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Forward

In September 1968, the Civil Engineering Technology (CET) program was established to
address several interrelated needs within the Greater Cincinnati community. The CET
program responded to the demand for technically competent and qualified technicians to
assist professional engineers from local firms and agencies engaged in civil engineering
work. While satistying industry’s need for a technologically proficient workforce, the CET
program concurrently provided a specialized educational pathway for area high school
graduates at the associate degree level.

The Construction Management Major of the Civil Engineering Technology Department is
designed to complement the other CET majors and offer Greater Cincinnati students an
excellent educational pathway in the field. The academic improvement plan herein will
identify the process used for the continuous improvement of the CETC major. The plan
identifies competencies needed by the student who is preparing to enter the civil/AEC
industry and then quantifies the ability of the CET program to deliver the necessary
educational environment such that these competencies are met.

This 2011 Assessment and Strategic Plan is a revision of the original assessment plan created
in 2001 and revised in 2004. This plan forms the basis for assessing the stated outcomes of
the Construction management Major based on input from relevant constituencies. The plan
obtains this input in a cyclical manner, evaluates this data relative to stated outcomes,
develops conclusions and, where appropriate, initiates curricular modifications. This year the
plan includes a strategic plan which evaluates the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and
threats facing the program as we move forward into the next decade.

The results from this plan’s implementation foster accountability by the CETC major to the
college, the industry, and the public at large.



Assessment and Strategic Plan
Construction Management Major
2011

I. MISSION, OBJECTIVES, AND OUTCOMES

College Mission

We believe that Cincinnati State Technical and Community College makes an important
contribution to the technical and educational status, economic growth, and social well-being
of the Tri-State Area. We believe that to continue to serve the community the College must
be willing to modify, adapt, and create technical and transfer programs that meet the ever-
changing needs of students, business, industry and the professional community. We believe
that it is the College’s role to help students to learn to think independently, to value logical
and tested conclusions, to develop problem solving abilities, to communicate well, and to
function effectively with other people. We believe in the dignity and worth of the individual
and therefore provide educational opportunities for students regardless of age, economic or
social background, or enrollment status. We believe that for continued growth we must
display the ability to be creative, to look to the future as well as the past, to strive for
excellence, and to exhibit leadership in the expansion of knowledge and skills through the
achievements of the faculty and the students. We hope to develop in our students the desire
to continue their education throughout their lives. The College’s principal concern is its
students. This concern is reflected primarily through offering programs of substantial quality
with the expectation that students will achieve a high level of competence and understanding
in an atmosphere of positive engagement and mutual respect. In order to maintain this
atmosphere, the College offers opportunities for students to achieve understanding and
appreciation of their own culture and those of others in an environment that recognizes and
values the cultural diversity of the College population and the community.

The College has a vital and distinctive mission to perform in addressing the educational
and economic needs of the Tri-State Area. The College seeks to implement its philosophy by
providing:

A. Education featuring a combination of theory and practice primarily through
appropriate classroom, laboratory, and cooperative/clinical education experiences.

B. Technical, Arts, and Science Associate degree programs that lead to entry or

advanced level employment and/or transfer to a Bachelor’s degree program.

C. Certificate programs, specialized training, and adult continuing education

opportunities of less than one-year duration.

D. Services and educational experience to assist students in determining and reaching

their educational objectives.

E. Opportunities for students to develop the skills needed to enter and succeed in the

College’s education programs.



F. Technical, science, arts, and general education courses that can be applied toward
four-year degree programs.

The College endeavors to provide leadership and services in the promotion of technical,

arts, science, and cooperative education.

1. CETC Mission and Educational Objectives: The mission of the Civil Engineering
Technology’s Construction Management major at Cincinnati State Technical and
Community College (CSTCC) is to develop technically competent and professional
graduates for successful careers within the construction profession. The primary objective of
the CETC major is to provide the community with a qualified graduate that possesses a broad
understanding of basic technical fundamentals coupled with the knowledge of the most
current advancements in the profession. A second objective of the CETC major is to prepare
its graduates for the possibility of pursuing further educational opportunities in construction
management/construction technology or related fields. To achieve success in fulfilling these
objectives the program must be dedicated to continuous improvement of the current
curriculums, equipment, software, and educational delivery systems.

The program has formalized educational objectives that our student’s should possess within
several years of graduation. These educational objectives form the strategy for guiding the
program to deliver a quality educational product and are as follows:

e Prepare Civil Engineering Technology - Construction Management graduates to
successfully enter and pursue baccalaureate degrees.

e Prepare Civil Engineering Technology - Construction Management technicians to
enter and advance professionally in technical and management positions in the
local construction industry.

Academic Goals:

The goals and objectives of the Construction Management major are as follows:

e Provide pathways to baccalaureate programs such that a student has a smooth
transition from Cincinnati State. This will be measured by the percentage of
graduates pursuing advanced degrees and their satisfaction with the transition (on
the 1-yr Graduate Survey).

e Provide a quality education that is both relevant and rigorous such that a student
has a smooth transition into the construction workforce. This will be measured by
the percentage of graduates answering such a question on the 1-yr Graduate
Survey.



e Provide a quality education that allows advancement into an organization or the
industry. This will be measured by the average salary ranges between the 1-yr and
3-yr Graduate Survey.

e Increase visibility of the program within the local Cincinnati area, state, and
national level. This will be measured by the participation of faculty on industry
boards, accreditation bodies, delivery of presentations, and writing of
articles/papers.

I11. Educational Outcomes: The mission of the Civil Engineering Technology-
Construction Management major is to develop technically competent and professional
graduates for successful careers within their chosen profession. The primary objective of
each specific major within the CET program is to provide the community with a qualified
graduate that possesses a broad understanding of basic technical fundamentals coupled with
the knowledge of the most current advancements in the profession. Broad areas of the
curriculum are shared by each of the three majors (Architectural, Construction management
and Surveying) although the specific technical skills for each are understandably divergent.
The following is a list of the anticipated outcomes from the Construction Management major.

Construction Management Major Qutcomes

The program also has formalized six educational outcomes that our student’s
should possess upon graduating from the program. These are as follows:

Outcome 1: The student will be able to communicate as individuals, as well as
function effectively on teams, by applying oral and written skills.

Outcome 2: The student will have an awareness of their responsibilities in the
construction management field, recognizing the need for continual learning to
remain well-prepared to face contemporary professional, social and global
challenges in a diverse society.

Outcome 3: The student will demonstrate an appropriate mastery of fundamental
knowledge and tools, including construction methods, procedures, and
technological processes inherent to construction.

Outcome 4: The students will demonstrate the knowledge of the importance of
quality, timeliness, and continuous improvement in the construction management
field.

Outcome 5: The student will demonstrate an ability to identify, analyze and solve
technical and design problems.

Outcome 6: The student will be able to apply fundamental knowledge along with
current techniques and skills to conduct experiments, analyze data, interpret and
apply results to improve processes.



1. ASSESSMENT

General

The assessment plan for the Engineering Technologies Division has been in existence since
2004, the Civil Engineering Technology program has had a formal continuous improvement
plan since January 2001. This process which the Construction Management Major (CETC)
has had in place has been “meshed” with the divisional model and CET department model.
The CETC improvement plan is used to identify competencies needed by the student who is
preparing to enter the civil engineering technology industry and shaping the CET curriculum
to meet that need. This two-tiered assessment approach focuses on the six aforementioned
CETC outcomes. By utilizing both program level (in-process) and post- program level
(outcomes) assessment tools, the CETC major is able to identify areas for improvement.
This information provides feedback which is thoughtfully considered as adjustments to the
curriculum are contemplated.

The primary emphasis of the Construction Management Major’s assessment plan is to collect
relevant data for the evaluation of the previously stated outcomes and objectives. Among
entering the program, students are assessed in the following manners;

1.  Co-op Evaluations (Performance Appraisals) — Each student participating in the co-op
component is required to complete an evaluation of their experience. Similarly, each
co-op employer will complete an evaluation of the student detailing their skills,
competencies and work habits. These employer evaluations provide input about
performance, abilities, basic knowledge, and other qualities that our students possess.
These evaluations are extremely valuable because they give instantaneous feedback
on student outcomes while students are still progressing through the program.

2. Capstone Courses (Oral Examination / Presentation) — An effective method of
instruction utilized in all three CET majors is a project-oriented capstone course. The
capstone courses are Construction Management 2, Building Systems Design, and
Survey Field Project for the Construction Management, Architectural, and Surveying
majors respectively. Taught in the final school term, these courses strive to create a
comprehensive educational experience synthesizing previously learned material, a
team approach to problem solving, effective communication techniques, and external
practitioner involvement. These capstone courses require students in the various
majors to complete projects such as total subdivision design, project
proposal/presentation for a construction project and comprehensive system design for
a commercial structure. Students are assembled into project teams and work in a
company-like atmosphere that gives them the sense of responsibility, professionalism
and deadlines. The courses typically culminate with an oral presentation that has
been regularly attended by faculty, college administration, and practicing
professionals. This type of instruction provides a big advantage to students upon
entering the profession. An example of this capstone course in the Construction
Management major is Construction Management 2 (CET 7953) taken in the student’s



final academic term. Taught annually in the Spring and Summer, these courses strive
to create a comprehensive educational experience synthesizing previously learned
material, a team approach to problem solving, effective communication techniques,
and external practitioner involvement. This capstone course requires a student in the
various majors to complete projects involving various facets of previously learned
material. Students are assembled into project teams and work in a company-like
atmosphere that gives them the sense of responsibility, professionalism and deadlines.
This course culminates with a project submission and/or an oral presentation that is
regularly attended by faculty, divisional administration, and practicing professionals.

Advisory Board (Focus Group)

The Civil Engineering Technology program has an advisory committee composed of
individuals representing the various constituencies of the CET program. Each of the
three majors (Architectural, Construction Management and Surveying) has several
members with a background specifically related to that discipline. Additionally, the
advisory board contains a student member from the CET program, a university
representative from an institution regularly accepts CET transfer students, and a
representative from a local high school.

The Civil Engineering Technology program’s advisory board meets annually,
typically in the Fall, to discuss the state of the program and to address the needs of
industry, our other constituencies, and the program. The smaller “subcommittee” that
exists for each of the three CET majors may meet more often throughout the year to
discuss issues more specific to their own discipline. The program chair also has
compiled an “e-mail” list of the advisory board members and typically sends out
updates to the members concerning special events or items throughout the year. The
issues discussed include curricular issues, new initiatives, student activities, student
preparedness, and student recruitment and retention. While these activities do not
generally produce a quantitative measure of professional quality, they provide
valuable qualitative information on the quality of our students and our programs.

The advisory committee has assisted the program in several manners throughout its
existence. Primarily the industry advisory board provides both formal and informal
input regarding curricular content with the program. Although such matters are
continually scrutinized by the program faculty it is often helpful to receive “real-
world” advice on matters concerning the changing skills and competencies demanded
by our constituents. Secondly, many of the advisory board members from industry
assist the program by participating in the cooperative education component of the
curriculum. This participation of local companies has been an integral component of
the CET program since its inception and provides the student an experience that
cannot be replicated in the classroom. Additionally, this experience provides further
feedback on student performance that aids both the program and industry as they
collaboratively focus on the development of the student through his/her time spent at
Cincinnati State.



Note: A change to the current assessment plan is the removal of confidence surveys of the
students at various time-intervals throughout the program. After 5-years of data
collection, it was felt by the faculty that the information received was of little
statistical significance and therefore this method was removed from the assessment
process.

Post-Program Level — Among entering the program students are assessed in the following
manners;

1. Multiple assessment processes, coordinated by the Office of Institutional Research &
Planning, allow the College to capture perspectives from alumni. Continuous
feedback obtained by using several mechanisms enables the program faculty to keep
pace with the rapid changes in technology and the needs of the business community.
These mechanisms include the ACT Alumni Survey. Administered by ACT each
year using a set of validated questions, this survey provides an independent measure
of our performance. It is sent to all College graduates, six to eight months after they
have been out of school. A response rate of 35% is typical. The survey presents a
series of questions in four areas: background information, continuing education,
educational experience, and graduate employment. Normative (national) data based
on responses from more than 16,000 alumni of two-year institutions nationwide is
provided by ACT for comparison. In addition the College also administers a
“Graduating Student Survey” on an annual basis which is given out to the program
chairs and then directed to the classes (and students) that are in their final term(s).

2. CETC Graduate Survey — The Construction Management major conducts annual
surveys of its graduates in a one and three year cycle to assess and monitor graduate
success. The one-year survey (hereafter referred to as the CETC Graduate Survey) is
sent out to all students graduating in the previous academic year to elicit feedback on
the curriculum and current plans. The CETC Graduate Survey is administered in the
Fall term such that responses and trends can be considered for curriculum
development. The CETC Graduate Survey has been administered under the direction
of the program chair of CET since the 1999 — 2000 graduating class. The students are
also sent a follow-up survey during the third anniversary year (hereafter referred to as
the Three-Year CETC Graduate Survey) to provide feedback on their growth within
the industry and/or further educational pursuits in that time period. These surveys are
administered every year near the end of the calendar year.

3. Employer Survey — the division has administered an employer survey sent to all
employers in the database periodically. The survey is to assess the satisfaction with
both co-op and graduate students and this year was sent out to provide feedback as to
the aforementioned six outcomes.



This two-tiered assessment approach focuses on the six aforementioned CETC
outcomes. By utilizing both program level (in-process) and post- program level
(outcomes) assessment tools, the CETC major is able to identify areas for
improvement. This information provides feedback which is thoughtfully considered
as adjustments to the curriculum are contemplated.

Responsible Parties

Co-op Evaluations (Performance Appraisals) — CET Co-op Coordinator reviews the
evaluation of each student (of experience) and each employer (of student). This occurs every
term and is reported at meetings throughout the year.

Capstone Courses (Oral Examination / Presentation) — Program Faculty create and monitor
the capstone experience in the student’s last term. Capstone course are CET 7950 (Survey
Field project), CET 7953 (Construction Management 2), and CET 7969 (Building Systems
Design). These course are offered Spring and Summer terms for day students and typically in
the Early Fall (alternate years) for the evening students.

Advisory Board (Focus Group) — The Program Chair is responsible for planning and
organizing the advisory board meetings as well as recording the minutes. Currently, the
group meets with program faculty each year in May and may also meet in the Fall if the
situation dictates. Advisory Board members are kept apprised of program activities through
periodic emails and web page updates.

ACT Alumni Survey, Graduating Student Survey — Administered by the Office of
Institutional Research annually in Spring and Summer. Results are shared via email with
Faculty.

CET Graduate Surveys — Administered by the Program Chair. 1-year survey administered in
each Fall and 3-year survey is administered each Winter. Results shared with faculty as they
are compiled.

Employer Survey — Administered by ETD administration.

Summary of Assessment Implementation

Program Level Frequency Who is responsible Comments
Assessment Tool
#1. Course Every Term Faculty Rubrics in Presentation assignments,
Assessment Faculty Input, Checkpoint Ratings
(every 3 years)
#2. Co-op Every Term Co-op Coordinator Evaluations
Evaluations
#3. Capstone Final Term Faculty Industry panel used
Courses
#4. Advisory Board | Fall, Spring if Program Chair Effective feedback
needed
#5. Accreditation Every 5-6 years Program Chair
Reports and
Program Review
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#6. Traditional Every Term Faculty Student work
Methods of
Evaluating Students

Post Program Level

#1. College Surveys | Annually Institutional Research Effective feedback

#2. CET Graduate Annually on 1 and 3 | Program Chair CET outcome directed feedback
Surveys year cycles

#3. Employer Every 5 Years ETD Administration

Survey

The continuous improvement cycle in the Civil Engineering Technology program was
first developed in January 2001, long before the aforementioned ETD model and has
evolved to include a broader spectrum of assessment tools. The CET model depends on
inputs from the previously mentioned constituencies and follows an approximate timeline
as shown below. It should be stressed that this process is not constrained by the academic
year, that is, decisions are actually based on input that may span over several years.

The program chair maintains a record of advisory board meetings, curriculums and their
changes, CET graduate survey results and college and divisional survey results. The
program chair holds program meetings regularly throughout the year to discuss issues and
share information among program faculty. The program discusses inputs from the sources
indicated in following timeline such that final decisions are ready to present to the
College’s Academic Policies and Curriculum Committee (APCC) in January or February.

CET Continuous Improvement Timeline

Initiate and Collect
CET 1-Yr Graduate
Survey (Input)

Initiate and Collect
CET 3-Year Graduate
Survey (Input)

Advisory Board
Subcommittees
Meetings (as needed)

(Input)

College ACT Alumni
Survey Results (Input)

Full Advisory Board
Meeting (Input)

Program Meetings on
Curriculum (Input)

Course Assessment by
Faculty (Input)

Capstone Courses by
Faculty (Input)

11




1I. CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT MAJOR ASSESSMENT RESULTS

General

The results from the aforementioned assessment plan are summarized by the program chair
for review by the faculty and advisory board members. Summaries of the 1-Year CET
Graduate Survey, the 3-Year Graduate CET Survey, and the college administered Graduating
Student Survey are shown dating back to 2005 in the following pages. The CET Co-op
Employer Survey for 2010 is shown as well as the Capstone Outcome reports for the current
year.

Summary

The results show that the CET program outcomes and objectives are being met to the
satisfaction of both the graduating student as well as the industry that employs them. Transfer
success to Northern Kentucky University and to the University of Cincinnati is high and
students from the CET program are favorably viewed by these baccalaureate degree
programs.

12



CETC Program Outcome Report (2009-10)

When: Each Fall term the prior year’s graduates (EF term — SU term) are surveyed

Who: Program Chair collects data shares it with faculty and Advisory Board

Status: In effect since 2000 (1999EF — 2000SU graduates). This has been modified to assess the six
CET outcomes that have recently been developed. Because of the relative “newness” of these

outcomes, the format of the survey instrument has changed and only one year of numerical data has
been collected and shared. These outcomes were assessed on a 1 — 5 Likert scale and are as follows:

Outcome No. 2009 EF — | 2008 EF — | 2007 EF — | 2006 EF — | 2005 EF — | 2004 EF —
2010 SU 2009 SU 2008 SU 2007 SU 2006 SU 2005 SU

Scores Scores Scores Scores Scores Scores
N=8 N=6 N=5 N=5 N=6 N=4

1- 4.13 4.83 4.0 4.6 4,67 45

Communication,

Teamwork

2 — Continual 4.13 4.67 4.4 4.6 45 4.25

Learning,

Professional &

Global Awareness

3 — Mastery of 3.75 4.83 4.2 4.0 45 4.25

Fundamental

Knowledge

4 — Knowledge of 4.13 5.0 3.8 4.2 4,67 4,75

Quality, Timeliness

5 — Solving 4.25 4.33 4.0 4.6 4.33 4.0

Technical & Design

Problems

6 — Analyze & 4.25 4.33 4.2 4.6 45 45

Interpret Data

Performance Criteria: The scores for the upcoming year should be at least 3.75. All six outcomes

meet this— performance criteria is MET.

Additional Data: Scores on groups of courses and graduates feelings on program’s level of
preparation are also relevant. These scores have been collected over the years and assessed by

appropriate personnel.

How well did the curriculum prepare you?

Level 2009- | 2008- 2007- 2006- 2005- 2004- | 2003-
2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004
Very Well 12.5% | 50% 20% 20% 17% 25% 42%
Prepared
Well Prepared 75% 50% 60% 80% 66% 75% 33%
Adequately 125% | - 20% - 17% - 25%
Poor - - - - - -
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Performance Criteria: The percentage of students scoring “well prepared” and “very well prepared”
should be 60 % or more of the total. Additionally, the percentage of students scoring “adequately
prepared”, “well prepared” and “very well prepared” should be 90% or more of the total. The 2004-
05 data shows 88% of respondents stated that they were very well or well prepared (100% > 60%)
and 100% of the respondents stated that they were at least adequately prepared (100% > 90%). The
performance criteria is MET.

Data on Curriculum Changes: Construction Management students had CET 7921 Construction
Surveying added to their curriculum in 2004 and had CET 7915 OSHA 10-hr Construction Safety
added in 2006. This group of graduates was asked if the addition of these courses was beneficial to
them. Scores are shown as follows:

Were these courses beneficial to you?

Course 2009-2010 2008-2009 | 2007-2008
Yes No Yes | No| Yes | No
CET 7915 — OSHA 10-hr 100% 100% 100%
Construction Safety
CET 7921 — Construction Layout 100% 100% 100%

Performance Criteria: At least 70% of the respondents should indicate that the courses were
beneficial— performance criteria is MET.

14



CETC Program Outcome Report (2008-09)

When: Each Fall term the prior year’s graduates (EF term — SU term) are surveyed
Who: Program Chair collects data shares it with faculty and Advisory Board

Status: In effect since 2000 (1999EF — 2000SU graduates). This has been modified to assess the six
CET outcomes that have recently been developed. Because of the relative “newness” of these

outcomes, the format of the survey instrument has changed and only one year of numerical data has
been collected and shared. These outcomes were assessed ona 1 — 5 Likert scale and are as follows:

Outcome No. 2008 EF — | 2007 EF — | 2006 EF — | 2005 EF — | 2004 EF —
2009 SU 2008 SU 2007 SU 2006 SU 2005 SU

Scores Scores Scores Scores Scores
N=6 N=5 N=5 N=6 N=4

1- 4.83 4.0 4.6 4.67 45

Communication,

Teamwork

2 — Continual 4,67 4.4 4.6 45 4.25

Learning,

Professional &

Global Awareness

3 — Mastery of 4.83 4.2 4.0 4.5 4.25

Fundamental

Knowledge

4 — Knowledge of 5.0 3.8 4.2 4.67 4.75

Quality, Timeliness

5 — Solving 4.33 4.0 4.6 4.33 4.0

Technical & Design

Problems

6 — Analyze & 4.33 4.2 4.6 45 45

Interpret Data

Performance Criteria: The scores for the upcoming year should be at least 3.75. All six outcomes
meet this— performance criteria is MET.

Additional Data : Scores on groups of courses and graduates feelings on program’s level of
preparation are also relevant. These scores have been collected over the years and assessed by
appropriate personnel.

How well did the curriculum prepare you?

Level 2008- | 2007- | 2006- | 2005- | 2004- 2003- 2002 - 2001 -
2009 | 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002
Very Well 50% 20% 20% 17% 25% 42% 25% 8%
Prepared
Well Prepared | 50% 60% 80% 66% 75% 33% 42% 77%
Adequately - 20% - 17% - 25% 33% 15%
Poor - - - - - - -
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Performance Criteria: The percentage of students scoring “well prepared” and “very well prepared”
should be 60 % or more of the total. Additionally, the percentage of students scoring “adequately
prepared”, “well prepared” and “very well prepared” should be 90% or more of the total. The 2004-
05 data shows 100% of respondents stated that they were very well or well prepared (100% > 60%)
and 100% of the respondents stated that they were at least adequately prepared (100% > 90%). The_
performance criteria is MET.

Data on Curriculum Changes: Construction Management students had CET 7921 Construction
Surveying added to their curriculum in 2004 and had CET 7915 OSHA 10-hr Construction Safety
added in 2006. This group of graduates was asked if the addition of these courses was beneficial to
them. Scores are shown as follows:

Were these courses beneficial to you?

Course 2008-2009 2007-2008
Yes No Yes No
CET 7915 — OSHA 10-hr Construction Safety 100% 100%
CET 7921 — Construction Layout 100% 100%

Performance Criteria: At least 70% of the respondents should indicate that the courses were
beneficial— performance criteria is MET.
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CETC Program Outcome Report (2007-08)

When: Each Fall term the prior year’s graduates (EF term — SU term) are surveyed
Who: Program Chair collects data shares it with faculty and Advisory Board

Status: In effect since 2000 (1999EF — 2000SU graduates). This has been modified to assess the six
CET outcomes that have recently been developed. Because of the relative “newness” of these

outcomes, the format of the survey instrument has changed and only one year of numerical data has
been collected and shared. These outcomes were assessed ona 1 — 5 Likert scale and are as follows:

Outcome No. 2007 EF - | 2006 EF — 2005 EF - 2004 EF - 2003 EF -
2008 SU 2007 SU 2006 SU 2005 SU 2004 SU

Scores Scores Scores Scores Scores
N=5 N=5 N=6 N=4 N =15

1 — Communication, 4.0 4.6 4.67 45 3.92

Teamwork

2 — Continual Learning, 4.4 4.6 4.5 4.25 3.92

Professional & Global

Awareness

3 — Mastery of 4.2 4.0 45 4.25 4.15

Fundamental

Knowledge

4 — Knowledge of 3.8 4.2 4.67 4.75 4.23

Quality, Timeliness

5 — Solving Technical 4.0 4.6 4.33 4.0 3.92

& Design Problems

6 — Analyze & Interpret 4.2 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.23

Data

Performance Criteria: The scores for the upcoming year should be at least 3.75. All six outcomes
meet this— performance criteria is MET.

Additional Data : Scores on groups of courses and graduates feelings on program’s level of
preparation are also relevant. These scores have been collected over the years and assessed by
appropriate personnel.

How well did the curriculum prepare you?

Level 2007- | 2006- | 2005- | 2004- 2003- 2002 — 2001 -
2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002
Very Well 20% 20% 17% 25% 42% 25% 8%
Prepared
Well Prepared | 60% 80% 66% 75% 33% 42% 77%
Adequately 20% - 17% - 25% 33% 15%
Poor - - - - - -
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Performance Criteria: The percentage of students scoring “well prepared” and “very well prepared”
should be 60 % or more of the total. Additionally, the percentage of students scoring “adequately
prepared”, “well prepared” and “very well prepared” should be 90% or more of the total. The 2004-
05 data shows 80% of respondents stated that they were very well or well prepared (100% > 60%)
and 100% of the respondents stated that they were at least adequately prepared (100% > 90%). The_
performance criteria is MET.

Data on Curriculum Changes: Construction Management students had CET 7921 Construction
Surveying added to their curriculum in 2004 and had CET 7915 OSHA 10-hr Construction Safety
added in 2006. This group of graduates was asked if the addition of these courses was beneficial to
them. Scores are shown as follows:

Were these courses beneficial to you?

Course 2007-2008
Yes No
CET 7915 — OSHA 10-hr Construction Safety 100%
CET 7921 — Construction Layout 100%

Performance Criteria: At least 70% of the respondents should indicate that the courses were
beneficial— performance criteria is MET.
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CETC Program Outcome Report (2006-07)

When: Each Fall term the prior year’s graduates (EF term — SU term) are surveyed
Who: Program Chair collects data shares it with faculty and Advisory Board

Status: In effect since 2000 (1999EF — 2000SU graduates). This has been modified to assess the six
CET outcomes that have recently been developed. Because of the relative “newness” of these

outcomes, the format of the survey instrument has changed and only one year of numerical data has
been collected and shared. These outcomes were assessed ona 1 — 5 Likert scale and are as follows:

Outcome No. 2005 EF — 2004 EF — 2003 EF — 2002 EF - 2003
2006 SU 2005 SU 2004 SU SU Scores

Scores Scores Scores N =13
N=6 N=4 N =15

1 — Communication, 4.67 4.5 3.92 4.17

Teamwork

2 — Continual Learning, 4.5 4.25 3.92 3.67

Professional & Global

Awareness

3 — Mastery of 4.5 4.25 4.15 4.00

Fundamental Knowledge

4 — Knowledge of 4.67 4.75 4.23 4.25

Quality, Timeliness

5 — Solving Technical & 4.33 4.0 3.92 3.67

Design Problems

6 — Analyze & Interpret 4.5 4.5 4.23 4.00

Data

Performance Criteria: The scores for the upcoming year should be at least 3.75. All six outcomes
meet this— performance criteria is MET.

Additional Data : Scores on groups of courses and graduates feelings on program’s level of
preparation are also relevant. These scores have been collected over the years and assessed by

appropriate personnel.

How well did the curriculum prepare you?

Level 2005- | 2004- 2003- 2002 - 2001 -
2006 2005 2004 2003 2002
Very Well 17% 25% 42% 25% 8%
Prepared
Well Prepared | 66% 75% 33% 42% 771%
Adequately 17% - 25% 33% 15%
Poor - - - -

Performance Criteria: The percentage of students scoring “well prepared” and “very well prepared”
should be 60 % or more of the total. Additionally, the percentage of students scoring “adequately
prepared”, “well prepared” and “very well prepared” should be 90% or more of the total. The 2004-
05 data shows 83% of respondents stated that they were very well or well prepared (100% > 60%)
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and 100% of the respondents stated that they were at least adequately prepared (100% > 90%). The
performance criteria is MET.
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CETC Program Outcome Report (2005-06)

When: Each Fall term the prior year’s graduates (EF term — SU term) are surveyed
Who: Program Chair collects data shares it with faculty and Advisory Board

Status: In effect since 2000 (1999EF — 2000SU graduates). This has been modified to assess the six
CET outcomes that have recently been developed. Because of the relative “newness” of these

outcomes, the format of the survey instrument has changed and only one year of numerical data has
been collected and shared. These outcomes were assessed on a 1 — 5 Likert scale and are as follows:

Outcome No. 2005 EF — 2004 EF — 2003 EF — 2002 EF - 2003
2006 SU 2005 SU 2004 SU SU Scores

Scores Scores Scores N =13
N=6 N=4 N =15

1 — Communication, 4.67 4.5 3.92 4.17

Teamwork

2 — Continual Learning, 4.5 4.25 3.92 3.67

Professional & Global

Awareness

3 — Mastery of 4.5 4.25 4.15 4.00

Fundamental Knowledge

4 — Knowledge of 4.67 4.75 4.23 4.25

Quality, Timeliness

5 — Solving Technical & 4.33 4.0 3.92 3.67

Design Problems

6 — Analyze & Interpret 4.5 4.5 4.23 4.00

Data

Performance Criteria: The scores for the upcoming year should be at least 3.75. All six outcomes
meet this— performance criteria is MET.

Additional Data : Scores on groups of courses and graduates feelings on program’s level of
preparation are also relevant. These scores have been collected over the years and assessed by

appropriate personnel.

How well did the curriculum prepare you?

Level 2005- | 2004- 2003- 2002 - 2001 -
2006 2005 2004 2003 2002
Very Well 17% 25% 42% 25% 8%
Prepared
Well Prepared | 66% 75% 33% 42% 771%
Adequately 17% - 25% 33% 15%
Poor - - - -

Performance Criteria: The percentage of students scoring “well prepared” and “very well prepared”
should be 60 % or more of the total. Additionally, the percentage of students scoring “adequately
prepared”, “well prepared” and “very well prepared” should be 90% or more of the total. The 2004-
05 data shows 83% of respondents stated that they were very well or well prepared (100% > 60%)
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and 100% of the respondents stated that they were at least adequately prepared (100% > 90%). The
performance criteria is MET.
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CETC Program Outcome Report (2004-05)

When: Each Fall term the prior year’s graduates (EF term — SU term) are surveyed
Who: Program Chair collects data shares it with faculty and Advisory Board

Status: In effect since 2000 (1999EF — 2000SU graduates). This has been modified to assess the six
CET outcomes that have recently been developed. Because of the relative “newness” of these

outcomes, the format of the survey instrument has changed and only one year of numerical data has
been collected and shared. These outcomes were assessed on a 1 — 5 Likert scale and are as follows:

Outcome No. 2004 EF — 2003 EF — 2002 EF - 2003
2005 SU 2004 SU SU Scores

Scores Scores N =13
N=4 N =15

1 — Communication, 4.5 3.92 4.17

Teamwork

2 — Continual Learning, 4.25 3.92 3.67

Professional & Global

Awareness

3 — Mastery of 4.25 4.15 4.00

Fundamental Knowledge

4 — Knowledge of 4.75 4.23 4.25

Quality, Timeliness

5 — Solving Technical & 4.0 3.92 3.67

Design Problems

6 — Analyze & Interpret 4.5 4.23 4.00

Data

Performance Criteria: The scores for the upcoming year should be at least 3.75. All six outcomes
meet this— performance criteria is MET.

Additional Data : Scores on groups of courses and graduates feelings on program’s level of
preparation are also relevant. These scores have been collected over the years and assessed by
appropriate personnel.

How well did the curriculum prepare you?

Level 2004- 2003- 2002 — 2003 | 2001 — 2002 | 2000 — 2001 | 1999 - 2000
2005 2004
Very Well 25% 42% 25% 8% 23% 18%
Prepared
Well Prepared | 75% 33% 42% 77% 62% 64%
Adequately - 25% 33% 15% 15% 18%
Poor - - - - -

Performance Criteria: The percentage of students scoring “well prepared” and “very well prepared”
should be 60 % or more of the total. Additionally, the percentage of students scoring “adequately
prepared”, “well prepared” and “very well prepared” should be 90% or more of the total. The 2004-
05 data shows 100% of respondents stated that they were very well or well prepared (100% > 60%)

23




and 100% of the respondents stated that they were at least adequately prepared (100% > 90%). The
performance criteria is MET.
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CETC Major Educational Objective Report (2007-08)

When: Each Winter term the graduates from 3 years prior (EF term — SU term) are surveyed.

Who: Program Chair collects data shares it with faculty and Advisory Board

Status: In effect since 2000 (1999EF — 2000SU graduates) although because it a “3 year out” survey only two
years have been collected. The instrument has been modified to assess the first two Program Educational
Objectives of the CET program. Because of the relative “newness” of these objectives, the format of the survey
instrument has changed and only one year of numerical data has been collected and shared. These outcomes
were assessed on a 1 — 5 Likert scale and are as follows:

4
Objective No. 2007 EF — 2008 SU Scores
(1-5
1 — Successfully enter & pursue 4.3
baccalaureate degrees
2 — Enter and Advance Professionally 4.3
Additional Data : How well did the curriculum prepare you?
Level 2007 | 2006 - | 2005-06 | 2004- 2003- 2002-
- 08 07 05 2004 2003
Very Well 43% 40% NR -
Prepared
Well Prepared | 28% 100% 100% 60% NR 50%
Adequately 28% NR 50%
Poor -
Additional Data : Objective Scores
Level 2007- 2006 — 07 | 2005- 2004-05 | 2003- 2002-
08 (n=4) 2006 (n=2) 2004 2003
(n=7) (n=2) (n=0) (n=3)
#1-BS 4.3 4.0 4 4.0 NR 3.6
degrees
#2 — Enter & 4.3 4.0 4.5 4.5 NR 4
Advance

Performance Criteria: The percentage of students scoring “well prepared” and “very well prepared” should be
an average of 60 % or more of the total in a 3-year sample window. The score on the objectives should average
3.5 using the average of 3 consecutive samples.

Preparation: Very Well = (43% + 0%+0%)/3 = 14%, Well = (100%+100%+28%)/3 = 76% - this is a total of
90% over a three-year period ---- CRITERIA MET

Objective 1: (4.0 + 4+4.3)/3 = 4.1> 3.5 this is over the last three-sample period ---- CRITERIA MET
Obijective 2: (4.5 + 4.0 + 4.3)/3 = 4.3> 3.5 this is over the last three-year period ---- CRITERIA MET
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CETC Major Educational Objective Report (2006-07)

When: Each Winter term the graduates from 3 years prior (EF term — SU term) are surveyed.

Who: Program Chair collects data shares it with faculty and Advisory Board

Status: In effect since 2000 (1999EF — 2000SU graduates) although because it a “3 year out” survey only two
years have been collected. The instrument has been modified to assess the first two Program Educational
Objectives of the CET program. Because of the relative “newness” of these objectives, the format of the survey
instrument has changed and only one year of numerical data has been collected and shared. These outcomes
were assessed on a 1 — 5 Likert scale and are as follows:

Objective No. 2006 EF — 2007 SU Scores
(1-5
1 — Successfully enter & pursue 4.0
baccalaureate degrees
2 — Enter and Advance Professionally 4.0

Additional Data : How well did the curriculum prepare you?

Level 2006 - 2005-06 | 2004- 2003- 2002-
07 05 2004 2003
Very Well 40% NR 25%
Prepared
Well Prepared | 100% 100% 60% NR 50%
Adequately NR 25%
Poor -

Additional Data : Objective Scores

Level 2006 — 07 | 2005- 2004-05 | 2003- 2002-
(n=1) 2006 (n=2) 2004 2003
(n=2) (n=0) (n=3)
#1-BS 4.0 4.0 4.0 NR 3.6
degrees
#2 — Enter & 4.0 4.5 4.5 NR 4
Advance

Performance Criteria: The percentage of students scoring “well prepared” and “very well prepared” should be
an average of 60 % or more of the total in a 3-year sample window. The score on the objectives should average
3.5 using the average of 3 consecutive samples.

Preparation: Very Well = (0% + 0%+40%)/3 = 13.3%, Well = (100%+100%+60%)/3 = 87% - this is a total of
100% over a three-year period ---- CRITERIA MET

Objective 1: (4. + 4+4.)/3 = 4.0 > 3.5 this is over the last three-sample period ---- CRITERIA MET
Obijective 2: (4.0 + 4.5+ 4.5/3=4.3 > 3.5 this is over the last three-year period ---- CRITERIA MET
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CETC Major Educational Objective Report (2005-06)

When: Each Winter term the graduates from 3 years prior (EF term — SU term) are surveyed.

Who: Program Chair collects data shares it with faculty and Advisory Board

Status: In effect since 2000 (1999EF — 2000SU graduates) although because it a “3 year out” survey only two
years have been collected. The instrument has been modified to assess the first two Program Educational
Objectives of the CET program. Because of the relative “newness” of these objectives, the format of the survey
instrument has changed and only one year of numerical data has been collected and shared. These outcomes
were assessed on a 1 — 5 Likert scale and are as follows:

Objective No. 2005 EF - 2006 SU Scores
(1-5
1 — Successfully enter & pursue 4.0
baccalaureate degrees
2 — Enter and Advance Professionally 4.5

Additional Data : How well did the curriculum prepare you?

Level 2005-06 | 2004- 2003- 2002-
05 2004 2003
Very Well 40% NR 25%
Prepared
Well Prepared | 100% 60% NR 50%
Adequately NR 25%
Poor -

Additional Data : Objective Scores

Level 2005- 2004-05 | 2003- 2002-
2006 (n=2) 2004 2003
(n=2) (n=3)
#1-BS 4 4.0 NR 3.6
degrees
#2 — Enter & 4.5 4.5 NR 4
Advance

Performance Criteria: The percentage of students scoring “well prepared” and “very well prepared” should be
an average of 60 % or more of the total in a 3-year sample window. The score on the objectives should average
3.5 using the average of 3 consecutive samples.

Preparation: Very Well = (0% + 40%+40%)/2 = 20%, Well = (100%+60%+nr%)/2 = 80% - this is a total of
100% over a three-year period ---- CRITERIA MET

Objective 1: (4.0 + 4+nr)/2 = 4.0 > 3.5 this is over the last three-sample period ---- CRITERIA MET
Obijective 2: (4.5 +4.5+nr)/2=4.5>3.5 this is over the last three-year period ---- CRITERIA MET
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CETC Major Educational Objective Report (2004-05)

When: Each Winter term the graduates from 3 years prior (EF term — SU term) are surveyed.

Who: Program Chair collects data shares it with faculty and Advisory Board

Status: In effect since 2000 (1999EF — 2000SU graduates) although because it a “3 year out” survey only two
years have been collected. The instrument has been modified to assess the first two Program Educational
Objectives of the CET program. Because of the relative “newness” of these objectives, the format of the survey
instrument has changed and only one year of numerical data has been collected and shared. These outcomes
were assessed on a 1 — 5 Likert scale and are as follows:

Objective No. 2005 EF — 2006 SU Scores
(1-5
1 — Successfully enter & pursue 4.0
baccalaureate degrees
2 — Enter and Advance Professionally 4.5

Additional Data : How well did the curriculum prepare you?

Level 2004- 2003-04 | 2002-03
05
Very Well 50% NR 25%
Prepared
Well Prepared | 50% NR 50%
Adequately NR 25
Poor

Additional Data : Objective Scores

Level 2004-05 | 2003- 2002-
(n=2) 2004 2003
#1-BS 4.0 NR 3.6
degrees
#2 — Enter & 4.5 NR 4.0
Advance

Performance Criteria: The percentage of students scoring “well prepared” and “very well prepared” should be
an average of 60 % or more of the total in a 3-year sample window. The score on the objectives should average
3.5 using the average of 3 consecutive samples.

Preparation: Very Well = (50% + NR%+25%)/2 = 38%, Well = (50%+NR%+50%)/2 = 50% - this is a total of
88% over a three-year period ---- CRITERIA MET

Objective 1: (4.0 + NR+3.6)/2 = 3.8 > 3.5 this is over the last three-sample period ---- CRITERIA MET
Obijective 2: (4.5 + NR + 4)/2 = 4.25 > 3.5 this is over the last three-year period ---- CRITERIA MET
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Construction Management Graduates
Preparedness Scores

2004 — 2008

(answering “how well did the Construction Management curriculum prepare you?)

2007 - 08

m Very Well
Prepared

m Well Prepared

2006 - 07

H Very Well
Prepared

m Well Prepared

M Adequately M Adequately
H Very Well H Very Well
Prepared Prepared

m Well Prepared

= Adequately

B Well prepared
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CET Co-op Employer Survey Results — Program Outcomes
Zoomerang Survey Results

Construction Management Co-op Employer Survey - ACCE

Dear Co-op Employer of Cincinnati State Construction Management Students, This Fall, the Construction
Management Major at Cincinnati State is undergoing our accreditation review from the American Council for
Construction Education (ACCE). We would like your assistance in completing a short survey that will take no
longer than 2 minutes. The following questions focus on "program outcomes" which a graduate of the
Construction Management major should possess upon graduation. Since co-operative education is an
invaluable part of the education our students receive here at Cincinnati State, please provide your feedback
on whether you believe that the CET co-op students that you have employed will attain these outcomes by the
time they graduate. Please remember this is not an assessment of whether or not the co-op students that you
have recently employed possess these characteristics currently, it is only an assessment of your belief that
they can attain these outcomes by the time they graduate. Your help is greatly appreciated.

1. The following questions relate to the stated educational outcomes of the Construction Management Major.
Please rate these outcomes relative to your personal experience with Cincinnati State Construction
Management students as a whole, on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree that this outcome will be met) to 5
(strongly agree that this outcome will be met) Construction Management co-op students will possess the
necessary communication skills and will be able to function effectively on teams by the time they graduate.

Strongly Disagree 0 0%
Disagree 0 0%
Neutral 0 0%
Agree 7 88%
Strongly Agree 1 12%
Total 8 100%

2. Construction Management co-op students will be aware of responsibilities in the civil / construction field,
will recognize the need for continual learning to remain well-prepared to face contemporary professional,
social and global challenges in a diverse society.

Strongly Disagree 0 0%
Disagree 0 0%
Neutral 0 0%
Agree 8 100%
Strongly Agree 0 0%
Total 8 100%
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3. Construction Management co-op students will have an appropriate mastery of fundamental knowledge and
tools, including estimating, that are important to the field of construction management.

Strongly Disagree 0 0%
Disagree 0 0%
Neutral 1 12%
Agree 7 88%
Strongly Agree 0 0%
Total 8 100%
4. Construction Management co-op students will have appropriate knowledge of the importance of quality,
timeliness, and continuous improvement in the construction field.

Strongly Disagree 0 0%
Disagree 0 0%
Neutral 0 0%
Agree 7  88%
Strongly Agree 1 12%
Total 8 100%
5. Construction Management co-op students will have an ability to identify, analyze and solve technical
problems.

Strongly Disagree 0 0%
Disagree 0 0%
Neutral 2 25%
Agree 6  75%
Strongly Agree 0 0%
Total 8 100%

6. Construction Management co-op students will be able to apply fundamental knowledge along with current
techniques and skills to analyze data, interpret and apply results to improve processes.

Strongly Disagree 0 0%
Disagree 0 0%
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Neutral 0 0%
Agree 8 100%
Strongly Agree 0 0%
Total 8 100%

7. Overall, do you believe Construction Management graduates from Cincinnati State will be prepared to enter
the workforce?

Yes 8 100%
No 0 0%
Total 8 100%
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CET Graduating Student Survey Results (College-Administered)

GRADUATING STUDENT SURVEY - 2003 Civil Engineering (Sample Size 19)
Guestion Topic Number | Percent
Demographics
Male  Female Total  Male Female Total
T [Sender 15 17T 47 | [ [ 781 7% T IT% | [ IS
I [ [ I I [ I [ [
=22 =22 Total =22 =33 Total
2 [Ape group [ [ 12 7 | | T8 T 3 | o ] | | | I
I | | | I | |
AfrAm As Am_ TauAm_ His/Lat Cther Tofal AfrAm  As Am  CauAm__ Hisllai  Tther Tofal
3_[Ethnic group ] 1 T [ 0 0 [ 18 0% [ &% [ 4% [ 0% [ 0% [100%
I I I I I I
FT PT FT&PT Total FT PT FT&PT Total
4~ [Frimary enrc’ment siatus 217 7 | ] | [ T8 7% T 5% T T ] [ [TO0E
I I I I I I I I
Day Even Both Total Day Even Hoth Total
3_|Frimary tme class of attendance BT 1 | 1] | | [ 18T &% T 5 T 4 T | [T0TE
| I I | | I I | I | |
Future Plans
None Assc Bach  Mas/Doc Other Total HMone Assc Bach Mas/Doc  Other  Total
& |Flans for continued education after graduation from 5 0 Z T 2 [ T % TTH% k2 1% [ 0% J700%
I I I I I
VMuch  Some VLt None NA ~ Total VMuch  Some VLIt None Tofal
T |Feel education prepared you to continue in field of study 1 El 1] 1] 1 T T8 o i i [y 0
B |Feel prepared io take licensurelcerificaton exams E T 1] 1 0 1 EEEN 14 0% Y 00
Cooperative Education
Yes Mo Total Yes Total
9 |Received aduanced standing for alpart co-op cred?t B 10 ] 447, T00%
10 |2bta ned course substitubon for allpart of co-op credit 12 [] 13 T% 333 100%
1 2 3 4-5 =5  Total 1 2 4-5 =5  Total
1 [Number of terms of co-op 3 El | 2 | E [ 7T T 18] T | 5 ] [ 43 | &% [100%
I I I I I I
1-Z ] B-7 Total 1-2 - B-T Total
12 [Number of dfferent companies worked during co-cp [ 1] | [ [ 18 ] Mmo% [ 0% [ 0% | [ [100%
I ] ] I I ] I ] I I
o/6/2010
Hote: Seginming with the 2007 G55, not applicadle raspanses
2re sxcluded fram tne tatal, Frior surs G5509-Civil Engineering Report 1af3
VMuch  Some VLIt None NA _ Total WMuch  Some VLit None Total
13 |Rate assistance received in obtaming co-op plscement 5 ] 5 0 0 13 28% 443 28% 0% 100%
14 [How much leamed in academic program on co-op placement i 11 1 1] 0 13 33% 6% 0% 100%
VEat Sat MNeu Dis VDis Total VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis_ Tofal
13 [Eabsfaction wih cooperalive educalion experience | 1 [ 1 [ T [ 181 80% T 3% ] B% [ % T E% CJI0CE
I I I I I I I I I I
Internships
1 p 2 Total i F] ] Total
16 [Number of intemships at different organizations i [ 0 [T 0 ] | [ 1 ] 100% [ 0% [ 0% ] | [100%
I I I I I I I I I I I
VMuch Some VLit None NA  Total WMuch Some VLit None Total
17 |Did internships help you make your carser choce T 1T T 7 1 [ [ I I N | [100%
| I | | I | I I |
Vaat Sat Heu Dis VDhis Tofal  Viat Sat Neu Dis Vhis  Tofal
18 |Eatsfaction wih internship placements T 1T T 7 1 [ [ I I O ] 0% [ 0% JIi0fE
| | I | | I | I I | |
Clinicalllirected Fraclice Experiences
VMuch  Some VLit None HA Total WMuch Some VLit None Total
T3 [Exient used what leamed in program on cinical experience i [} 1 0 [} 1]
200 |Exient clinical helped make career choice 0 1] 1 1] [y 1]
VSat Sat Heu Dis VDhis Tofal Viat Sat Neu Dis Whis Tofal
21 |Eatsfaction wih clinical or drecied prachice experience [ | 1 [ 0 [ T 0T | [ [ | |
[ [ | [ [ | [ | | [ [
Developmental Education
VEat Sat MNeu Dis VDis Total VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis_ Tofal
23 |Cverall satisfacton with developmental education instruction T 1T T 7 1 [ 1] T 1 7T [ 100 T 0% 7 e ] 0% 1 0% JI0TE
| I | I I I | |
How well it prepared for higher-Tevel courses in major: VMuch  Some VLt NHone WA~ Total VMuch — Some WLk NHone Tofal
23 |Math courses in developmental education 1 0 1 0 0 i 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
24 [Hasic wrling courses in developmental educaton 1 1] 1 d 0 1 10T [ [ e 1007
27 |Basic reading courses in developmenial education 1 1] 1 1] [y 1 100 0% [ Y 100
Curriculum
VEat Sat MNeu Dis VDis Total VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis_ Tofal
26 |Cveral satisTacton with program of study at T35 [ | 1 [ O T T T I8 3 T 385 s O
| | | | | | | | | |
o/6/2010
Beginning with the 2007 G55, not Bpplicaie responses
excluded fram the total. Frior sury nohude MA'S. G5509-Civil Enginaaring Report 2of3
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=Verny Much

VMuch — Some VLit None NA  Total VMuch — Some VLt None
27 |Program improwed ab®ty to think crtically and solve problems 5 12 2 1] 0 14 26% 83% i 0%
28 |How communication skills improved whie at TS [:] 1z 1 ] [ ] o 5 B [y 1005
29 [How math skills mproved at TS ] 11 2 1 1 i 20T 5 1T T 007
Facilifies
Satisfaction with: VSat Sat Meu Dis VDis Total  V8at
0 |[Ceamning raterials avalable in the classroom 4 0 ] 1 1 2%
31 |Equipment 3 ole in the |aboratories 5 T 3] 1 0 19 26%
2 [Access to Internet and other electronic media E 5 4 1 1 10 2
3 [Technical assistance in the computer labs 2 [i] ] 2 1 i 1%
34 |Library services and facilties 4 [ ] 1] [ 19 21%
Faculty and Academic Advising
Satisfaction with: VEat Sat Heu Dis VDhis Tofal VSai
35 |Quality of instruction in your major area of study B 11 0 [i] 0 19 2%
B |Afitude of Tacully toward students 13 [i] 1] 1] 1 i RS
37 |Avalability of facu'ty outside of elassroom ] 11 0 1] [ 14 2%
T |Evalzbility of advizor when needz=d assistance 17 7 1] 1] [1 i 3%
3 |Accuracy of adwisor about reguirements, prerequsites, efc 4] [ 1] i [1 i T
4l |Caring trusting, and open atmosphere provided by advisor 13 [i] 0 1] 0 14 68%
Special Needs
V5at Sat Neu Dis Vhis Tofal  V3ai Sat Neu
41 |With physical nesds, rating of needs being mat 1 [1] 1] 1] [ 1 100% 0% D%
47 [With special needs, satsfachion wih learmng needs being met 1 1] 1] 1] 0 1 1005 0% i (kY 0%  [TO00%
Employment
Yas No MotEmp Total Yes No NotEmp
43 [Continung curent flu™-ime employment afier graduafion 1] 1 1 15 i EERS [
44 acement, intemship, or clinical Ted to job B [] 15 60% 207 A 0% [TO0%%
7000 100112 120016 16.01-18 *18.01 16.01-12  *18.01  Tokal
[ 3% [Current Hourly Saary I | ] = [ 1 el I
I I I I I
Code h=Very Much, Some= NA=Ngt Appiicabie, Vsai=Very Satisfed, Neu=N Dis=Dissatis

Beginning with the 2007 G55, not apalicadle rasponses
cluded from the total. Prior sureeys inchude NA's.

G5509-Civil Engineering Report

3o0f3

GRADUATING STUDENT SURVEY - 2008

Civil Engineering (Sample Size 34)

Question Topic [ Number | Percent
Demagraphics
Male  Female Total Male Female Total
1 [Gendsr 1 3 | | [ [34 1 #7% [ &% [ [ [100%
[ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
=22 =22 Total =22 =22 Total
2 [Age group 20 [ 14 | | [ 24 [ 53% [ 41% ] | | [100%
[ [ [ [
Afr Am As Am  Cau Am  His/Lat Other Total AfrAm As Am  Cau Am HisiLat Other Total
3 [Ethnic group 0] a | 32 ] 1 [ 1T [ 3] 0% [ 0% [ &4% | 3% [ 3% [100%
| | | | | |
FT PT FTEPT Total FT PT FTEPT Total
4 |Primary enroliment status. 28 [ 2 4 [ [ 34 ] 83% [ &% [ 12% | [ [100%
| | | | | |
Day Even Both Total Day Ewven Both Total
5 [Primary time class of attendance 15 ] 2 | 7] [ [34 ] #4% T % T 80% | [ [100%
[ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
|[Future Plans
Mone Assc Bach Mas/Doc Other Total Mone Assc Bach Mas/Doc  Other Total
6 |Plans for continusd education after graduation from CS 0] 1 [ 2@ 4 1 34 | 0% | 3% | 88% | 12% | D% [100%
| | | | | | |
VMuch  Some VLit None NA  Total VMuch Some WVLit None Total
7 _|Feel education prepared you to continue in field of study 20 4 1] 1] 1] 34 B2% 12% 0% 0% 100%
B |Feel prepared to take licensure/certification exams 13 18 2 1] 1 33 39% 55% 5% 0% 100%
Cooperative Education
Yes No Total Yes Mo Total
5 |Received adwvanced standing for allipart co-op credit 18 15 31 52% 48% 100%
10 |Obtained course substitution for allipart of co-op credit 18 13 32 52% 41% 100%
1 Z 3 4-5 =5 Total 1 F] 3 4-5 >5  Total
11 [Mumber of terms of co-op 2 ] 3 | g | 16 [ 4 [ 33 [ &% [ ©% [ 34% [ 48% [ 12% [100%
[ I I [ [ I [ [ [ [ [
1-2 3-5 B-7 Total 1-2 3-5 B-T Total
12 |Mumber of differant companies worked during co-op 27 il | 1] | [ [ 33 [ 52w [ 18% | 0% [ [ [100%
I ] ] I I ] I I I I I
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VMuch Some WVLit None NA _Total VMuch Some VLit None Total

13 |Rate assistance received in obiaining co-op placement 8 14 T 4 0 33 24% 42% 21% 12% 100%
14 |How much learned in academic program on co-op placement 11 16 5 1] ] 32 34% 50% 16% 0% 100%
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis  Tofal
15 | SatisTaction with cooperative education experience 18 [ 11 ] 5 | i [ 0 [ 32 [ 50% [ 2e% [ 16% | 0% [ 0% [100%
[ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
Internships
1 2 =2 Total 1 2 =2 Total
16 [Mumber of internships at diferent arganizations | 3 | 1 [ [ [ 8 ] 50% [ 38% [ 13% | [ [100%
I I I I I I I I I
VMuch Some VLit None NA Total VMuch Some VLit MNane Total
17 |Did internships help you make your career choice 2 [ 4 | 1 [ o [ 2 1T 7 ] 28% [ &% | 14% | 0% [ [100%
[ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis  Total
18 |Satisfaction with intemnship placements 2 1 5 T i [ 0 [ 0 [ 8 [ 25% [ B3% [ 13% [ 0% [ D% [i00%
[ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
ClinicallDirected Practice Experiences
VMuch Some VLit None NA Total WMuch Some VLit Nane Total
19 |Extent used what learned in program on clinical experence 1] 1] 0 o [ o
20 |Extent clinical helped make career choice 1] 1] a 1] 0 [1]
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis _ Total
21 |Satisfaction with clinical or directed practics experience 0 [ o ] ] [ 0 [ o [ o] [ [ [ [ [
[ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
Developmental Education
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis  Total
22 |Overall satisTaction with developmenial education instruction 0] 3 | 2 | i] [ 0 [ 5 ] 0% [ ED% [ 40% | 0% [ 0% [100%
[ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
How well it prepared for higher-level courses inm major: VMuch Some WVLit None NA Total WMuch Some VLit Mone Total
23 |Math courses in developmental education 0 0 1 o 2 1 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
24 |Basic writing courses in developmental education 1] 1] 1 1] 2 1 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
25 |Basic reading courses in developmental education 1] 1] 1 o 2 1 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Curriculum
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis  Tofal
26 |Overall satisTaction with program of study at G5 8 [ 24 ] 1 [ i] [0 [ 35 [ 24% [ 73% | 3% | 0% [ 0% [100%
[ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
a/ef2010
Nate: Beginring with the 2007 GSE, not spplicable rezponzes
are exciuded from the total. Prios surveys include NA's. GS508-Civil Engineering Repert 20f3
VMuch  Some VLit Mone NA  Total VMuch Some VLit MNone Total
27 |Program impreved ability to think erifically and solve problems 15 17 1 1] 1] 33 45% 52% 3% 0% 100%
28 |How communication skills improved while at C5 13 17 3 1] 1] 33 30% 52% 2% 0% 100%
23 [How math skills improved ai C5 7 18 T ] 1 32 22% 56% 22% 0% 100%
Facilities
Satisfaction with: VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total WSat Sat Neu Dis VDis
30 |Learning materials available in the classroom 4 21 ] 1] 1] 33 12% B2 0% 24% 0% 0%
31 |Equipment available in the laboratories [ 16 7 1 [1] 33 27% 48% 21% 3% 0%
32 [Access fo Internet and other electronic media 11 13 7 2 [1 EE] 33% 26% 21% 6% 0%
33 [Technical assistance in the computer labs 2 13 14 2 2 33 % 28% 42% B% 8%
34 |Library services and facilities 5 13 g 1] 1 33 15% 55% 27% 0% 3%
Faculty and Academic Advising
Satisfaction with: VEat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total WVSat Sat Neu VDis
35 |Quality of instruction in your major area of study 21 11 1 1] [1] 33 G4% 23% 3% 0%
36 |Attiude of faculty toward students 24 El 1 ] [1] 33 T3% 24% 3% 0%
vailability of faculty outside of classroom 13 17 3 0 0 33 0% 52% B% 0%
38 |Availability of advisor when needed assistance 15 15 2 1 1] 33 45% 45% 5% 0%
39 |Accuracy of advisor about requirements, prereguisites, etc. 13 12 1 1 [1] 33 35% 55% 3% 0%
40 |Caring trusting, and open atmosphere provided by advisor 18 12 1 1 [1] 33 5% 20% 3% 0%
Special Needs
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total WVSat Sat Neu Dis VDis  Total
41 [With physical needs. rafing of needs being met 1 2 2 o o 5 20% 40% “0% 0% 0% 100%
42 [With special needs. satisfaction with learning needs being met 1 2 2 1] 1] [ 20% 40% 20% 0% 0% 100%
|Employment
Yes No NotEmip Total Yes No NotEmp Total
43 [Confinuing current full-time employment after graduation 18 3 2 3 G61% 10% 20% 0% 100%
44 |Co-op placement. internship, or clinical led to job 12 18 30 40% B0% 0% 0% 100%
7-10.00 10,0112 120118 150118 =15.01  Total 7-10.00 100112 12.01-15 15.01-18 =18.01 __ Total
46 |Current Hourly Salary 0 1 | 1 | 5 [ 2 T f0 ] o% T 10% [ 0% [ 50% [ 20% [100%
| [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [

nferesfed, Wi

Codes: Vmuch=Very Much, Some=Somewhat, Very Littie, MA=Not Applicable, Vsal=Very Satisfied, N eutral, Dis=Dissatisfied, Vdis=Very Dissafisfied Vini=Very

9/5/2010
Note: Beginning with the 2007 G35, not applicadle responses
are exciuded from the total. Prios surveys include NA's. G35508-Civil Engineering Report Jof3
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GRADUATING STUDENT SURVEY - 2007 Civil Engineering (Sample Size 16)

Guestion Topic | Humber | Fercent
Demographics
Male  Female Tofal  Male  Female Total
1 |Gender 4 1T 3 7 | | [ 16 ] ®&8% [ 13% ] | | [100%]
I I I I [ I [ [ I I [
<32 =22 Total =22 =32 Total
2 |Ags group I | | | [ 16 [ 5a% [ &9% ] | | [T00%
| | | | I | I I | | I
AfrAm _As Am_Cau Am_His/Lat Other Total AfrAm As Am_Cau Am__ Hisilat Other Tofal
T [Ethnic group T [ 0 [ 18 [ 0 T 0 [ 18] 0% [ 0% [ 0% | 0% [ 0% [0
| | | | I | I I | | I
FT FT FT&FT Tofal T FT FTEFT Tofal
4 [Primary enrollment status iz T 1 3 I [ 16 ] 78% [ 8% [ 19% ] I P
I I I I I I I I I I
Day Ewven Bioth Total Day Ewven Both Total
3 [Primary time class of atiendance e 1 0 1T 10 7 | [ 16 | 28% | 0% [ &%% | I [100%

Future Plans

Hone  Assc Bach Mas/Doc Other Tofal None Assc Bach  MasiDoc  Other Total

£ [Flans for continued education afier graduaticn from CF 0 [ 2 17 15 1T o T vt 716 0% [ 13% [ 3% [ 0% ] [100%
I I I I I I I I I I I
VMuch Some Vit None NA Total WMuch Some VLit HNone Total
T _[Feel education prepared you 1o continue in Tield of stugy 16 1 [y 1] 1 16 T00% 0% 0% [k T00%
8 |Feel preparsd o 1ake licensurelzenifeation exams 12 3 1 1] 1 16 T5% 12% 8% 0% 100%
Cooperative Education
Tes No Tofal  Ves Ha Total
9 |Received advanced standing for allipart co-op credit 10 5 15 67% 33% 100%
10 |Obtained course substituticn for 3 lpart of co-op credit 2 13 15 13°% 37% 100%
1 2 3 4-5 =3 Total 1 2 3 4-5 =3 Total
11 [Humber of terms of co-op 2 [ o 1 2 [ 11 [ 0 T8 12% ] [ 1% T 73% ] [100%
I I I I I I I I I I I
1-2 3-3 6-T Total  1-2 3-5 6-T Total
T2 [Mumber of different companies worked during co-op T 57 0 | | [ ome 1 3% T TS ] | [ 100
I I I I I I I I I I I
0/6/2010
Kate: =ming with the 2007 GSE, not applicabls respenses X X ) .
2re encladed from the tetal Prior survews include % G5507-Civil Enginesring Faport lots
VMuch Some Wit None NA  Total VMuch Some WLt None
13 |Rats assistance received in obtaining co-op placement T 5 1 1 1 14 a0% % 7% T
14 |How much learned in academic program on co-op pacement 4 10 1 1] 1] 18 27% 87 % 7% 0%
Viat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total WSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total
15 | Satisfaction with cooperatve education experience [ = 7 3 [0 T O8] &% 1 3= 1 i T 0% T T% 700
I I I I I I I I I I I
Internships
1 2z =7 Total T 2 =q Total
16 |[Number of intzrnships at different organizatons 0 [ 0 T[T © [ [ [ 0] | | [ [ [
I I [ [ [ [ I I [ [ [
VMuch Some Viit Noneg NA Total VMuch Some VLt None Total
17 |Cid imternships help you make your career choice 0T 7T T 7 [1] | [1] [ 0T 17T T | | | | |
I I | | | | I I | | |
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total WSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total
T8 | Satisfaction with mternship placements 0T 7T T 7 [1] | [1] [ 0T 17T T | | | | |
I I | | | | I I | | |
Clinicallllirected Practice Experiences
VMuch Some Vit HNone NA Total VMuch Some VLt HNone Total
19 |Extent usad what l2arned in program on clinical experience 1] 1] [1] [1] [ [1]
210 [Extent clinical helped make career ¢ 1] [ [\ [1] 1] []
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total WSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total
2T | Satisfaction with clinical or directed praciice expenence T 17T T 17 1] | [1] [T T T | | | | |
[ [ I I I I [ [ I I I
Developmenial Educafion
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total WSat Sat Neu Dis VDis
27 |Overall safisfaction with developmental education instruction I T 0 7 Z | [1] [ 07T 47 80% [ 0% [ 0% [ 0% [ TE J
| I |
How well it prepared for higher-Tevel courses in major: [VMuch  Some VLt HNone NA _ Tofal VMuch Some VLIt None
23 |Math courses in developmental educaton a 1 [1] 1 2 2 0% 50% 0% 0%
24 |Basic writng courses in develcpmental educafion 1 1 [1] 1 1 k] ki 33T 0% 1o
23 [Basic reading courses in dewelopmental educafion [1] 1 [1] i e 2z [ DV 0% S0 e
Curriculum
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total WSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total
28 |Overall safisfaclion with program of study at C5 [ [ % 7 [1] | [1] [ O T 18] &% [ 5% [ 0% [ 0% [ T [0k
I I | | | | I I | | |
9482010
Kote: Begimming with the 2007 GS&, not applicak R R : .
2z soeclhaded from the teial. Prior surveys include MAS. G5507-Crvil Engimesring Keport 2of3
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VMuch  Some WLit None NA Total WMuch Some Total
27 [Program improved ability to think critically and sohe problem 7 [ 0 1 [i] 16 44%% 587 100%]
28 [How communication skil's improved while at TF = 1] i 1 [ il 20 [iE5 O0%
29 [How math skis improved 3t CF 2z [1] 1] 16 EEE EERS 007
Facilities
Satisfaction with: VSat Sat Neu Dis VWDis Toial WSat Sat
30 [[eaming matera’s available in the classroom 3 10 e 1 3] 18 20
3 |Equpment available in the laboratories [i] g 1 1] [1] 16 3%
32 [Access o Internet and other eleciron'c madia 1 3 2 1 [i] 16 33%
33 [Technica assistance in the computer labs [ ] e k] [ 16 2270
34 [Library senvices and facilites 4 [ 7 1 [i] 16 25%
Faculty and Academic Advising
Safisfaction with: Waat Sat Neu Dis Whis Toial Woal Sat
33 |Qua'ty of instructon | wour major area of study 12 E 0 1] [1] 16 T5% 53
36 [Atfude of Taculty foward siudents 14 2 0 1] 1] 16 T
3T |Angilab 1y of faculty outside of dassroom [i] g 1 0 [1] 16 38%
38 | Anailab®ty of advisor when needed assistance 10 [ 1 1] [1] 16 63%
39 [Accuracy of advis: uf requrements, prerequisites. elc. g 2 e 1 3] 18 607
40 | Caring trusting. and open atmosphers provided by advisor 10 5 1 1] [1] 16 63%
Special Needs
V5at Sat Neu Dis Whis Tofal  Voat Sat Total
41 [With physical needs, rating of needs being met 1 1 2 1 [i] 3 33% 0% 100%|
AT With specia’ needs, satisfaction with '=arning needs being m 1 1 1 1 [ 3 kM T T007|
Employment
Yes Nao NotEmp Total  Yes No Total
A3 [Contnuing current full-time employment after graduation [ 3 ] 15 kS 0% T00%
44| Co-op placement, intern=hip, or o nicalled to ob ] 3 12 T 5% T00%
7000 §0.09-12 120116 160118 1801 Total  7-10.00 .0-12 Total
46 |Current Hourly Salary T ] T 7 3 | 1] [0 5 1 3% e | [T00%]
I I I I I I

ch, Some=Somewhar, ¥

fery Lithe, NA=Not Appilcable, Vsst=Very Sstisfied, Neu=Meutral, Dis=Dissstiste

o

@

Fatw: 7 GSE, oot applic

] Prior surveys inchuds M
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GRADUATING STUDENT SURVEY - 2006

Civil Engineering Technology {Sample Size 21)

[Guestion Topic Number | Fercent
Demographics
Wale  Female Total  Male  Female
1 |Gender 1B ] 2 ] [ [ [ 21 ] 803 [ 10% ]
I I I I I I I I
<22 EFF] Tofal <22 > 22
Z [Age group T 77 7 | | [ 31T ] #8% [ 350
| | | | I
Afr Am_As Am_ Cau Am_His/Lat Other Total AfrAm As Am_ Cau Am
3 |Ethnic group T 1T 0 1T & | 1 [ T T3] = | IS fi!
I I I I I I I I
T T FT&EFT Toial _ FT PT FT&FT
4 [Frimary enrollment status F - [ [ 21 ] &8% [ 5% 0%
I I I I I I
Day Even Both Tofal  Day Even Both
3 _|Frimary time class of atiendance 2 o T e T [ [21 ] &% [ 0% 43%
I [ [ [ [ I I
Future Plans
Hone  Assc Bach  WMas/Doc Other Tofal None Assc Bacl
& _|Flans for continued education after graduation from CF N - T O T S T T
I [ [ I I
VMuch Some Viit Hone NA Tofal VMuch Som VLit
T_|Feel educaton prepared you fo confinue in field of study il el [1] 1] 1 2 a7 0% 0%
§ |Feel prepared to take licensureicenifeation exams 15 [ [1] 0 1 M T1% 24% 0%
Cooperative Education
Yes No Tofal  Yes No
% |Recsived advanced standng for allpart co-op credit 1 10 21 52% 48%
10 |Obtained course substitution for a/lpant of co-op credit [ 16 21 24% TE%
1 2 3 4-3 =5 Total 1 2 3
11 [Humber of t2rms of co-op 2 ] [ 3 [ 4 [ 0 [ a1 o T 105 14%
I [ [ [ I
1-2 33 g-T Total  1- 3-3 E-7
12 [Number of diferent companies worked during co-op 7T T & 7T [1] | [ 21 1% [ 18% 0%

9/6/2010
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VMuch Some Vin Wone WA Total UMuch _Some WLit Hone NA  Total
13 |Flate assistance receved in obiaining co-op placement 16 4 0 1 [i] M TH% 18% 0% 8% 0% | 100%,
14 |Howi much learned in szademc program on co-op placement] 7 11 2 1 [i] M 3% §2% 10% 5%
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total
15 |Safisfaction with cooperative education experience i - [ 0 T O T7TET7 e 718% [ 8% T 0% T 0% Ji00%
I I I I I I I I I I I
Internships
1 2 =7 Total 1 2z =d Total
18 [Mumber of intermships ai differeni crganizatons i [ o [ 1 | | [ 2 [ 60% [ D% [ &0% ] | [100%
I I I I I I I I I I I
VMuch Some Vit Mone  MA Total VMuch Som WLit Hone HA  Total
17 |Cid ‘ntemnships help you make your career choice I T 07 0 [ 0 0 [ 2 [ 700% [ 0% [ e T 0% T [100%]
I I I I I I I I I
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis_ Total
T8 [Satisfaction with mtemship placements 1 1 | 1 | [1] | I [ B0 [ 80w [ e T 0% e [TO0%)
[ [ [ [ | | | | | [ |
ClinicallDirected Practice Experiences
VMuch Some VLit None NA Total VMuch Some WLt None NA  Total
13 |Extent used what learned in program on clinical experience ] [ 1 [1] [1] [1]
210 [Exient clmical helped make career choice [ 1] 0 1] i} 1]
V5at Sat Neu Dis VDis Total VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis_ Total
21 | Satisfaction with clinical or directed praciice expensnce [ | 1 | [1] [0 T ] | | | | |
[ [ [ [ | | | | | [ |
Developmental Education
VSat Sat Neu Dis  VDis Toial WSat Sat Neu Dis VDis  Total
22 |Overall satisfaction with developmental education instruction T T T [Y [ 0 1T T 7 47 50% [ 50% [ 0% T 0% [ % [100%
I I I I I I I I
How well it prepared for higherJevel courses in major: [VMuch  Some VLt Hone NA_ Toial "Much Some VLIt Hone WA Tofal
23 [Math courses in developmental education 1 3 0 [i] 4 25% TE% 0% 0% 0% [100%
24 |Basic writng courses 'n develcpmental education ] ] ] 2 i} [] e [k 0% 157 U | 100
23 |Basic reading courses in developmental educafion ] pd P [1] [1] El e EIVES fald 0% e [ 1007
Curriculum
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis_ Total
26 |Overall safisfaction with program of study af TF | [ | 1 | [1] [ O T3 & [ 3% [ T T 0% T 0% [100%]
[ [ [ [ | | | | | [ |
9482010 G5506-Civil Enginering Technelogy Report 2of3
VMuch Some Vit None RE_Toial VWuch_Gome WLt None Total
27 |Program improved ability to think eritically and sohe problem 2 7 1 a 1 20 60% 35% 5% 0% 100%
20 [How communcanon Skls Improves while at bs 14 ] i 1] [} 20 T LYY i 0% TO0%|
29 [How math skis improved at 5 [ 3 1] 1 18 477 ErkS T0% 07 o [100%|
[Facilities
Satisfaction with: VSat Sat Neu Dizs  WDis Tofal WVSat Sat Dis
Leaming matera’s available in the classroom (1] g [i] 1] 1 21 207 230 07
Equpment available in the laboratories 3] 7 2 [ 1 21 20% 33% 245
Fi 3 3 2 1 21 33% 38% 10%
2 [ g 2 E 21 197 RS i
34 |Library senvices and facilites 3 7 [ 1] 1 19 18% EEE 0%
Faculty and Academic Advising
Safisfaction with: Vaat Sat Reu Diz  WDhis Tofal Viat Sat Di=
33 [Qualty of instruction i your major area of study 15 3 0 1] 1] 5] T1% 28% 0%
36 [Affiude of facully Toward students ik Z [1] 1] 1 21 1% 15% [T
lab 1y of faculty outside of classroom 13 7 1 1] 1 21 B2% 33% 0%
38 |Availab®ty of sdwisor when needed assistance 13 3 [1] 1] 0 M 62% 38% 0%
39 |Accuracy of advizor about requirements, prarequisite: 13 0 1] 1 2 [ 3 0%
40 [Caring trusting. and open stmosphere provided by a: 16 5 0 1] 1 21 TE% 24% 0%
Special Needs
V5at Sat Reu Oi= VDis Tofal VSat Sat Neu Dis. Vhis _Tofal
41 |With physical needs, rating of nesds being met 2 1 i 1] 1 3 67% 0% 3% 0% 0% |100%
AT With special needs, satisfaction with learning needs being m P 1 1 1] 1 3 [k 0% 33 [(E U [T00%|
Employment
Yes No  NotEmp Tofal  Yes No  NotEmp Total
A3 [Conbnuing current full-time employrment after graduation 11 i ] X i PEEY 1T S O0%
A4 [Co-op placement, internship, or conical[2d to job ikl 18 Y E3% 0% 0% [T00%]
7-40.00  40.01-12 120116 16.01-18 >18.01 Total  7-10.00  10.09-12 120116 168118 >48.01_ Total
46 [Current Hourly Salary i P | | [ 8 33% 1 0% [ 3F% [ 1% [ Tre [T00%)

Mot

ery Littie, MA=

Applzahie, Vs

By Satlshed, Neu

=Newrai, Dis=Dussslisfied, Vais=Very Dissalisfied Win=very Interested, W
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GRADUATING STUDENT SURVEY - 2005 Civil Engineering Technelegy (Sample Size 15)
Guestion Tapic | Humber Fercent
| lemographics
Male  Female Total Male  Female Total
1 |Gender 13 F | | 15 ET% | 13% | | | [100%
[ I [ [ I I I [ [
=22 > 22 Total <22 =22 Total
2 |Age group ] 7 | | [ 1% Sote | 4T | | | 11007
[ [ [ [ [
Afr Am As Am_ Cau A His/Lat Other Total Afr Am_ As Am  Cau Am__ HisiLat Other Total
3 _|Ethnic group | | I [1] 15 e | 0% T FTm O TR T TR [I00%
[ [ [ [ [ [ [
FT FT FTEFT Total FT FT FTEFT
4 [Frimary enro ment status i [ 0 T 3 [ 12 Ti% | 0% | 23% ] |
[ I I
Diay Even Both Total Day BEoth
3 [Frimary tme glass of attendance E [} 7 15 2% [ 4% | |
I [ [ I [ [ I I I [
Future Plans
None  Assc Bach MasDoc Ciher Total Hone Assc Each  MasiDoc Other Total
& [Flans for continued educalicn after graduation from C3 o] 2 13 0 0[5 0% [ i3% [ &% 0% [ 0% [i00%
[ I I [
VMuch Some WLit None NA Total  VMuch Some VLit None NA  Total
7 |Feel educatfion prepared you to continue in fie’a of study 17 k] [1] [1] 1] 15 BTG 20% [0 [ Ta  [100%%
8 |Feel prepared to take licensure/cartification exams T T 1] [1] 1 15 47% % 0% 0% T4 |100%
Cooperative Education
Tes No Total Yes Ho Total
9 |Received advanced standing for a'/pan co-op credt ] 3 11 733 27% 100%
10 [COhtaned course substitubion for all’part of co-co cradit 2 11 13 18% B5% 100%
1 2 3 4-5 =3 Total 1 3 -3 >3 Total
11 [Mumnber of terms of co-cp i [ 1+ 1 5 T 7 [ o 1z 5% | [ 25% [ &8% ] [100%
I I I I I I I I I
1-2 3-3 B-7 Total 1-2 33 B-7 Total
1Z [Nurnber of dfferent companies worked during co-cp 1T T T 7 [1] | | | R ] FE T TE 0 | [T007
I I ] I I ] ] ] I I
9/6/2010 (5505-Cwil Engmeenng Technology Report of 3
VMuch Some vLit None NA Total VMuch Some WLit Nong NA  Tota
13 |Rate sssistance received in cbtaning o Fcement 7 2 0 2 1 12 5 17% 0% 17% 8%
14 [How much learnead in academic program on co-op placement] 7 4 1 0 1] 12 33% % 0% 0%
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis_Total V5at Sat HNeu Dis VDis _ Tofal
15 |Zatsiaciion wih cooperaiive educalion experience T 17 7 1 [T 0 T 12 o T FE T T T Tk 0% JT00%
I I I I I I I I I I
Internships
1 2 =7 Total 1 2 > Tofal
16 [Number of intemships at different organizations | | [0 | [ [ | |
| | I I I | | I I
VMuch Some VLit None  NA Total VMuch Some VLit None NA  Total
17 |Did internships help you make your carser cholce ] T ] 1] [1] 1] 1]
I I I I I
VEat Sat Neu Dis  VDis Total VSat Sat Heu Dis WDis  Total
18 |Eatsfaction wih internship placements 07 T 7 1] | ] 1] 1] | | | |
I I I I I I I I I I
ClinicallDirecied Praclice Experences
VMuch Some VLit None  NA Total VMuch Some VLit None NA  Total
15 [Extent used what learmed in program on cinical experence 0 [1] 1] [1] 1] 1]
20 [Extent clinical helped maks career choice 0 [ 1 0 1] 1]
VSat Sat Neu Dis VDis Total VSat Sat HNeu Dis WDis _Tofal
21 |Satsfaction with cinical or cted praclice experience 0 T 7 1 | 0 O | | | | |
| | I I I I | | I I
Developmental Education
VSat Sat Neu Dis  VDis Total VSat Sat Heu Dis WDis _ Total
22 |Cwera | satisTaction with dewelopmental education instructon ] [ | u [i] 2% [ TE T 8% [0 1 0% [rE
I I I I
How well it prepared for higher-Jevel courses in major: [VMuch  Some VLIt Hone WA Total  VMuch Some VLt Hone NA
23 |Math courses in developmental education 2 2 2 [1] 1 T 289 20% 2B% 0% 14%
24 [Zasc wriing courses in developmental educaton 0 3 2 [1] 1 [i] 0% 0% EXED [ T [T0T%
23 [Basic reading courses in developmental education 0 k] 1 0 ] [i] 0% 0% T [ I |T00%
Curriculum
VSat Sat Neu Dis  VDis Total VSat Sat Heu Dis WDis _ Total
26 |Cwera| satisTaction with program of study at TS i ] 2 | 0114 T L I N O
I I I I I I I I I I
9/6/2010 G5505-Crvil Engmeering Tachnology Report 2of3
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THuch_Some VLit None NA  Total  WMuch Some Wit Nong NA  Total
2T |Frogram improved ab’ty to think crtically and solve problemy 10 5 0 [1] [i] 15 [T 33% 0% 0% 0%  [100%
28 [How communicaton skills improved whie ai TS E [i] T 1] u 15 iy 40% TG [ 0% [100%
25 [How math skills improved at TF ] El T 1] 1 15 S 2% [k Y T (1000
Facilifies

[Satisfaction with: VEat Sat Neu Dis VDis
30 |Ceamning materials available n the classmoom = 11 [1] 1 1]
31 [Equipment available in the laboratonies 3 T [ 0 [i]
32 |Access to Internet and other electronic media g T 2 1 1]
33 |Technical assistance in the computer [abs 2 [] [:] 1 1]
34 [Library services and facilties 3 5 [ 1 [i]
Faculty and Academic Advising
atisTaction with: VEat Sat Neu Dis WDhis.
35 |Quality of instruction in your major area of study B [& 0 1 1]
o6 |Afitude of facully toward students 12 3 [1] [1] 1]
Availability of facu'ty outside of classroom B [& 1] [1] 1]
38 |Awvailability of advisor when needed assistance B 5 1 [1] 1]
39 |Accuracy of scvisor about requirements, preregqusites, efc ] 3 2 [1] 1]
40 |Caring trusting, and open atmosphere provided by adwisor 10 5 1] [1] 1]
Special Needs
VEat Sat Neu Dis VDis_Total V5at Sat Neu Dis Vhis  Total
41 [With physica’ nesds, rating of needs being met [i] 1 2 0 [i] 3 0% 33% 67% 0% 0% [100%
47 |With special needs, safisfaction wih leaming needsbengmd T 1 2 4] 1] 07 SaTa B7 o [y 0% [T00%
Employment
Yes Mo NotEmp Total Yes Mo MotEmp Total
43 [Confinung current fu'-fime employment afler graduation E 1 [i] 15 iy T 0% 0% [1007%
41 [ To- Scement, iInemship, or chinical led 1o job E 3 11 R 21 % [V 0% [T00%
TA000  10.0112 120116 160118 &0 Total 74000 1000192 120146 160193 *1B01  Totw
4E [Current Houwrly Sa'ary T 1T 37 [0 0] I0% [ T | 0% 0% [ 0% [I00%
| I | | | I | |
Codes: MMuch=Very Much Some=Somewhat, VLI=Very Lille, NA=Mo! Appiicabie ery Sansfied, Neu=New Dis=Very Dissafisfied
] I ] I I I
9/6/2010 G5505-Crvil Engmeening Techmology Fepart Jof3
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CETC Curriculum Change Feedback

Over the past six years, the Construction Management curriculum has undergone several
major changes based on input from various CET constituencies. In any improvement process,
assessment of these changes must be performed in order to evaluate their success. During the
last several years, questions have been added to the “1-Year CET Graduate Survey” in order
to provide a mechanism to assess the benefit provided by the addition of three new courses to
the CET curriculum. The courses assessed were CET 7915 — OSHA 10 Hour, CET 7921 —
Construction Surveying, and CET 7929 (3D Modeling and Information). The Results are as

follows:

In recent years we have added courses to the various CET curriculum. Please tell us if

they were beneficial to you?

Course 2009-2010 | 2008-2009 | 2007-2008
Yes No Yes | No| Yes | No

CET 7915 — OSHA 10-hr 100% 100% 100%
Construction Safety
CET 7921 — Construction 100% 100% 100%
Layout
CET 7929 — Revit- 100%
Architectural
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Construction Management Graduate Profile — 2010

The 1-Year CET Graduate Survey asks several other questions relating to their employment
and/or pursuit of advanced degrees.

Average Salary - $35,800
Have You Continued Your Education? 78%
Job Titles

Estimator

Demolition Contractor

Closeout Coordinator

Senior Quality Assurance Engineer
Carpenter

Sales Rep

Contractor

Plumbing/Piping Coordinator
Project manager
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Department of Construction Management
Business-Education-Psychology Center 475

Nunn Drive

Highland Heights, Kentucky 41099

N< ! ' l HAILE US BANK el 850.572.5440 | fax 859.572.5150
College Df Bu5|ne55 hittp://cob.nku.eduf/departments/construction

May 25, 2010

Dr. Thomas Burns, PE |

Cincinnati State Technical and Community College
Civil Engineering Technology Department

3520 Central Parkway '

Cincinnati, OH 45223

Re: Student Success Data after Transfer

Dear Tom,

Per your request, I have searched for data regarding the success of students which have
transferred from your Civil Engineering Technology Department to my program over the last
two years. Please note that Northern Kentucky University is currently implementing a new
campus management software and unfortunately accurate numbers are currently not available
regarding transfer students. However, my records, collected as part of our assessment
program, indicate that since fall 2008, a total of 19 students who transferred from Cincinnati
State Technical and Community College have graduated with their bachelor degree in
Construction Management out of our department. Those 19 students represent approximately
20 percent of all NKU Construction Management graduates during that timeframe. While T
unfortunately cannot provide you with the number of students who have entered the program
at this point, I can tell you that those students that come to NKU from your program do very
well and very few fail to complete their degree. As you can see, the success your students are
having at NKU spesaks volumes about the preparation they receive at Cincinnati State. In my
opinion, the CET objéctive of successfully preparing students to pursue a bachelor degree is
resoundingly being met.

Sincerely,

Sean P7Foley, PhD
Chair and Associate Professor of Construction Management

Northern Kentucky University is an squal opportunity institution. Printed on recyéled paper.
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Civil Engineering Technology
Advisory Board Meeting Minutes

Date: October 27, 2010 (4:00 PM)

Location: Cincinnati State, Room 142

Attending: B. Payne, S. Cabhill, B. Rutz, S. Foley, D. Krehbiel, D. Drury, D. Cox, T.
Kennedy, D. Shaffer, D. Jones, J. Gothard, T. Burns, J. Buttelwerth, G. Armstrong, C.
Morman, J. Decker, E. Feghali, M. Franklin

Minutes: Chairman (Burns) welcomed all at 4:00 PM and meeting began with a recap of the
year’s enrollment and graduation numbers. Incoming enrollment numbers (credit hrs) were
approximately 15% lower than the year prior and Burns believes that is because of the still
stagnant economy. The word “construction” is likely not being viewed favorably among high
schools students and their parents. See table below.

SuU EF LF Wi SP TOTAL
2001-02 617 1228 950 1294 1259 5348
2002-03 675 975 956 1148 1001 4755
2003-04 648 1029 1116 1207 1106 5106
2004-05 634 1170 919 1365 1060 5148
2005-06 615 1267 1046 1407 1335 5670
2006-07 484 1277 1192 1547 1310 5810
2007-08 712 1568 1467 1620 1448 6815
2008-09 821 1214 1407 1414 1505 6361
2009-10 800 1419 1652 1677 1434 6882

The CET program graduated 29 students this year which is lower than normal but that might
be due to the fact that 62 students graduates in the prior year which is extremely large. The
average between the two years is roughly 45 which would be considered a bit above average
in a normal year.

Although the curriculums in each major reported no major changes each major as the college
transitions to a semester calendar in fall 2012. Some discussion was conducted on the
technology used as it related to BIM and laser scanning. Burns noted that the Board will
likely have to gather again in Spring to review the new semester-based formats for each
curriculum. It was noted how the semester change will bring many unknowns to both the
program and the college as the effect on enroliment, funding, and administration are
unknown.

Burns thanked the Board for attending the ABET luncheon on Oct. 18" as the ABET
evaluator was very impressed with the group. As they did in years past, the Board reviewed
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outcome information and discussed latest information gathered from the one-year graduate
surveys. Board was asked for input and comments on the 6 outcomes that have been used and
all thought they were still effective and appropriate.

Steve Cahill spoke on happening within the Tri-state Surveyors Advisory Board (TSAB) that
was started in Fall 2008. Tom, George, Jim and carol serve on this TSAB and improvements
have been made to the funding of scholarships among the 4 area surveying bodies. The
TSAB oversees the scholarships now which helps surveying students with their educational
expenses. The TSAB’s mission is to be the leading advocate of quality in the survey
profession through promotion and support of surveying education programs in the Tri-State
region.

Burns discussed the proposal that the Board consider functioning under an industry-led
model. This is rarely done on the two-year level, but Burns suggested that the program may
be able to move to new levels with such good members leading the way. Historically, CET
advisory Board has functioned through a “faculty-led” model where advisors are “briefed”
and asked for input. could move the CET program to the next level by maximizing the sense
of engagement/ownership among industry participants. By “owning” the advisory board the
industry can play a vital role in setting priorities and helping the program get to where it
needs to be. Subcommittees could be formed to work on issues of interest to the Board. Such
committees might be curriculum, integration with UC/NKU, scholarships, etc. Dick Krehbiel
led an ‘executive session” of only board members to discuss this proposal. The session lasted
for 30 minutes and it was reported that the group is interested and would like to think more
on the structure of this group. They will have more to report at the Spring meeting.

Meeting adjourned at 5:45.
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Civil Engineering Technology
Advisory Board Meeting Minutes

Date: September 23, 2009 (4:30 PM)

Location: Cincinnati State, Room 143A

Attending: B. Payne, S. Cahill, M. Haney, D. Wireman, D. Krehbiel, D. Drury, T. Kennedy,
D. Shaffer, R. May, J. Gothard, T. Burns, J. Buttelwerth, G. Armstrong, C. Morman, J.
Decker, E. Feghali, R. Wells

Minutes: Chairman (Burns) welcomed all at 4:30 PM and meeting began with a recap of the
year’s enrollment and graduation numbers. Incoming enrollment numbers (credit hrs) were a
bit lower than the year prior but that is because enrollment growth has been very strong
since the 2004 school year. See table below.

SU EF LF Wi SP TOTAL
2001-02 617 1228 950 1294 1259 5348
2002-03 675 975 956 1148 1001 4755
2003-04 648 1029 1116 1207 1106 5106
2004-05 634 1170 919 1365 1060 5148
2005-06 615 1267 1046 1407 1335 5670
2006-07 484 1277 1192 1547 1310 5810
2007-08 712 1568 1467 1620 1448 6815
2008-09 821 1214 1407 1414 1505 6361

The CET program graduated many students this year and there were over 80 students listed
in the June graduation ceremony booklet. The next couple of years may see slight increase in
graduates which would reflect the growth in enroliment.

Although the curriculums in each major reported no major changes each major noted the new
things they were incorporating in the delivery of there courses. Discussion centered around
the move towards BIM-related courses and topics in both the CETC and CETA majors.
Chairman Burns discussed the “BIM Industry Survey” that was sent to 50 employers/co-0p
employers in the Spring. Nineteen responded and almost half responded that their employees
will need more proficiency with BIM than CAD in 5 years. Another 26% stated that they
would need equal proficiency with CAD and BIM. Surveying advisors noted how the BIM
movement was in their field as well, noting 3D laser scanning and the use of Civil 3D. the
board also noted the importance of making students aware of the importance of sustainable
design in the curriculum, not necessarily a separate course but touching upon the topic in a
variety of courses. Faculty noted that this is dine already, from talking about microsilica in
concrete (a renewable material) to the CM2 capstone project where Mr. Sanyog Rathod
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(Principal, Sol Developments LLC 1332 Spring Street, Cincinnati) gave a lecture on the
LEED residential system.

The Board reviewed outcome information and discussed latest information gathered from the
one-year graduate surveys. Board was asked for input and comments on the 6 outcomes that
have been used and all thought they were still effective and approriate.

Steve Cahill spoke of the launch of the Tri-state Surveyors Advisory Board (TSAB) that was
started in Fall 2008. The TSAB’s mission is to be the leading advocate of quality in the
survey profession through promotion and support of surveying education programs in the
Tri-State region. Steve told the board they have had 3 meetings and the goal is to be a vehicle
whereby professionals and local educators can share ideas relative to survey related
education.

Meeting adjourned at 6:00.
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Civil Engineering Technology
Advisory Board Meeting Minutes

Date: November 20, 2008 (4:00 PM)
Location: Room 143

Attending: B. Payne, S. Cahill, M. Haney, D. Wireman, D. Krehbiel, D. Drury, S. DeSalvo,
R. May, S. Foley, J. Queener, T. Burns, J. Buttelwerth, G. Armstrong, C. Morman, J. Decker,
E. Feghali, R. Wells

Minutes: Chairman (Burns) welcomed all at 4:30 PM and meeting began with a recap of the
year’s enrollment and graduation numbers. Incoming enrollment numbers were very strong
which continues a trend from the 2003-04 academic year. See table below.

SU EF LF WI SP TOTAL
2001-02 617 1228 950 1294 1259 5348
2002-03 675 975 956 1148 1001 4755
2003-04 648 1029 1116 1207 1106 5106
2004-05 634 1170 919 1365 1060 5148
2005-06 615 1267 1046 1407 1335 5670
2006-07 484 1277 1192 1547 1310 5810
2007-08 712 1568 1467 1620 1448 6815

The CET program graduated almost 50 students this academic year. The next couple of
years may see slight increase in graduates which would reflect the growth in enroliment.

The advisors spoke of the tough economic times and how most companies if not “cutting”
employees are not hiring for the foreseeable future. Surveying companies, specifically those
in the residential market, have been extremely hard hit. Companies are basically in a survival
mode. This affects co-op placement and several ideas were floated as to how we might be
able to get through these times. Cost-sharing with associations picking up part of the tab was
suggested as was a “course” that could give students experience in the workplace although
they would not be paid.

Although the curriculums in each major reported no major changes each major noted the new
things they were incorporating in the delivery of courses. Discussion centered around the
move towards BIM-related courses and topics in both the CETC and CETA majors.
Chairman Burns agreed to create an electronic survey of employers/co-op employers to get
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feedback on where the BIM movement is heading in the future. Burns stated that he would
send it out in the winter/spring.

The Board reviewed outcome information and discussed latest information gathered from the
one-year graduate surveys. Board was impressed as to the overall satisfaction that graduates
seem to have with the program.

Steve Cahill spoke of the launch of the Tri-state Surveyors Advisory Board (TSAB) that was
started in October. The TSAB’s mission is to be the leading advocate of quality in the survey
profession through promotion and support of surveying education programs in the Tri-State
region. Steve told the board they are hoping to have a scholarship, mentoring and other
committees.

Meeting adjourned at 6:00.
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Civil Engineering Technology
Advisory Board Meeting Minutes

Date: May 23, 2007 (4:00 PM)

Location: Cincinnati State, Room 143A

Attending: B. Payne, S. Cahill, M. Haney, S. DeSalvo, P. Cooper, D. Sharp, D. Krehbiel, B.
Rutz, R. May, J. Gothard, T. Burns, J. Buttelwerth, G. Armstrong, C. Morman, J. Decker, E.
Feghali, R. Wells

Minutes: Chairman (Burns) welcomed all at 4:10 PM and meeting began with a recap of the
year’s enrollment numbers. Incoming enrollment numbers were up over the year prior by
approximately 2.5% and almost 13% from 2 years prior. See table below.

su EF LF wi SP  Total

617 1,228 950 1,294 1,259 5,348
ggg% ] 8§ 675 975 956 1,148 1,001 4,755
2003 - 04 648 1,029 1,116 1207 1,106 5,106
2004 - 05 634 1,170 919 1,365 1,060 5,148
2005 - 06 615 1,267 1,046 1407 1,335 5,670
2006 - 07 484 1277 1,192 1,547 1,310 5810

Growth in CM has been especially strong and Burns noted that accreditation and focus on
enhancing program quality play a role. The CET program graduated 41 students in the prior
year which seems to be average over the last 10 years or so. The next couple of years may
see slight increase in graduates which would reflect the growth in enrollment.

Although the curriculums in each major reported no major changes each major noted the new
things they were incorporating in the delivery of there courses. Noelle Grome provided the
report on cooperative education and asked those advisors who were also coop employers to
provide feedback the state of industry as well as perceived opportunities/barriers for
generating new jobs. Carol Morman discussed the activities of the ASCE student club in the
past year including the Regional competition at Ohio State and the leadership conference.
Certificates offered by CET were discussed. George Armstrong spoke about the Advanced
Surveying Certificate which has gone fully “online” with the collaboration out of NKU’s
Construction Management Department. John Buttelwerth spoke about the Construction
Safety Certificate which has seen low enrollment but is hoped to kickoff in Early Fall. This
certificate is aimed at providing personnel in the construction industry with in-depth
knowledge of safety procedures, risk management and safety planning so that they will add
value to their organizations.

The Board reviewed graduate Survey information and Tom Burns discussed the need for
program outcome review by the Board. Some discussion of the faculty review of re-
sequencing the alternating schedule of class and coop ensued. Meeting ended with an open
discussion of the need for the program to start preparing for the usage of Building
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Information Models (BIM) in industry. In the short run, this probably means incorporating
Revit into the CAD curriculum and may (at some point) mean replacing AutoCAD with
Revit and/or adding another course. Burns asked the industry members to keep the CET
faculty abreast of how they are using this new technology on projects and this may include
inviting faculty to project meetings or making their industry experts available for informal

learning sessions.

Meeting adjourned at 6:00.
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Civil Engineering Technology
Advisory Board Meeting Minutes

Date: May 24, 2006 (3:45 PM)

Location: Cincinnati State, Room 143A

Attending: B. Payne, S. Cahill, D. Wireman, D. Drury, P. Cooper, D. Sharp, T. Walker, T.
Burns, J. Buttelwerth, G. Armstrong, C. Morman, J. Decker, E. Feghali

Minutes: Chairman (Burns) welcomed all at 3:45 PM and meeting began with a recap of the
year’s enrollment numbers. Incoming enrollment numbers were up over the year prior and
total enrollment as measured by FTE’s showed strong (approx. 20%) increase from year
prior. See table below.

Average Full-Time Equivalents (FTE) per term
Major 2005-06 2004-05 2003-04 2002-03 2001-02
CET-Architectural 42.4 375 42.6 37.3 43.7
CET-Construction Mgt 515 40.1 42.0 42.4 39.3
CET-Surveying 24.2 17.7 15.2 17.0 18.5
Adv. Surveying Certificate 0.8 2.2 2.3 X X
Land Surveying Certificate 1.0 15 1.2 0.9 0.9
Totals 119.9 99.0 103.3 97.6 102.4

Reasons for growth may be many, but Burns noted that accreditation and focus on enhancing
program quality play a role. The CET program continues to be one of the largest programs
nationally in terms of CET graduates.

Each major noted the new things they were incorporating in their curriculums. The OSHA
10-hr course has been officially added to each curriculum in the upcoming year, although
students have been taking it this year before they co-op. George Armstrong spoke about the
collaboration to develop a BS degree with a Surveying focus offered out of NKU’s
Construction Management Department. George noted that this program is transitioning to
being offered in distance / online format in Fall 2006 which should open the program to
students throughout the three state area. Paul Cooper reported that initial enrollment was
quite good and that the program hopes for increased enrollment as it is offered in the distance
format. Advisory Board members were supportive of this development. Elias Feghali and
Paul Cooper spoke of the likely approval of a new Architectural Technology program at
NKU as well. This would give architectural majors at Cincinnati State another pathway to
reach a BS degree. John Buttelwerth spoke about the Construction Safety Certificate being
developed in partnership with Cincinnati State’s Workforce Development center. This
certificate is aimed at providing personnel in the construction industry with in-depth
knowledge of safety procedures, risk management and safety planning so that they will add
value to their organizations. First classes for the certificate will be offered by year’s end.
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Tom Burns ended the meeting by reviewing the CET program mission and educational
outcomes with the advisors. He reviewed the results of recent assessments (graduate surveys)
and reminded advisors that their input in modifying and updating these is needed. Meeting
adjourned at 5:00 PM at ATLC auditorium to hear Dean DeNu speak about the ETD-ITD
transition to the “Center for Innovative Technologies”. This will be our new “division name”.

Many attended the dinner held at 6:00.

53



I11. CET Strategic Plan

The purpose of this Strategic Plan is to establish a comprehensive vision for
managing Civil Engineering Technology — Construction Management’s resources in a
manner that supports and promotes the fulfillment of its mission. This document sets out a
plan to establish the strategy that CETC will pursue over the next five years. That strategy
will result in a net growth of the Civil Engineering Technology — Construction management
and a solidification of its role in the civil/construction arena in Greater Cincinnati. This plan
aims to describe the mission statements and outline the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities
and threats which will need to be addressed in order to reach our goals. The plan will
describe the personnel that will be involved, the data that will be collected, and outline the
implementation plan, general timeline, and evaluation procedures.

Internal Factors

Internal characteristics of the Civil Engineering Technology — Construction
Management currently are as follows:

Faculty — The faculty are all tenured veterans who have a passion for their particular
area of expertise and the well-being of the program in general is a STRENGTH. Average age
among faculty is approximately 50 and, therefore, several are within a decade or so from
possible retirement and the advancing age of the faculty carry risks to continuity (THREAT).

Facilities — The newly renovated Room 142 area gives the CET department a good
amount of dedicated space (Room 143, Room 130, concrete lab) which will serve the
program well into the future (STRENGTH). This room and all others are “SMART” which is
a great advantage to utilize various mediums in course delivery (STRENGTH). The college
has opened the ATLC building in 2004 which is viewed favorably by students and gives
them decent opportunities for food and recreation (STRENGTH).

Calendar — The college has committed to change to a semester-based system starting
in fall 2012. The planning process has begun and this will be a substantial change in the
course and co-op delivery for the CETC major. There is the possibility that our students will
have difficulty adapting to the extended length of a semester from an academic and financial
perspective which could lead to higher rates of attrition (THREAT). The co-op program in
CET may benefit from the change to semesters as some employers may favor the extended
time period which requires less turnover (OPPORTUNITY). Similarly, the co-op program
may suffer from the change as other employers like the term based system for a variety of
reasons (THREAT). Additionally, the semester system will essentially run in concurrent
timeframes as both NKU and UC. Therefore, the number of co-op slots in the CET arena will
be potentially sought after by students at these other institutions during the same timeframe
leading to a direct competition. While our best students will compete well, the second-tier
students may have difficulty ( WEAKNESS). Another possibility is that the conversion to
semesters will not allow the same quantity of material to be taught to our CET students
thereby decreasing their exposure to information (THREAT).

Technology — Building Information Modeling is impacting the civil/construction
industry in a very large way. The college has always supplied CET computer labs with the
latest version of AutoCAD and now this extends to Revit Architecture, Structure, and MEP
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and Civil 3D. This positions the CET program favorably for addressing the needs of industry
in the next 5 years (STRENGTH).

External Factors

Important external factors which the Civil Engineering Technology — Construction
Management is currently facing and will face in the near term are:

Student Data - Two-year colleges comprise the largest single sector of American
postsecondary education, enrolling more than 40 percent of all undergraduates (Horn and
Nevill 2006). The Digest of Education Statistics projects that approximately 18.2 million
students were enrolled in colleges across the U.S. in 2008. This number is expected to
increase to over 20 million by 2017. A study by the Engineering Workforce Commission
(“Engineering and Technology Enrollments”) reported in the Fall of 2007:

e 1237 full-time students were enrolled in two-year construction technology programs
o 2232 full-time students were enrolled in two-year civil engineering technology
programs
This increase in college enrollment from a national perspective will not be driven in Ohio
based upon an inflow of high school graduates. The National Center for Education
Statistics projects Ohio will have a 6.3% decrease in high school graduates in 2017 from
2004 levels. Other sources project a stable or very slight increase in graduates. This is a
THREAT.

Online Learning — Online learning has exploded across higher education. In a 2007 report
(“Online Nation: Five Years of Growth in Online Learning” by the Sloan Consortium) found
that Online enrollments have continued to grow at rates far in excess of the total higher
education student population. The statistics they cite are as follows:

e Almost 3.5 million students were taking at least one online course during the fall
2006 term; a nearly 10 percent increase over the number reported the previous year.

e The 9.7 percent growth rate for online enrollments far exceeds the 1.5 percent growth
of the overall higher education student population.

o Nearly twenty percent of all U.S. higher education students were taking at least one
online course in the fall of 2006., albeit at slower rates than for previous years.

Whereas all types of institutions of higher education have shown substantial growth,
two-year institutions have the highest growth rates and account for over

one-half of all online enrollments for the last five years. The following is a table which
outlines this growth:
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Onlina Onli ne Increase Compound

Enrollment Enrollmant Fall z00z to Annual
Fall 2002 Fall 2006 Fall zo06
Under 1500 100,084 217,445 116,461 214%
1500 to 2909 135,715 332,840 197,125 25.1%
3000 to 74090 38cL, 812 742,415 356,602 17.8%
7500 to 14900 384,337 Boy,7o0 413,363 19.6%
15 000+ cd6,122 1,387,082 801,860 24.1%

This represents an OPPORTUNITY for the CET program.

Economy — The economic downturn in late 2008 has caused high unemployment
which has driven many displaced workers to look for new skills and knowledge. While
Cincinnati State has seen a large growth in enrollment, the CETC major has seen its numbers
be relatively stable or slightly lower. This civil/construction arena has been publicized as
being hard-hit, and therefore potential students may be wary of entering a program perceived
as being “down” among high-school students and their parents. An OPPORTUNITY exists
as the region emerges from the recession, the industry will be “attractive” again.

Reorganization of Higher-Ed in Ohio — The current administration in the State of
Ohio has engaged in a series of activities to make Ohio a more educated state. Making a
citizen’s education more affordable has put an emphasis on streamlining the educational
pathway from the secondary level into college. The Ohio Board of Regents Strategic Plan
calls for increasing associate degree graduates in Ohio from 18,156 (FY2006) to 28,000 by
2017. This emphasis on associate degree programs could portend funding benefits and a
general awareness of the vital role community colleges play in Ohio. Ease of transferability
between high school and college and between colleges has been one catalyst in the move
towards a semester calendar. The calendar change could be the first step towards
homogenizing of curriculum throughout the state (common curriculums, course humbering,
etc). This would restrict the autonomy of the program which is a THREAT.

State Budget — Related to the economy, the state budget is in bad shape due to a
decrease in revenue. The CETC major has not been severely impacted by this yet but this
remains a serious THREAT which could impact the ability to keep current with technology
and professional development.

Based upon this analysis, it is reasonable that we should try to reduce or eliminate the impact

of threats facing the CET program while embracing the opportunities over the next five
years.
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Responding to Threats and Opportunities

The upcoming semester conversion is the nexis of many of the threats to the program that
loom on the horizon. To reduce the threat posed by this calendar change we will have to (1)
focus on retaining students, especially in the first year, (2) raise awareness of upcoming
change with co-op employers and review preferences, and (3) maintain curricular quality.

Although the threat posed by possible budget cuts from the state may not be reduced by our
actions, we should increase outreach to industry organizations to help supplement funding for
scholarships, equipment and supplies. We should work to make industry aware of the
potential impact on the CET program of possible cuts. More importantly, we should all make
industry aware of the threat posed to our students and curriculum should the State move
towards a common curriculum in the future.

The threat posed by the flat or declining number of high schools graduates should be reduced
by (1) active outreach to high schools, and (2) active outreach to non-traditional students.

The primary opportunity facing the CETC major in the next 5 years is the development of a
series of online courses within the associate degree curriculum. Striving to meet the needs of
more non-traditional students while maintaining curricular quality, the CETC major should
increase offerings of virtual, hybrid, and web-enhanced classes. We possess the great faculty
and the technology to make this successful. The opportunity to take advantage of our
technological strengths should be reinforced by active professional development by faculty in
emerging areas.
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