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Brief No. 87-8

June 1987

Durlng sprlng 1987 employers of Pxe&mont Virginia Communlty

college (PVCC) graduates of the class of 1984-85 were surveyed.

The results of the survey were publ;shed in Emplover Survey
Results he PVCC Graduatir - -85 (PVCC Instltu-

tional Research Report No. 5-87, June 1987). This brief high-
llghts those results.

_ Employers respondlng to the survey seemed qulte satlsfled
with the PVEC graduates they had hlred., With respect to job-

skills, performance, attitude,; and general._ skills, 65% to 75% of

the employers rated the graduates as either excellent or goed.

Only one employee was rated poor, and he or she was rated poor in

only two categories (attitude toward work and cooperation with

supervisors) .

Employers also seemed hlghly satlste& with the. education, -

and- training provided by PVCC. Approximately three of every four

employers rated PVCC as either excellent or good in both occupa-
tional education/training and general education. No employer

rated PVCC as poor.

It must be kept in mind that employers were not contacted

unless permission was: first obtained from the PVCC graduates -
workxng for them. _This procedure may have affected the results

positively, but two findings mitigate against this. First, the

job satisfaction of graduates willing to have their_ employers

contacted was similar to those unwilling. Approximately the same

percentages. of both groups claimed they were very satisfied,

satisfied, not _very satisfied, and unsatisfied with their 3obs.

Secondly, the correlation between job satisfaction and the

employer evaluations was not high.

- Tabulated results of the employer survey are listed in Table
1 on the reverse side of this brief.

‘(seé reverse side)




TABLE 1: EVALUATION OF 19B8%4-565 PVCC GRADUATES AND PVCC BY EMPLOYERS

;EEEiEEiééii::s::::i::;;;::sg;;:8=:==§§g;=:====é I=XTTISSTTIILITISIITTIZS
| | EXCELLENT 600D . AVERAGE POOR |
I |tone of the better (about the (worse |
| | best ever) than same as than. |
I - | : __most) Most) most) |
| CATEGORY | No: Pct: No: Pct. No. Pct. No. Pet. |
I;;..;Z:..Z;Z;;;;..I......-.....................................;2222l

fcﬁnléi JOB ) ) : Lo = oI
skills 11 22.4% 27 55.1% 11 22.4% 0 0.0%
Quality of wWork 15 30.6% 23 &6.9% 1 22.4% 0 0.0%
Quantity of work 11 22.4% 23 6.9% 15 30.5% 0 0:0%
Work 21 42.9% 17 34.7% 10 20:4% t 2.0%

Cooperation with 7 : o , -
fellow workers 21 42.9% 15 30.6% 13 26.5% = 0 0.0%

Cooperation with

I I
| I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I : o
| Attitude toward |
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I

supervisors 33 46.9% 16 32.7% 9 18:4% 1 2.0%
[oreveeme e i..................;;;;;;:;:::::::;::;;;; .........
I - | . _ - Z - I
| Math skills | & B.7% 28 60.9% 14 30.4% 0 0.0% |
I -
| writing skitts | & 9.1% 24 54.5% 16 36.4% 0 0.0% |
I - S I R - I
| Speaking skills | 7 15:6% 21 46:7% 17 37.8% 0 0.0% |
| | , S l
| Research skills | 7 20.0% 18 S51.4% 10 28:.6% 0 0.0% |
o | '
| Logic skills | 10 22:2% 22 45:9% 13 28.9% 0 0.0% |
L | I
e R AR |
l = i . Sl I I
| occupationat edu-| - |
| cationstraining | 3 7.3% 27 65.9% 11 26.8% o 0.0% |
| | - o l
| General education| & 10.0% 25 62:5% 11 27:5% 0 0.0% |
| N ‘
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PVEC GRADUATING CBASS OF 1984-85

INTRODUCTION

In 1976 Pledmont Vlrglnla Communlty College (pPvee) conducted

occupatlonal/technlcal graduates; A second employer survey,

limited to graduates of the class of 1978-79, was conducted in

1980:; Both surveys indicated that employers were satisfied "with
the knowledge work attltudes and work quallty of the graduates,
and that pvece employees [were] often rated as better prepared
than comparable employees w1thout the Pvee training nl

pvce d1d not conduct any employer surveys after 1980 because
of the feellng such surveys might vieolatée the prlvacy rlghts of
graduates. Employers, however, offer a uniiué pérspéctive by
which to evaluate the success of PVCC graduates and the effec-
tiveness of PVCC programs; W1th the 1ncreasrng empha51s at the
state and federal level upon educational outcomes assessment; it
is imperative that PvVeec know how employers feal about the
colleg ' graduates and its programs. For this reason; PVEC has

decided to both respect the privacy rights of its graduates and

Technlcal Graduates of the Class of 1978-1979 (PVCC Research
Report No. 3- 80), P 2.




conduct an annual employer survey. This report summarizes the

results of the first of these surveys.

METHODOLOGY

To overcome the ethical issue of privacy; the college sur-
veyed only employers of graduates who had already glven permls-
sion to conduct an empleyer survey; This preceéure raises the
possibility of a self-selection bias. After all, dissatisfied
graduates might be réiuctant to grant permission to contact their
éﬁéiéyéfé; steﬁef; 1nsur1ng the nrlvacy of Pvee graduates is
more 1mportant than elimlnatlng possible survey blas.

In the agr aduate follcw-up survey of the class of 1984- 85, 62

graduates answered yes to the question "may we contact your
employer to conduct an employer follow-up su*vey "2 In March

1987 survey forms were sent to the employers of these graduates.
In ﬁprii surveys were mailed a se econd time to those employers who
had not responded to the first mailing.

Three éﬁﬁi&?éfs indicated they would ot part1c1pat° in the
sufvey. Flfty of the remalnlng 59 employers returned valld
sﬁf9e§s for a response rate of 84:7%: Such a ﬁiéﬁ fes§65sé rate
was encauraéiné.

Employer comments are included in this report as Appendix B,

aiid a list of all participating employers is included as Appendix

772SEé RQDQ;’}’B: Head ‘Mw!uﬁ Siirvay wf DVGG' T g
ass o 4=85 (PVCC Research Report No. 3-86, July 1986)

| |
(b




¢: The survey instrument is include:

The evaluation of 1984-85 PVCC graduates by their employers

with respect to job skills, performance, and attitudes is

presented in Table 1.

TABLE 1: WORK EVALUATION OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY EMPLOYERS

| EXCELLENT GooD AVERAGE POOR |
|tone of the better (about the (Worse |
| best ever) than. same as than |
|
|

3
o
("]
(ad
~
3
o
("]
rt
~
3
o
24
(ad
-

Techricat job I , ) o ] ,
skills 11 22.4% 27 55.1% 11 22:4% 0 0.0%

Guality of wWork 15 30.6% 23 46.9% 11 22.4% ¢ 0.0%

Quantity of work

work

Cooperation with 7 o S , ,
fellow workers 21 42.9% 15 30:6% 13 26.5% 0 0.0%
Cooperation With
supervisors

I !
| |
| |
| |
I I
| |
| |
I - |
l Attitude toward |
I |
I |
I |
| |
I I
I !
I |
| i

an o o om s S e T am S S SR e s NN e A gw e S S M e v I AR T mm A I mm e mm I s we S s S e ED Sm e n om S mm mm ms am e e M Sm v A M A A I m S a =
E T T o RS SN E S E S S oIS S rC S ES S SECTECEECERECERSCESESESSESTS=SESS=EZsRzazRrSEcS

As can be seen; nearly three of every four employers rated
PVCC graduates as either WEXCELLENT (one of the best ever)" or

- 3 ==
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"GOOD (better than most)." Overall, PVCC graduates were rated
highest in their ability to cooperate with their supervisors and
lowest in the quantity of work produced: In only two instances

were PVeC graduates rated as "POOR (worse than most):" One

graduate was rated as poor in both his or her attitude toward

employer ratings of these graduates by each of the categories in
Table 1 is displayed graphically in Figures 1-6:

o Doellent
22.457

fiverage
22.45%

Good .

5S.107

FIGURE 1: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF TECHNICAL

JOB SKILLS OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES



Average
22.457

Excellent
- 38.61%

--Goad
46.94%

FIGURE 2: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF QUALITY OF WORK
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES

= Excellent
. — 22.4%%

46.947

FIGURE 3: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF QUANTITY OF WO
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES




_ Excellent

. 42.86%

34.69%

FIGURE 4: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF ATTITUDE
TOWARD WORK OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES

Average
26.53%

Excellent
4z.86%

FIGURE 5: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF COOPERATION

WITH FELLOW WORKERS OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES

— 6 —-



ﬁ@??iﬁ.
18.3?% —

~ Excellent
46.94%

FIGURE 6: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF COOPERATION

WITH SUPERVI3ORS OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES

The employer evaluations of 1984-85 PVCC graduates by both
division and degree, as well as by technical job skills, quality
and quantity of work, attitude, and cooperation with fellow
workers and supervisors are presented in Tables 5-16 of Appendix
A. cCare should be taken in interpreting the results of these
tables due to the small number of respondents in certain pro-
grams.

of the 50 graduates wﬁbSé employers returned valid surveys,
26% (13) indicated on the graduate follow-up survey they were
very satisfied with their jobs, 68% (34) indicated they were
satisfié&; 6% (3) indicated they were not very éétiéfiéa, and 0%
(0) indicated they were unsatisfied. These percentage figurec
relate closely with the job satisfaction of all respondents to
the graduate follow-up survey. Twéﬁéy-ﬁiﬁé péfceﬁt'of all

- 7 ==
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satisfied, 9% were not very satlsfled and 1% were unsatxsfied.
Because of the close relatlonshlp between respcndents who

granted perm1551on to PVCC to contact their employers and all

respondents, it is questlonable whether in fact the results of

this employer survey were biased by the selectlon procedure. To

1nvest1gate this further, correlatlon coefficients were calcu-

Table 2.
TABLE 2: CORRELATION BETWEEN JOB SATISFACTION
AND EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES

§§255=2:===:=====:=:=:=:====:=:::=::==;;;;;;;;;;E;;e;s:==:;=£s;;g;
|} CORRELATION |
I CATEGORY COEFFICIENT [
!!...............................:..::;:.:;;;:;; ................ |
I S o I
| Technical job skitts 0.0770 |

I | A H
I Quality of work 0.1265 H
L S o I
I Quantity of work 0.1558 I
i S ] , . I
'l Attitude toward work 0:2762 I
. Il
|| Cooperation with fellow workers 0.2050 I
I L L
|1 cobpbratlon with supervisors - 0.1704 I
[ |
CEEECEZEESCETTCEESESCESEISCEZICCEESSSERISCSRSSEFIESEESSSEZSZSSSSESSSEESESSESE

NDTE The corretation coeff1c1ent in thls tabte was calctlated
using the Pearson product moment correlatlon Coeff1c1ent
Measures of correlation are typically deflned 8s having values
Fiﬁiiﬁé from -9 to +1, A vaiue of -1 indicates a perfect
negative relation, white & value of +1 indicates a perfect
positive relation:




only a slight correlation between job satisfaction and the
enployer evaluations is evident. As might be expected, the
nighest correlation was between 565 satisfaction and the em-
ployee's attitude toward work (attitude and satisfaction are
nearly synonymous terms), and the lowest was between job satis=
faétiéﬁ and ﬁéchniCéi job skills (one's job skills are not always

related to one's interests):

EMELOYER EVALUATION OF GENERAL

SKILLS OF PVCC GRADUATES

Table 3 shows the evaluation of general skills given to

| | | EXCELLENT. G0OD AVERAGE POOR I
|| |(one of the better tabout the (worse [
] | best ever) than same as than |
| | most) most) most) | |
[ CATEGORY i No Pct No. Pct No Pet No Pect I
[[rommmrmmnmemnnees [ o [l
[ o l - [
|| Math skills | 4 8.7% 28 60.9% 14 30:4% 0 0.0% ||
H I ! - - - — ll
ll Writing skills | 4 9.1% 24 S54.5% 16 36.4% 3 0.0% ||
I T I
|| speaking skills | 7 15.6% 21 «6:7% 17 37.8% 6 0.0% ||
e l ' . '
ll Research skills | 7 20.0% 18 S51.4% 10 28.686% 0 0.0% |l
N l ) Il
|| Logiec skitls | 10 22.2% 22 4B.9% 13 28.9% 0  0.0% ||
I N I
—g -




For the most part,; employers rated the PVCC graduates high-
1y, feeling théy were better than most employees. No graduates

were rated as "POOR (worse than most)," and between 8.7% and
22.2% were rated as "EXCELLENT (one of the best ever)." The
ratings were fairly consistent according to category. Figures 7-

11 display these ratings graphically.

Excellent
8.70x

Average _
30.43%

FIGURE 7: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF MATH SKILLS

OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES

-— 10 --
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Average
36.36%

FIGURE 8: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF WRITING SKILLS

o Excellent
e 15.56%

Average
37.78%

FIGURE 9: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF SPEAKING SKILLS
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES

_— 11 --




Good
S1.43%

FIGURE 10: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF RESEARCH SKILLS

OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES

Excellent
_ 22.22%

- «Z.
Average
28.897 -

Good
48.89%

FIGURE 11: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF LOGIC SKILLS
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES

- 12 --




The employer evaluations of 1984-85 PVCC graduates by both
division and degree, as well as by skills in math, writing,
speaking, research, and logic are presented in Tables 17-26 of
Appendix A. Again, care should be exercised in interpreting the
results of any table in Appendix A. In many cases, the numbers
of respondents by category are too few for ﬁééﬁiﬁgfui cofichusioris
to Ee drawn.

EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF TRAINING
AND EDUCATION AT PVCC

Employers were given the opportunity while completing the
survey to rate PVCC according to two categories: (1) occupation-
al education/training, and (2) general educatior. The results

are shown in Table 4.

TABLE 4: EVALUATION OF PVCC BY EMPLOYERS OF 198%-85 PVCC GRADUATES

ZTzczzcEzT=Z=sE-c==TZESSSZSZScECZS=SCSISCEESSCSESESESSEESSSSSsSS==zs=sss=os
| | EXCELLENT GooD AVERAGE POOR |
I | (ore of the better (about the (worse |
| | best ever) than same as than ]
| most) most) most) [
| |

CATEGORY No. Pct; No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

: I
Cccupational edu-| , ]
cation/training | 3 7.3% 27 65.9% 11 26.8% 0 0.0% |
) U , i
General education| 4 10.0% 25 62.5% 11 27.5% 0 0.0% |
|

g g e L L T T T X X

over 60% of the employers rated PVCC as "GOOD (better than
most)" for both categories, and slightly over 25% rated it as
- 13 "
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"AVERAGE (about the same as most)." 7Ten percent OI Tne emplioyers
rated PVCC as "EXCELLENT (one of the best ever)" in general
education, and 7.3% rated it as excellent in occupational

education/training. These ratings are shown graphically in

Figures 12 and 13.

Good

63.85%

FIGURE 12: EVALUATION OF PVCC'S OCCUPATIONAL EDUCATION/
TRAINING BY EMPLOYERS OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES

Exoellent
— 18.80%

FIGURE 13: EVALUATION OF PVCC'S GENERAL EDUCATION

BY EMPLOYERS OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES

- 14 --
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CONCLUSIONS

The employers responding to the survey seemed quite satis-~
fied wrth the pvee graduates they had hired. With respect to job
skills, pérféfﬁéﬁéé; attitude; and general skills, 65% to 75% of

the éemployers rated the graduates as either excellent or good.

only one employee was rated poor; and he or she was rated poor in
only two categories (attitude toward work and cooperation with
supervisors) .

The employers also seemed hlghly satlsfled w1th the educa-
tion and tralnlng provided by PVCC Approx1mately three of every
four employers rated PVCC as either excellent or geaa rh both
occupational education/training and general education: No

employer rated PVCC as poor.

R — — =

It must be kept in mind that employers were not contacted

vl

unless permission was first obtained from the pVCC graduates

workiﬁé for them: Thls procedure may have affected the results
pos1t1vely, but two flndlngs mltlgate agalnst this. First' the
job satisfaction of graduates w1lllng to have their employers
contacted was similar to those ﬁﬁWilliﬁé: ﬁppfoiimatéiy the same
percentages of both groups claimed they were very satisfied,
satxsfred' not very sat15f1ed~ and unsatisfieé with their jobs

Secondly, the correlation between job satisfaction and the

employer evaluations was not hlgh.

- 15 ==



APPENDIX A:

EMPLOYER EVALUATIONS BY CURRICULUM AND DEGREE RECEIVE
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TABLE 5: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF TECHNICAL JOB SKILLS
OF 198485 PVCC GRADUATES BY CURRICULUM

SSZ=ESESEX=ZSE=CSXSSSCSXESSESESSSSCRITEEESEZIESCCSZCEECSZSSSCSETSESREEEIEX
EXCELLENT GOOD AVERAGE PODR
(one of the better (about the (worse
best ever) than. same as then
- ) o  most) ~ most) most)
CATEGORY No. Pect. ~ No. Pect. No. Pct. No. Pet.
General Studies 0 0:0% 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0%
Science 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Accounting 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Data Processing 3 50.0% 3 50.0% 0 0:0% 0 0:0%
Electronics 0 0.0% 5 100:0% 0 0:0% 0 0.0%
Management 1 50.0% 0 6.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Nursing 2 12.5% ¢ 56.3% 5 31.3% 0 0.0%
Police Science 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 6 0.0%
Respiratory , o o o
Therapy 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0%
Career Studies 2 33.3% L 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
TOTAL 11 22:4% 27 55:1% 11 22:4% 0 0:0%
S CEESSEECECSEZCSCEC-CSEC=ESCCSCSC=CCETECCSCCRSERCECECESRESCSCE=ESC=TSESEEST=S=EERESEERER

TABLE 6: _EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF TECHNICAL JOB_SKILLS
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEéiéiéé==E=E=E=2=E=====================a=====
EXCELLENT - -G00D - _AVERAGE - _POOR -
(one of the better (sbout the (worse
best ever) than same-as than .
L - . most) most) mosat):
__CATEGORY | No. Pet.  No. Pect. No pPct. No. Pct.
A.A ¢ -- 0 .- : 0 .- .-
A.S 3 42.9% . 2B.6% 2 28:8% 0 0:0%
A:A:S. 6 16:7% 21 58.3% 9 25.0% 0 0.0%
Certificate 2 33.3% 4 66:.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
T0TAL 11 22.4% 27 55.1% 11 22.4% 0 0.0%
L O U L , e
CEC e e s E S E S R S R N S T S SR C S CECCECICINESSCISZzZCoSIZTSSSSoSRNES=E=ER
- 17 --
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EéEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE=====:==============;;;:=======;§§§;§§======§§§;== .....
EXCELLENT _GOOD ~ AVERAGE POOR
(one of the better (about the (worse
best ever) than same &as than_
S . Lz --most) _ _most) _ most)
,,,,, CATEGORY | No:. Pct No: Pct No. Pct. No. Pct.
General Studies 2 50.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.6%
Science 3 100.0% 6 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Accounting 0 0.0% i 100.0% 0] 0.0% 0 0.0%
Data Processing 3 50.0% 3 50.0% 0  0.0% 0 0:0%
Electronics 1 20.0% 4 80.0% 0 0:0% 0 0.0%
Manag:ment 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Nursing 4 25.0% 8 50.0% 4L 25.0% 0 0.0%
Police Science 0 0:0% i 50.0% i 50.0% 0 0.0%
Respiratory cons = _ .
Therapy 0 0:0% 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0%
Career Studies i 16.7% 3 50.0% 2 33.3% 0 0.0%
TOTAL 15 30.6% 23 &46.9% 11 22:4% 0 0:0%
TABLE 8: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF QUALITY OF WORK
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED
;;EEE;;:&:========:§;E;§;;;§;?;EEEEEEEEiéiéEi::=:=====;=======;;;;;;;;;;
_EXCELLENT GooD AVERAGE - POOR _
{one of the better (about the (Worse
best ever) than- same- as than
- most) . most) _ most) -
CATEGORY No. Pect No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pect
A:& 0 .- 0 -- 0 -- 0 --
A.S 5 71.4% 1 14.3% 1 164:3% 0 0:0%
A.A.S. 9 25.0% 19 52.8% 8 22.2% 0 0.0%
Certificate 1 16:7% 3 50:0% 2 33.3% 0 0.0%
TOTAL i5 30.6% 23 46.9% 11 22.4% 0 0:0%
EEEEE====:==========:=§£;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;£Eﬁé:::::=====ééEEEEEEEEEEEEE
- 18 ==
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9: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF QUANTITY OF WORK
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY CURRICULUM
======iéiéEéEE;EEEEE;E??;??;??EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE":
EXCELLENT - GOOD AV -
(one of the better (about the (Woise
best ever) than- same as than
- - most) most) mest)
CATEGORY NG. Pct. Ws. Pct. No. Pct:  Ne. PCt:i
General Studies 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0%
Science 3 100.0% 0  0:0% 0 0:0% 0 o0:0%
Accounting 0 0:0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0:0%
Dats Processing 0 0:0% 5 83.3% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
Electronics 0 0.6% 5 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Management 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Nursing 4 25.0% 7 43.8% 5 31.3% 0 0.0%
Police Science 0 0:0% 1 50.0% 1 50:0% 0 0.0%
Respiratory e - S S
Therapy 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 3 75.0% 0 0.0%
Career Studies 2 33.3% 3 50:0% 1 16:7% 0 0:0%
TOTAL 11 22.4% 23 46.9% 15 30.6% 0 0.0%

TABLE 10: EMPLOYER _EVALUATION OF QUANTITY OF WORK
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED

=====8==8======8======!:E!;S!!E::S:::§§!§8======§555;§5::::::555§2==ﬁ=g=
EXCELLERT - GOOD  AVERAGE POOR
tone-of the better (about the (worse
best ever) than same &5 than.
L - - - ~-most) __most) __most)
CATEGORY No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.
A.AC 0 .- 0 .- 0 .- 0 -
A:S: 4 57.1% 1 14.3% 2 28.6% 0 0.0%
A_A_S. 5 13.9% 19 52.8% 12 33.3% 0 0.0%
Certificate 2 33.3% 3 50.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
TOTAL 11 22:64% 23 46:9% 15 30:6% 0 0:0%
EESSECEEECEECCZE=-S=CECECECECCESEEECCEEECEEECEREESEEECESESEREEESCESSEs=8ES=c=SE=s=sSs3=
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General Studies
Science
Accounting

Data Processing

Management
Nursing

Police Science
Respiratory
Therapy

Career Studies

>
7.3

: EMPLOYER EVALUATION-OF ATTITUDE-TOWARD WORK
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY CURRICULUM

EXCELLENT GoOD. - AVERAGE PoOR ||
tone of the better (about the (worse
best ever) than same as than
- most) _-most) __most)
~ No. Pct. No. Pect. No. Pct No Pct
1 25.0% 3 75.0% 0 0.0% 0 0:.0%
3 100.0% 0 0:0% 6 0.0% 0 0.0%
0 0:0% 0 0:0% 1 100.0% 0 6.0%
1 16.7% 5 83.3% 6 0.0% 0 0.0%
3 606.0% 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 0 0:0%
1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
9 56.3% 3 18:8% 4 25.0% 0 0.0%
1 50.0% n 0.0% i 50.0% 0 6.0%
0 0:0% 1 25:0% 2 50.0% 1 25.0%
2 33.3% 3 50.0% i 16.7% 0 0.0%
21 42.9% 17 34.7% 10 20.4% T 2:0%
EEsEEZSSSSSESSTEZZZS=Z=ZZESS=SZCSSSSEE=TSEZSEZSZ=SSESESSSS==S=5

N

S

=== =sE=£:

00D AVERAGE .

tter  (sbout the  (worse

han: same -as than-

iost) most) most)

Pct No. Pct. No. Pct.

0 .- 0 s 0 SE 0 .-
& 57.1% 3 42.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
15 41.7% 11 30.6% 9 25.0% 1 2:8%
2 33:3% 3 50.0% 1 16:7% 0 0.0%
21 42.9% 17 34.7% 10 20.4% 1 2.0%




TABLE 13: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF COOPERATION WITH FELLOW WORKERS
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY CURRICULUM

EXCELLENT - 600D . AVERAGE _POOR

(che of the better (about the (worse

best ever) than: same-as than:

most) most) most)
CATEGORY No Pect No. Pct No Pect No. Pet.
General Studies 2 50.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0%
Science 3 100.0% ¢ 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Accounting 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
Data Processing 1 16.7% 4 66.7% 1 16.7% 0 0:0%
Etécironiés 4 gﬁ;ﬁ% 1 26;6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Management 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Nursing 7 43.8% 5 31.3% 4 25.0% 0 0.35%
Police Science 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Respiratery , o S , ¥
Therapy 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 0 0.0%
Career Studies 3 50.0% 2 33.3% 1 16.7% 0 0:0%
TOTAL 21 42.9% 15 30.6% 13 26.5% 0 0.0%

TABLE 14: _EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF COOPERATION WITH FELLOW WORKERS
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED

EEECEEECEEST E =SS E S S SES S CEE T TS EECEC CER CEEE S E R EE S S EL S S S EESrEESEEESESSSESESESTEERES

_EXCELLENT - _GO0D _ . _AVERAGE _ -POOR _
(one of the better (about the (w'rse
best ever) Eﬁ?h, same as Sﬁ?ﬁ
LoD ~ S _-most) - _-most) - _ most) -
77777 CATEGORY No: Pct: No: Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct:
XA S T S S
A:s: 5 71.4% 1 14:3% 1 14.3% 0 0.0%
A.A.S: 13 36.1% 12 33.3% 11 30.6% 0 0.0%
Certificate 50.0% 2 33.3% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
TOTAL 21 42.9% 15 30.6% 13 26.5% 0 0.0%
EECET=EEECECCEETCICCCCISCECCCSECCSCCEESCCCEECSEESEST=S=SCEECSEE=ECC=CEZSES=E=S=cSEExZTs
== éi -
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TABLE 15: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF COOPERATION WITH SUPERVISORS
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY CURRICULUM
;;;;;;:::=======5=£EEE%?E%EEEEEEEEEE’EEEEE=:=====: ======£§;§;;;;;;;;;;;
EXCELLENT GO0D- - AVERAGE - POOR
{6ne of the better (about the (worse
best EVéi) than same as than
- most): most) _ “most) -
CATEGORY No. Pct. No. Pct.  No. Pct. Wo. Pct.
Generai Studies 3 75.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0%
Science 3 100.0% 0 0:0% 0 0:0% 0 0:0%
Accounting 0 0:0% 0 0:0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
Data Processing 2 33:3% 3 50.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
Electronics L 80.0% i 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Management 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50:.0% 0 0:0%
Nursing 7 43.8% 5 31.3% 4 25.0% 0 0.0%
Police Srience 1 50.0% 1 50:0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Respiratory - - - - o o
Therapy 0 0.0% 3 75.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0%
Career Studies 2 33.3% 3 50.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
TOTAL 23 46.9% 16 32.7% 9 18.4% 1 2.0%
E==============:======;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;EEEE;E;E::==========E=£EEE§EEE=
TABLE 13&;,EE§LOYER EVALUATION CF coobékkiiéﬁ gx;u SUPERVISORS
OF 1984-85 PVEC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED
:;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;ggé;iééié&s:::-::;;:::-:::i===-===iEEEEEEEEEE£E=E===
EXCELLENT 600D . AVERAGE POOR -
(one of the  better  (about the  (worse
best ever) than. same-as then
c o o _ most) most) most)
EATEGORY Nc. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pect.
A:A ] -- 0 - 0 g 0 -
A:S: 6 85.7% 0 G.0% 1 14.3% 0 0.0%
A.A.S. 15 41.7% 135 36.1% 7 19:4% 1 z.8%
Certificate 2 33.3% 3 5n.0% 1 16.7% 0 0:0%
TOTAL 23 46:9% 16 32.7% § 18.4% 1 2.0%
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, |
=========:=====:========================================3===============



MPLOYER EVALUATION OF MATH SKILLS

TABLE 17: EMPLOYER EVALUATION
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY CURRICULUM
;;2&5ii:éé:zié===é=é:E;g;;?g;giiiEEEi;;g?EEE&:EE??EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE
! EXCELLENT . Goob ~ AVERAGE _POOR
(one of the better (about the (worse
best ever) trhan._ same-as than
o most) most) most)
CATEGORY No. Pect. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.
General Studies 0 0.0% 3 75.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0%
Sciense 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 0 0.9% 0 0.0%
Accounting 0 0.0% 1 100:0% 0 0.0% 0 0:0%
Data Processing 0 0:0% 3 50.0% 3 56.06% 6 0.0%
Etectronics 0 0.0% 5 100.0% i) 0.0% 0 0.0%
Management 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% ¢ 0.0%
Nursing 3 23.1% 7 53.8% 3 23.1% 0 0.0%
Police Science 0 0.0% 0 0:0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0%
Respiratory S o o o
Therapy ()] 0.0% 1 25.0% 3 75.0% 0 0:0%
Career Studies "0 0:0% 5 83:3% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
TOTAL 4 8.7% 28 60.9% 14 30.4% ¢ 0.0%
777777777 , : I B
EEECEEEEEEE E e E S E T E e E S E E EE EE S S EEE s E T E s E EEEE S S ECSECS RS RSEESSSESESSESSSESSR

TABLE 18: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF MATH SKILLS
OF 1984-8% PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED

EX-ECEESEECECEEECCEZ S ZEEEEEEEFEECEEEEEESEET S EECKXEX SR ECEEEESSEEEEEREIEESSS

EXCEL! AT 600D _ _AVERAGE POOR
(one of the better (about the (Worse
pest ever) than séme &S than
S o o . most) _Mmost) most)
CATEGORY No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. NO. Pct.
KIA: 0 .- 0 -- 0 -- 0 .-
A.S: 1 14.3% 5 71.4% 1 14.3% 0 0.0%
A:A:S: 3 9.1% 18 54.5% 12 36.4% 0 0.0%
Certificate 0 0.0% 5 B83.3% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
TOTAL 4 B8.7% 28 60:9% 14 30.4% 0 0.0%

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TABLE 19: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF WRITING SKILLS
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY CURRICULUM

- ===

:======::::======:====;§§;§§§§;=§=£§=§g?%i:s:::::::::::::::::: ----------
EXCELLENT . 600D . AVERAGE _POOR -
(one of the better {about the (worse
best ever) than same-as than
- most) most) . most):
CATEGORY No Pct No. Pect No. Pect.  No. Pct.
General Stodies 9 0.0% 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 0 0.0%
Science i 33.3% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0:0%
Accounting 0 .- 0 .- 0 .- 0 .-
bata Processing 0 0:0% 2 33.3% L 66.7% 0 0.0%
Electronics 0 0:0% 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Mznagement 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
NUFsing 3 21.4% 8 57.1% 3 21.4% 0 0:0%
Police Science 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100:0% o 0.0%
Respiratory S , - oo -
Therapy 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0%
Career Studies 0 0.0% 3 50:0% 3 50.0% 6 0:0%
TOTAL 4 9:1% 24 54.5% 16 36.4% 0 0.0%
===:§§§§'EE5552E:::::z::::::::::::zzégégg;;;;;;;;;;;;;;2;;;;;;;;;;55;:::

TABLE 20:

_EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF WRITING SKILLS
OF 1984-85 pPvr

"C GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED

::::::::::é=é:::::::;:;:;g;;§;§:=====§555:=:=:=égg;55§;::é
EXCELLENT - GOOD AVERAGE
tone of the better (about the
best ever) than same &8s
S o o _most) most)
77777 ;5?EGORY No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.
K.A: 0 -- 0 -- 0 - ] -
A:S: 1 16:7% L 66.7% i 16.7% 0 0.0%
A-R.S: 3 9.4% 17 53.1% 12 37.5% 0 0.0%
Certificate 0 0.0% 3 50.0% 3 50.0% 0 0%
TOTAL & 9:1% 24 54.5% 16 36.4% 0 0.0%
- R S o 1]
==8=========================:‘.=8:======8:8::::========-===============::=
—_— 24 --
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FMPLOYER EVALUATION OF SPEAKING SKILLS

1984-85 PVCC GRAOUATES BY CURRICULUM

EEEE::SEEExEéi:::::::i??:é:E?E;i:::i:ig;?i::::EEEE?EEE?zE::Ei?EEEE::E:E:
EXCELLENT GoOD ~ AVERAGE POOR
(one of the  better (about the (uorse
best ever) than same-as than
mos*t) most) most)
CATEGORY No. Pct. No. P:xt. No. Pct. No. Pect.
General Studies 1 33.3% 1 33.3% i 33.3% 1] 0.0%
Science 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Accounting 0 0:0% 6 0:0% 1 100:0% 0 0:0%
Data Processing 9.0% 2 33.3% 4 B6.T% 0 0:.0%
Electronics (] 0.0% 4 100.0% (] 0.0% 0 0.0%
Management 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Nursing 5 35.7% 6 42.9% 3 21.4% 0 0.0%
Police Science 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0%
Respiratory L R
Therapy [ 0.0% 1 25.0% 3 75.0% 0 0.0%
Career Studies 0 0:0% & 66.7% 2 33.3% 0 0.0%
TOTAL 7 15.6% 21 46.7% 17 37.8% 0 0.0%
_ _ _ _ e
 EE S E S S E - EEEEE " EEERE LSS EEEEE S CEECEECEESE SR E e CECSESEESE=SSE=SS=sss=S=s==s¢=
TABLE 22: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF SPEAKING SKILLS

OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED

..................

A.A.S.
Certificate

..................

EXCELLENT GOooD _AVERAGE POOR _
(one-of the better (about the (worse
best ever) than same &S than
o o  most) “most) most)
No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No: Pct.
¢ .- 0 .- 0 - - 0 --
2 33.3% 3 50.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
5 15.2% 14 42.4% 14 42.4% 0 0.0%

.................................................




TABLE 23: EMPLOYER EVALUATION O
o

: EMPLOYER EVALUAT ESEARCH SKILLS
0F 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES R

RICULUM

================:=====g?g?;i??;======;f??========——
EXCELLENT _ 600D _ AVERAGE POOR -
(one of the better (about the (worse
best ever) than_ same -as than
o ) most) most) _ most):
CATEGORY No. Pect. No. Pct. No. Pct. No: Pet:
Generat Stadies 6 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 o0.0%
science 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 3 0.0% 0 0.0%
Accounting 0 .- 0 .- 0 .- 0 .-
Data Processirg 0 0.0% 5 83.3% T 16.7% 0 0.0%
Electronics 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0%
Management 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% G o0.0%
Nursing 2 25.0% 3 37.5% 3 37.5% 0 0.0%
Police Science C  0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100:0% 0 0.0%
Respiratory S S
Therapy 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 0 0.0%
Career Studies 1 16.7% 5 83.3% 0 0:0% 6 0.0%
TOTAL 7 20:0% 18 51.4% 10 28.6% 0 2.0%
I o !
:===============:=============:================================:========

TABLE 24: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF RESEARCH SKILLS
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED

=zzs==cSs=S=S====SZSTSSEZSEESSE=SSSSESSSSCSESSSSCSEEESCRISSISSESISESIEEISES
EXCELLENT GOOD AVERAGE POOR
(one_of the better (about the (worse
best ever) than. same: as than.
oo i o o _most) ~most) most)
CATEGORY No. Pct. No. Pect. No. Pect. No. Pct
A.A 0 .- 0 .- 0 0 t-
A.S. 2 40.0% 2 40.0% 1 20.0% ] 0.0%
A.A.S L& 16.7% 11 45.8% 9 37.5% O 0:0%
Certificate 1 16.7% 5 83.3% 0 0:0% 0 0.0%
TOTAL Y 20.0% i8 51.4% 10 28.6% 0 0.0%
é=EEEE=E=======EéEEEEEEEEE&E:%::::::::::::::::::::===:==;;ﬁ;;;;;;£;££;é=
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TABLE 25

i EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF LOGIC SKILLS

OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY CURRICULUM
EERESCEEESSEEISrEERCXESECKEEIEECEXEENESCECCEGECCTCECEECEIEEECETEEISEEESESEE
EXCELLERT GO0O0D AVERAGE .PGOR
Cone of the  better  (about the  (worse
best ever) than. same as than
. most) most) most)

General Studies
§éiéncé
Accounting

Date Processing
Electronics
Management
Nursing

Potize Science
Respiratory
Therapy

Career Studies

TABLE 26: -EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF LOGIC SKILLS
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED
SEEZCCEECEEECZSEEEECERCRECIESERIESCECEEEEEEESCCCCEIEEEESEZ=SSSESErECEzEIss
EXCELLENT 600D AVERAGE _POOR
(one of the better (about the (worse
best ever) than. same 88§ then .
oo . . _Mmost) most) most)
CATEGORY No. Pect. No. Pct. No. Pct. NoO. Pect.
ALA: 0 .- 0 .- 0 .. g -
A:S: 4 $6.7% 1 16.7% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
A.A.S 5 15.2% 17 51.5% 11 33.3% 0 0.0%
Certificate 1 16.7% % 66.7% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
TOTAL 10 22.2% 22 4B.9% 13 28.9% 0 0.0%

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

No: Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

1 33.3%x 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 0  0.0%
3 100.0% 0 0.0% v 0.0% 0 0.0%
6 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
1 16.7% & 86.7% 1 16.7% 0  0:0%
0 0.0% & 100:0% 0 ©0:0% 0 0.0%
0 0:0% 1 160.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
4 26:7% 8 53.3% 3 20.0% 0 0.0%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 6 0.0%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 0 0.0%
1 16.7% L 66.7% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
10 22.2% 22 48:9% 13 28.9% 0 0.0%

- 27 —--
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APPENDIX B:

EMPLOYER COMMENTS
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[Thls graduate} is naturally a very bright perscn I Béiié?é her
1Q is in the genius range. - Therefore her math, wrltlng, etc.
skill would tend to be good! She does have a very positive

attitude which is probably partiy her nature, but probably also

[comes] from her college experiences.

I am not. really able to compare pvCce w1th other sxmilar 1nst1tu-

tions since I am not familiar with other institutions that offer

2-year degrees. From talking with those who attend PVCC, I have
been_ favorably impressed with what they: tell me about some

courses and not so impressed with what. they say: about other

courses. Since [the graduate's] job requires little writing or

speaking in front of others, I find it difficult to evaluate
those things.

S o I S = G G S R D G T G S e S S CID G A Wy e G G P T G T G D G G D D . W T S G G G S R G S G S . G 5 - - -

o o — i — W —a— e — -
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RE: Occupational education/training

The student in commercial art, and for that matter, photography,
should receive many more business related problems. Your design

theory fundamentals are fine; as are your drafting courses: __

However, what about techniques and equipment? You should also
build your students up to showing portfolios that will push an
Art Director's button, and so students can compete with other job

candidates: That means teaching them presentation technlques'

G B . > G S S G = S P D G G G VIR VIS G I T G D G D G G G G S G S TP S S G B S S T I G S WA, T G O G O Sy S > s =

(This graduate] has been a valuable asset to our staff. Her
strongest point is her ability to adapt to new and changlng

expectations of the unit.

[Her] personallty and perseverance, I thlnk are mostly
responsible for the type of nurse she has become.

D W G S S S S S I S G T G G I I G G D e D e S T G G I G S . S S e W S G D G T SIS G G I G G =

I haven't any other similar employees so no basis for comparison.
Frankly, I think your gquestions relate too much to personal

qualities rather than education.

-— 29 --=
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(entry level leadershlp position). She has developed strong
clinical skills and demonstrates an ability to teach.._  She

remains self- dlrected and constantly seeks avenues for im-

provement/growth. - She is currently pursuing her BSN on a partner
ba51s through addltlonal courses. at PvcCc. She speaks hlghly of

tion at Pvee. She demonstrates "adult learning opportunﬁtles/ex-

periences" at its best.

records management programsr They are excellent. employees, as is

[this PVCC graduate] Therefore the ratings appear average. I

am very impressed with [this PVCC graduate's] skills and could
not ask for more interest and enthusiasm for the job performed.

(Thls graduate's} employment had no relatlonshlp to the program
she was enrolled in. She was an employee before she becane a
student.
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PARTICIPATING EMPLOYERS
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LESE—QE—PAR@!CIPéilﬁﬂgEMPLOYER ORGANIZATLONS

A-Systems, Inc.w

Albemarle Bank & Trust COmpany
Buckingham Correctional Center
Charlottesville Police Department
Colonial Pipeline_Company

Comdial Corporation (3)
Computerland -

David C. Wilson HOSpltal

Domino's Pizza. -

Farmer's Home. Administratien
Honeywell Inc.

King's Daughter Hospltal (2)
Martha Jefferson Hospital (3)

Ovenaire Audie -Carpenter:

Rocklngham Memorlal Hospltal

Southside Rehabilitation, Inc.

State Farm Insurance Company - -

The Cedars Nursing Home, Beverly Enterpr ise

Tiger Fuel Company . - - -

U. S. Army Forelgn Sc1ence & Technoiogy Center (2)
Unisys Corporatlcn (3)

University of Vlrglnla, Security Office
University of Virginia Medical Center (10)
Unxﬁéféxiy of Virginia, Physical Plant (2) -

gnlver51ty of Vlrglnla, Children's Rehabilitation Center

University of Virginia, Blue Ridge Hospital
Vlrglnla Power. Company L

Western State Hospxtai (2)
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APPENDIX D:

SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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,omparlson tc other empioyees you hire at the same level and in
same capacity, John X. Doe, Jr. rates as:

EXCELLENT . GOOD. ~ AVERAGE  POOR N/A
(one of the (ggtter (about the (worse (not.
best ever) than sane as than appli-
777777777 most) most) most) cable)
inical 555
l1s -
Lity of
4 - _
1tii§ of
<
.F:Egd,ei; R
ird work
seration with
low workers ——
seration with
arvisors _
1 skills -
-ing skills o
iking skills . )
sarch skills _ .
ic skills ]
-omparison to similar institutions, PVCC rates as:
_EXCELLENT GOOD. ' AVERAGE  POOR N/A
(one of the (better (about the (worse (not_
best ever) than. same as than appli-=
most) most) most) cable)

Jpatlonal educa-
i/training _

aral
cation

sou parEiéiﬁaEé in PVCC'S éééﬁééééivé ééuéatiéﬁ program?

1ot are you 1nterested in léarnlng more about the program° _

ise usefphe Feverse. 51de af this page to make any written comments

think will be helpful to PVCC in evaluating the success of its
iemlc programs and graduates.

Thank you for your cooperation:
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March 9, 1987

Marketlng Division

The ABC Company.
1200 Main Street

anytown, VA 20000
Dear Employer:

___.last spring I conducted a graduate follow-up survey of Piedmont
Virginia Community College (PVCC) graduates of the class of 1984-85.
One of the graduates; John X. Doe; Jr.; indicated employment

with you as Marketing Research Assistant.

This graduate gave us permission to contact you for the purpose

Could you please take a few moments to. compiete this form and

part1c1pate in the employer survey? Your assistance will help us
improve our curricular offerings at the college.
I look forward to heafihg from you.

Sincerely,

Roga;dﬂg.,ﬁead

Director of Institutional Research
and Planning

encl




April 8, 1987

Marketing Division

The ABC Company

1200 Main Street

Anytown, VA 20000
Dear Employer:

Last sprlng I conducted a graduatef@oiiow-np survey of Piedmont

Vlrglnla Community College (PVCC) graduates of the class of 1984-85.
One of the graduates, John. X.—Doe, Jr., indicated employment

Thls graduate gave us permlsf1on to contact you for the purpose

of cenducting an annual employer survey, and I wrote you a month ago,
requesting that you complete a gquestionnaire. I still have not
received the completed@ questionnaire.

I am sending you another questlonnalre and hope that you wxii

take a few moments tc complete the form and participate in the employer
survey. _Your assistance will help us improve our curricular offerings
at the éaliééé;

If you have already returned a completed questlonnaxre, let neﬁﬁ
thank you for your cooperation. Otherwise, I look forward to hearing
from you.

Sincerely,

Ronald B Head : -
Director of Instltutlonal Research
and Planning

encl
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