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Survey Design

e Open from March 28 - April 14

e Comprised of 131 Questions
o Mixture of MCQs and text entry
o  Likert Scale (1-5) — Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree

o Logic-based survey flow, fewer mandatory questions to shorten

survey experience

e Completion prizes and raffle prizes as incentives to boost - -

participation
® Survey was accessible via QR codes,

across devices and across sessions



Overview




Participation by Degree

We received 1007 responses across all graduate programs and departments.

Professional Degree
0.2% M.S./Ph.D.

e Participation rates by academic
program:

1. M.S. (27.2%) Doctor of
2. M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D. (44.3%) T°ta'1r§8°7”5es Philosophy(Ph.D.)
’ 28.6%

e Professional Degree only takes up
0.2% of the total responses.

Master of Science(M.S.)
61.8%



Participation by Identity

12.4% of respondents identified as LGBTQ+.

Our survey respondents identified their gender as male (56.3%)
or female (39.6%), with 4.1% identifying as "Other."

Other
4.1%

Female No
39.6% 87.6%

Total responses

1,007

Total responses

1,007

Yes
12.4%

Male
56.3%

Gender LGBTQ+



Participation by Department

All departments are well-represented
in our survey, providing a diverse
range of responses.

The proportions of departments
closely resemble those from 2022.

Computer Science
19.50%

Industrial Engineering and Operations
Research
16.03%

Electrical Engineering
12.72%

Biomedical Engineering
12.06%

Applied Physics Chemical
and Applied Engineering
Mathematics 6.64%
7.04%

Civil Engineering
and Engineering
Mechanics
6.51%

Earth and Environmental Engineering
5.44%




Overall Satisfaction

Large majority of students are satisfied with overall experience in Columbia SEAS.

Strongly agree

21.9%

“\
Strongly
Disagree Disagree
75%
1.5%

Key statistics

e Satisfaction rate: 77%
e Dissatisfaction rate: 9%

e Majority of respondents felt positively about
their overall satisfaction at Columbia SEAS, with
21.9% strongly agreeing and 55.3% agreeing.

e 13.8% of respondents neither agreed nor
disagreed, while only a small proportion of
respondents disagreed (7.5%) or strongly
disagreed (1.5%) with their overall satisfaction.



Overall Satisfaction: 2023 vs 2022

The overall satisfaction has significantly improved compared to 2022.

Key Statistics

© WMost significant change happens in
“Strongly Agree” level. The proportion
sees a 51.4% percentage increase
compared to 2022.

©® Dissatisfaction (Disagree and Strongly
disagree combined) proportion decreased
27% compared to 2022.
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Satisfaction & Importance: 2023 vs 2022

Academics is still the most important aspect for students, while Library services is the most satisfactory.

Quadrant I: (to be maintained)
* Academics, Professional development

Quadrant II: (high priority)
* Mental health, Physical health, Student
life and academic advising

Quadrant lll: (to be improved)
* Career Placement Team, Housing,
Funding opportunities

Quadrant IV: (low priority)

* Social Life, Technology services and
support, Library, and Intercampus
shuttle / Via services

Importance level

4.8 1

4.6 1

4.4 -

42 4---

4.0

3.8 1

3.6

Q2 Q1

Academics

_,:_Professional development
Mental health
(HLhysical health
Student life and academic advising

Career Placement Team Social life
“Funding opportunities =
Aibrary services

<Housin @ - >
@ 9 “Technology services and support

dntercampus shuttle/Via Service

Q3 Q4

3.0

3.2 3.4 3.6 3.8 4.0 4.2 4.4
Satisfaction level
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Satisfaction & Importance 2023 vs 2022

Progression are made in areas that students think are important.

@ For Academics, both Satisfaction and
Importance level increased among
students in 2023.

A similar pattern is observed in
Funding opportunities and Mental
Health.

©® Housing becomes the least satisfied
sub-category, while also becoming
more important.

Importance Level %

4.7 e S SR SR 1
Year | Acadaiml I
- 2022 I ®® Aca emlcsI
W 2023 I I
4.5+
Professional development
5] Mental h% \
4.3 Career Placement Team ,Physical health
N
4.2 ‘ Student life and academic advising
/ Funding opportunities s Social life
4.1+ = .
Library services
_______ - [
4.0- 1 \ | |\
1 | Technology services and support
|
3.94 I
I_ _ _ _Housing ;@)
3.8
)
3.7 Intercampus shuttle/Via Service
3.0 31 3.2 3.3 34 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.9 4.0 4.1

Satisfaction Level #
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Overall Satisfaction by Degree

M.S./Ph.D. students are the most satisfied, and Ph.D. students are the least.

© 29% of M.S./Ph.D. students are more satisfied with their overall experience
compared to M.S. and Ph.D. students.

© Dissatisfaction rates are low across all three degrees (no more than 10%).

- ®

Doctor of
Philosophy
(Ph.D.)

M.S. Ieading:
to Ph.D.i

i e e o | e | mm o mm

Master of
Science

I
[

[

I

I

[

[

5% |

I

|

[

I

I

(M.S.) I

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
B strongly agree [l Agree [ Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree
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Satisfaction by Gender

Non-binary students’ dissatisfaction rate is significantly higher than male or female students.

© Non-binary students reported significantly higher dissatisfaction levels (29% vs 8%).

©® Male and Female students’ overall results are similar, with Male students being slightly more satisfied.

e - = === i-____ll

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B strongly agree [l Agree [ Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree
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Satisfaction by Department Breakdown

In APAM, CHEME and CS, M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D. students are more satisfied than M.S. students.

Applied Physics and
Applied Mathematics

M.S.

M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D.

Biomedical Engineering

M.S.

M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D.

Chemical Engineering

M.S.

M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D.

Civil Engineering and
Engineering Mechanics

M.S.

M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D.

Computer Science

M.S.

M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D.

Earth and Environmental

Engineering

M.S.

M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D.

Electrical Engineering

M.S.

M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D.

Industrial Engineering
and Operations Research

M.S.

M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D.

Mechanical Engineering

M.S.

M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D.

MS in Data Science

M.S.

B strongly agree [l Agree Ml Neither agree nor disagree

Strongly disagree

Departments with highest M.S.
students satisfaction rates:
1. Earth and Environmental
Engineering (95%)
2. Mechanical Engineering (91%)
3. MS in Data Science (83%)

Departments with highest M.S./Ph.D.
and Ph.D. students satisfaction rates:
4. Chemical Engineering (89%)
5. Mechanical Engineering (86%)
6. Computer Science (78%)
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Degree Programs




Academic Importance vs. Satisfaction By Department

Both academic satisfaction and importance levels increased for most departments.

@ Earth and Environmental
Engineering and Mechanical
Engineering departments saw a
surge in both academic satisfaction
level and importance levels.

8 out of 10 departments’/programs’
academic satisfaction levels and
importance levels increase.

Importance level

1 Earth and Environmental Engineering |

4.80- ear
2022
W 2023
Applied Physics and Applied Mathematics 4V | 0 o - -
4.75 I Mechanical Engineering |
| SR — -
4.707 Electrical Engineering
4.651 Civil Engineering and Engineering Mechanics
N i
y A Computer Science
MS in Data Science
4.60 / Chemical Engineering
) Industrial Engineering and Operations Research
Biomedical Engineering
4.55
3.4 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.2 4.3

Satisfaction level
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Importance of Academic Features

Instruction and course content are the most important academic features for students.

Importance level

»

w

N

[

o

] 1" course Delivery Degree
| Course content I Method (In-Person =

| . requirements
1 vs. Hybrid)

r
I
|
1441 4.44 443' :
|

B Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) [ M.S. leading to Ph.D.

444 443 438

1 - L 4.06
|| i3” 387383

Supplementary

Instruction .
educational tools

© Instruction and course content are
perceived the most important
.05 academic features among student

" 3.82 3.85
from all three programs.

Master of Science (M.S.)

Overall ranking

Course content (4.42)
Instruction (4.40)

Course Delivery Method (4.11)
Degree requirements (3.98)
Supplementary educational
Tools (3.97)

ok wnNE
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Satisfaction with Program Resources

The distribution of department of our response represent the whole student base well.

Center for Teaching and
Learning (CTL)

Counseling Psychological
Services (CPS) Walk-In
hours

| Department
| administration

Graduate Career Placement

(GCP) Team E 7% 2

International Students and
Scholars Office (1SSO)

Office of Engineering
Student Affairs

o Ombuds Office 15%

and Leadership (PDL)

Program
________ o e e e e o e e

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

M strongly agree [l Somewhat agree [l Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat disagree = Strongly disagree Unaware of this resource

@ PDL Program, Department
administration and Departmental
advisors are students’ most
familiar and satisfied program
resources.

38% of the students are unaware
of Ombuds Office.

27% are unaware of Center for
Teaching and Learning.
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CTL awareness Breakdown

Students who are unaware of CTL are mostly students who haven’t TAed before

Program:

M.S./Ph.D. )

o 10 20 30 4 s e 70 80 9 100 - Students have TAed before (22.2%)
- Students who haven’t TAed before
TAed before: (31.6%)

- M.S. students (27.6%)
- M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D. (26.3%)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Aware of this resource Unaware of this resource




GCP awareness Breakdown

More M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D. students are unaware of Graduate Career Placement resources.

Unaware rates
vs [ - - s students (9.48%)
e T - T o e P studens
and Ph.D. (28.7%)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

B Aware of this resource Unaware of this resource




Satisfaction with Program Resources By Degree

The overall difference between three programs is little.

N : <o Il Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.)
Al — B 5. leading to Ph.D.
Learning (CTL)
] 3.66 B Waster of Science (M.S)
Counseling N : 55
Psychological Services | : <7
(CPS) Walk-in hours | .63
I - <

Depart t
admiristration — B4 @ M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D. students are more
Eee——— -~ ©

“EX satisfied with their Departmental
Departmental advisor 3.79 | H
—r il advisors.

¥
e I - <7
Placement (GCP) Team .

I — 15 ©® M.S. students are more satisfied with the
International Students | RGN = <o PDL program.
and Scholars Office [ 3 50
(1550) ] 367

I ;50
B O N =7
Student Affairs :

I 376

I ;5
ombudsoffice I ;.4

B

Professional 3.42 1
Development and 3.55 1
Leadership (PDL) Progr.. 3.85 |

0 1 2 3 4

Satisfaction level
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Satisfaction with Teaching Quality By Department

I am satisfied with the instructor’s teaching quality in...

B Al of my classes [ | Nearly all of my classes [l Some of my classes Few of my classes None of my classes
Applied Physics and

Applied Mathematics

20%

44% 19%

Biomedical Engineering 14%

Chemical Engineering

Civil Engineering and
Engineering Mechanics

Computer Science

Earth and Environmental
Engineering

Electrical Engineering

Industrial Engineering
and Operations Research

Mechanical Engineering

20%

MS in Data Science 30%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

100%

No department shows a significant
lack of teaching quality.

Top 4 departments by teaching quality:
1. Earth and Environmental Engineering
(78%)
2. Chemical Engineering (71%)
3. Computer Science (70%)
4. Mechanical Engineering (69%)
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Satisfaction with Classes and Academics By Department

Applied Physics and Applied Q1 I — The availability of courses to satisfy degree requirements was satisfactory

Mathematics o) e — My degree requirements allowed me to take enough elective courses to tailor my education
I 43 — There was a wide selection of elective courses available

Biomedical Engineering Q1 I —

o B
Q3 I

Chemical Engineering o —
o
Q3 [

Civil Engineering and Q1 I
Engineering Mechanics Q2 I

Q3 I -
Computer Science Q1 I

S —————
Q1 N S —
o

Q3

Electrical Engineering Ql I
Q2 I
Q3 I
Industrial Engineering and Q1 [
Operations Research Q2 I
Q: I

Mechanical Engineering Q1 I
Q2 I ——
cHEHEEE-eeea 3z

MS in Data Science Q1 I
Q2 I
ol

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

[ Strongly agree B Ssomewhat agree Il Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree

Highest satisfaction rate according to:

* Availability of courses to satisfy degree requirements
1. Industrial Engineering and Operations Research (78%)
2. Chemical Engineering (73%)
3. MS in Data Science (72%)

The availability of courses to satisfy degree requirements was satisfactory

vy 2EELRS Fenuitemants.allowing taking eneugh alectives.on

herk waCIVILERBINGRKINGANA Fnginggring Mechanics (76%)
2. Chemical Engineering (71%)

3. Electrical Engineering (71%)
4. Industrial Engineering and Operations Research (71%)

* Wide selection of elective courses
1. Civil Engineering and Engineering Mechanics (80%)
2. Industrial Engineering and Operations Research (76%)
3. Chemical Engineering (68%)



Satisfaction with Canvas Features

Students are the least satisfied with chat and discussion page features of Canvas.

Access to course 56% 31% 8% 3%
materials 0 :
Assignment

0 0, )0/
submissions 56% 32% 9%

Most satisfied:

EE 4 - Y ecess to course matoral 8
Chat 21% 22% 25% 11% 7% 15% .
2. Access to course materials (87%)
3.

Course announcement (83%)

Course
announcements

1. Chat (18%, and 15% are unaware)

— . . o 2. Education Discussion pages (12%,
and 10% are unaware)

34% 11% 3%

S
e
>

Mobile access
(Canvas app)

N
]
ES

Video Library 48% 31% 12% 3% 3%

1 1 1 1 ¢ 1 1 1 1 1 1
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
B Strongly agree B Ssomewhat agree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat disagree  Strongly disagree Unaware of this feature
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Feedback about Canvas

«  “Assignment submission can be made better.”

« “l think we should remove the 24 hours time
limit/Duo thing (change it to a week or two weeks)”

« “l'think that it provides so many different tools to
communicate with each other that at some point it is
already too much. So it would be better to only work
with one communication.”

How do the comments sound overall?

Positive Neutral |
45% 23%

accesseverYeven video “=rsee know
s Y = A sSUbMISS10n:
ey EM ’g website.. _F
o= ) g
4('6:_8 l i l po etimes e S S Qer
& goma <E‘W€ classesUSEd

~ 1 & €5 p =1

< @page - il G

ing

L syl?pqs platform* reall

Ca SS ****** g nme yt

ssssssss i materlal

quffaerg? S%gpfcu)l o emallfe a t U
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Satisfaction with SSOL Features

Academic
certification
requests

4% 3% 13%

Accounts and 14% 7% 7%
billing
Course
registration

Deactivate or
Lost or Stolen
Columbia ID

23%

Degree Audit

v
Report 5% 4% 19%

FlexAccount and

Dining Dollars 2

Student

Schedule 19% 5% 4% 7%

Transcript

requests 20% 5% 4% 6%

Vergil Course

Planning 20% 7% 6% 5%

Waitlist 29% 33% 17% 10% 9%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

[ ] Strongly agree M somewhat agree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree

No SSOL feature has high dissatisfaction rate.
Students are unaware of many features.

Most satisfied features:
Course registration (72%)
Accounts and billing (71%)
Student schedule (65%)
Transcript Request (65%)

BN =

Most dissatisfied feature:
*  Waitlist (19%)

Students are unaware of:
1. Flex account and dining dollar (24%)
2. Deactivation or lost or stolen
Columbia ID (23%)
3. Degree audit report (19%)

Unaware of this feature
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Feedback about SSOL .

Registration
» “Registration happens in SSOL but there is very little
course information there. Schedule planning happens in
Vergil but that also is missing most course descriptions. “

How do the comments sound overall?

Interface Positive

* “Great system, maybe could use some aesthetic/visual

updates.” é selection option - integration took month © next descr lgilolgolr; ijgxceml

: deir:;ollmen( search 1ook needro e usuallypylletin confusin
-"- @émmg position E nlce Calers]ysdeé r
VEL Heg .
Billing et i Eh?,v%/ 3= l
* “lthink it would be nicer to NOT have to download a pdf = Rl B N D < X mmg

to see the account summary for my bills in SSOL. semestersS ¢ h d r_d

enroll ‘eCurrent M klvel use ,,,,,,,,,,,

Displaying it right away would be better. “
mmglstratl

* “Billing is confusing when rent and tuition are being =~ degree LIy s muche o o7

NeWwsa;
lumped together, it is not clear what the department dln}ng W t ll S t

AAAAAAAAAA

needs to pay and what | need to pay.”
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Academics

Academic Integrity




Code of Honor

Passed in 2014 by the Committee on Instruction, EGSC and ESC:

“We, the engineering graduate students of Columbia University, pledge to
uphold the values of integrity, honesty, and dignity in the pursuit of common
scholastic goals, both at Columbia and beyond.”

When are Students Taught about the Code of Honor?

— SEAS_GSA_OT_2021_3

Introduced to incoming students at Orientation
SEAS Mandatory Orientation Tutorials A21-S22 a
All students required to complete Academic Integrity k

Module online
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Perception of Academic Integrity Policies

1.0

0.9 A

0.8 -

Q:7

0.6 -

0.5 -

0.4 -

0.3 -

0.2 A

0.1 -

0.0

2022
0.89 09 . 2023
B8 0.8 0.81
0.71
Students believe that
Academic Integrity policies are
better enforced and followed
relative to past years
Policies are clearly Policies are Policies are
communicated enforced followed by peers
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Academic Integrity Violations

27.3% students became aware of an academic integrity violation.

Did not report
70.6%
*compared to 64% in 2022.

Reported to the Office of
Engineering Student Affairs
1.2%

Reported to both
TA and Instructor
4.0%

Reported to
Instructor/Professor
10.7%

Reported to TA

13.5%
34



Academic Integrity Violations .

70% students that became aware of an academic integrity violation did not report them. Why?

Uncertain of
confidentiality

Thought the violation 13.9%

was not severe
15.0%

« “Didn't have enough

evidence.”
Didn’t want to report

classmate « “Didn’t wanna get involved.”
13.2%
« “I do not feel it to be
Did not know how - appropriate to reach out
© revrzglr:tEZE Other directly to the TA or
17.5% 3.0% Professor.”

« “l was afraid of potential
repercussions on my F-1 visa
status.”

Didn’t wanttoreport =~ TTTTTTTTTTTooooTTTooooTTooooooooes
friend
19.7%

Uncomfortable
approaching authority

17.7%
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Academic Integrity Violations

70% of 419 TAs became aware of academic integrity violations.
What are reasons that students

How were the violations handled? . . . .
might violate policies?

No action was taken
to my knowledge

33.3% Policy misunderstanding
29.4%

Student warned
by Professor
27.6%

Student was
warned by ESA
3.3%

-]

Classmates weren’t

Academic penalty reprimanded for the same Heavy workload

Student imposed by Professor 29.4% 41.1%
warned by TA 16.3%
19.5%
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Academic Integrity Comments

“In-class exams where students place phones in a box beforehand works well. ”

“linformed my TA and instructor about a time | saw students blatantly cheating on an exam
and they did nothing.”

“Get people to sign academic integrity policies every time they do homework/test.”

“Encourage professors to assign group work, which eliminates the benefit of some people
who are willing to cheat and work together even when it's not allowed.”

“Maybe for a course with heavy workload it would be adequate to provide additional teaching
support to prevent any violations.”

“Graders evaluating assignments should be more stricter.”

“The instructors make the punishments clear at the beginning of the course, and they remind
the class before exams.”
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Satisfaction with EGSC and ESA Events

Majority of students enjoy the student life events hosted by EGSC and ESA.

Entertainment (Sports

games, AMC movie 26% 5% 2%
nights, etc.)
Events organized by
student groups (AMPS, 29% 4% 3%

CEEM GSC, etc.)

Interschool events
(Festifall, Mel’s Burger
Bar Mixer, Poker Night,

etc.)

4% 2%

Off-Campus socials (Boat
Cruise, Rooftop socials,
Amity Hall Events, etc.)

3% 2%

On-campus gatherings
(Carleton Commons
socials, watching sports
games, etc.)

5% 2%

Organized sporting
activities (Bowling, ice
skating, ski trips, etc.)

5% 2%

Performance Arts
(Broadway Shows,
ballet, opera, NY
Philharmonic, etc.)

Themed social events i i
(Harry Potter Trivia
MR R = B
etc.)

47% 28% 20% 4%2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

W strongly agree [l Agree [ Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

Most satisfied EGSC & ESA events:
1. Off-campus socials (76%)

2. Performance arts (75%)

3. On-campus gathering (70%)

4. Organized sporting activities (70%)
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Satisfaction with Community Building Efforts

Students are generally satisfied with the number of social events and programs offered by SEAS. However, the
capacity and pricing of tickets for these events were reported to be sources of dissatisfaction among students.

Capacity/number of
tickets available for 17% 28% 18% 13%
EGSC/ESA events

Diversity of social
events and programs
within SEAS

3%

Diversity of student

groups within SEAS 4%

Number of social events
and programs within
SEAS

7%

Pricing of tickets for e e
EGSC/ESA events @ 0 29 12% 5%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

[ | Strongly agree [l Agree [ Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree
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Event Promotions

Students primarily keep up with events from ESA emails, followed by EGSC Newsletter.

ESA Emails
21.88%

EGSC Newsletters
19.17%

Google Calendar
13.37%

ESA Newsletters
10.58%

Whatsapp
4.48%

Instagram
9.83%

Facebook
2.52%

EGSC Twitter feed
website/ 0.90%

Facebook
1.58%
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Student Life - Feedback .

Social events: Orientation:

*  “Always happy to have even more of them!” *  “More events (e.g., dinners, socials, ice-skating, etc.) to

B get to know others in the same program.”
*  “The events have been very fun! Overall | am

pleased. Would be nice to see additional *  “Cut all-SEAS orientation down to 20 minutes except
events for just PhD students to meet.” resource specific stuff, it was a big waste of time.”

* “Some EGSC events sell out way too fast. | wish “More team-building and interactive sessions,

there was a way to prioritize giving tickets to especially ones to connect with students. Maybe
students who have not attended any event so breakout sessions.”
far”

* “Help introduce students to finding housing in NYC
*  “More social events that are (before orientation).”

cross-departmental.” Y , _
*  “More social events outside of the day as students

don't have class rather than having the department
wide social events once classes start ex. Carl[e]ton
commons.”
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Diversity,
Equity, and
Inclusion (DEI)




SEAS’s DEIl initiative

In the Summer of 2021, SEAS released a Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion
Commission Report, which worked to identify challenges and opportunities
in DEI. Commission members advocated for strengthening the pipeline for
student and faculty recruitment, prioritizing a welcoming culture and

climate, particularly for women, Underrepresented Minorities(URM’s), and // = § Q;’
those from diverse cultures, as well as integrating DEI into research, teaching, [ | 5 ﬁ G}—Q \ MM
C Q ?\ | =
and innovation.
\ / N
— © (lumbin UpivergTly
An Assistant Dean of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (Dean Shavonna
Hinton), was hired to lead the implementation of action plan objectives oy
through the Office of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion. %SAAGE ﬂ§TE|\/|

SSSSSSSSS
AAAAAAAAAAAAA
EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

This Office was established with a mission to work with our stakeholders to
promote a culture where members of the Columbia Engineering community,
past and present, feel empowered to exist as they are by cultivating an

environment where all perspectives and identities are championed.
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Familiarity with SEAS’s DEI initiatve

Under-Represented Minority (URM) students represent 5.2% of all students in our survey.

URM vs Not URM:

URM B 15% 21% 38%
_ For all students:

0% 10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100% e >50% are unfamiliar
or slightly familiar
URM Breakdown

o e <25% are extremely

ack or

. R 9% 18% } 18% 45% ope

African-American _ or very familiar
Hispanic/Latinx &2 13% 23% 32%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Extremely familiar [l Very familiar Bl Moderately familiar [ Slightly familiar | Not familiar at all
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Satisfaction with progression towards SEAS’s DEI goals breakdown

Non-binary and URM respondents are the least satisfied with progress on SEAS’s DEI goals.

Assess progress at all levels in
accountability and achieving the
DEI mission

Create and adopt best practices
in retention, mentoring, and
advancement of faculty,
students, and staff

Integrate DEI considerations
into engineering research,
education, and innovation

Proactively recruit traditionally
URM (Underrepresented
Minority) students and faculty
to Columbia Engineering

Raise visibility, enhance
community engagement, and
build awareness that DEl is
central to the school mission

Recognize and incentivize DEI
efforts at Columbia Engineering

Female
Male
Other
Female
Male
Other
Female
Male
Other
Female
Male
Other
Female
Male
Other
Female
Male
Other

By gender

14% 27% 9%
18% 26% 5%
5% 23% 18% 8%
12% 32% 8% 5%
T
S
o
19% 25% 5% 3%
10% 20% 12% 12%
15% 28% 9% 3%
17% 28% 4%
7% 20% 17% 5%
o an
19% 27% 5%
0%
IR e s
15% 15% 20% 10%
i ] ] i i i i ] . i i
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Extremely satisfied [ll Somewhat satisfied [l Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Black or African-American
Hispanic/Latinx

Not URM

Black or African-American
Hispanic/Latinx

Not URM

Black or African-American
Hispanic/Latinx

Not URM

Black or African-American
Hispanic/Latinx

Not URM

Black or African-American
Hispanic/Latinx

Not URM

Black or African-American
Hispanic/Latinx

Not URM

Somewhat dissatisfied

By ethnicity

o o
17% 13% 17% 10%
o
14% 9% 23% 23%
13% 30% 10% 10%
16% 31% 7%
son 1o
10% 28% 14% 10%
17% 26% 6% 3%
9% 18% 14% 23%
wh
16% 28% 6%
9% 18% 14% 23%
17% 20% 13% 13%

18% 28% 7% 3%

52 9%
17% 21% 24% 7%
17% 27% 6%
i i ] ] ] i 1 i | ] i
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Extremely dissatisfied
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Satisfaction with efforts made breakdown

Non-binary, and Black or African-American respondents are least satisfied with DEI efforts.

Communications and sharing of
resources and best practices to enrich
the knowledge of DEI (e.g. Newsletter,
Department Communications, Student
Stories/Features)

Department efforts towards enriching
the experiences of diverse students? (e.g.
Mentorship, Peer-Peer Engagement,
Career Development)

Department efforts towards fostering a
diverse and inclusive culture? (e.g.
Supporting Affinity Groups, Cultural
Celebrations)

School-level programs designed to
engage diverse populations of students
(e.g. EGSC Programs, Student Supported
Initiatives, SURE Fellow Mentors)

By gender

Male
Female
Other
Male
Female
Other
Male
Female
Other
Male
Female

Other

23%

15%

7% 4%

15%

7% 4%

24% 7% 17%

12%

40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percentage

0% 10% 20% 30%

B Extremely satisfied [ll Somewhat satisfied [l Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

By ethnicity
Black or African-American

32%

27%

19% 6% 10%

Hispanic/Latinx

Not URM

Black or African-American 27% 27%
Hispanic/Latinx 19% 32% 10%  13%
Black or African-American 14% 14% 18% 18%

6% 10%

Hispanic/Latinx 42%

Not URM 31%

26%

23%

19%

Hispanic/Latinx

31%

21%

Not URM

i i ] ' i i i i i i i
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 9S0% 100%

Percentage

Somewhat dissatisfied Extremely dissatisfied
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| feel ...

Non-binary, and Black or African-American respondents felt least comfortable, valued, and welcomed

| feel comfortable expressing my Male

views, opinions, and beliefs at
Columbia Engineering

| feel like | can openly and safely
express my opinions on
DEl-related matters at Columbia
Engineering.

| feel valued as a student at
Columbia Engineering

| feel valued by the people |
interact with at Columbia
Engineering (e.g. Faculty, Staff,
Peers)

I have found one or more
communities or groups where |
feel welcomed and belonged at
Columbia Engineering.

Female
Other
Male
Female
Other
Male
Female
Other
Male
Female
Other
Male
Female

Other

31% 38% 6% 4% Black or African-American
3% Hispanic/Lating
17% 32% 17% 15% Not URM
27% 34% 7% 4% Black or African-American
30% 33% 7% 4% Hispanic/Latinx
15% 32% 12% 12% Not URM
29% 33% 22 11% 4% Black or African-American
7% 22% 2 24% 20% Not URM
33% 40% 5% 3% Black or African-American
31% 37% 6% 4% Hispanic/Latinx
15% 22% 15% 15% Not URM
30% 34% 5% Black or African-American
28% 37% 7% 4% Hispanic/Latinx
IO% 10I% 201% 30‘% 40I% 50.% Gol% 70I% BOI% 90I% 10(I)%
Percentage

M Extremely satisfied [ll Somewhat satisfied [l Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied

By ethnicity

18% 18% 27% 14%
35% 29% 10% 6%
32% 37% 6% 4%
o
32% 23% < 10% 13%
28% 34% 7% 4%
e
32% 35% 1 13%
s
o
42% 26% 1 10%
31% 39% 6% 4%
o
42% 26% 6%
28% 35% 7%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Percentage

Extremely dissatisfied
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and Inclusion (DEI)
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PDL Participation

Over 75% of respondents have attended the PDL Program. Majority of the participants were M.S. students.

Yes
76.1%

M.S./Ph.D.
5.9%

M.S.
77.8%
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PDL Participation by Degree

>97% M.S. students participated in PDL, compared to 53.3% M.S./Ph.D., and 58.3% Ph.D. students.

Yes
53.3%

Yes
97.5%

Yes
58.3%

No
41.7% 46.7%

No
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PDL Module Satisfaction

M.S. students have overall higher satisfaction rate on the Elective Modules.

M.S. Core Modules 7% 5%

Elective Modules 6% 4%

M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D. Elective Modules 8% 6%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

[ | Strongly agree [l Agree I Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree
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PDL Feedback

* “lwish there were a wider selection of technical PDL
sessions, such as those focused on improving coding skills or
certain skillsets like website building or data analysis that are

. N . ” How do the comments sound overall?
important but aren't quite covered in classes.

Positive Neutral

30% 35%

* “l'wish there was a PDL session on job opportunities in
engineering in NYC specifically. Particularly for technical roles P 6 waste help rS

ontine
l orkin,

see never

1 . . . . ” = § cafF largely
that aren't as obvious (i.e. not finance or banking). % m?‘”)l/ AV &= Tt Thime
i iR ] E
u . . . _ o.5, !zelnngelectlve sema,tégfc 'S Udpent
. | have often missed PDL sessions that | am interested in due .~ T g— e
q g Setvart in speakekrlid i % feam ; 1d g
to time conflicts, but there are many interesting sessions that =~ . - {2 need ‘{i E
SUfflce o 3 gl atrelkae communicagion lve ) mternatlonal st%dent gi core One giérét
B o A1y = admeuseful
j ceable especlally held E; £ do‘n Ql ulday
e tPhDsa o useless l « Some"“l:'i g eat
* “The PDL class selection/ registration system (app) was hard ok j b e equiras p‘eopA%
tO Use." SFreren = l d esday cover lett[r]already p T e onal department feel ;e:i
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Skills Developed at SEAS

Most student feel they developed both proficiency and expertise in their field.

Facilitating
conversations and 32% 39% 1% 6% 3%
discussions

Interacting with

rofessional . . . .
st 1. Proficiency and expertise in my
i N o s

Leadership skills

%t 2. Keeping up with latest advances in

8%
Non-technical my fleld (75%)
e [ U 30 Technical writing skills (72%)
p,esentaﬁonskn.s .. 4. Facilitating conversations and

Proficiency and
expertise in my
field

discussions (71%)
Presentation skills (71%)

&
&)

Speaking to a large

audience 8% 4%
Technical writing LeaSt agreed on:
il 2% ao% 1% % 3% 1 Non-technical writing skills (54%)

Time management 31% 38% 4 6% 3% 2- |nteraCtIng W|th |ndustry
professionals (56%)

Working in a team 30% 40% 6% 3%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

[ | Strongly agree [l Agree [ Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree 59



Student Job Search

Alumni networking events 23% 26% 14% 7%

Company Information
Seminars

Department o o
administration 18% 23% A% 0%
© 70% of the student leveraged

job search, significantly more

Faculty 23% 27% 14% 8%
than all other resources.
Graduate Career Placement
(GCP) Team/career 13% 1%
Placement Officers (CPOs)
= e == e e e = === === = = = =
0'-. ————————— i e i R

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

M strongly agree M Agree [ Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree
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Student Job Search Graduate Career Placement

Career Fairs 22% 25% 10%

Career Placement

Officers 17% 24% 11%
Career Workshops 18% 23% 10%
Employer EXPO s
GCP Employer e . o
Events = &
GCP website 14% 21% 12%
Individual
Counseling 18% 21% 8%
Sessions
Office hours 17% 22% 8%
VMock 19% 23% 11%
Weekly

16% 25% 12%

Newsletters

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

M strongly agree [l Agree [ Neither agree nor disagree || Disagree

11%

11%

10%

10%

11%

13%

10%

10%

11%

9%

90%

Strongly disagree

Most helpful:
1.  Career Fairs (47%)
2. Employer Expo (45%)
3.  VMock (42%)
4. Career Placement Officers (41%)
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Student Job Search - Outcomes

72.3% of respondents were
looking for a job/internship
or plan to look for one in
the near future.

Among these, 32% have
secured an offer.

Where did they find out about the role?

Company website
32.7%

Other
18.7%

Career fairs &
Employer Expos

6.1%
18.0% 6.5%

Personal contacts
and/or friends
18.0%

51% of these students found the role

through LinkedIn or the company’s website. o



Student Job Search

Other than traditional ways, students
also found jobs through...

Conference connections
Capstone project
Contacted by the company
Undergraduate college
Return offer

Independent research

" C3reere-Wor kin g

prOJectreferraIOnllne

grad  GSCuint:

fEllOWShlp Colloquium

connéctlonsAlready

postingindependent

; F a G researchOne
courseNetworklngI

ferUndergraduate m e t

: Conference .-

return

- B schOO1CEEM two

collegePr
funding
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Future Alumni Involvement

Are students willing to participate in online or in-person networking events after graduation? If not, why?

Strongly Agree
38.9%
Events are
Unappealing
51.7%

Somewhat
Agree
30%

Other
5.1%

Disagree

12.5% Relo;astlz; Unaware of
e Opportunities
17.8%

Neither Agree nor
Disagree
18.5%
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Career Placement & Networking - Feedback

«  “They should have both alums who are working in industry for very long period as well
who graduated recently to give us idea about the whole situation.”

« “The marketing of events is very shady and it serves only a few. ”
«  “More alumni networking events should be done in each department.”

« “It would be great to hold more alumni networking events on the same major so that
Students can get more advice on career.”

«  “There needs to be more than a weeks notice for students so they can adjust their
schedules and attend as many as possible.”

)

«  “lwould like more frequent alumni networking events for more periodic introduction.”

*  “Similarly alumni events don't usually have many people that are in my desired field.”
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Safety on Campus

Students feel safer on campus this year compared to 2022.

Strongly Agree
54.8%

Strongly Disagree
0.4%

N

' Somewhat Disagree
3.1%

Neither Agree
nor Disagree
8.8%
Somewhat Agree

32.9%

How is it compared to last year?

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree

-2.5% l

Disagree

-2.9%

Strongly disagree

-1.6%
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Health Services

30% students are unaware of Alice! services; 34% students find the new Engineering Wellness service satisfactory.

Medical services at

Columbia B 5% 9%
Alice! Organized
Engineering Wellness 4%3% 22%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

M strongly agree M somewhat agree [l Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat disagree = Strongly disagree Unaware of this feature



Use of Counseling and Psychological Services

No
75.3%

No need Too busy Unaware
49.70% 23.20% 9.43%

Unhelpful Long Wait Time
6.44% 5.24%

Embarrassment
4.19%

Unaware of
confidentiality
1.80%

— 1
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Health Services - Feedback .

Insurance:
*  “Would really love dental insurance - had a bad toothache for a © SHECEY - UL 2ET
week but didn't go check it out.” dent l rEfe [ ra l

vision
new Lexaprotake

t l See ,,,,, lot 2
* “The health insurance is pretty good, the dental insurance is awful cover : u d € n t
SeerCE lthn d d“(
for the price. It’s cheaper for me to pay out of pocket when | visit Wantone ee = .

my family than it is for the Columbia plan.” 8 o ot >3

international students L g {U longschool %

* “The health insurance is pretty good, the dental insurance is awful d p p O1n t m el teven a?

. ’ . .. Mman vall@ble """"""""" $l(: r'eg;zﬁ

for the price. It’s cheaper for me to pay out of pocket when | visit exlen S 1\fe p d —
my family than it is for the Columbia plan.” P I e A ﬂe@’d octorie

Health Services:

e  “Currently CPS only offers treatment/visits on a regular basis if you have a diagnosis / it's determined that you
require treatment. It would be nice if they had the ability to offer visits on a regular basis for anyone that
wants that. | believe this is offered at other institutions”

* “Tried to schedule an appointment online one time but | couldn't figure it out on the health portal so | didn't
have an appointment.”

* “The referral program needs to be improved. It's a frustrating middle man for getting healthcare.”

* “Please allow us to have physician and yearly physical.” A



Health & Safety
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Library Use

77% of all students use libraries at least once a week.

Avery Architectural Never

& Fine Arts Library 28% =

B At least once a week
Business and
Economics Library 55% 45%
in Uris Hall

Most used libraries:
1. Butler Library,
2. Science and
Engineering Library
°t“e'”f;§;‘:;f:;§ Lo o 3. Business and
Economics Library

Butler Library 63% 37%

Non-University

libraries 4726 Son

Science and
in the Northwest ..

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

74



Library Use breakdown

On average students use libraries 3.87 times per week and go to 2.44 different libraries.

Avery Architectural | Once aweek
: : 5% 5%
& Fine Arts Library . 2-3times a week
Business and B 4-6 times a week
Economics Library 13% ‘ .
in Uris Hall . Daily
Butler Library 11%

Non-University
libraries

Other University

0
libraries b

| |
o

Science and
Engineering Library 10%
in the Northwest ..

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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NoCo Library - resources

Most helpful resources are individual and group study spaces, printing and scanning facilities,
and convenient hours of operation.

Computer terminal 29% 27% 6% 4%

Group study and/or

workspace 6% 3%

Hours of operation 3%
Individual study 2%
and/or workspace 3%
Printing and oo, 0 v

scanning facilities ° =36 : 3%
Reference ) 0
materials 25% 22% 6% 4%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B strongly agree [ Agree [ Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree
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Library Feedback

Space
* “Wish there was more group study space and MUCH better How do the comments sound overall?

communication about where the group study spaces are”

Positive Neutral

21% 59%
Time
* “Would be nice if science and engineering library was also : SitP]lease8rOUPgreatq)
oreve bathroomi individual enough L
24/7” %
«  “Libraries should be kept open 24 hours.” | — 50
O S INT- N g
‘ | 3 ..U
Facilities Z ‘le & g

Icome

O_
e
o

*  “The outlets in the science and engineering library are poorly
designed for laptop chargers and the wifi in Uris is often bad”
*  “More tables and sitting spaces please!! More working outlets SClenceBette'

workin e
ol K q ,
charging, .cume wWish T

NgLNeer1ng:

inited *'=<water

possible

® poorly

o
Y
=

III

for charging devices!!
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Facilities Satisfaction

Most facilities have satisfaction rates >65%.

Computer Lab at the

Engineering Terrace 251/252 32% 30% 30% 6% 3%

Coverage of wireless internet

in Mudd and CEPSR B 4% 2%
pepartment Iounge e e >
Flevatorsin udd bu“ding _ o =% o
Overall cleanliness of
12% 4%2%

classrooms

Quality and maintenance of
equipment in shared labs 35% 33% 25% 4% 4%
(example: Mechatronics lab)

Quality of technical support

provided by CUIT 35% 31% 23% 7% 4%

Speed of wired internet in

Mudd and CEPSR AR 35% 17% 24%2%

Speed of wireless internet in

Mudd and CEPSR 2% 37% 13% 5% 3%

University Gym 24% 24% 19% 13% 21%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

M strongly agree [l Agree [ Neither agree nor disagree || Disagree | Strongly disagree

Most satisfied facilities:

1. Cleanliness of classroom (82%)

2. Coverage of WIFI in Mudd and
CEPSR (82%)

3. Speed of wireless internet (79%)

Most dissatisfied facilities:
1. University Gym (34%)
2. Availability of
group study space (23%)
3. Availability of reservable
student group space (23%)
4. Elevators in Mudd (21%)




Facilities Satisfaction (continued)

Accessibility of Mudd on the

Strongly disagree
weekends

30% 32% 9% 8%
Disagree
[ Neither agree nor disagree
B Agree
Availability of engineering . Strongly agree
specific software in 35% 32% 23% 7% 4%
libraries/computer labs

Availability of advanced

9 0
computing resources S 32% 9% 5%

Availability of engineering
specific software that can be 31% 31% 11% 8%
installed on your personal co..

Availability of group study

0, 0, 9
space 28% 30% 18 14% 9%
Availability of reservable o i _ e 105
student group space » > :
Availability of transportation
to the CUIMC campus on the 30% 27% 29% 8% 6%
weekends
Carleton Commons 29% 33% 24% 8% 5%
Cleanliness of laboratory and ’
38% 36% 159 7% 4%

office space

Columbia Makerspace 36% 31% 3%2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100% 79



Facilities







Residence Location

35.5% of students live in

64.5% of students live Off-Campus Columbia Residential Housing
M.S. M.S.
78.7% 52.7%

M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D.
21.3%

M.S./Ph.D. and Ph.D.
47.3%
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Columbia Residential Satisfaction

56.2% of M.S. students think Columbia Residential
was helpful in resolving housing issues.

Strongly Agree
32.7%

Somewhat Never faced
Agree an issue
23.6% 3.6%

Strongly
Neither Agree Disagree
nor Disagree e 14.5%
10.9% Somewhat
Disagree
14.5%

Strongly Agree
22.3%

Somewhat

Agree

38.7% Never faced
anissue
8.8%

Neither Agree — SDti;C;gi\;

nor Disagree Somewhat g 49
11.3% Disagree
10.5%

62.4% of Ph.D. and M.S./Ph.D. students think Columbia
Residential was helpful in resolving housing issue.
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Residential Management Satisfaction

35.5% of students live in Columbia Residential Housing.

Accessibility/Disability 13%
Apartment i
renovations
Building maintenance Most sat|5f|Ed:

(regular cleaning, 9% T

intercoms, elevators, .. 1. BU|Id|ng super (77%)
. . 2. Building maintenance (68%)
Building Security 5% 5%
3. Internet (64%)

Helpfulness of building o

superintendent

N Most dissatisfied:
B st 3% 2. Rent (36%)
3. Laundry service (35%)

Laundry services 14%
4. Internet (21%)
Quality of Internet
Service 11% 8%
Rent 20% 14%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

[l strongly agree [l Somewhat agree [l Neither agree nor disagree || Somewhat disagree ~ Strongly disagree Amenity unavailable
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Off-Campus Housing Assistance (OCHA)

Unaware of
this service

23.3%

ti?:seel:ffi Among the 47.8% of students who

47.8% have used OCHA service, 35% of
Did not use students agreed it was helpful.

this service
28.9%
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Housing Comments .

Off-Campus Housing

*  “There could be more resources regarding off-campus
housing, specifically about navigating brokers and apartment How do the comments sound overall?

”
rentals. Positive

*  “Students who live away from campus should be provided

Neutral

with free subway access.”

On-Campus Columbia Housing

*  “The housing selection process is pretty stressful and long,

especially for couples' housing.”

*  “Housing is great! It is not very clean though, and it used to

“need

service

11ve

be sooo clean when | moved in though (Hugo was our
amazing cleaner, but | guess they promoted him and he’s no
longer here).”
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Dean Dean Dean Mak
Chang lyengar (Student
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Programs)




