Survey Evaluations for ARC Discovery Applications 2008 to 2011 
INTRODUCTION
After each major grant application round, a survey form is emailed out to each applicant. Each year the results and comments are analysed in order to devise an improvement strategy. 
In 2009 improvements were made around the pick-up and return of hard-copy applications to and from the Alfred

In 2010 this analysis showed that we needed to pay particular attention to improving the find ability and useability of our websites.

What we did;
· The ARC and the NHMRC funding pages were re-structured to improve the find ability of key resources; 
· Workshop video presentations were recorded and made available from our web pages; 
· We expanded the MRO Bulletin to include a search feature and included more RSS feeds;

· The granting body closing date(s) were added and shown prominently on all funding pages

· We steam-lined the MRO events registration and administration.

Up until 2011 there were 25 separate questions (items) where applicants are asked to rate how important a given issue was and how well the Research Office performed. In 2011 this listing was reduced to 18 with the removal of questions that were rated lower in importance by researchers. These changes were made as a result of feedback from respondents that the survey was too long. Those questions that were rated less important were removed from the survey.

In 2011 after the major granting rounds are completed we will be reviewing our provision of authoritative/consistent feedback to seek further improvements. We also will be adding more tips and helpful hints to our NHMRC web-pages to assist in application preparation

This report compares Evaluation Survey responses for the ARC Discovery application rounds from 2008 to 2011.  The Surveys are sent out in March/April in each year and this report uses the survey dates to distinguish the rounds.  
All of the charts and tables on the following pages are calculated using a Likert scale where respondents were asked to rate Importance and Performance according to a scale of seven options.  For example when looking at Performance, a response of Excellent is given the largest value, and at the other end of the scale a rating of Extremely Poor would receive the smallest.  In this report the ratings were then grouped as shown in the tables below: 

[image: image6.emf]Importance (Grouped)  Importance   Extremely to Very  Important  Extremely Important      Very Important   Q u ite to Some  Importance  Quite Important      Important      Of Some Importance   Little to Not Important  Of Little Importance      Not Important      Performance  (Grouped)  Performance   Excellent to Very  Good  Excellent      Very Good   Good to Below Par  Good      A Little Below Par      Average   Quite to Extremely  Poor  Quite Poor      Extremely Poor      



In 2008 there were 92 responses from the 566 emails originally sent, in 2009 there were 107 responses out of 522, in 2010 there were 59 responses from 558 emails sent, in 2011 there were 123 responses from 493 sent out.  This equates to a response rate of 16%, 20%, 11% and 25% respectively.  Because of the small population sizes, the statistical significance of the variations shown by this analysis will be reduced.  Even so, on appearances a number of variations between the years can be identified.
OVERALL SUMMARY
The charts on the following page show the average results resulting from the survey responses.  It can be seen that there is some variation in both Importance and Performance over the three years. The Importance Charts below shows that the results follow basically the same trend for each year.  In 2010 all items have increased their importance over 2009. 
Figure 1 Average Importance by Year of Evaluation 2008 - 2010
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In Figure 2 below, the average importance of most items has not changed much. Splitting the two double barrelled questions, i.e. 2-03 Clear and Useful feedback and 2-04 WebPages Clear and Useful shows that the rated importance of being clear or useful are relatively the same. In Figure 2, the revised survey items are compared to their items from the previous survey. It can be seen that the importance of most items have increased.

Figure 2 Average Importance by Year of Evaluation 2011 compared to 2010
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The Performance Charts below shows that results tend to follow basically the same trend for each year.  There were twenty three cases where the 2010 result was higher than the 2009 performance compared to nine cases where the 2009 result was higher than 2008. There were 2 cases (‘3-02 Informed Feedback’ and ‘3-04 Interest in me’) in 2010 where the performance was less than 2009 compared to 16 cases where the 2009 result was less than 2008. In Figure 4, the revised survey items are compared to their items from the previous survey. It can be seen that the performance of most items have increased.

Figure 3 Average Performance by Year of Evaluation 2008 - 2010
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Performance in 2011 has been rated higher in 2011 compared to 2010. Splitting the two double barrelled questions, i.e. 2-03 Clear and Useful feedback and 2-04 WebPages Clear and Useful shows that the rated performance of being clear or useful are relatively the same.

Figure 4 Average Performance by Year of Evaluation 2011 compared to 2010
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