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Nashville State Community College 

Alumni Satisfaction Project Report 

Performance Funding Standard 1D 

 

Nashville State’s alumni satisfaction project sought to assess institutional 

quality by use of methodology associated with student engagement and 

competencies. The rationale for this approach is based on literature that 

suggests that institutional quality can best be assessed in terms of the nature of 

the collegiate experience based on alumni perceptions.  In order to obtain 

feedback, a survey was administered to the 2009-10 summer, fall and spring 

graduates using the Total Design Method (Dillman 1978; an initial survey mail-

out, followed up with a post-card and a final mail-out of the survey to all non-

respondents). The post card follow-up contained a web link to an e-version of the 

survey as an option for alumni response.  

 

Student engagement with faculty and peers, exposure to effective 

teaching practices, involvement in coursework, and participation in effective 

teaching practices are the focus of assessment efforts for student engagement 

and competencies. To that end, the assessment instrument was arranged into 

five Core Educational Areas or domains; Student engagement in the college, 

Educational Goal Achievement, Communication competencies, Teamwork 

competencies, and Problem-Solving Competencies. Items relating to each 

domain were distributed throughout the survey instrument. This allowed analysis 

at the aggregated domain level as well as at the individual item level. The 

remainder of this report will focus on the finding of the survey. 

 

Engagement items rest on college-based practices that add value to 

learning and development. Those assessment efforts concentrate on concrete 

and observable practices. Alumni Survey items are modeled after CCSSE items, 

which is a national model for assessing student engagement. Disaggregated 

results for student engagement are shown in table 2. Results indicate a good 



Page 2 of 7 
 

rating in areas of students asking questions in class, availability of faculty for help 

outside the class, and opportunities for student evaluation of instruction. Each of 

the items achieved at least a rating of 3 on a 4 point scale. The areas of student 

engagement that received a fair rating, at least a 2 on a 4 point scale, were 

discussing grades or assignments with an instructor and discussing career plans 

with a faculty member or advisor. Receiving the lowest ratings, less than 2 on a 4 

point scare, were discussed ideas from readings or classes with faculty members 

outside of class, tutored or taught other students (paid or voluntary), and worked 

with faculty members on activities other than coursework. While availability of 

faculty to help students outside of class received a high rating, it is surprising to 

note the low score for discussed ideas from readings or classes with faculty 

members outside of class. Nevertheless, it shows an area that needs immediate 

attention. While not every student have the opportunity to tutor, nor do all faculty 

work with students (and vise-versa) on projects outside class, this is still an area 

that must be examined. Overall ratings in table 1 report that Student Engagement 

in the College received a fair rating (2.45 on a 4 point scale) with a lot of room for 

improvement. 

 

Table 1: Assessment Domain Average Rating (Scale 1-4) 
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Table 2: Student Engagement in the College Scale Avg. 
Score 

Q4a Asked questions or contributed to class discussions 1 = Poor,         2 = Fair,                          
3 = Good,        4 = Excellent 

3.17 

Q4g Tutored or taught other students (paid or voluntary) 1 = Poor,         2 = Fair,                          
3 = Good,        4 = Excellent 

1.53 

Q4j Discussed grades or assignments with an instructor 1 = Poor,         2 = Fair,                          
3 = Good,        4 = Excellent 

2.76 

Q4k Talked about career plans with a faculty member or 
advisor 

1 = Poor,         2 = Fair,                          
3 = Good,        4 = Excellent 

2.35 

Q4l Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with 
faculty members outside of class 

1 = Poor,         2 = Fair,                          
3 = Good,        4 = Excellent 

1.86 
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Q4m Worked with faculty members on activities other than 
coursework 

1 = Never,      2 = 
Sometimes,           3 = Often,       
4 = Very Often 

1.46 

Q8a Opportunities for student evaluation of instruction (poor to 
excellent) 

1 = Poor,         2 = Fair,                          
3 = Good,        4 = Excellent 

3.28 

Q8b Availability of faculty to help students outside of class 1 = Poor,         2 = Fair,                         
3 = Good,        4 = Excellent 

3.20 

   

Education Goal Achievement received the highest rating overall, with 6 of 

the 7 items (Table 3) receiving at least a rating of 3 on a 4 point scale. Those 

items include the extent that the experience at NSCC contributed to graduates’ 

knowledge, skills and personal development in acquiring a broad general 

education and self-learning. Additionally, items pertaining to quality of instruction 

in the major field, quality of major courses to prepare graduates for employment 

and overall preparation for employment in the field of study received at least a 3 

on a 4 point scale. Those continuing their education also rated the preparation 

they received for further study at another college or university as good. The only 

area that received a rating (slightly) below 3 on a 4 point scale is the extent that 

the experience at NSCC contributed to graduates’ knowledge, skills and personal 

development in acquiring job or work related knowledge and skills. Education 

Goal Achievement also received the highest aggregate rating (Table 1). While 

these ratings are favorable, they also suggest that improvement activities need to 

be identified and implemented. 

 

Table 3: Education Goal Achievement: Scale Avg. 
Score 

Q7a To what extent did your experience at NSCC contribute 
to your knowledge, skills and personal development in 
acquiring a broad general education 

1 = Very Little,      2 = Some,              
3 = Quite a Bit,      4 = Very Much 

3.27 

Q7b To what extent did your experience at NSCC contribute 
to your knowledge, skills and personal development in 
acquiring job or work related knowledge and skills 

1 = Very Little,      2 = Some,              
3 = Quite a Bit,      4 = Very Much 

2.95 

Q7i To what extent did your experience at NSCC contribute 
to your knowledge, skills and personal development in 
learning effectively on your own 

1 = Very Little,      2 = Some,              
3 = Quite a Bit,      4 = Very Much 

3.17 

Q8c Thinking about your major, rate the quality of courses to 
prepare you for employment 

1 = Poor,       2 = Fair,                         
3 = Good,      4 = Excellent 

3.18 

Q8d Thinking about your major, rate the quality of instruction 
in your major 

1 = Poor,       2 = Fair,                         
3 = Good,      4 = Excellent 

3.43 

Q9 How would you rate your preparation for further study at 
another college or university 

1 = Poor,       2 = Fair,                         
3 = Good,      4 = Excellent 

3.40 

Q10 How would you rate your preparation for employment in 
your field 

1 = Poor,       2 = Fair,                         
3 = Good,      4 = Excellent 

3.25 
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Assessment of competencies, what graduates know and do with 

knowledge after completing their NSCC experiences, shifts focus of institutional 

quality to indicators of effective teaching. Graduates’ aggregate rating of 

Communications Competencies (Table 1) was slightly below 3 on a 4 point scale. 

In examining the individual items (Table 4), the use of email to communicate with 

instructors was the only item rated at least a 3 on a 4 point scale. Receiving 

ratings slightly below a 3 on a 4 point scale include making a class presentation, 

preparing two or more drafts of an assignment before turning it in, using 

electronic medium to discuss or complete assignments, writing clearly and 

effectively, and speaking clearly and effectively. The aggregate and line item 

ratings clearly suggest the need for improvement activities in the 

Communications domain. 

 

Table 4: Communication Competencies: Scale Avg. 
Score 

Q4b Made a class presentation (never to very often) 1 = Never,      2 = Sometimes,           
3 = Often,       4 = Very Often 

2.80 

Q4c Prepared two or more drafts of paper of assignment 
before turning it in 

1 = Never,      2 = Sometimes,           
3 = Often,       4 = Very Often 

2.89 

Q4h Used and electronic medium (listserv, chat group, 
internet, instant messaging, etc.) to discuss or complete 
an assignment 

1 = Never,      2 = Sometimes,           
3 = Often,       4 = Very Often 

2.68 

Q4i Used e-mail to communicate with an instructor 1 = Very Little,      2 = Some,              
3 = Quite a Bit,      4 = Very Much 

3.05 

Q7c writing clearly and effectively (very little to very much) 1 = Very Little,      2 = Some,              
3 = Quite a Bit,      4 = Very Much 

2.98 

Q7d Speaking clearly and effectively 1 = Very Little,      2 = Some,              
3 = Quite a Bit,      4 = Very Much 

2.96 

Q8e Opportunities to express ideas in writing in the major 
(poor to excellent) 

1 = Poor,       2 = Fair,                         
3 = Good,      4 = Excellent 

3.12 

 

Graduates’ aggregate rating of Teamwork Competencies (Table 1) is fair. 

And, that same rating was reported for every line item (Table 5) in the domain 

except for working effectively with other which received a rating of at least 3 on a 

4 point scale. Items that were more focused on specific aspect of teamwork that 

received a rating of at least 2 on a 4 point scale were working with others on 

projects during class, working with classmates outside of class to prepare an 

assignment, discussing ideas from readings or classes with others outside of 

class, and having a serious conversations with students of a different race or 
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ethnicity. All of these are important aspect of teamwork and calls for developing 

strategies to incorporate them into core outcomes for courses and programs of 

study. 

 

Table 5: Teamwork Competencies: Scale Avg. 
Score 

Q4e Worked with other students on projects during class 
(never to very often) 

1 = Never,      2 = Sometimes,           
3 = Often,       4 = Very Often 

2.82 

Q4f Worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class 
assignments 

1 = Never,      2 = Sometimes,           
3 = Often,       4 = Very Often 

2.28 

Q4n Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with 
others outside of class (students, family members, co-
workers, etc.) 

1 = Never,      2 = Sometimes,           
3 = Often,       4 = Very Often 

2.58 

Q4o Had serious conversations with students of a different 
race or ethnicity than your own  

1 = Never,      2 = Sometimes,           
3 = Often,       4 = Very Often 

2.58 

Q7h Working effectively with others 1 = Very Little,      2 = Some,              
3 = Quite a Bit,      4 = Very Much 

3.01 

 

Graduates’ aggregate rating of Problem Solving Competencies (Table 1) 

is the second highest of the five domains, at least 3 on a 4 point scale. And, that 

same good rating was reported for five of the eight line items (Table 6) in the 

domain. Items receiving favorable rating are working on a paper of project that 

required integrating ideas or information from various sources, analyzing the 

basic elements of an idea, applying theories or concepts to practical problems in 

new situations, thinking clearly and effectively, and using computing and 

information technology. Items receiving a fair rating were synthesizing and 

organizing ideas, into new, more complex interpretations, making judgments 

about the value of information, and solving numerical problems. Although the 

aggregate rating was strong, the underlying items that received less than a rating 

of 3 on a 4 point scale are significant and provides an opportunity for focused 

improvement initiatives. 

 

Table 6: Problem-Solving Competencies: Scale Avg. 
Score 

Q4d 

Worked on a paper of project that required integrating 
ideas or information from various sources (never to very 
often) 

1 = Never,      2 = Sometimes,           
3 = Often,       4 = Very Often 

3.28 

Q6a Analyzing the basic elements of an idea, experience, or 
theory, such as examining a particular case or situation in 
dept and considering its components (very little to very 
much) 

1 = Very Little,      2 = Some,              
3 = Quite a Bit,      4 = Very 
Much 

3.01 
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Q6b Synthesizing and organizing ideas, information, or 
experiences into new, more complex interpretations and 
relationships 

1 = Very Little,      2 = Some,              
3 = Quite a Bit,      4 = Very 
Much 

2.88 

Q6c Making judgments about the value of information, 
arguments, or methods, such as examining how others 
gathered and interpreted data and assessing the 
soundness of their conclusions 

1 = Very Little,      2 = Some,              
3 = Quite a Bit,      4 = Very 
Much 

2.89 

Q6d Applying theories or concepts to practical problems in 
new situations 

1 = Very Little,      2 = Some,              
3 = Quite a Bit,      4 = Very 
Much 

3.02 

Q7e Thinking clearly and effectively (very little to very much) 1 = Very Little,      2 = Some,        
3 = Quite a Bit,      4 = Very 
Much 

3.12 

Q7f Solving numerical problems 1 = Very Little,      2 = Some,              
3 = Quite a Bit,      4 = Very 
Much 

2.82 

Q7g Using computing and information technology 1 = Very Little,      2 = Some,            
3 = Quite a Bit,      4 = Very 
Much 

3.05 

 

Demographic data captured as part of the survey process allowed a 

comparison across domains on subjects such as gender, age group, and student 

enrollment status. The results are presented in tables 7, 8, and 9 below. There 

were no major differences in domain averages between males and females, 

between students under 24 and those 25 and over, nor between those that 

attended fulltime versus part-time students. Also, there were no major differences 

in the domain ratings with respect to the groups (gender, age, attendance status) 

compared to the overall aggregate averages presented in table 1. Since they all 

tended to tracked with the overall domain averages presented in table 1 above, 

the generalization of observations can be attributed to each group. 

 

Table 7: Assessment Domain Average Rating (Scale 1-4) by Gender 
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Table 8: Assessment Domain Average Rating (Scale 1-4) by Age Group 
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Table 9: Assessment Domain Average Rating (Scale 1-4) by FT/PT Status 

��� ����

)�� '��� ��� ������	
�������

*����� ��

������ &��0�� ��������

�� ������������� ������������������ ����� ���%�

�� ���
������� �����
������ ��� !��-� !�!��

!� ��� � ���
�������� ����
��	� ��-"� ��"%�

�� ���� # ��$���� ����
��	� ��%�� ��%-�

�� &��'��� ������������ ����
��	� ��"!� !��-�

 

Nashville State’s alumni satisfaction project was very helpful in assessing 

institutional quality. The methodology of using student engagement and 

competencies as the basis for assessment of alumni perceptions of their 

collegiate experience proved to be invaluable. Both, institutional strengths and 

institutional weaknesses, were identified by this process. While analysis of the 

feedback suggests that there is room for improvement in all of the domains, the 

more pressing needs are clearly in the areas of student engagement and 

teamwork. The most recent Community College Survey of Student Engagement 

(CCSSE) report (2010-11 enrolled students) showed similar low ratings on 

questions contained with the student engagement domain of the alumni survey. 

Given that both currently enrolled students and alumni identified this as an under-

performing area, those items will be a priority in the next round of strategic 

planning. 

 

 



Nashville State Community College
2010 Alumni Survey Scoring Report

1 3.42 3.55 3.41
2 3.29 3.14 3.17
3 2.69 2.71 2.68
4 2.88 2.89 2.83
5 3.16 3.14 3.00
6 1.63 1.88 1.62
7 2.67 2.65 2.70
8 2.27 2.38 2.15
9 2.82 2.67 2.54

10 E-mail with instructor (Q4k) 3.11 3.00 2.73
11 2.91 2.83 2.71
12 2.37 2.39 2.21
13 1.91 1.91 1.93
14 3.00 2.97 2.89
15 2.72 2.81 2.76
16 1.48 1.66 1.53
17 2.60 2.63 2.68
18 3.15 3.34 3.18
19 3.03 3.17 3.05
20 3.02 3.10 3.13
21 3.12 3.36 3.19
22 2.67 3.00 3.11
23 2.84 2.96 2.82
24 3.07 3.09 2.85
25 2.78 2.91 2.66
26 2.69 2.79 2.61
27 Applying (Q6e) 2.98 3.04 2.93
28 3.28 3.28 3.08
29 2.88 3.11 3.09
30 3.02 3.09 2.85
31 2.97 3.07 2.84
32 3.14 3.18 2.94
33 2.84 2.93 2.62
34 3.22 3.20 3.03
35 3.07 3.10 3.05
36 Learning on your own (Q8i) 3.32 3.32 3.16
37 2.89 2.92 2.83
38 2.48 2.55 2.54
39 2.89 3.14 3.15
40 2.84 3.12 3.19
41 Clarity of objectives for course (Q9d) 3.22 3.32 3.27
42 Opportunity for student evaluations (Q9e) 2.99 3.19 3.21
43 2.88 3.10 3.07
44 2.91 3.13 3.21
45 3.14 3.34 3.27
46 2.83 3.02 3.05

Educational experience (Q1)
Class discussions (Q4a)
Class presentation (Q4b)

Response Item Inst. Avg. State Avg.
Inst. Prior 

Avg.

Worked with classmates outside of class (Q4g)
Electronic medium to complete assignment (Q4j)

Discussed grades with instructor (Q4l)

Drafts of paper (Q4c)
Information from various sources (Q4d)
Class without assignments (Q4e)
Worked with other students (Q4f)

Discussed class ideas with others (Q4r)
Library services (Q5a)
Registration (Q5b)
Financial aid (Q5c)

Ideas with faculty outside of class (Q4n)
Prompt feedback from faculty (Q4o)
Worked harder to meet faculty expectations (Q4p)
Worked w/ faculty other than coursework (Q4q)

Synthesizing (Q6c)
Making judgments (Q6d)

Broad general knowledge (Q8a)

Computer facilities (Q5d)
Advising services (Q5e)
Memorizing (Q6a)
Analyzing (Q6b)

Quality of information (Q9b)

Using computers/technology (Q8g)
Working effectively w/ others (Q8h)

Understanding yourself (Q8j)

Writing clearly and effectively (Q8c)
Speaking clearly and effectively (Q8d)
Thinking clearly and effectively (87e)
Analyzing quantitative problems (Q8f)

Quality of courses for employment (Q9g)

Career plans with faculty or advisor (Q4m)

Job/work-related skills (Q8b)

Understanding people of other backgrounds (Q8k)

Availability of faculty outside class (Q9f)

Quality of instruction in major (Q9h)
Opportunity to express ideas in writing (Q9i)

Availability of advisor (Q9a)
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