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FOREWORD

.

Working with an’ entire department in instructional development

activities, as has been done this year with the Department of Civil
\ ’

‘and Environmental Engﬂ‘eering, represents a new thrust for the Division _

-

of/ Instructional Development. This sﬁudy, conducted in cooperation

*
with the Civil Engineering Curriculum Revision Committee, represents a

.
_ —

= . “

depértmeﬁtal egfort. ;

This study provides & formal, largely’empirical, statement of
. . - o~ .

educational needs for the Civil Engineering program at Utah State

»

University. Thege'needs offer an indication of priority for dep?rth

mental emphasis in long-range planning efforts.

[
-

The four main group%;surveyed and the numbers-of each sampled - -

are indicated belows——_ . . - v
1. Senior students, Class of 1975 .
e , . .
2. Faéulty members of Civii Engineering Department

3. Graduates of the Department, since 1970-T1
L. Employers of these graduates (Immediate .-
Supegvisors) e e e e e e e e e e

- s - N " -
" Questionnaire data from these 128 respondents forms the basis f

a
»

this Yreport. v . oL
In addition, & summary of results of the professicnal licensing

examination, the Engineer-In-Training (E.I.T.) Examination, has been ~
L 7 ’ " . v
included. A brief literatiure.search-of sources related to current -

Civil Engineering topid¢s is also jncluded in AppendiX:C., Both:the

+
-




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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E.I.T. results and the literature search are meant to provide ebjeetive\
4 N -
data in ‘addition to the more subjective surveys of opinicn. - .

Grateful acknowledgment is extended to Dr. Roland W. Jepson,

; ¢ .. .

Department Heéh, and to Drs. Vance Tq Christiansen, Gordon H. Flammer
- $ . NoTem e

.

- -

(Chairman), Fred W. Kiefer, -and Ell}bz Rich as members of the Curriculum

. - ‘ — » -
Revision Compittee for their cooperative and enthusiastic suppert in_ -

making the needs assessment bossible.

. .

Michael L. DeBlooie

Associate Director

Instruttional Development

Merrill Library Learning Resources V
rogram - -
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The needs asse:sment stugdy, soughf to determine priosity needs for
the Department of Civil and Environmental Fngineering, as a ¢
basis for the setting of objectives and for long-range planning .

[ * - Y

The Clv11 Vnglneerlng Curriculum Revision Commlttee prov1ded as as-
W surance of quality in the néeds assessment study

- . ‘ f .l.

Polling of opinion s cqnducted for the following groups, with num-
ters of usable Jfeturn given /in parentheses senior students 28)
faculty-(23), graduates (55}, supervisors (22) . . . .

The data weré analyzed by subtracting the average "performance’ score
from the average "impertance’ score and then ranking by magni-

. pude“ of the différence . . . . . . o4 . oaia ... f N

- ‘\
An examinatioh of the priority items for each of the four groups of

. Tespondents showed three major_ areas- of agreement:

managerial skills; (2) communication skills; ands(3) thinking
. skills

. .'.. s el e . * " . . . . . e . . . . . Y .

The cne item with nighe®® priority amon ali‘grOups was that of pré-

_ ABSTRACT -~ -

viding "

engineering management expetience and skills"

' 4

. "Sklll in 1echn1ca1 report writing"
The ability ‘&'

~ The amount of ‘discrepancy between.

arnd "effective use of English”

- were ranked hlgh by faculty, gradiates, and supervisors. By
cont;ast senlor students gave these items fairly low .priority °
rankipgs. However, all four groups ranked speaking skills as
guite high in priority . . . . . . . R N

thlnk independently and to arrive at creative sglutiona
1o proolgms was ranked higher by superv1sors and faculty than by
graduates and 'seniors. Additional skills in "critical thinking
and use of judgment' and "planning and forecasting future trends"
were ranked:somewhat lower . . . . . . .

"importance" and '"performance"
differed .for the four groups. Taking the size of this gap as -

an ifdicatiom of relative dlssatisfactlon yith the present pro-

gram, the faCUlty was found to be most, critical,

senior students, graduates,

a 0y

and employers

=

-~

-

fol%owed by .

. - v
A - . - L]
;

-
P

(1) practical, .




. &5 * . . M . ; -' .

* The USU a\./erage scores on <whe Ergineer-In-Training ITxaminationvere
"found to be consistently abgve the State of Utah means, and the
Utah mean scores were \.on51stenfly abdve the natlonal norms for

the.same period (1972-Tk) . . P e .
f - ~ s’
wo concerns of national®interest at this time--meeting-the. special
-Téarning needs: Qf minority and worien students--—received ~fairly

low priority rankings by all groups polled. A recon51deratlon

of these itefis may be warranted . . . . . .. . 1. . .. L

. "o

» F
Suggested nex?) steps for uf.;_;, of /th se Tinditgs involye curriculum
and progran* empqases 41 the department . . . k.- . g
- A
‘\ -

Aruntoxt provided by Eic
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- Results . . . . . . .. .. .

-

. . . ! ¢ .
Conclesions and Recommendations
a - . 7

- : v ¢
“Apperdix A: Questjonnaire Useg

.

[ +
Appendix B: . Results of the Survey of Benior Students,’
*raculty, Graduatesy ahd Supervisors . . . .
(4

Appendix C: Engiheering Department Facts Gleaned From A

-

Brief Literature Review . , , . . % . . A
-

"

0 .
+

¥Note: Appendices have been ﬁublished separately-and are aveilable
) upon request from the Division of Instructionsal Devglogpént.
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. - METHODS AND PROCEDURES - . "

¥ . . B

This s&udj att

e ~ted to iaentify systematically'thé;most>critica1

.

-

educational needs fac1ng the Utah State University Civil Englneerlng

e
T . -

Department at the present t%m”i The methods employed attempteﬁ to

[ 4

“tation c¢f th

" leadership

invplve large

of -graduates.

4 - - v

Planning and Gual

N s
.

e

.

- i -
the department’

. e
7épartment Jurriculum

Throughout

in an overseeing role f

s most cr

. '
ity Assurance

O
o]
|. ’
73

L 4D
{4
[l
ul
-

.

L)

A\

.

£ it by rlembers af the Ci
~ .

i
1

r e

L.

numbers of students,.faculty, graduates, and supervisors
. ] .

vil Engi

the study was undertakerm.

ern
ern

~-

0o

t, this group prov1ded

)

.

- . ) . ' . . e .
- \ "he needs assessmént was undertaken im November 197h, to identify
\\ & ’ ’

7ollowing a preliminary presen-

N\ o
varioqus act1V1t1es, as well as serving

¢ scientiTic polling =echniques provided the main sourze .

nderidg

of data for theneeds aésessment. Frejsinning with a preliminary statetv/j
. . . - — ) “

i

3

« ment of depgpimental goals and objectives (See Appendix A) and a brief

survey of engineerin

.

4

f

literature, an ;nimaal guestionnaire was drafted.

Following several revisionss a finaﬁ polling instryument was obtained.

¢ : —

ERIC,
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Briefly, the.actual gathering @f opinion was handled as follows:
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. ~" .
1. Senior Students.

.~ -

. o
-‘gtténded by‘all seniers during fall4§uartef: 197&.

‘Questionnaires were distributed in a class °*
i | 4
.

S%udents were asked

. - ,'
- -

to flll the questhnﬂalres out at &ome and bring t%em back to class,

v o -

to be marked .off in the ‘instructor's roll.

senior stude 8

3., or 93

Lo
)]

"o

nts,

percent,

., .
rate 0% return of any >f thg groups.

'\J(

Juesti

, . <. Faoulty.

- ‘ )
ard.'the purpose <f

dcvember ?éi 197%. roliow—up lete

<anulated by Jan

ry -

rembers,

Y
»

a department

tce purpose 8f
.

* [
Jraduates
;‘J

. N r -

-’ - -~ - - g
names ard addresses ¢™any fellow 1€ graduates

P Lo

ress 1ist fprothc

(“

Zivern on shc &

rep“v had beer “euArnPd

- . . J

The rgte of r&urn for,

-0,
represents the highest

the needs assessment explained, duripg
rs-weré. sent out prior
15, 1975.

was

es simece; 19790,

re survey and asking for cooperatinon in

themselves; (2) the name of

Ef‘surveye&;

o e

a ciegtichnalire,was nMell

- > .

.. .

> .
[ »

. . . »

onsaires werc distribated in faculty meeting,

!
the week

tc Christmas
~Thg rate of
cttained. .
list of the %

etters ex-

.

were gskad to indicate (1) .their

.

and {3) zhe

from that
k3

;Afte7 the

ed out. Of the 14L&

Trelr

.

inirjal

5.

4

*

L

questionasires sent out, 55 or 37 percent, were Yeturned. ¢

Superwsiscrs.) Prior to mailing a quest Lonngéyp

&}

L. o emplcyer

b

. - = ’

P + . »
- they were asked to indicate tieir williingness to participate-on return

X o

ERIC
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4tpostca§§. A guestionnaire wag then mailed out.

tre response rate.

~
. \

mailed, 22 of them (7, percpr‘) were returned.

. .

;etter was sent to

up improve

/ i .

An additional follow-"

Of 62 questionnaires
§.




‘Analyéis of Dalh

4

- oL S ) L L
. The questionna‘calleq'-f:or a response to e/ach item in two’

. 2 -
- 'polumns: to
. ‘ . o,

[y
~

C R - . -
and according tg the importan
N N o »

.

from

'iﬁporta@t to unimportant.®

. . . perceive(d)‘for each concern,

>
AL

-

\

-

Finally, they were &sked to

-

! '
Y /Y : B .« 4o 4 .
’ in/the firal column :f yau do not Know." . .

»

"respond by both rat;né the'present. pérformance of the ’

.

"mark

. i ¥ / ) . -
CiVil Engineewing Department on, the scale of 'successful to’unsuccessful"'

-

+

=

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

_of each 1tem accordlng to perFormance a€d importance,

“-and "wnat should be

. For each of the four groups, avorages wvere compuxed on the ranklng'-

Y
.

Then the numerical .

. difference between the twé scores was found by subtracting the average 'pet~'
- . 1]

& .

'

formance" score from-the average "importance" seore. Based upon tg'

¥
tems were

_ranked. N\ . 5 " S "

olZe ij)thls difference, i

fow are these scores to be interpreted? A Need, for the purposes

-

n . ° . .
is defined as *the difference between "what isV, -

i . . .

N Irn other words, it is the ,difference between
- 4 . - b ‘ . _‘

-
tween

& value and a fact,in this case D "importance"

and "perfprmance:"
/i - L

the bigger the dlscrepancy between what is desired

rphe 1arse* the gap,

size of this gap, items could be .
[ ]

and what is

-
actu

Lt ] N
_ranxed with the ranked highest and so on. ’ ‘?

w

&,

bd 4

lUnited States Office of Education,."Criteria ‘for Determinipg

the Quality(of An- Educatlonal Needs Assessment Strategy, Washington- D.C.,
&

- LY

1970. .

§ : - . . , -
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. ) .
the survey for weach group polled--senior students,
P < ' . ' .

The ¢esulgs;df
. . ‘ ')
~ 1] . L
faculty, wraduates, dnd supervisors=--lis reported i@ detéfi in Appendix B.
‘e ’ . . N DR .
. . . N 4 . .
Besides giving a ranking of needs in order of critigality, from highest

’ X : : . " b . . - !
Z to the lowedtb for thé two sections of the questionnaire; the results ° ' -
» . A 1 s

4 v .
. from:the free response section have een included. In many gases, the
. - s N -

+ candid cemments of people intimately acquainted with thejpfbgram are
- * 5 - ‘.
. JU Y * J. .. - )
more convincing and explicit than extensivelyrefiped data. This™ -
t i . N N L
. Ny . » . . . .
g ., material, however, is quite lq;azny, sometimes contradictory,sdnd nov

d -

0

. T, . . ’ - e e . ML T -
. easlly.summarlzeq. f%e reader is invited to examine the free-response .,

N ) ' . /. < . ’

+ statements contaihed ir Appendix B for additional insights into depart-
. bd '

mental sperations from a variety of viewpoints.- , . e . +
‘ .. . - o ) \

. , As an aid to simplifyips the data jnterpretation, the thirteen

v { ' AK‘ , . Lo, .

. . * ~ - . x T .

. top rqpked items for each ot *he four «<roups are shown imn Table 1.

. T v ) LY P . -

An, Bnalysis of these.lists wili show a surprisingly large number of >

- » . ‘a .

items of agreement amoag-the.fohf SroOUps .

. :_r_ . ¥y
Rémember tMat thoddh repre-
» N -
A sent the top thirteen rankings from 4 total list-of forty-feven items.
) . . Lt .
top thirteen rankings -

.

., ,In ekamining those nine items which fall 3n the

. 4 - . . N
-, + for three or mode of the four groups,~the items seek to cluster-logically

o N

. Ll

- intd three groups.
¥
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SUMMARY QF NEEDS ASSESSMEI\]T FINDINGS THE THIRTEEN TOP RANKED ITEMS P
L § T FROM FAEH GROUP, GIVING QUESTION N ER . ’
R N C ﬂD.IFFERENCE SCGRE, AND ITEM v AT -
'.l,j . “‘0 ,‘. . ' . .. . \. “- . . . "‘ - . ,

o Seniors " . P Faculty

U TR 1 A :
R y i .‘. . ! ) ' . ‘ v ] Ry r
I.15 |, "1:72 Equlpment & fesources 1.3 2.09 Effective use of Engl.

11.17 -1)62 ‘Extensive orientation 1.6 1.86  Tech. réportd -
I1.17 .- 1.5Q Motivate &b update skills + FI.1b 1.80 * Library Wskills | .

" LT . 1.45 ° Speaking: skills * . 1.5 --.1.59 Indep. Ahinking % creativity
1:16 1.4 - Current thinking s I.1o .59 Critical thijnk. & Jjudgment .,
11.8. _1.38 Elective coutses I.2h 1.55 + Eng. management skills .
11,15 1.36 -, Planning & forecasting II1.15 1. hé Planning & forecasting
1.2k 1.31 FEng. Management'skills. 1.7 » #1.35° Speaklng skills

, Inlbe 1.27 Favorable attitudes ) . 1,177 7 1.28 Motlvate +q update skills "'
st . .~ towards himself:’ I.9 . L.ab’ of. standards & ethics
I.22¢ 1.22 Meet employer's expect. I.4° 1.23  Solve probs. systematlcally
II.1, 1.20 Aestketics.in design I1.18 . 1.20 Pglitical affairsy
1713  -1:18 ’Ability to define & solve  “1.12 1720 Communication with other’
. - practical probs. T . disciplines
*I.12 1.17 Ability to work with - '
., other disciplines : ’ K
< - ‘ .
- Graduates . o Supervisors . Y
. . ) % N ) - . L ¥ )
', b N I D roo®
. - . » \
T 1.44  Eng. meanagement skills 1.2k .90 * Eng. mansgement skills,
6 1.35 Tech. report writing. I.5 . ..89 1Indep. think. % crestivity .
I.15 ° - 1.22 Equip. & resourges " 1.6 .76  Tech. report writing’ '
.I1.3 1.18 Effective.English =~ * « . I1.3 166  Effective Fnglish -
1.7, . 1.06 " Speaking skills " I1.15 .64  Planning & "forecasting’ ’
'1.12 1.05 Communication with. 1.10 .61 . Critital think. & Judgment
. other d1501p11nes~ T.13 ¢ .37 Define & solve préc. probs.
T‘II.M 1.02 . Current events . “ I,k .35' Solvé'eprobs. SVSuemag;cally
I1.16 1xoﬁ Involvement with pi‘of.-6 1.16 .33 Current thinking -7
‘ + organizationg - I1.15 .32 . Egu1pment & resources,
1.10 P .99 Critical think. & Judgment I.7 .31 Speaking skills ; ]
IT:1 .92 Aesthetics in design II.1 .30 Aesthetlcs 1n d851gn - .
II.1k .91  Library.research skills - I.1kb .27 Zgvorable attltudes’ '
1.5 - .86 'Indep. thipk. & creativity W . " towards work '
1,13 o V.BS ‘Define & solve practical ' s
v ,engipeeriqg»probs. - .7 -
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A ullToxt Provided by ERIC

-

Practicai,'Managerialfékills' ) ’ ‘e

3 N . oLt .
, The flrst of these groups could’be entltled "Practical, Managerial

Skllls. a graph of this ra,nkmg is shown in Figure 1' '

Clé!rlv, the one ¢tem with the highest.priorivy among all group

1‘1% of rov1d1n "engineering management experience, and skills."
P % p € . .

Both graduave and,tneir sppervisérs by their ratings rankéd this item

* ! - . .
ag the hig%es in priority, with faculty and senior students rankKing this,

.
e i - P .

area sixih and eighth respectively.  Another item, that of providing

. . Q
’

"g .working knowledge of equipment and resources available to the -~
C N o

.
1

practicing engineer,” is ranked in firgt place by senior students

‘. N - .

and thisd by .zraduates, ®ut censiderably lower (tenth and twenty-

. ’ “-—

v L4

- -eighth respectively) by supervisors grd faculty. An examination of the
- ') . ) y s q .

¢ ‘ N - I )
free-response items for these .rours shows a large nuhber of statements

.

. . P %= - - I3 . ‘ ‘
dii}lng w;tq”pragﬁlcal experience In erglneering as an important, but

v

often overLOOKed eLe"en,, in undergraduate engineering education. N
4 ™ - R
. . 1 l-'-\ hl . \ ’
Communication Skilis . » . .

. .
. I3 °

4

A second clister of items dpaling with various communicatiQn skills
. 4 . .

~is shown in Fi?ure 7. Particularly noteworthy is the consistency,of

.

- a o . o
agreeﬂ&\f anong gradusies, faculty, and supervisors® that skill in .

- .

Bec?mlcai rtpo"* writing ia_@g‘item.of major concern—-r anked secdnd in
-

9.

impertance by graduates and facwlty anp third by sugpévisors. ‘By

contrast,’ senior student’s do not view this item as. belng partlcular]v

s

. -
eritical at this time, ranking it as thirty-fifth in importance.
/ S '

Aery similar response pattern was obtained to a related question

-

4 .
regarding the effective use of English. Fathty ranked this as number

one priority, while yoih'gradﬁates‘and'supervisérs.ranhqg it fourth'

- .
.

. . . )
Senior students ranked it twenty-sixth. Evidentally, students in the

. .

- . .A 14 . !H

A

M

»

0

.

-
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. program do not"regard this area of written communig¢ations skillg as*,

P A vt provided by ERIC

o

¢

being nearly as crucial as do faculty members or graduates or their ’
. , ;

supervisors.

. ) ¢ -
There is reasonable concensus -among the four groups, however, .
ot N \
3

regarding ,tte pricrity of action on speaking skills. Alllgroups

n

rank it ir the top ten,® with senjors and grd@&gtes ranking it highes®
. X . ,

pectively ). oo .

-

firal concern relating to communication, ranked considerably
A \ ¢
lower than the btéers mentioned above, is the ability to communicate
ré ) .
with-other% outside the disciplire’of enéineering. Graguates ranked.
¥ » o
"this item sixth, Tu other groups ranked it eleventh or lower.




| Thinking Skills ** , ﬂ

Lo
<
.

- ’ . * *
- A final cluster of skills relates to certain thinking skins.

The ranks for each are shown in the 4able below and graphically in
L4 N N T.

Figure 3.

'

\ - * . .
. ' . : Table 2 - . ‘ ,
. RANKINGS BY GROUPS OF PARTICULAR THINKING\SKILL ITEMS
S : (Rankings Beélow Twelfth Shown In Patentheses)

L } ! . .

~

Ceniors  Graduates Supervisors  Faculiy
Co . ) : ;
I.5 The ability to think (18) 12° > . N
‘indépendently and to

arrive at'creative ' . .

solutions to problems *

Ny

» 110 SkilTyn eriaal Ly . 9 6 5
T thinking and use of . . )
Judgment’ !
. I$.15 Skills in planning | A (27) 5 ‘7,
. . and ‘foregcastipg ¥ - ~

future trends

-

.Wi{h.the possible excéption of the fairl& high ranking by faculty and super-

visors of "independent thinking and creative solutions,"
’b- .-. i3 . k3 ) L) h . . * ’-
.receive as high priority ranking as do several in the previous sections,.

+ >

'However., in the free responge section dealing with seven steps of systematic

problem solving, a large number indicated a need for more divergenf think~
— ) . - ’

“ink, an exXamination of questions with morg than one answer, and an end

to "cookbook" solutions.

these items do not -

»
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ﬁélativeAQi§Satisfacxi§éAWitb Present Program *
In. addition to exemining the three major %roupings of concerns, it
) " ‘ ¢ 2

is useful to-examine the'size of the difference betyeen avérage "per-

) i
*formance' .and "importance' scores for the four .groups. To some extent,
€ . Y

- . . . o

- 4 « ’ ¢
the ,size of the 1arge%f gaps may indicate a degree of dissatisfaction or
. ) . . F
willingness to-criticize. The range of this difference score for the top
. ' .« i s N . .
tharteen rafiked items ‘gives a ‘definite pattern for the four groups. e

1

-, —{Esgzgy mepﬁe;s are generally the most critical (with differences of N

N~ A .
2.09 to 1.20) followed by sendor students (1.72 to 1.17), graduates

{

(1 b 1o 85) and finally, least - critical were supervisors (.gb to .27).
o '

.
¥ k] -

Thls pattern could. indicate that Iaculty members and senior students’ }

are most outspoken-qbogt\program failings,’ or that the other groups )
. . . ’ ‘ *’:, i [
Jlack the gamilia}ity with the present progrgm to criticize strongly.

. . . .,
In any’ casg, & séeming pattern of‘%fronger’crwtlclsm from those within
- 4

“ the unlver51+y than from those withOut it should be con51dered a- healthv

sign for the organization.

L ‘ —

. PR - ., N v

Somquomments Gh The E.I.T. Examination Results

- k N '
§ . - s . *
(/r Comparisdns based upon the average”(mean) scores on the Engineer-

* -

In-Training Ixaminaticr. during the' period fyom April, 1972 to:November,

1974 are fairly straightforward. State, local, and national mean

_sgores are shoyn in Table 3 and portrayed in.graphic form in Figure L.
v« L .
Those «Civil Engineering majors taiinthhe E.I.T. exam clearly

score higher than the national or the state average. With the -exceptiormr

of the December, 1972 exam, when USU and the State of Utah means.are

-
4

essentially tied, Utah's scores are coﬁsfstently ébobe the state mean.

That, many of those surveyed recognized this levei.of ‘academic per-
2 .
formance--assuming that is what the EI.T.-measures--could agcount

i . ¢

- - \

- s '. Z(J' ,‘ "" . .

~
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// — »Not | Avg

é

I X L L L
APRIL . DEC- APRIL  NOV TRPRIL  NOV-
1972 1972- 1973 ¢ 1973 1974 1975

\ ar .

\ * ¢ - ‘

*Jote: This score includes only those who passed
" <
1 ' - 1

. FIGURE:h: A -Comparison of Average uroreu On The Fngineer Tn _ralnlng
, Examinagion April 1972-November 1975
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/ - - Table 3 R
- . 'Local, State, and National Mean Scores T
L O€ Students Taking The EIT Exaim, April 1972-November, 197k .
¢ (Numbers of students are shown in parentheses) g

f

- ’-’ ) ‘.
s - ‘ ‘h ' .

Ylean Sceore,

Date of Exam usu @.5. Dept.
April, 197g h 77.5&(7
. , € c (22)
December, 1972 T70. L
, - (8)
3 - .
April, “1%3 80.67
¥ \' r'/
No?ember: 1973 77.k2
g ' {1k)
' v - -
pril, 197k 73.60%
. J1L)
Noverber, 1974 - %é.Qé
' — - (23)
, .
< v\ i

) ¥Score for USH,

1
\:
a

-~
[

‘Mean Score,
State of Utah

o’
——~
—
“y
=3

Qg

.

Q
3
’...J
-
N
o
o]
5
™
£
jo g
o]
o]
®

L

-

Mean Score,
Naticnal
(For those holding
or about to receive
B.S. degree)

- ——

69.33
L 109y

73.6L
(9190)

v oat

L6.99
(63L6)

65.25
((13289)

'59.55°

/ ¢e8Us) -

27

-
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) i
'é\
Lo
§

Date of Exam

\ .

' ‘E v .

Mean Score,

L3

vsu ®.5. Dept.

-~
[

‘Mean Score,
State of Utah

W

Mean Score,
Naticnal
(For those holding
or about to receive
B.S. degree)

v

April, 197 — ——- :
. &v - (22) - - : 4
December, 1972 70.k 70.8 . 69.33 © -
;, g E (8) - (NA) - -(5109§ '
: Apri-i,"iys ' 80.67 76.25 Lf« . T73.6h
- ' - \ (12) e (ya) " S (9190)
¥ { 4
* ) r'/ N
November’ 1973 77.L2 L8 6o 1 L£,99
, (14) (z4) (63L6)
' - — - //
pril, 97k T3.60% 68.18 65.25
VA (1) . (1a) -(13289)
Noverber, 197: .~ 719.9€ €3.71 “59._52"
T — - (23) - L(1a) (‘68L46) -
¢ ~ . T s *
¥Score for US*, Apr T 197L, inciuies only trnose who passed the exam. °
’ . .
% / .
, s ' .
.. ’,nu - ( ! " .
\ - “ .
,%‘. . :
N .' L] u -
)
ol

* b 12
' ' A hl / - j \. j
, , /° ) -
/ - o Table 3 - ;- .
¢ R 'Local, State, and National Mean Scores N
L Of Students Taking The EIT Exam, April 1972-November, 197k .
¢ “(Niumbers of students are shown in parentheses) St

/7 7

-
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. Some Ttems Memsuring Low Priority Which Are Receiving National Attention

. 4 3 (I
A group of articles im current popular and engineering pericdicals

N

R . . Lo 4.
.~ were reviewed and some salient points are quoted under Fngineering .

-

O

ERIC

PAruntext providea by enic [l

. A 3
Deéfpartment Facts ‘given in‘Apﬁéndix C. Of particular-interest. arg thuse .

B . /

relating to ethnic minorities and wcmen. .
>
’ . . ' it
)
( - The Utah Ctate University survey saw-virtual agreement among faculty
. . N N R OAOAAOACADNOCCE
and senior students that providirs for the Special learning needs of women
. a4 . N P -
. S - * .

»

~and minority students were.not major priorities. In'each case these

rankings were found in the botfom half of the list.

he . hod 3 ] . *
e Jn tre national scene, however, toth items are retelving considerable
. Y .
attention. ©or example, the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation plans to spend
’ ) A¢ ' .
$12-15 millicn over *the nPxt five to seven years to build up the number

’

of fresnmen minority students., A nwber of universities across the. -
’ . . . g .
nation are making special recruiting efforts to bring in both women

A
. Lo o

and minority-students. In view of sgph emphasis, further considersation

s

N

{tan State University.

P ~

- 3 *
of these itgms\may be in order for
L4

P

Suggested liext Steps . ; * -
: . .

The ‘needs assessmernt study wal designed to determine the skill areas

o7 engineer:ing stuaents 3een as most critical for change. The study's

primary valie 1. in gi/ing s+ focus to efforts of the Civil Engineering

- L] ® .
Department in the most pressing skill areas. . ’

It is proposed tha* the needs assessment findings form,the basis

for a revised statement of gepartmental goals and objectivas. While the
. \ p

-

existiné statements as to goals may reflect what is important--and ‘the

'

datarare availab¥e to chegck this--the additional concerns uncovered in

, -

the.heeds assessment suggeét areas for program cﬂhnge. This study

-~

o 24 - o

T

e

V’\
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" * . . . . '
- calls for a redirection of emphasis--toward an increase of practical . . -

/

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- .
.
' 4 . .

i

. . co -
managerial skills, toward a heightenea ‘concern with the communicatiop
skills of wr%ting and speaking, and toward thinking 3kille involving

. - ' ' ]
creativity,‘ihdependencé, eriticalitv, and Judémgpt. “his sgudy provides

.

‘

.

a challenge and a suggestei?directiﬂn for the Cwrdiculum Revision Com-

. ¢ “ ; - e -
mittee and the Civil FEngineering begartment.
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A needs assessment burposely qups bhort of prov1d1ng su%gestlon

£, ‘ '
as to the best ways to resolve needs. Rither, it attempts 51m31y to
. . " N R L. g #
. .document the existence of discrepancies between.'what is" and"'what ’ .
) should be;" i.e., to point out needs.’- This study in the Department of "
. ' . - ’ / ' )

Civil Engineéring,nas noted nirie such needs, as citdd by threge of the

‘ ‘ ' . : . ' :
four major groups surveyed. ' . ) .

r . - .7 . Ter

' These neels can best be viewed under three general headinks, as . .

~ » ’ ‘ K - ( ‘ :

_indicated below. The four needs clearly cited as most critical are :

- underlined. N
= ‘v' . 'Y
. 1. Practical and Managerial SPiils . =
L3
Yoo " a. Engineering managemerit experience and skills. ’
= b. A workiyg knowledge.of equiyment and resources available .
- to the practicing gﬁgineer N
[N . ¢ P
- 2.- Communication skills. ' _ .
‘ a. Skill and practice in technical report-writing-
: T
. b. ~Skills irn the effective use of, English {spellink, punctustion, _
. s and grammar). ’ S B . . P
o ES T . ' .
c. Speaking SKlLlS \\, ) - : , -
& ")

‘“7 d."Know edgé i 111ty necessary to work and tommunicate W1th

- H;bc es 1nvolved\1n the solution of englneerlng »

. pro lems. \$ , '

¢ 3. Thinking skills. - * .

-~ ~a. The wbiliiy fo‘think\indepeniently apd, to arfiye at ‘creative 4 o

_ soluﬂlons to problems . T -7 NS Tl
“b. Skill id critical tiinking nd the use of judgment
”~
c. Skills Ain planning and feregasting future trends i -
f
O 26§

ERIC
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In light of the B.1.7. examination'rcsqiia, where U4 students consjbtentlk

4 X
score ahove the state and national averages, it would .seem that technical.

.

training is-adequate. Addgtiongl émphasis in scme of the above areas
. . ’, .

.

. - ) « & -
could provide a usef%;}additign to the skills of Civil Ingireering gradu-
. ., y ., \ > .

. . - - :
ates. The opecifying of specific goals and ob;gotives and the implementa-
. - AN LN '

tion of‘longTrunge prcgrans ‘aesigned to meet these needs are subsequent

-~

“ -

steps to be taken.

o
4

-




