
 

 24

SURVEY RESULTS 

A progress survey was administered to each school during the project, with a post survey 
administered at the beginning of 2007.   5 of the 12 participating teachers participated in the 
progress survey (41%), with 4 teachers participating in the post survey (33%)2. The survey 
results are reported in two broad categories, namely: professional development and learning; 
and Schoolgrounds for Learning program. 
 
Professional Development and Learning  
 
In the progress survey participants were asked if they had previously participated in 
environmental education professional development and learning. As shown in Figure 3, only 1 
participant (20%) indicated that they had previously participated in environmental education 
professional development, namely a two day environmental education conference in 2006. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
2 The surveys were administered online. Unfortunately, there was a relatively low response rate for both surveys. 
That given, statistical analysis (bivariate and multivariate) is limited.  In 2007, the surveys are being administered in 
hard-copy resulting in a significantly higher response rate.  That given, the results of the 2007 survey will provide a 
more comprehensive analysis of the teachers’ experiences.  
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4 of the 5 survey subjects participated in the Schoolgrounds for Learning professional 
development workshop.  During the early stages of the program, 25% (n=1) of participants 
rated the professional development as very good and 75% (n=3) as good (see Figure 4). The 
same ratings were also reported in the post survey. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the pre/progress survey, the participants indicated varying levels of environmental education 
practice (teaching), with 2 teachers stating ‘regularly’, 1 ‘sometimes’ and 1 ‘never’. 
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Figure 4: Quality of Professional Development received 
(Progress Survey)
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Figure 5: To what extent have you or do you teach 
environmental education?
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Schoolgrounds for Learning Program 
 
Participants were asked to describe their understanding of the Schoolgrounds for Learning 
program.  The following comment is representative of the participants, and demonstrates a 
commitment to environmental education: 
 
 

“The program will provide me with the tools and methodology to instigate change within 
my school. It will assist me with the planning both long and short term for school ground 
developments and environmental education. It will provide me with a network of contacts 
and a store of information that I and my school can use in the development of school 
environmental curriculum” (primary school teacher). 

 
 
In both the pre and post surveys, participants were invited to rate the developments that had 
occurred at their respective schools since the commencement of program.  As shown in Table 
1, 40% (n=2) reported substantial development in the beginning and 50% (n=2) reported 
substantial development at the conclusion of the program.  Further, 1 school reported little 
development at the commencement of the program and no schools reported no or little 
development at the end of the program. 
 
 
Table 1: Development of Schoolgrounds for Learning Program 
 
Pre-Survey Results 
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Post Survey Results 

 
 
In both the pre and post surveys, participants were invited to detail the developments that had 
taken place at their schools. The post survey revealed: 
 
 

“Student involvement in decision making with regard to grounds improvements was a 
big development.  Two projects are well underway, and an ethos of consultation was 
established.  Also, because of this program we have embarked on a major project to 
become self-sufficient for water by putting in full roof collection, storm water 
collection and water recycling system” (primary school teacher). 
 
“An environment group for socially disengaged and interested students was formed. 
More community input is also happening” (primary school teacher). 
 
“Final designs are coming - but the idea has been accepted at the school. The 
involvement of the whole school community was successful, a cubby has been built, 
water grants successful and interest continuing” (secondary school teacher).” 
 
“Opening of our CELL (Carrum Environmental Living & Learning) Centre. 
Developed and then revised a master plan for the school grounds. Incorporated many 
cross curricula activities into our school grounds Established 'No Dig Garden' beds. 
Became a certified 'Sustainable School'. Embedded Sustainable practices and 
programs into our curriculum” (primary school teacher). 

 
Further, the post survey revealed that 3 (75%) of the participating schools are also a 
‘sustainable school’.  This is consistent with the findings reported in the case studies, showing 
a growing sustainability culture in schools.   The post survey also identified that the 
Schoolgrounds for Learning program allowed teachers (25% definitely and 75% probably) at 
the various participating schools to further incorporate environmental education into their 
teaching (see Figure 6).  1 teacher described the ‘influence’ of this program as: “sustainability 
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has become an ethos at the school which is the foundation for the total curriculum which 
involves staff, students, School Council and school community” (primary school teacher). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Both pre and post survey participants were invited to rate 12 statements about the 
Schoolgrounds for Learning program.  Pre and Post ratings were consistent such that there was 
little variance (see Appendix 2 for pre and post survey ratings).  One statement clearly showed 
a difference though in the pre and post survey analysis, namely: ‘The online environment was 
very effective’.  In the pre survey 100% of the participants indicated that they were unsure 
about the online learning environment, whereas in the post survey 75% of the participants were 
quite favorable (positive) of the online learning environment.  This finding was confirmed in 
another item (see Figure 7).  
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Figure 6: Has the Schoolgrounds for Learning program 
allowed teachers at your school to further incorporate 

environmental education in to their teaching?
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Figure 7: Please rate the Sustainability Wiz eLearning 
environment.
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100% (n=3) of the post survey participants also identified that the program is ‘useful’ in 
implementing the Victorian Essential Learning standards (see Figure 8).  As shown in Figure 
8, 25% (n=1) of the participants indicated that there were regular opportunities for student 
participation because of the program.  50% (n=2) were unsure. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The post survey revealed barriers or challenges that the participants experienced during the 
Schoolgrounds for Learning program. The following comments are representative: 
 

“Barriers for us were threefold: my long service leave during which involvement was not 
maintained; bushfires in December/January; and drought throughout the summer.  It still 
is having a huge impact on what we can do” (primary school teacher). 
 
“The ongoing crowded curriculum is a barrier and challenge” (primary school teacher). 
 
“The timeframe for the program was difficult and maybe a bit unrealistic. It was difficult 
to follow the timeframe when many other factors can influence and interrupt. I also found 
it difficult to communicate/translate the information gained with my team members 
because of the intense schedule. I also found it very difficult to reconcile the commitments 
with my many other responsibilities as the only leading teacher at a small school.(Sports 
and P.E. coordinator, I.C.T. coordinator, Professional Development Coordinator, Senior 
School Coordinator, School Councillor, in charge of PRMS, Camps coordinator etc). 
Much of the features of the Sustainability Wiz were denied to me at home because of the 
restrictions my dial service provided so it meant more time spent after hours at school” 
(secondary school teacher).    
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Figure 8: To what extent did the program provide 
opportunities for students to participate in the program?



 

 30

“Unfortunately with so many other duties within teaching, the online learning tends to be 
forgotten about sometimes, but I can't see how you can run the program any other way.  
Rural teachers may miss out if it is run as a face to face program” (primary school 
teacher). 
 
“My major concerns have been with the technology. Many features of the Sustainability 
Wiz were underutilized because my lack of understanding in that area. I think more work 
could have been done early in the course to ensure everyone knew and understood how to 
use the technology. I believe the time line for the program is restrictive. It should be a 
whole year project. It is also a shame that some of the features of the program cannot be 
accessed at the conclusion of the program - e.g. Master Planning Tool - not much use 
unless you can make additions or change after Feb 2007. There is no way of saving some 
of the material in the program. In this regard it is very unrealistic. I think there should be 
some kind of ongoing registration - for a charge of course - for schools and participants to 
access the resources presented through the course. I think there should be more face to 
face sessions - I am not that comfortable with the chat format - it implies that you are in 
cocoon between 4 and 5 every Thursday. In my setting where I wanted to involve the 
schools team in the program I felt it very difficult with the way it was set up” (secondary 
school teacher). 
 

As shown in Table 2, the participants rated their Schoolgrounds for Learning experience very 
high.  100% (n=4) of the participants identified that the Schoolgrounds for Learning program 
provided a springboard for other sustainability initiatives.  100% (n=4) of the participants also 
rated the involvement of the Gould Group as very good.   
 
Table 2: Overall Schoolgrounds for Learning Experience 
 
Item 
 

Very Good Good Unsure Poor  Very 
Poor 

Schoolgrounds for Learning 
Experience 

 
75% 

 
25% 

   

Teacher involvement for Benefit of 
School 

25% 75%    

Gould Group Support 100%     
Springboard for other 
Sustainability Initiatives 

100%     

 
 
75% (n=3) of participants indicated that they would definitely recommend the program, with 
25% (n=1) would probably recommend it.  The participants overall impression of the program 
were as represented in the following comments: 
 

“It was a very well organised program that could be easily followed, given commitment 
and time, that most precious resource which challenges us all” (primary school teacher).  
 
“The drawing tool was well below my expectations, but the rest was really clear and very 
informative” (primary school teacher).  
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“I thought the program was very good. I thought the support provided by Helen was great 
even when the technology let her down at times. I would have preferred the option of 
sending a team to participate in the program because in a small school that's the way you 
have to operate. I had difficulty with some of the technology which was frustrating but 
overall I'm glad I participated” (secondary school teacher). 

 
Significance Testing (Relationships) 
 
As the sample size was very small, any level of advanced statistical analysis was not possible.  
However, a bivarate analysis (Kendall’s Tau_b Correlation) revealed significance relationships 
between two items.  These relationships were: 
 

 Positive changes to the physical environment and the school’s enthusiasm for the program 
(1.000**); and 

 The quality of professional development and the program’s capability to lead to economic, 
social, environmental and educational benefits for the schools (1.000**). 

 
Table 3: Significant Relationships 
 

 

Please rate 
the quality 

of the 
professional 
development 

you 
received? 

My school is 
still enthusiastic 

about this 
program 

 
Kendall'
s tau_b 

The program 
resulted in 
positive 
changes to the 
physical 
school 
environment 

Correlation Coefficient 

-.333 1.000(**) 

    Sig. (2-tailed) .564 . 
    N 4 4 
  The program 

will lead to 
economic, 
social, 
environmental 
and 
educational 
benefits for the 
school 

Correlation Coefficient 

1.000(**) -.333 

    Sig. (2-tailed) . .564 
    N 4 4 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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   CONCLUDING COMMENTS AND 
FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

          

 

                                                                                       
 
 
The 2006 research shows that the Schoolgrounds for Learning project is having great success 
in working toward meeting its stated objectives. 
 
Although not comprehensive, both the case studies and survey analysis identified key success 
factors, including  
 

 Schoolgrounds for Learning program as a mode of environmental education professional 
(teacher) development and learning; 

 springboard leading to other sustainability initiatives; 
 significant driver for teacher enthusiasm, commitment and change in adopting 

environmental education / sustainability teaching and learning pedagogies; 
 Gould Group support both in a face-to-face capacity and online environment; 
 contribution to whole-school environmental education through staff development and 

student involvement; 
 improvement to physical school grounds and sustainable building practices; 
 impetus for outdoor learning or play spaces/scapes; and 
 community engagement and partnerships, particularly through parent input. 

 
The identified barriers or challenges were: 

 ongoing crowded curriculum and other school and teacher priorities and commitments; 
 Australian climate issues, particularly drought; 
 timeframe for the program identified as too short; and 
 technology challenges such as saving resources and teacher confidence in using tools. 

 
The first challenge is an ongoing issue for all schools and is commonly identified as a barrier 
or challenges. The latter three challenges could be addressed by: 
 

 providing existing resources to future participants about drought and overcoming climate 
challenges;   

 the timeframe of the program could either be extended or participants could be granted 
access for a greater period of time possibly at their expense; and 

 provide further professional development in using the Sustainability Wiz tools, in addition 
to enhancing the service so that participants and save/download their work.  

 
 

“The  Schoolgrounds for Learning program was effective as an agent for 
change. Someone, like me, supporting these concepts and processes is a lone 
voice without the 'authority' of an outside body. I think people listened to me 

more because I was 'following the course' rather than just trying to 
implement 'my own' ideas. Also the structure of the course is an effective 

guide and very useful” (primary school teacher). 
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APPENDIX ONE 

 
 
 

Progress and Post 
Questionnaires  
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APPENDIX TWO 

 
 
 

Progress and Post Results 
(Ratings)  
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Pre/Progress Survey 
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Post Survey 
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