the Internet using established design usability principles could be

' undertaken (see http://www.stanford.edu/group/web-creators/heuristics.htm for
more information on this topicj. The usability studies are conducted by ashlng
members of the audience for whom the web page is intended to find the answers
to a series of questions by using the web page. The subjects are ohseryed |
(silently) and their cormnents and moves throughout the process are recorded by
the observer In the case of the Piedmont Internet pages the aud1ence would |
1nclude students, prospect1ve students and employees at P1edmont (except for the
web page designers) wh1le a study of the Intranet pages would use employees at
Piedmont. |
College support of technology use for part-t1me faculty Only 10 of the adjunct
faculty employed in the fall 2001 semester responded to the survey, these
respondents did not answer all questions on the survey. Recommendation: The
college should address the quest1on of whether the current level of use of
technology tools (classroom, personal computer software email) by the adj‘unct
faculty is sufficient to fulfill their teaching duties. If there are departments,
divisions or individual faculty who are not able to do so, the college should.
identify those cases and provide the needed support. The Information Technology
Committee should take up the question of providing the technology support,

* “including email service that enables adjunct faculty to receive email sent to the -~

community.
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e Room scheduling should make use of sophisticated technology to avoid the
problems of having a “room book.”

e The Information Technology Committee should be part of the planning and
ordering of electronic classroom hardware in addition to computers.
[Administrator] did not agree with this recommendation. She said, “I have
reservations about the electronic classroom recommendation. Ihave not heard a
sound explanation as to why it is there. I believe the equipment issues are related
to purchasing equipment at different times. This means while we have the same
equipment in every room the manufacturer is different and thus the equipment
appears different but it'really is the same. Involving the IT committee is not H
going to solve this issue and thus I don't support having the IT committee
involved in building the electronic classrooms.”

‘e Compressed Video Classroom. The survey response on this topic tells us this is
an underused resource. For both of the questions on this topic (performance of
the equipment and technical support) 91.9% of all respondents did not respond.
The few who did were less than enthusiastic. Recommendation: the college
needs to determine how to maximize the usage of the investment required by the
VCCS. One issue to be resolved is whether the equipment functions at an

acceptable level for classroom use prior to offering classes.
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Appendix A:
Responses to Open-Ended Questions
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Appendix A:
Responses to Open-Ended Questions

Question: Do you use the PVCC Intranet? If not, please explain the reasons you don’t:

Classified Staff Responses

e Ido, but it is not easily laid out for navigation.

¢ No need.

Full-Time Faculty Responses

e Have not had a need to yet.
e Too busy to spend time on it, stuff doesn’t seem crucial to me
e [ have looked at it, consulted it on occasion, but I seldom use it. Most memos

publicize most events adequately.

Part-Time Faculty Responses

e Very part-time (no real need).

e Rarely on campus while computing

Administrator Responses

e Calendar only.
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Question: Are there any technology tools you feel would improve your working
experience at PVCC? '

. Classified Staff Responses
e Faxing from desktop.
e No.
e No.
e I could use a better printer.

e A decent printer.

Full-Time Faculty Responses
e Be on an Exchange server.
e More zip disks available on more computers
e Zip Drive
e A distribution list for adjunct faculty.
e Better printer.
e E-mail class lists/ e-mail address for students.
e Color printer/ copier.
e Better classroom projectors, printer in my office.

e I need a printer in my office, so I bought one with my own money.

Part-Time Faculty Responses
e Better pfinter in.faculty lounge for when computing lab not open.

e E-mail for adjunct faculty & voice-mail for adjunct faculty.

Administrator Responses
¢ Students should have a PVCC account, not hotmail.
e No.
¢ Need student e-mail accounts.
e Internet-based scheduling & room-booking system; networked office computers to

download software, updates, patches, etc.
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Question: Are you familiar with the Computing Services” SLA’s (Service Level
Agreements)? If so, please evaluate the usefulness of the SLA’s in relation to your

general computing needs.

Classified Staff Responses

e Excellent service.

Full-Time Faculty Responses

e Somewhat useful.
e I have not had time to evaluate how our SLA affects the lab I am using.
o Ok.

¢ Very useful in understanding policies and procedures.

Administrator Responses

e No one reads them or pays any attention to them.

e Excellent.

e SLA’s do establish expectation but should be reviewed for completeness and with an
eye toward simplification.

¢ Not particularly helpful.

e Too arcane.



Question: What technical problems do you commonly encounter?
Classified Staff Responses

e Crashes, linking/shared computer problems, printe.r connection problems.

e Computer freezes up — applications aren’t responding.

e Printer problems. Software problems. Usually those two go hand in hand.

e Network outages during web or compass tests.

e Occasional freezes. Rebooting usually resolves the problem.

e Software & hardware problems.

e Illegal operation or computer freezes up.

e Network down during web testing, computers freezing when shutting down.
e Computer locks up frequently. - |

e Software malfunction or slowness with freezing computer — also hardware problems.
e Hard-drive problems.

e Computer constantly locks up or runs out of disk space.

e Power outages a problem, programs which freeze up.
Full-Time Faculty Responses

e Computer won’t work, software problem, can’t pull up Internet.

e Application understanding problems.

e None “commonly” -

e Glitches with word processing.

e Various.

o Fairly frequently — 1 every 2 weeks — my computer freezes up & has to be
reset/turned off. | |

e Slow e-mail.

e Problems with my computer.

e Virus, need for new software, computer freezes.

o You name it.
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Sluggish processor on my computer; settings changed on multi-user hardware in
teaching rooms.

Few, mostly minor glitches.

Crashes.

Poor articulation/hook-ups from 1 classroom to the next.

In my office, just minor stuff usually. Help Desk serves me well. In D334, all sorts
of breakdowns & glitches- often taken care of quickly. I wish we had a tech person

(we sort of do - [name] — in Dickinson part-time.
Part-Time Faculty Responses

Need for AV equipment at Albemarle High.

Problems with the printer.

None I can’t handle.

None so far.

Printer in lounge jams often. My computer skills are weak so I call the help desk
often.

N/a.

N/a.

Not used.

Administrator Responses

Varies.

Very few — none that happen frequently.

Computer freezes from time to time.

Typical window crashes. Rebooting takes care of the problem.
Printer connection.

Electronic Classrooms.
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Question: Additional comments related to technical support
Classified Staff Responses

e Too much reliance on [name] and problems solved by support staff are always
changed by other staff after the fact. All support staff personnel are extremely kind
and helpful as they can be.

e The help desk is wonderful and all the workers have been helpful and responsive. *

e The help desk has been very responsive, especially given staffing limitations. Priority
needs to be given to increasing tech support staff. The number has not changed for
years, even though there are many more demands, given the increase in equipment
and programs.

e Keep up the good work!

e Very happy that helﬁ desk people come to my office in person, rather than talking me
through on the phone.

Full-Time Faculty Responses

e They are overwhelmed and therefore cannot often get to people as quickly as would
be preferred. You often have to be the ‘squeaky wheel’ to get hardware help when
you need it.

e This is an excellent group of people.

e Always prompt and helpful.

e Have not asked for any.

o They are terrific and grossly understaffed.

e [name] and his staff try their hardest and are helpful and patient. They are
professionals.

Part-Time Faculty Responses

e Very helpful informing me about what sorts of technologies are available for my use.
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Administrator Responses

Sometimes a few support staff delays in answering questions. A call simply to say
why they can’t get to the problem immediately would be a nice gesture.

Could use more support staff as the number of computer workstations increase.
Takes a long time for some projects — like getting info to order new printer or getting

an old printer moved.

Need more training on elec. classrooms, hardware issues, could use more Macintosh

support.
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Question: What equipment in the classrooms have you used?

Full-Time Faculty Responses

e Computer.

e Elmo, projector, computer.

e PowerPoint projector, Elmo.

e All except compressed.

e Elmo, video — haven’t learned to use computer yet or CD-rom.. -
e Elmo, computer, overhead.

e VCR, Elmo, slide projectors, audio.

e Computer.

e Video, PowerPoint, Elmo, student presentations, showing films.
e Elmo, etc. — everything in fact.

e Elmo, PowerPoint, computer, video.

e Elmo.

e Electronic Projector, VCR, Computer, Audio, DVD, Slide Projector.
e Video, Elmo.

o Al

e Projector, video, Elmo, computer.

"Part-Time Faculty Responses

e Iam astudent in a TV class, not a prof. The network goes down too often, but our - - '

- equipment is excellent.
e PC Computers & Printers.
o Administrator Responsés
e Computer, Internet.

o All
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Question: Are there any additional technology tools you feel would improve your

classroom teaching experience at PVCC?

Full-Time Faculty Responses

. Web access in more classrooms.

e No extra tools but better integration of tools into infrastructure.

e Upgrade to Dickinson 334.

e Speaker, amplifying system in auditorium.

e Better cjuality of fnachinery.

e Better quality projector, especially for text. Stop bliy-ingl' ond or.3rd rate stuff. Order

what is specified.

Part-Time Faculty Responses

e Having a classroom with Internet connectivity.
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Question: Did you find the workshop informative? If not, what could have been done

differently to make the workshop more useful to you?
Classified Staff Responses

e Longer time allotted; more in-depth.

e Provide more times to attend. It is not made clear if staff is included in some
workshops.

e The broad range of previous knowledge makes workshops a problem — often one

person’s lack of knowledge brings the workshop to a halt.
Full-Time Faculty Responses

e Most of the time the workshops are informative — but they are often not well
organized and could be more informative and easier to understand with a little more
“prep” for the workshops. Handouts are always useful.

e More hands on — less abstract.

e Follow-up. I need lots of support — maybe a works study or service learning student

could provide more personal support until training sinks in.
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Question: Are there particular topics you would like to see addressed in a future

workshop?

Classified Staﬁ"Response

e Web page design

e Access.

e MS Office Suite, esp. Access.
e Preparation for People Soft.

e Overview of Microsoft Office.
Full-Time Faculty Responses

e Advanced Excel, intermediate FrontPage.

e Another copyright workshop.

e Perhaps a repeat of scanning, photography and intro to CD ‘burning.’

e Specialized use in disciplines. Eg. Teaching math with elec. classrooms and
technology.

e Offerings are excellent.

s 03



Question: Please provide any additional feedback you have about the information and

instructional technology services provided at PVCC.

Classified Staff Responses

e  Why is the answer to most of my questions “[name] will handle that”? Also — why
isn’t IT responsible for ordering hardware? I don’t have the knowledge/expertise to
know what printer to order, nor do I have any contacts for ordering. That’s like
telling you to design and place your own retail advertisement in the newspapers.

e Need a way to access our e-mail from home.

e Technology is what you put into it. If you are willing to learn, the tools are there to
learn with.

e “Glitches” during compass tests are far too common. We have frequently lost testing
data and/or had to get students back into tests several times during a single session.
This is a major staff time and morale problem and are unfortunate image problem for

.. the.college for new students. |

e The Internet homepages needs to be more user-friendly. It is hard for outsiders and
employees to find information. Needs better menu — look at other community.

. colleges. There are things on the Intranet that should be on the Internet. Faculty and
staff should be able to access e-mail from home using college outlook'instead of
-subscribing to two different e-mails.
e The college-chosen e-mail client should be available from any computer on campus.
e All part-time faculty should have access to e-mail so that ‘community’ e-mail goes to

them.

Full-Time Faculty Responses
e Do students even have rights to an e-mail account at PVCC anymore? I thought they
were having to use Hotmail, or other free services. The setup of the new printing
capabilities was not well organized this fall. People were asked to setup things on
their own computer without proper training and/or the tech support didn’t even know
many of the answers at the time f/s were told to install the drivers (ex. What each
printer was capable of doing).

e Very outdated computer; have asked several-many times for an upgrade.
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I wish [name] would do a help book for MS Word like the one he did .for
WordPerfect, the help screen is useless.

Be careful, technology doesn’t substitute for teaching! Design of work/instructional
spaces is crucial to the highest/best use of that sbace...current equipment, or future
installations should minimize the footprint of the equipment...it is too eésy for the
instruction to ‘hide’ behind it...it is worse than the prof. who never ventures beyond
the lectern. Some teaching areas don’t need technology inserted...smart
implementation is better than universal implementation.

The big problem is understaffing.

It is important to recognize the varying degrees of interest and expertise among
faculty members. Everyone is a place of their own and technology is more essential
to some discipline than others. Technology for its own sake is meaningless.

I’ve heard lots of criticism of PVCC’s website — in comparison to other colleges
(VCCS and beyond) ours is apparently boring — needs more photos — showing
students enjoying themselves here- and showing various views of college grounds,
gardens, buildings, patio, inside and outside.

As a new faculty member, scheduling of sessions with tech services during the first
few weeks of orientation would have saved one a bit of ‘hunt and peck’ confusion
this first semester. It might be a good idea to asséss levels of computer expertise for
new staff and provide training as needed. Thanks.

Good- but we don’t’ seem to be planning adequately for next year. The schedule on-
line should be constantly updated as changes are made. We need ongoing e-mail
accounts for students.

Things are improving considerably. I appreciate the efforts by IT.

)
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Part-Time Faculty Responses

The various announcements sent to staff are often received at AHS a week or two
after they have already happened. Earlier delivery needed or they should be sent to
instructor’s home. _

We could use faster and newer printers in the library. It would be useful if students
had access to laptops (library checks them out) and scanners. A

Provide adjunct faculty with e-mail and voice-mail.

Administrator Responses

The IT staff is definitely overworked. They need more employees to handle the many -

problems we have. The number of overtime hours they give to PVCC should be
rewarded. Computing services does an outstanding job of meeting our needs with so
few people to run the operation.

You do a good job with the current staffing level.

Need for cross training. When one person is gone some jobs just don’t get-done.:

Things seem to get lost- requests for specific information or job requests.
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Piedmont Virginia Community College

Information Technology Faculty/Staff Survey

The purpose of this survey is to obtain feedback about the information technology facilities and services at PVCC.
PRlase respond to each applicable question, and provide any additional comments that you feel would be helpful in
tl)aroving services. The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete, and your feedback will allow us to
evaluate the IT facilities and services, and to identify aspects that need improvement. If you rate any item “Fair”
ﬁ“Poor,” please comment on that item in Section V, Additional Comments. Please return the surveys by
November 21% to the box provided by the faculty/staff mailboxes. -

i

0

l Section I: Computer Applications
Please rate each the following items based on your experience and overall satisfaction. Circle the appropriate rating.
Computer for your general use Excellent Good Fair Poor
oftware for your general computing use Excellent Good Fair Poor
Additional hardware (printers, scanners, etc) for your general use Excellent Good Fair Poor
EVCC’S Internet pages Excellent Good Fair Poor
o you use the PVCC Intranet? Yes No
' If not, please explain the reasons you don’t:
Email Services for Faculty/Staff Excellent Good Fair Poor
mail Services for Students A Excellent Good Fair Poor
Are there any technology tools you feel would improve your working experience at PVCC?
Are you familiar with the Computing'Services’ SLA’s (Service Level Agreements)? Yes No
. If so, please evaluate the usefulness of the SLA’s in relation to your general computing needs:
l Section II: Technical Support (Help Desk and/or other sources)
* What technical problems do you commonly encounter?
Do you use the Help Desk for technical support when you have a technical problem? Yes No

l If not, please explain the reasons you don’t:

Please rate each the following items based on your experience and overall satisfaction. Circle the appropriate rating.

Availability of technical support - Excellent
Technical knowledge of support staff Excellent
IPrompmess of response Excellent
Ability of support staff to resolve problems Excellent
Delivery of equipment to classrooms Excellent
Overall satisfaction with technical support ‘ Excellent
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iditional comments related to technical support:
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Section III: Electronic Classrooms/ Distance Learning

l If you have not had experience with the electronic classrooms or distance learning, please skip to Section IV.
Please rate each the following items based on your experience. Circle the appropriate rating.

lvailability of electronic classrooms Excellent  Good Fair Poor No Experience

What equipment in the classrooms have you used?

Please rate your overall satisfaction for each of the following areas:

llectronic Classrooms

Performance of equipment Excellent Good Fair Poor No Experience
[echnical support for equipment Excellent Good Fair Poor No Experience
ompressed Video Classroom
erformance of equipment Excellent Good Fair Poor No Experience
"echnical support for equipment Excellent Good Fair Poor _ No Experience
VCC Blackboard Services
ﬁormance of software Excellent Good Fair Poor No Experience
Technical support for software . Excellent Good Fair Poor No Experience

lAre there any additional technology tools you feel would improve your classroom teaching experience at PVCC?

l Section IV: Training & Workshops
l:llave you used the Teaching Center? Yes No
ave you attended a technology workshop/training session? Yes No
Did you find the workshop informative? Yes No Not Applicable

If no, what could have been done differently to make the workshop more useful to you?

l\re there particular topics you would like to see addressed in a future workshop?

l Section V: Additional Comments/Suggestions

Please rate information and instructional technology services overall:

Excellent Good  Fair Poor

lPlease provide any additional feedback you have about the information and instructional technology services provided at PVCC:
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