Fall 2007 Hall House Feedback Survey Summary

Abstract

The return rate for the F07 House Feedback Survey was 33.5%, lower than previous years perhaps due to survey fatigue.  Residents continue to be very comfortable living in their house, very satisfied with their house atmosphere, and comfortable with their CA.  Most students felt very satisfied with the safety, maintenance and cleanliness of their residence hall.  Students indicated the residence halls help them feel connected on campus, but did not feel living there helped them to succeed academically.  Nearly half seek academic help from others in the residence halls.  At risk students more than students not at risk feel the CA is a good resource for help with academics.  Students are very comfortable seeking help from their CA, and nearly half seek academic assistance from the CA.  More needs to be learned about if and where students receive academic assistance, and to better educate students about staff support for them academically.  A separate report will compare these results with students’ preliminary expectations.

Introduction

The House Feedback survey has been conducted since 1997 to provide information about resident satisfaction with their Community Advisors (CAs), house cabinet, Hall Director, and their house in general.  Fall 2007 results, including 6 qualitative questions, were previously reported by hall and house in the F07 House Feedback Hall/House report to provide resident feedback for use by the Hall Director in evaluating CAs.  This report provides a general analysis of the aggregate House Feedback Survey data.  For mean comparisons of demographic characteristics, only those that are statistically significant (p < .05) are discussed.

Method

The House Feedback survey was administered as a WebCT survey.  An e-mail cover letter was sent to every residence hall student (N=5,848) providing the electronic address for the survey.  The survey included a core group of 38 questions, five of which were open-ended response questions.  In addition, the survey included questions regarding other residence life issues that included one question that asked for other comments about living in the residence halls.  The entire survey included 64 questions.  Most questions (all except 6 quantitative questions) utilized a Likert-type response scale that reflected the following scale, after recoding: (1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = No opinion; 4 = Agree; and 5= Strongly agree).  Three of the questions also included a “not applicable” response that was not calculated in mean responses.

Just fewer than 2,000 surveys were returned (1,957/5,848, or 34%), but due to some surveys being incomplete the usable surveys were only 1,832, resulting in a usable return rate of 31.3%.  The traditional award of a pizza party was offered to the three houses with the most returns.  However, the incentive did not seem effective in obtaining a higher return rate.  Reasons for the lower than usual return rate have been the cumbersome layout style of WebCT where each page contains a half-dozen questions requiring much scrolling, and general survey fatigue caused by students receiving too many surveys.

To gauge the representativeness of the population and the sample, the residence hall population and the sample of students returning usable surveys were compared (Table 1).  Gender differences seemed to be the foremost difference for the two groups.  

Results

To maximize the use of returned surveys, basic frequencies were compiled for all surveys, regardless of whether a University ID was provided.  However, for response comparisons among demographic group that required the University ID to obtain the information, the reduced number of 1,892 was used.  For the reduced group, the majority of respondents were female (53.2%), non-Hispanic White (87.0%), freshman (70.6%).  The following tables provide substance for the report.  Please note that Q61 was improperly worded, and was removed.

· Table 1:  Comparison of population and respondent sample

· Table 2-a: Response frequencies in question order

· Table 2-b: Reduces Table 1-a by combining “Strongly disagree” and “Disagree” statements and the “Agree” and “Strongly agree” statements.

· Table 3: Historical comparisons

· Table 4: Mean comparisons by gender.

· Table 5: Mean comparisons by minority status.

· Table 6: Mean comparisons of the “at risk” students compared with other students

Mean ratings for all items appear in the tables.  These are good for comparative purposes.  However, for general reporting, percent agreement will be used.  So, generally the terms “agree” or “agreement” in the following text will encompass both “Agree” and “Strongly agree” responses.  To help in understanding this, a second frequency table (Table 2-b) was developed which collapses the “Strongly disagree” and “Disagree” items into one response, “Disagree,” and collapses the “Agree” and “Strongly agree” items into one response, “Agree.”

Overall satisfaction (Table 1)

CA.  Most all residents agreed (91.9%), their CA adhered to the same rules and regulations as residents and that the CA encouraged residents (91.0%) to be responsible for their actions.  The lowest ratings surrounded academics.  Less than a quarter (22.8%) said their CA helped them with academics, although about half (48.9%) agreed that their CA was a good resource for academics.  Slightly more than half agreed (63.3%) that their CA was someone they felt comfortable approaching with personal issues.

Hall Director (HD).  Two questions were asked about the residents’ knowledge of the HD.  About a third of the respondents (30.8%) felt their HD knew who they were. About three quarters (76.6%) knew how to reach their HD.

House cabinet.  The majority of students (73.3%) felt the house meetings were run effectively and that they could approach a cabinet member with ideas or concerns (68.3%).  Students indicated agreement (61.3%) that cabinet members were effective at building community in the house or planning a variety of social events during the semester (61.4%).

House atmosphere.  Important ratings from multiple items received consistently high agreement:  the students’ comfort living in their house (91.9%), their satisfaction with the overall environment of their house (84.3%), and their satisfaction with their overall residence hall experience (85.9%).  Most (82.8%) also felt satisfied with their roommate.  Most students perceived the house to be accepting and inclusive of students of color (79.8%) and international students (75.3%), although fewer students (49.9%) perceived the house as accepting and inclusive of GLBT students.

Academic atmosphere.

Eighty-two percent of the students felt living in the residence halls has helped them feel more connected to campus.  Most students (87.5%) felt they were able to study in the residence halls when they chose to do so, and that most students in their house care about learning (71.2%).  However, less than half (46.1%) of respondents felt that living in the residence halls had helped them to be academically successful.  Students (22.6%) reported participating in study groups within the house.  This does not preclude participation from study groups elsewhere.  About half of the students (48.2%) indicated they seek academic help from others in the residence halls.  These latter facts coincide with the ratings for using their CA for academic assistance.  There is a need to conduct some qualitative research regarding these items because it is not clear how students interpreted the questions or what the responses mean.

Safety.  Students indicated a strong feeling of safety in the residence halls, both for themselves (93.9%) and their belongings (88.0%).  They felt good about security of their residence hall (86.8%).

Maintenance. Most students were satisfied with the overall maintenance (78.8%) and cleanliness (73.4%) of their residence hall.

Communication.  Almost all students (93.1%) agreed that e-mail was the best means to communicate with them.  Other methods in rank order of agreement were house meetings (59.3%), US Mail (58.6%), informational flyers (48.2%), and special informational meetings (36.6%).

Historical Comparisons (Table 3)

Comparative responses were lower than in previous years, perhaps hurt by an unusually low response rate (33.5%) compared to 57% average return rate for the previous 10 years.  Thus, the sample might not be as representative as it has in the past.  As indicated in Table 2, the mean averages seem unusually low compared to previous years.  Of 31 items where some historical comparison is available, twenty-two mean scores were lower than mean scores from the most recent year’s data, Fall 2005 (F06 data are unavailable).

Demographic comparisons (Tables 4-6)

Gender.  Men indicated stronger agreement than women for most items (Table 4).  Men indicated more satisfaction (Mean = 4.07) than women (Mean = 3.84) with their residence hall experience.  Men (Mean = 3.55) were more in agreement than women (Mean = 3.13) in knowing most of the people in their house.  However, women (Mean = 3.65) indicated a stronger acceptance of GLBT students than men (Mean = 3.50).  Women (Mean = 4.05) were also agreed more than men (Mean = 3.95) that the policies established by the Department of Residence seem fair and reasonable.  Communication preferences were different for the genders.  Although men and women alike preferred e-mail as their first choice in communication, men next preferred house meetings while women next preferred US Mail.

Ethnicity:  Majority students indicated they spend more time in their house than did minority students (Table 5).  Minority students were more likely to feel their HD knew them than did majority students.  Minority students were less likely to feel the house was accepting of GLBT students than did majority students.

At risk student group:  A comparison of scores for freshmen who were deemed “at risk” academically and other students was made (Table 6).  Few differences surfaced.  One notable finding was that “at risk” students (Mean = 3.73) were more likely than other students (Mean = 3.47) to feel the CA was a good resource for academic assistance.  “At risk” students were also more likely than other students to feel a special information meeting was a good way to reach them.

Conclusions

Responses to the house feedback survey were slightly less positive than in previous years.  The lower response rate this year might be less representative than those in the previous high response years.  A certain goal for administering the survey next year should be increasing resident participation!

It is especially noteworthy that residents continue to feel very comfortable living in their house and very satisfied with their house atmosphere.  Most all students feel they and their belongings are safe.  And a strong majority of students were satisfied with the maintenance and cleanliness of their residence hall.


Students feel residence halls help them feel connected on campus, important for academic success.  Students also feel they are able to study in the residence halls when they want to do so.  However, the majority of students do not perceive the residence halls help them to be academically successful, and the majority do not seek academic help from others in the residence halls.  Similarly, the majority do not feel their CA is a good resource for academic assistance, with less than a quarter reporting their CA has helped them academically.  

Recommendations

More needs to be learned about where students receive academic assistance.  If it is not from students or staff in the residence halls, then where?  Further information should also be gathered about how residence staff can better assist students in their goal of academic success.


An expectations survey was done as a pre-test for a core group of the CA, house cabinet, and some house environment questions on this survey.  Although the number of respondents who completed both surveys will be more limited, comparing pre- and post-test information will provide further information on how well the department is living up to students’ expectations.
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