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PROTOCOL FOR DATA USE

CANADIAN UNIVERSITY SURVEY CONSORTIUM (CUSC)

Members of the consortium are bound by the follgypnotocol for the control of survey data.

It was agreed by the participants that data aresdveollectively and will be distributed only by
collective agreement.

1. The purpose of the survey is to produce data tilbalow participating institutions to
assess their programs and services. Comparison®thier institutions are made to assist
in these assessments. Ranking of institutionstismdself, a purpose of the survey.

2. The survey data are owned collectively by the pignditing institutions.

3. The report that has been prepared may be reprogunckdistributed freely on the
campuses of participating institutions. Howeveg atthe institutional code key is
restricted to members of the steering committeesamibr administration at the various
campuses on a confidential basis.

4, Institutions will receive a data package that idelsi data for all participating institutions,
along with the institutional identifiers, so thgipaopriate institutional comparisons can
be made by each institution. This must be donevayathat protects the confidentiality
of the institutional identities and respects theddie right of each institution to decide
what portions of its data should be disclosed.

5. Rankings may not be used for institutional prommti@cruiting, or other public
dissemination. However, an institution’s mean rssuihe aggregate mean results, and
mean results for the comparable group of instigim the survey report may be used,
although the names of other institutions may natde.

6. Access to the aggregate data for research pespoay be granted to interested persons,
provided that the intended use is a legitimate;cmmmercial one, and the researcher is
qualified and agrees to acknowledge the ownershilpeodata by participating
universities and provide the consortium with a copgny report or publication that is
produced. Decisions on such requests will be mgdedubcommittee consisting of
Michael O’Sullivan, Dan Pletzer, Tim Rahilly, angrin Smith in consultation with
members of the full CUSC committee (all participgtinstitutions) in the case of
requests that seem problematic.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

This is the 18 cooperative study undertaken by the Canadian WsityeSurvey Consortium
(CUSC). Since 1996, the survey has run in a these-gycle, with different student populations
targeted each year: all undergraduates, first-yedergraduate students, and graduating
students. This year’s study presents the resultst@ments in their first year of university in
2010 and compares results to the last three sunfdyrst-year students, conducted in 2007,
2004, and 2001.

The 2010 survey involved 39 universities. To pgrate, universities provided PRA Inc. with
first names and email addresses for a random sashpleto 1,000 first-year students. Overall,
the response rate for the 2010 survey was 39%upnogl a sample of 12,488 students. The
response rate is lower than that for the 2007 C88@ey of First-Year Students (45%).

Profile of first-year students

According to the survey, the typical first-yeardstat is an 18-year-old, English-speaking
female. Overall, female students outnumber maléestis by almost two to one, which is similar
to results of past CUSC surveys of first-year stiisleAlthough female students are more
common in our sample, for the most part, the exper and attitudes of students are very
similar, regardless of gender.

Overall, 25% of students report being part of alesminority, 4% identify themselves as
Aboriginal people, and 7% of students self-reperhaving a disability.

In their first year of university, about half oligients (47%) continue to live with their parents
(or some other relative or guardian). Slightly mare living independently in either on-campus
housing (37%) or rented accommodations (14%). EEweang those who are not living on
campus, there appears to be a strong desire t0, @3 28% of those who do not live on campus
say they would if they had the opportunity. Regesdlof where students go to school, the vast
majority, about 9 in 10, stay in their home prowno attend university.

About 7 students in 10 report that their fathe®®r mother (71%) had completed at least
some post-secondary education. Slightly more thanlD students (14%) are first-generation
students; that is, neither their father nor theatimer took any post-secondary education.

Most students graduated from high school or CEGHRe same year they began their first year
of university. In other words, they went immedigtebm high school or CEGEP graduation to
university in the fall, as 80% of students gradddtem high school or CEGEP in 2009 or later.
About 85% of students registered with a full colcsal, and about 10% of students switched to
a partial load by the time of the survey.

Many students are finding university more acadehyichallenging than high school or
CEGEP. While 7 students in 10 report an averageegod A- or higher in high school or
CEGEP, 1 in 3 expects such an average at the aheiofirst year of university. Typically,

TINNAY
o]
NN

by d

A\



Canadian University Survey Consortium il
CUSC 2010 First-Year Student Survey/7June 2010

students expect an average grade of slightly lakagr a B+ at the end of first-year university,
while the average grade achieved in high schoGIEGEP was an A-.

Financing education and current employment

About half of students (51%) received a scholarsim@ncial award, or bursary for the 2009-10
academic year. Among those who received a schipafamancial award, or bursary, almost 3 in
10 (29%) say they would not have been able to atteiversity without one.

Almost 4 in 10 students report being employed endbrrent academic year. Among employed
students, the typical students work about 14 hawreek. About 3 in 10 employed students
report that their work has a negative impact oir tlieademic performance, including 3% who
say it has a very negative impact. However, far I {14%), their work positively impacts their
academic performance, including 5% who say it hasrg positive impact.

Reasons motivating attendance and choice of univers ity

We asked students to rate the importance of eggis#ans for deciding to attend university.
Almost all students (99%) report that at least ofthese reasons was very important in their
decision to attend university. Indeed, multiples@as often play a role. For example, over half
of the students (52%) rate five or more reasonseasimportant. Among the eight reasons,
future employment appears to be the main motivetostudents to attend university. About
two-thirds of students say that eithmeparing for a specific job or care¢43%) orgetting a
good job(24%)is the single most important reason for going tivensity.

We asked students to rate the importance of 1@réffit reasons for deciding to attend their
current university. While many reasons are veryartgnt to students, when asked to choose one
reason as the most important, three key reasongyemspecific career-related progrant22%);
wanted to live close to honfEd%); andquality of academic progran({47%).

When selecting a university, about 6 students i§68%) report applying to more than one.
Among students who applied to more than one unityethe average number was about three.
Not only did students often apply to more than onieersity, a few (10%) also applied to a
college. However, it appears that applying to mamiyersities may simply have been a safety
net for students, as the vast majority of firstrygadents (83%) report that they are attending
their first choice of university.

Just over half of students (53%) say they recedisgtt contact from their university before they
graduated from high school or CEGEP, most of wheoeived such contact in Grade 12. When
it comes to deciding which university to attendidgints are divided about which contact was
most important when making their decision. No ®ngbe of contact is rated as most important
by more than 1 in 5 students. The most importgmgyof contact tend to be divided between
students’ experiences, suchcasnpus visits and open hou$£9%), and information from
others, such asord of mout{17%) andadvice from high school guidance counsellors or
teacherq13%).
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Experience prior to class

Almost all students (90%) report being at least eahat satisfied with their university’s
handling of their application for admission, indlugl 60% who are very satisfied.

About half of students (54%) report receiving assise from their university before or while
first registering. Among those who received sudistance, more than 9 in 10 (92%) report
being at least somewhat satisfied, including 46% wate very satisfied.

Students often used multiple methods to registdmlé\almost all students registerenline

(90%), many also registerau person(30%),by mail (20%), orby phong16%). Regardless of
the method, at least 3 students in 4 were satigfitdthe registration process they experienced.
More than 8 in 10 students say they are satisfigdl lveing able to get into all of the courses
they wanted to, including 44% who say they are satysfied.

Two first-year students in 3 (66%) participatedhioniversity orientation program. The vast
majority of students who attended orientations repeing satisfied with various aspects of the
session. Students are most satisfied with theéntation in terms aiaking them feel welcome
to the university94%), and are least satisfied with howuilt their confidencé€77%).

University experience

We asked students to rate their success with a wadety of personal, academic, and practical
adjustments to university. Of the seven acadenjicsadents rated, students report having the
most successnderstanding content and information presentecounrseg96% report success),
and the least succegstting academic advid@1%).

Most students also report having at least someesgda adjusting to personal aspects of
university life, reporting the most succesganizing their time to complete academic work
(84%), and the least succdmscoming involved in campus activiti&3%).

Most students report having at least some succiisgractical adjustments, although they
report the least amount of succéasling useful information and resources on caresanrd
occupationsWhile 65% report having at least some success 26 says that they have had
very much success in this regard.

On average, first-year students report that theyaateast somewhat satisfied with the concern
shown by their university for them as individuals,just over 7 students in 10 (72%) are
satisfied with the concern shown by their univgréar them as individuals. This includes 29%
who are very satisfied. About 1 student in 5 isdisfied, including 6% who are very
dissatisfied.

In terms of facilities and services at universittb® vast majority of students are satisfied.r@f t
services and facilities tested, at least 8 in Liflestts are satisfied with these services, with the
exception of theiuniversity’s commitment to environmental sustailigh{77%),food services
(72%), andparking facilities(57%).

As we have seen in previous CUSC surveys, themmagdrity of students report positive
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experiences with university faculty. At least 8L students agree with statements about their
professors, and about 3 in 10 strongly agree.

Given students’ satisfaction with many aspectseirtuniversity experiences, it is not surprising
that more than 9 students in 10 (93%) agree tlegt dne satisfied with their decision to attend
their university, including about 45% who stronglyree. For most, their experience at their
university hasnet(64%) orexceeded25%) their expectations, with few reporting ttiegir
experiencesell short(11%).

Although most are satisfied with their experienstightly fewer (86%) plan on returning to
their university for the following academic yeamnwkever, almost all of those who do not
indicate that they plan on returning (11%) are wiatkdl, with just a few (3%) having decided
not to return.

Conclusion

Generally, students at Canadian universities rdpring positive experiences in their first year
of university. As such, these results reflect mattvhat we found in previous CUSC surveys
with first-year university students. While there areas that might be improved, most students
report that their universities fulfilled their exgiations and that they are satisfied with their
choice of university.
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1.0 Introduction

Since 1994, th€anadian University Survey Consortidi@onsortium canadien de
recherche sur les étudiants universitai(€JSC/CCREU) has coordinated surveys of
students attending member institutions and fatéittaharing the survey data among its
member institutions. The surveys and shared data finae broad purposes:

» to better understand and track student experiencesatisfaction with many
aspects of the universities they attend;

to improve student educational outcomes;

to improve the services available to students;

to benchmark for purposes of internal managemeahtacision-making, and

to contribute to accountability reports for the gming bodies of member
institutions, governments, and the public.

v v v Vv

This institutional report is the confidential idttual property of Nipissing University.
The data on which it is based is the property gigsing University, the Consortium
member institutions, and the CUSC/CCREU Corporation

The use and publication of this report is governgthe CUSC/CCREU Membership
Agreement. It is guided by the principle that a rheminstitution may publish data from
surveys of its own students, as long as it is mbliphed in a manner that would harm the
reputation of another member institution.

For more information about ti@anadian University Survey Consortidr@onsortium canadien
de recherche sur les étudiants universitaingsit the website at www.cusc-ccreu.ca.

This is the 18 cooperative study undertaken by the Canadian WsityeSurvey Consortium
(CUSC). The surveys target three undergraduatesaniples: first-year, graduating, and all
students. This year’s study surveyed students wdre wn their first year of undergraduate
studies in the 2009-10 academic year.

Table 1 shows the types of students CUSC has sedvaryd the number of participating
universities each year.
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Table 1: Past CUSC surveys

Number of
Year Sample participating

universities
1994 All undergraduates 8
1996 All undergraduates 10
1997 Graduating students 9
1998 First-year students 19
1999 All undergraduates 23
2000 Graduating students 22
2001 First-year students 26
2002 All undergraduates 30
2003 Graduating students 26
2004 First-year students 27
2005 All undergraduates 28
2006 Graduating students 25
2007 First-year students 34
2008 All undergraduates 31
2009 Graduating students 34
2010 First-year students 39

1.1  Methodology

As shown in the table above, the CUSC survey missthree-year cycle, targeting particular
types of students each year. The questionnairefosedch of these populations is different.

Each year, PRA Inc. and representatives from ppaticig universities review past
guestionnaires and methodologies, discussing issugsonsidering possible changes. In the
Fall of 2009, representatives of participating emsities reviewed the questionnaire last used—
in this case, the 2007 questionnaire. The godiisfreview was to identify questions that were
no longer appropriate, consider questions to addgsurvey, and review problems or issues
identified the last time the survey was run. As mas possible, the intent was to leave the
guestionnaire unchanged to allow for comparisonssctime. Based on the outcome of this
meeting, PRA prepared a draft questionnaire foxtb&C Steering Committee to review. The
finalized version can be found in Appendix A.

During the first few years, CUSC surveys were pdgaeed, which involved participating
universities mailing the questionnaire to theidstats. From 2004 to 2008, universities had the
option of participating in an online survey. Foe fhast two years, the survey has been
administered strictly online.

Each university supported the study by generatirapdom sample of 1,000 first-year students.
Each institution provided PRA with an electroni¢adese containing the email addresses for
these students. Not all participating universitiad 1,000 first-year students; in these cases, each
university provided a census of its first-year stis. Appendix B presents the methodology
guidelines for universities participating in thisgey.

PRA was responsible for managing the online surVais involved liaising with the
participating universities, providing the compamytracted to host the online survey with a
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database of student email addresses, preparingttbductory and reminder emails to students,
and responding to students’ questions about questice content as well as technical questions
about using the online survey.

Table 2 (next page) shows the response rates bgnsity, which ranged from 22% to 72%, with
an overall response rate of 39%. This yielded 12 #8dents who completed the survey.
Compared to the 2007 survey (45% response ratafore survey), the response rate is slightly
lower in 2010.

Table 2: 2010 CUSC Survey of First-Year Student s respons e rate
. . Surveys
University Sample Completed Response rate

Alberta 1,000 445 44.5%
Brandon 370 111 30.0%
Calgary 1,000 419 41.9%
Carleton 1,000 403 40.3%
Concordia (Alberta) 178 105 59.0%
Dalhousie 1,000 303 30.3%
Fraser Valley 1,000 433 43.3%
Grant MacEwan 1,000 348 34.8%
Lethbridge 983 509 51.8%
Manitoba 1,000 281 28.1%
McGill 1,000 427 42.7%
Memorial 1,000 288 28.8%
Montréal 1,000 478 47.8%
Mount Allison 826 407 49.3%
Mount Royal 1,000 323 32.3%
New Brunswick (Fredericton) 601 287 47.8%
New Brunswick (Saint John) 253 126 49.8%
Nipissing 879 435 49.5%
Northern British Columbia 401 240 59.9%
Ottawa 1,000 341 34.1%
Québec a Trois-Riviéres 860 319 37.1%
Redeemer 165 119 72.1%
Regina 1,000 612 61.2%
Ryerson 1,000 286 28.6%
Saint Mary's 912 276 30.3%
Saskatchewan 1,000 349 34.9%
Simon Fraser 1,000 705 70.5%
St. Francis Xavier 815 305 37.4%
St. Thomas 1,000 294 29.4%
The King's 144 75 52.1%
Trent 1,000 293 29.3%
Trinity Western 490 185 37.8%
Tyndale 138 50 36.2%
Victoria 1,000 376 37.6%
Waterloo 1,000 218 21.8%
Wilfrid Laurier 997 252 25.3%
Windsor 1,000 384 38.4%
Winnipeg 1,000 386 38.6%
York 1,000 295 29.5%
Total 32,012 12,488 39.0%

! CUSC defined a completed survey as any studeatambwered at least 50% of the questions

(approximately 75 questions).
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1.2  University comparisons
For comparison purposes, we have categorized ttieipating universities into three groups.

» Group 1 consists of universities that offer priryanndergraduate studies and that have
smaller student populations.

» Group 2 consists of universities that offer botdengraduate and graduate studies and
that tend to be of medium size in terms of stugepiulation.

» Group 3 consists of universities that offer botdengraduate and graduate degrees, with
most having professional schools as well. These tefe the largest institutions in
terms of student populations.

Participating universities change from year to y&ar 2010, seven universities that participated
in the 2007 survey declined to participate in tA@@survey; however, 12 universities that did
not participate in 2007 decided to join this yeausvey, 11 of which had never participated in
the CUSC Survey of First-Year Students in the s Table 3 for a complete listing of
universities, their Group, and their participatlmnyear.
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Table 3: Changes in participating universitie s

University

Partici

ated

2010

2007

2004

2001

Group 1 universities

Brandon

British Columbia (Okanagan campus)

Concordia (Alberta)

Fraser Valley

Grant MacEwan

Lakehead

Lethbridge

Mount Allison

Mount Royal

Mount Saint Vincent

New Brunswick (Saint John)

Nipissing

Northern British Columbia

Ontario College of Art & Design

Ontario Institute of Technology

Québec a Trois-Riviéres

Redeemer

Saint Mary's

St. Francis Xavier

St. Thomas

The King's

Trent

Trinity Western

Tyndale

Winnipeg

Group 2 universities

Brock

Carleton

New Brunswick (Fredericton)

Regina

Ryerson

Simon Fraser

Toronto at Scarborough

Victoria

Waterloo

Wilfrid Laurier*

Windsor

Group 3 universities

Alberta

British Columbia (Vancouver campus)

Calgary

Concordia (Quebec)

Dalhousie

Manitoba

McMaster

McGill

Memorial

Montréal

Ottawa

Queens

Saskatchewan

York

e indicates university participated in survey

* In 2001, 2004, and 2007, Wilfrid Laurier was classified as a Group 1 university.
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1.3 Discipline or area of study

Each university provided students’ discipline objsgt area of concentration based on
approximately 110 subject areas developed forsiigey. PRA then grouped these subject areas
into nine themes.

Each university supplied a code for their studemtajors based on their administrative records.
If universities provided more than one major fiefdstudy, the first major listed was used for the
purposes of classifying students.

Table 4 shows this year’s distribution of majotdief study. The results in 2010 are slightly
different than those in previous years; this isdose, in previous years, when universities did
not know a student’s major, the student’s respamstne survey was used to classify their
discipline. However, this question was removechm 2010 survey; since many universities do
not require first-year students to declare a maiil their second year, this accounts for the
higher rate of missing information. When non-resgasare removed, results are very similar
across years.

Table 4: Subject of major concentration
2010 2007 2004 2001
(n=12,488) | (n=12,648) (n=11,132) (n=7,093)

Arts and Humanities 17% 26% 21% 20%
Social Science 11% 15% 19% 18%
Biological Science 12% 13% 12% 10%
Business 10% 13% 13% 12%
Physical Science 8% 9% 4% 4%
Professional 6% 7% 7% 6%
Engineering 5% 6% 5% 5%
Education 4% 3% 3% 4%
Other fields 1% 3% 8% 11%
Don't know/no response 24% 6% 7% 10%
Note: Columns may not sum to 100% due to rounding.

1.4  Comparison with previous first-year students su rveys

As mentioned, CUSC conducted similar surveys withangraduate students in 2001, 2004, and
2007. Throughout this report, we compare the resiflthe current survey with results from
previous ones. However, as discussed in the prededtion, not all universities that participated
in the previous studies participated in 2010. Cosely, some of the universities participating
this year did not participate in any of the prewgears. Therefore, any differences found from
year to year may be the result of different uniims participating in each year rather than
changes in students’ experiences and perceptions.

PRA includes these comparisons as a point of isiteft@rther investigation may be necessary to
assess true differences across time. That beidgtbarre are few differences in results from
previous surveys compared to 2010.

1.5 Statistically significant differences
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Large sample sizes may inflate measures of statidignificance and may lead to false
conclusions about the strength of association.Chisquare measure of association, in
particular, is susceptible to this possibility. Téfere, we increased the standards for designating
whether a relationship can be termed “statisticsiliyificant”. The benchmarks shown in

Table 5 must be met for us to term an associastatistically significant”; the Pearson’s chi-
square must have probability of a type 1 erro00D.and either the Phi coefficient or Cramer’s

V must have a value of .150 or greater. Througltluistdocument, any differences reported meet
these criteria, unless otherwise stated.

Table 5: Criteria for statistical significance

Test Levgl rgqulred for
significance*
Pearson’s chi-square .000
Phi coefficient or Cramer's V .150 or higher

* As displayed in SPSS output.

1.6 Non-response

Unlike previous years, non-responses have not inetrded in the analysis. Therefore,
throughout this report, unless explicitly statechasibpopulation, overall results do not include
those who did not respond to a particular questitmwever, for questions where ‘Don’t know’
is a valid response, overall results include thelse selected ‘Don’t know’ to a particular
guestion, although they are not shown in the tafileerefore, responses to some questions will
not sum to 100%.
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2.0

Profile of first-year students

In this section, we provide a profile of first-yedudents who participated in the survey.

2.1  Personal profile

As Table 6 (next page) shows, the typical firstry@adent is an 18-year-old, English-speaking
female.

>

As we have found in past surveys, female studarttsumber male students by about 2 to
1. This year is no exception.

The average age of first-year students is just d8eyears. In fact, 75% of students are
18 years of age or younger. About 4% are 21 ydaag®or older.

About 8 students in 10 report that their first laage is English. The remaining students
report that the first language they learned anidsgieak is French (9%) or another
language (13%). There is a statistically signiftcdifference in first language learned
between Groups, which is most likely due to whereersities are located. Indeed,
among the three universities in Quebec, two aferoup 3.

Some 7% of students self-report as having a disakdlost commonly, students report
learning (2% of all students) or mental health (2etated disabilities.

Overall, 1 in 4 students report being in a visimi@ority, with the most common being
Chinese (8% of all students), South Asian (4%), Blagk (3%). Students attending
Group 2 (36%) and Group 3 (29%) universities aatigttcally most likely to self-

identify as being part of a visible minority, whiroup 1 students (16%) are least likely.

About 1 in 25 students identify themselves as Adpoal, including 2% who identify as
Métis.
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Table 6: Personal profile
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) (n=435)
Gender Q43
Female 67% 70% 63% 67% 81%
Male 32% 29% 37% 33% 19%
Other <1% <1% <1% <1%
Age Q44
18 years or younger 75% 74% 83% 71% 77%
19 years of age 16% 16% 12% 19% 23%
20 years of age 5% 6% 3% 5% <1%
21 years or older 4% 5% 2% 5%
Average age 18.3 18.4 18.0 18.4 18.0
Language first learned and still understa  nd Q45
English 78% 86% 7% 67% 97%
French 9% 8% 2% 18% 1%
Other 13% 7% 21% 16% 2%
Disability Q55
Total self-identified | 7% | 8% | 6% | 6% | 6%
Visible minority Q52*
Total self-identified | 25% | 16% | 36% | 29% | 6%
Aboriginal Q52**
Total self-identified | 4% | 4% | 3% | 3% | 4%
*'Visible minority' includes respondents who self-identified themselves as belonging to an ethnic/cultural group
other than 'Aboriginal’, 'Inuit', 'Métis', or 'White'.
** 'Aboriginal' includes respondents who self-identify themselves as 'Aboriginal’, 'Inuit’, or 'Métis'.

As Table 7 shows, the personal characteristicsunfesits who participated in the 2010 survey
are slightly different than those of students whdipipated in earlier surveys. Most notably,

first-year students appear to be younger in 20002807 than in earlier surveys. This appears to

be primarily the result of the elimination of Grati&in Ontario, which was last offered in 2003.
This would explain the higher proportion of 19-yedds in the 2004 and 2001 surveys.

Over time, there also appears to be a growing nuwiteudents who self-identify as a visible
minority, although this difference is not statiatly significant?

2 This may be due to a wording change for this Goesn the 2010 survey.
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Table 7: Personal profile: First -year students over time
2010 2007 2004 2001

(n=12,488) (n=12,648) (n=11,132) (n=7,093)
Gender*
Female 67% 65% 67% 66%
Male 33% 35% 33% 34%
Age
18 years or younger 75% 78% 54% 38%
19 years of age 16% 14% 32% 41%
20 years of age 5% 5% 6% 10%
21 years or older 4% 4% 8% 11%
Average age 18.3 years 18.2 years 19.5 years 19.9 years
Disability
Total self-identified | 7% | 6% | 5% | 5%
Visible minority
Total self-identified | 25% | 19% | 16% | 14%
Aboriginal status
Total self-identified | 4% | 3% | 3% | 3%
* The ‘other’ category for gender has been removed for analysis. Therefore, proportions for 2010 may not
match those reported in Table 6.

2.2  Living arrangements

As Table 8 shows, in their first year of universiye majority of students continue to live with
their parents (or some other relative or guardian).

» About half of students live with their parents thner relatives. This is more common at
larger institutions, primarily because parentsebatives are more likely to live in the
same large centre as students.

» Conversely, about half are living independently sbmmmmonly in on-campus housing
(37%) or in rented accommodations (14%). Livingoampus is much more common
among students attending Group 1 (43%) or Groug62o] universities than those
attending Group 3 universities (28%).

Table 8: Living arrangements Q49
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) (n=435)
With parents, guardians, or relatives 47% 41% 50% 54% 18%
In on-campus housing 37% 43% 36% 28% 76%
Rented housing (shared or alone) 14% 15% 12% 16% 6%
In personally owned home 1% 1% <1% 1% <1%
Other <1% <1% 1% <1%
Note: Respondents could provide more than one answer. Therefore, columns may sum to more than 100%.

The distribution of students’ living arrangemenés lthanged slightly over time, with more
students living independently in on-campus residen8lightly more students in 2010 and 2007
than in earlier surveys report this to be the cékes may reflect which universities participated
each year, rather than any significant changeudestts’ choice of accommodation. See Table 9.
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Table 9: Living arrangements over time
2010 2007 2004 2001
(n=12,488) (n=12,648) (n=11,132) (n=7,093)

With parents 47% 49% 56% 50%
On-campus residence 37% 35% 27% 29%
Rented home/apartment/room 14% 14% 16% 19%
Personally owned home 1% <1% 1% 2%
Note: Respondents could provide more than one answer. Therefore, columns may sum to more than 100%.

2.3 Interestin campus living

As reported, about 4 students in 10 live on camPuerall, about another 1 student in 5 would
choose to live on campus if given a chance (or 28%ose not already living on campus). See
Table 10.

Table 10: Would choose to live on ca mpus Q50
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
Yes 18% 13% 22% 20% 9%
No 31% 31% 27% 35% 11%
Already living on campus 37% 43% 36% 28% 76%

2.4 Permanent residence

We asked students to indicate the population oEtmemunity in which they lived before
starting university. As Table 11 shows, about béthe students come from large urban centres
(with populations of 100,000 or more), includingnakt 1 in 4 who is from a city with a
population of 500,000 or more.

Reflecting both where they live and the locatiorthaf university, students attending Group 3
universities are more likely to be from the largemtmunities. Indeed, almost twice as many
students attending Group 3 universities (43%) coagpto Group 1 students (24%) are from
communities with populations of 300,000 or more.

Table 11: Population of community lived in before attending university Q48A
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
Lived on a farm/ranch 5% 6% 4% 5% 7%
Less than 5,000 13% 16% 11% 11% 19%
5,000 to 9,999 9% 12% 7% 7% 10%
10,000 to 49,999 17% 19% 16% 14% 19%
50,000 to 99,999 11% 13% 10% 8% 16%
100,000 to 299,999 14% 11% 21% 12% 12%
300,000 to 499,999 6% 1% 8% 6% 7%
500,000 or more 26% 20% 23% 37% 10%
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The distribution of students’ permanent provinceesidence (Table 12) reflects the province in
which participating universities are located (Tab8. Slightly fewer than 1 in 10 students live
outside of Canada.

Table 12: Permanent residence Q47

All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) (n=435)
British Columbia 14% 15% 25% 3%
Alberta 17% 24% 2% 22%
Saskatchewan 8% <1% 17% 9% <1%
Manitoba 6% 8% <1% 7% <1%
Ontario 25% 19% 40% 21% 99%
Québec 8% 6% <1% 18% <1%
Nova Scotia 6% 10% <1% 4% <1%
Prince Edward Island <1% <1% <1% <1% <1%
New Brunswick 6% 9% 7% 1%
Newfoundland and Labrador 2% <1% <1% 6%
Territories <1% <1% <1% <1%
International 7% 5% 8% 8% <1%

Table 13: Province in which attending university

All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) (n=435)
British Columbia 16% 16% 31%
Alberta 18% 25% 24%
Saskatchewan 8% 17% 10%
Manitoba 6% 9% 8%
Ontario 25% 17% 44% 18% 100%
Québec 10% 6% 25%
Nova Scotia 7% 11% 8%
New Brunswick 9% 15% 8%
Newfoundland 2% 8%

Figure 1 shows that among the students survey2@lfl, the vast majority attend university in
their home province. In most cases, about 9 intd@emts choose to attend a university in their
home province. The exception is students from N&s@tia, where about 7 in 10 study in their
home province. Of those who do not attend uniweisitheir home province, most are attending
university in a neighbouring province. For exampg% of students whose permanent province
of residence is Nova Scotia are studying in NewnBwick.
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Students studying in their home province: 2010 CUSC Survey

(n =12,488)
Manitoba 95%
Quebec 95%
Saskatchewan 92%
Alberta 91%
Newfoundland 91%
New Brunswick 89%
British Columbia 88%
Ontario 87%
Nova Scotia 69%
O‘% l(;% 2(;% 3(;% 4(;% 5(;% 6(;% 7(;% 8(;% 9(;% 100%

B Students studying in their home province

Figure 1
25 Parents’ education

We asked students what levels of education thether@and father had completed. About 7
students in 10 report that their father (68%) otheo(71%) had completed at least some post-
secondary education. Slightly more than 1 in 1@etis (14%) are first-generation students; that
is, neither their father nor their mother took g@wmgt-secondary education.

See Table 14 and Table 15 for the levels of edoicatiudents report their mother and father
achieved.
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Table 14: Mother's education Q56

All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
Less than high school 8% 8% 8% 9% 8%
High school graduate 53% 55% 53% 51% 57%
Some college, technical school, or CEGEP 13% 14% 12% 12% 12%
College, technical school, or CEGEP graduate 26% 27% 25% 26% 38%
Some university 9% 9% 10% 8% 7%
University graduate 31% 28% 31% 35% 21%
Professional degree 6% 6% 5% 7% 3%
Graduate degree 8% 7% 8% 10% 3%
Other 1% 1% 1% 2% 1%
Don't know 2% 2% 3% 2% <1%
Note: Respondents could provide more than one answer. Therefore, columns may not sum to 100%.
Table 15: Father's education Q56
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
Less than high school 12% 13% 12% 12% 13%
High school graduate 49% 50% 48% 47% 52%
Some college, technical school, or CEGEP 11% 12% 10% 11% 14%
College, technical school, or CEGEP graduate 25% 27% 23% 24% 33%
Some university 8% 8% 8% 8% 7%
University graduate 29% 25% 31% 33% 19%
Professional degree 8% 7% 7% 10% 3%
Graduate degree 11% 10% 11% 14% 5%
Other 2% 2% 1% 2% 2%
Don't know 3% 4% 4% 3% 1%

Note: Respondents could provide more than one answer. Therefore, columns may not sum to 100%.

2.6 Disciplines

Institutions submitted students’ program of stulyese programs were grouped into nine
broadly defined disciplines, as shown in TableRifst-year students plan on receiving degrees

In:

» Generalist disciplines. About 3 students in 10 plan on getting a degreeegeneralist
discipline, which includes either Social Scienc&%g) or Arts and Humanities (17%)

programs.

» Professional disciplines. About 1 student in 4 plans on graduating fromatessional
discipline, which includes Business (10%), Profasal (6%), Engineering (5%), and
Education (4%) programs. Group 1 students (<1%}jrareh less likely to be in an

Engineering program than Group 2 (8%) and Groug?8)(students.

» Sciencedisciplines. About 1 student in 5 plans on graduating withiarsze degree
either from a Biological (12%) or Physical Scieli8&) program. Group 1 students
(16%) are less likely than Group 2 (23%) or Grou@%%) students to be in a science
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discipline.
Table 16: Major/subject area of concentration
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) (n=435)
Arts and Humanities 17% 17% 18% 17% 23%
Biological Science 12% 10% 11% 15% 3%
Social Science 11% 9% 12% 13% 23%
Business 10% 10% 14% 8% 7%
Physical Science 8% 5% 12% 10% 3%
Professional 6% 7% 6% 6% 8%
Engineering 5% <1% 8% 6%
Education 4% 6% 3% 3% 33%
Other fields 1% <1% 2% 1%
Don't know 24% 34% 13% 20%
Note: In cases where more than one major was provided, we took the first mention as the primary area of
concentration.

In 2010, as in past CUSC surveys, male and fentatkests tend to select different educational
paths. As Figure 2 shows, female students tené tw/brrepresented in Professional, Education,
Social Science, and Arts and Humanities majorslenhale students are more common in
Business, Physical Science, and Engineering pragramiact, Engineering is the only discipline
in which male students are the majority.

Major or area of concentration by gender: CUSC 2010 Survey

(n =12,488)

Professional

Education

Social Science

Arts and Humanities

Biological Science

Overall

Business

Physical Science

Engineering

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

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
O Male

B Female
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Figure 2

As shown in Table 17, there is a difference amasgiplines and the proportion of students in
these disciplines that identify as being a visihnlaority. Engineering (37%) and Business (36%)
programs have the highest proportion of minoritidsints. Conversely, students in Education
(11%) have the lowest proportion.

Table 17: Visible minority by discipline
% identifying as visible minority
(excluding Aboriginal) Q52

Engineering 37%
Business 36%
Biological Science 32%
Physical Science 31%
Overall 25%
Social Science 23%
Professional 21%
Arts and Humanities 19%
Other fields 19%
Education 11%

Age also appears to play a role in students’ selecif discipline, as those 20 or older are
overrepresented in Education and Professionalgdises and under-represented in Physical
Science programs. Overall, 9% of students are a6syar older, but 17% of Education and
Professional students are 20 or older, while jéstdd Physical and Biological Science students
are 20 or older.

2.7  Academic profile

Academically, the typical first-year student iseaing university right after graduating from
high school or CEGEP, taking a full course load] studying in English.

» For the most part, the degree students intendamugite university with reflects their
intended major (Table 16), which is reflected ia thct that Group 3 students (37%) are
more likely than Group 2 (25%) and Group 1 (25%ystts to be pursuing a Bachelor of
Science degree. Not surprisingly, given their magitown in Figure 2, female students
are: more likely than male students to report pagsa Bachelor of Arts (40% to 30%) or
Bachelor of Education (7% to 2%) degree and léstylithan male students to attempt a
Bachelor of Commerce degree (5% to 9%).

» Most students graduated from high school or CEGHRe same year they began their
first year of university. In other words, they wemimediately from high school or
CEGEP graduation to university in the Fall, as & rstudents graduated from high
school or CEGEP in 2009 or later. About 1 in 5 stud report taking a break in their
education, finishing high school or CEGEP a yeamnore before beginning their
university education.

» Most students (85%) signed up for a full coursellatregistration, which decreased only
slightly throughout the year, with 82% reportinfull course load at the time of the

PRA...




Canadian University Survey Consortium

CUSC 2010 First-Year Student Survey/7June 2010

17

survey (the survey was administered between JaraumahApril 2010).

» Most likely reflecting their primary language, alst® in 10 are studying in English,
while about 1 in 10 are students in French, anca#éstudying in another language.
Again, reflecting the location of the universitisgjdents in Group 3 universities (18%)
are most likely to report studying in French.

» About 1 student in 10 is studying in Canada onsaMwvhich is in line with the proportion
of students who report living outside of Canadasfaswvn in Table 12).

See Table 18 for results.

Table 18: Academic profile
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
Degree Q30
Bachelor of Arts 36% 41% 37% 29% 38%
Bachelor of Science 29% 25% 25% 37% 11%
Bachelor of Social Work 1% <1% 2% 1%
Bachelor of Commerce 6% 6% 8% 6% <1%
Bachelor of Education 5% 7% 5% 3% 24%
Mixed degree 5% 6% 3% 4% 15%
Other 16% 13% 20% 16% 11%
Year graduated from high school or CEGEP Q26
2009 or later 80% 75% 84% 84% 73%
2008 14% 17% 12% 11% 25%
2007 or before 6% 8% 4% 5% 2%
Did not graduate <1% <1% <1% <1%
Full course load at registration Q27
Yes | 85% | 84% | 84% | 88% | 92%
Full course load at time of survey Q28
Yes | 82% | 81% | 81% | 82% | 93%
Language of instruction Q46
English 87% 90% 91% 78% 99%
French 9% 7% 2% 18% <1%
Other 4% 2% 7% 3% <1%
Studying in Canada on a stu dent authorization study permit or visa Q51
Yes | 8% | 6% | 9% | 8% | 6%

1,
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The change in course load is deceiving. While tesgps that only about 3% of students reduced
their course load between registration and the @frtee survey, many more students drop or
add courses throughout the term.

» More than 8 students in 10 (83%) appear to makehaages to their course load, that is,
at least not enough to change their status fronmbawfull to a partial course load or
vice versa. In fact, 75% of students registereth wifull course load and maintained a
full course load at the time of the survey, whit%é Begistered as part-time students and
maintained this status.

» The remaining students—about in 1 in 5—report ciraptheir course load status
between registration and the survey. These studeatsplit between those who
registered with a full course load but at the timhéhe survey had a partial load (10%)
and those who registered with a partial load bdeddcourses to take on a full course

load (7%).
See Table 19.
Table 19: Changes in course load
All students
(n=12,488)

No change 83%
Full course load at both points in time 75%
Partial load at both points in time 8%

Change in course load 17%
Full load at registration/partial load at survey 10%
Partial load at registration/full load at survey 7%

2.7.1 Grade point average

We asked students to tell us their average gratl@gmschool or CEGEP, as well as their
expected average grade at the end of their filwt geuniversity. We also asked students to
convert their grade point to a letter grade egeintl

» In high school or CEGEP, the average grade of teegkents is close to an A- (an
average of 5.9 out of 7; an A- is a 6), while 7dstots in 10 report that their average
grade at the end of their secondary schooling \was-ar better.

» Students’ marks fall in their first year of univityscompared to their grades in high
school or CEGEP, as the average grade falls from-d0 a B+ (an average of 4.8 out of
7;aB+isab), and just 1 in 3 expect that theerage grade will be an A- or higher at
the end of their first year.

Statistically, students attending Group 2 and Grduiversities (just over an A-) had higher
grades in high school or CEGEP than students attgrigroup 1 universities (between a B+ and
an A-). However, there is somewhat of a levelliffga that occurs in their first year of
university, as there is no difference by Group leetwstudents’ expected grades at the end of
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their first year of university. See Table 20.

Table 20: Student grades
All Group Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University

(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) (n=435)
Average grade in high school or CEGEP Q25*
Aor A+ 41% 34% 46% 47% 29%
A- 29% 28% 31% 30% 36%
B+ 16% 18% 14% 14% 20%
B 10% 13% 8% 7% 12%
C+ 3% 4% 1% 1% 2%
C or lower 1% 2% <1% <1% <1%
Average 5.9 5.7 6.1 6.1 5.8
Average grade expected at end of first year of univ._ ersity Q24*
Aor A+ 11% 12% 9% 13% 9%
A- 21% 22% 21% 21% 18%
B+ 25% 25% 24% 25% 23%
B 27% 26% 28% 26% 33%
C+ 10% 9% 12% 10% 11%
C or lower 6% 6% 6% 5% 6%
Average 4.8 4.8 4.7 4.8 4.6
*Note: This grade scale is based on the following: A/A+=7, A-=6, B+=5, B=4, C+=3, C=2, D=1.

While, on average, students’ grades are lowerair first year of university than in high school
or CEGEP, some students expect to do better ireusity than when they were in secondary
school.

» Four in 10 students (40%) who had an A average A A, or A-) in high school or
CEGEP expect to maintain this average at the erigeaffirst year of university, while 6
in 10 expect a lower grade than they obtainedgh kchool. This includes 11% who
expect to have an average of C+ or lower.

» Itis somewhat encouraging that about 1 in 7 stted@#%) who had a B or B+ average
in high school expect to improve on this averagéheyend of their first year of
university by achieving an average grade of A-ighér. The majority (58%) of those
students who had a B or B+ average in high schqm& to maintain their high school
average, while about 3 in 10 (28%) expect to fimstm a grade of C+ or lower.

» Those who graduate high school with the lowestegd@+ average or lower) tend to be
the most likely to expect that their academic penfance will improve in university. In
fact, almost 2 in 3 students (64%) who enter usitgith an average of C+ or lower
expect a higher grade at the end of their first,y@aluding 10% who say it will be at
least an A-. Just over 1 in 3 (36%) expect to nad@ind similar average to what they had
in high school, that is, an average of C+ or lower.

See Table 21.
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Table 21: Average grades at end of first year by secondary grade*

Expected university grade at end of firstyear Q 24
A-, A, or A+ B or B+ C+ or lower
Overall 32% 52% 16%
Grade in high school or CEGEP Q25
A- or higher 40% 49% 11%
B or B+ 14% 58% 28%
C+ or lower 10% 54% 36%

Note: Bolded percentages indicate a statistically significant difference between groups.
* Only students who answered Q24 and Q25 are included in this table.

Examining grades by age, we find that younger sttedead higher grades in high school than
older students. In fact, the average grade foresttsdl8 or younger was an A-, with 74%
achieving a grade of A- or higher, while the averggade in high school for those 21 or older
was about a B+, with 53% achieving a grade of Amigher.

However, by the end of their first year, studemnseet virtually the same grades, regardless of
their age. In fact, students 21 years of age aradadpect to do slightly better, although this
difference is not statistically significant.

Table 22: Student grades by age

High school grade of A - or higher University grade o f A- or higher

Q25 Q24

Overall 71% 32%
Age
18 years or younger 74% 31%
19 years of age 64% 34%
20 years of age 55% 33%
21 years or older 53% 42%
Note: Bolded percentages indicate a statistically significant difference between groups.
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2.7.2 Grades across time

Table 23 compares results from 2010 to previous Ce&veys of first-year students in 2007,
2004, and 2001. Over time, we have seen a slighe@se in students’ grades, in high school or
CEGEP and in their first year of university, altigbuhe increase in high school or CEGEP is
practically the same as the increase in univeraityiough informative, these differences are not

statistically significant.

Table 23: Student grades across time

2010 2007 2004 2001
(n=12,488) | (n=12,648) (n=11,132) (n=7,093)

Average grade in high school or CEGEP Q25*

Aor A+ 41% 41% 37% 33%
A- 29% 30% 29% 27%
B+ 16% 16% 18% 19%
B 10% 10% 13% 15%
C+ 3% 2% 3% 5%
C or lower 1% 1% 1% 2%
Average 5.9 5.9 5.8 5.6
Average grade expected at en d of first year Q24*

Aor A+ 11% 10% 9% 9%
A- 21% 20% 19% 19%
B+ 25% 24% 25% 23%
B 27% 29% 31% 31%
C+ 10% 11% 11% 11%
C or lower 6% 6% 5% 7%
Average 4.8 4.7 4.7 4.6

*Note: This grade scale is based on the following: A/A+=7, A-=6, B+=5, B=4, C+=3, C=2, D=1.
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2.7.3 Grades by discipline

As shown in Figure 3, although high school and CB@Eades vary by discipline, expected
grades at the end of the first year are remarksibiylar, ranging from 4.4 to 5.0 out of 7. On
average, students expect their grades at the ethetioffiirst year of university to be lower than in
secondary school, regardless of discipline, althahg drop is much less pronounced for
students in Education, Social Science and ArtsHundanities.

Average grade by major or subject area: 2010 CUSC s  urvey
(n = 12,488)

Engineering

Physical Science

Biological Science

Professional

Education

Business

Other fields

Arts and Humanities

Social Science

D (1) C(2) C+(3) B (4) B+ (5) A (6) A+ (7)
O Expected average grade after first year of university B Average high school or CEGEP grade

Figure 3
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3.0 Financing education and current employment

In this section, we report on some areas of ststleatrent employment and financing of their
university education.

3.1  Receiving financial awards

As shown in Table 24, about half of students remeia scholarship, financial award, or bursary
for the 2009-10 academic year. Among those whawede scholarship, financial award, or
bursary, almost 3 in 10 say they would not havenladde to attend university without one.

Table 24: Financi ng university education

All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
Received scholarship, financial award, or bursary f  or 2009-10 academic year Q60

Yes 51% 49% 56% 50% 53%
No 49% 51% 44% 50% 47%
Unable to attend university without financial assis tance Q35*

Yes | 29% | 31% | 29% | 27% | 27%

*Note: Only students who had received a university scholarship, financial award or bursary were asked if they
would have been able to attend university without this financial assistance.

Younger students are more likely to report recg\soholarships, financial awards, or bursaries.
The proportion of students reporting such awardsedses from 59% of those 18 or younger to
20% of students 21 years or older. This may rdsuih a combination of factors, including the
greater availability of awards for high school/CH&&udents, older students’ awareness of such
assistance, and the marks of these older studeiitsh tend to be lower on average than those

of students who go immediately to university aftgh school or CEGEP.

Although older patrticipants are less likely to hageeived a scholarship, financial award, or
bursary, those who did receive assistance are hiefg than younger participants to report it
was required for them to be able to attend unityerBiven though this difference is informative,
it falls below the threshold for statistical sigo&nce.

See Table 25 for results of financial assistancadsy

Table 25: Financing university education by age

Received scholarship, financial Unable to attend university

award, or bursary Q60 without financial assistance Q35

Overall 51% 29%
Age
18 years or younger 59% 28%
19 years of age 34% 35%
20 years of age 21% 40%
21 years or older 20% 60%
Note: Bolded percentages indicate a statistically significant difference between groups.
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3.1.1 Financial awards by discipline

As shown in Table 26, there is a significant défece by discipline in receiving a scholarship,
financial award, or bursary. Engineering studenesnaost likely to have received one of these
awards, while Education students are least lik&lhough there is a difference in receiving one
of these awards, there is no difference by disogpin the proportion of students who received
them who also say they would have been unabldg¢acuniversity without one of these
awards.

Table 26: Visible minority by discipline
% received scholarship % unable to attend
Q60 without awards Q35
Engineering 67% 26%
Physical Science 58% 28%
Biological Science 55% 28%
Overall 51% 29%
Arts and Humanities 51% 33%
Business 49% 27%
Other fields 49% 38%
Social Science 44% 31%
Professional 41% 30%
Education 32% 24%

3.2 Current employment

About 4 students in 10 report being currently empth most often off campus (35%). Another 1
student in 4 is seeking work. Students reportifigllacourse load at the time of the survey are
slightly less likely to report working (37%) compdrto students with only a partial course load
(46%), although this difference is not statistigalignificant.

Among those who are currently employed:

» The typical student works about 14 hours a weelayMaport working infrequently, less
than 10 hours per week (41%), while 3% work thewedent of a full-time job, that is,
30 hours a week or more. Students who are emplagddave a full course load (13.1
hours) work fewer hours per week on average thashesits with only a partial course
load (17.3 hours).

» Although the majority says their employment hasmpact on their academic
performance (56%), about 3 students in 10 repattttieir employment (other than
employment related to co-op requirements) hasasat lome negative impact on their
academic performance, including 3% who say it hasrg negative impact. Conversely,
about 1 in 7 say it has a positive impact on taeademic performance, including 5%
who say it has a very positive impact. Those wdport a negative impact are more
likely to report, on average, lower expected matkthe end of their first year of
university.
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» Not surprisingly, the more hours per week they wdtk more likely students are to
report that their employment is having a negatmpact on their academic performance.
Of those students who work 10 hours or less a wWE®J report a negative impact
compared to 47% of those who work 30 hours a weekave. Of interest is that those
who worked more were also more likely to say therk had a positive impact on their
academic performance, as 22% of students who wdto8rs a week or more say it had
a positive impact compared to 17% of students whrked 10 hours a week or less.

Table 27 presents the results of students’ emplaoyimetheir first year of university.

Table 27: Employment status
All Group Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University

(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) (n=435)
Currently employed Q36 (all respondents)
Yes, both on and off campus <1% <1% <1% <1% <1%
Yes, on campus 3% 4% 3% 3% 2%
Yes, off campus 35% 36% 31% 36% 23%
No, but | am seeking work 23% 20% 27% 22% 21%
No, and | am not seeking work 39% 39% 38% 39% 53%
Number of hours worked per week Q37*
10 hours or less 41% 39% 41% 45% 54%
11 to 20 hours 44% 43% 46% 44% 40%
21 to 30 hours 12% 14% 11% 9% 6%
Over 30 hours 3% 1% 2% 2% <1%
Average number of hours 14.0 14.7 13.6 13.2 12.0
Impact of non -co-op-related employment on academic performance Q38A*
Very positive 5% 5% 4% 4% 6%
Somewhat positive 9% 10% 8% 9% 10%
Neither positive or negative 56% 56% 56% 56% 54%
Somewhat negative 27% 27% 27% 27% 25%
Very negative 3% 3% 4% 3% 5%
*Note: Only students who are currently employed were asked how many hours they work per week and what
impact their employment has on their academic performance.

As Table 28 shows, the older a student is, the rikely they are to be employed and the more
hours they work per week, although the differermmeemployment falls just below the criteria
set for statistical significance. However, althowdgher participants are more likely to be
employed and work more hours per week, there istigedly no difference by age in terms of the
impact this employment has on students, as bet@@#&nand 34% in each age group say their
employment has a negative impact on their acadparformance.

Table 28: Employment status by age

Employed Q36

Over 20 hours a

Negative impact

week Q37 Q38A
Overall 39% 15% 30%
Age
18 years or younger 36% 12% 30%
19 years of age 42% 15% 30%
20 years of age 48% 22% 30%
21 years or older 55% 33% 34%

Note: Bolded percentages indicate a statistically significant difference between groups.

o
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3.2.1 Employment by discipline

Students in certain disciplines are more likelyntstudents in other disciplines to be employed.
Students in Education (57%) are most likely to impleyed, while Engineering students (25%)
are least likely. Not only are Engineering studehesleast likely to work, but those who do
work fewer hours per week on average than studemther disciplines. See Table 29.

Table 29: Employment by discipline
Average hours worked
Employed Q36 oer week Q37

Education 57% 14.4
Professional 46% 134
Social Science 44% 14.8
Arts and Humanities 42% 14.5
Overall 39% 14.0
Other fields 39% 13.3
Business 37% 14.9
Biological Science 32% 12.0
Physical Science 31% 12.8
Engineering 25% 11.0
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4.0

In this

Reasons motivating attendance and choice of uni  versity

section, we report on students’ reasonslémiding to attend university, in general, and

for deciding to attend their current university particular.

4.1  Decision to attend university

We asked students to rate the importance of eiffieteht reasons for deciding to attend
university in general. AlImost all students (99%)ao# that at least one of these reasons was very
important in their decision to attend universitgdaver half of the students (52%) rate five or
more of these reasons as very important.

As Table 30 shows:

>

The reason most commonly rated as very importaotget a good jobOver 8 students
in 10 rate it as a very important reason for whgytbecided to attend university.

About 3 in 4 students rate three other reasongmsimportant. One is another reason
related to employment, whichte prepare for a specific job or careeifwo other
reasons are related to pursuit of knowledge, warelo get a good general education
andto increase their knowledge in an academic field

About 6 students in 10 rate develop a broad base of skiéiad just over 4 in 10 rate
prepare for graduate or professional schasl very important motivators for attending
university.

Two factors related to social motivators,meet parental expectatioaadto make new
friends are least often rated as very important, butadibut 1 in 4 students rate each as
such. The younger a student is, the more likely Hre to say thaheeting parental
expectationgndmaking new friends/ere very important motivators in their decision t
attend university, although the difference fioking new friendfalls just below the
criteria for statistical significance.

Table 30: Motivation to attend university (‘'very important' ) Q1
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
f. Get a good job 84% 83% 86% 84% 86%
a. Prepare for a specific job or career 75% 75% 75% 75% 85%
b. Get a good general education 74% 73% 75% 75% 74%
e. Increase my knowledge in an academic field 71% 70% 70% 74% 67%
c. Develop a broad base of skills 57% 54% 58% 59% 55%
d. Prepare for graduate/professional school 44% 42% 43% 49% 37%
h. Meet parental expectations 27% 23% 31% 28% 23%
i. Make new friends 23% 22% 26% 22% 25%

PRA.
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Depending on their major or discipline, the impoda students placed on reasons for attending
university differ.

» The majority of students in all disciplines sayttheeparing for a specific job or career
was a very important reason for attending univerdievertheless, it is most common for
students in Education and Professional progransayat was very important and least
common for students in Arts and Humanities progreorgay it was very important.

Still, almost 7 in 10 students in Arts and Humaasitprograms say thpteparing for a
specific job or careewas very important in their decision to attend ensity.

» The majority of students in Biological Science paigs say thabreparing for graduate
or professional schoakas a very important reason for deciding to attemgersity.
Students in Engineering and Education programseast likely to say that this was very
important.

Table 31 provides an overview of those disciplitieg diverge most from the overall proportion
in terms of students’ reasons for attending uniters

Table 31: Motivation to attend university by discipline
Reason Discipline % very important

Qla. Prepare for a specific job or career Education 93%
L Professional | .. ... _...92%
____________________ Overall |~ 75%

Arts and Humanities 69%
Q1d. Prepare for graduate/professional school |  Biological Science |  61% |
____________________ Overall | . 44%]

Engineering 31%

Education 31%

4.1.1 Most important reason

We asked students to choose one of the eight reasothe single most important in their
decision to attend university. As we found in poes surveys, most students’ primary
motivation to attend university is related to fig@mployment either in a specific field or in
general.

» About 2 students in 3 chose eitlpgeparing for a specific job or careéd3%) orgetting
a good job(24%) as the single most important reason for@tanuniversity.

» Each of the other reasons is the most importafevter than 1 student in 10.

See Table 32 for complete results.
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Table 32: What was the single most important reason in your decision to attend university? Q2
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
a. Prepare for a specific job or career 43% 46% 40% 40% 65%
f. Get a good job 24% 22% 27% 25% 16%
b. Get a good general education 9% 9% 9% 9% 6%
d. Prepare for graduate/professional school 8% 8% 7% 10% 4%
e. Increase my knowledge in an academic field 8% 8% 7% 8% 6%
c. Develop a broad base of skills 4% 3% 4% 4% <1%
h. Meet parental expectations 3% 2% 3% 3% 3%
i. Make new friends <1% <1% <1% <1% <1%
j. Other 2% 2% 2% 1% <1%

As with their ratings of the importance of diffetdactors, students in particular disciplines are
more likely to cite specific reasons as the mogtartant in their decision to attend university.

» Students in Education, Professional, and Otherrprog are more likely than others to
say thapreparing for a specific job or caregvas their most important reason to attend

university.

» Students in Business and Engineering programs are hkely than other students to
considemgetting a good jolas the single most important reason. This reason i
significantly less common among students in Edoogbrograms, because they choose

preparing for a specific career

» Students in Biological Science programs are sigaifily most likely to say that
preparing for graduate or professional schowms the most important reason.

See Table 33.
Table 33: Most important reason by discipline
Reason Discipline % most important

Prepare for a specific job or career Education 74%

Professional 64%
o other| 60% |
T Overall | 43% |

Physical Science 36%

Get a good job Business 37%
L] Engineering | __________________ 32% |
I Overall | 24% |

Education 14%
To prepare for graduate/professional school | | Biological Science | 19% |
] Overall | 3 8% |

Engineering 2%

Education 2%

1,
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4.2

Reasons for choosing their university

We asked students to rate the importance of 1@réifit reasons for their decision to attend their
current university. We have grouped these reasaondour broad themes: personal, university
programs and services, general aspects of uniydifsitand other considerations. Overall,
results for how important these reasons were tatesits choosing their current university are
very similar to results from the 2007, 2004, an@RCUSC First-Year Student surveys.

4.2.1 Personal reasons

The location of the chosen university was a vengartant reason for many students in their
decision about which institution to attend.

» For slightly more than 1 student invBanting to live close to honveas very important in
choosing their current university.

» About 1 in 10 say the fact that themrents wanted them to enrol at this univerditey
wanted tdive away from homeor friends were attending the universisere very

important.

Table 34 shows the percentages of those who raéseg ppersonal reasons as being very
important in their decision to attend their curreniversity.

Table 34: Motivation to attend current university

- Personal reasons (‘very important’) Q7

All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) (n=435)
a. Wanted to live close to home 36% 34% 38% 39% 20%

m. Parents/relatives wanted me to enrol here

12%

9%

13%

14%

7%

b. Wanted to live away from home

11%

12%

12%

10%

16%

0. Friends attending here

9%

7%

10%

11%

4%

4.2.2 University programs and services

Among universities’ programs and servioggality of academic programandspecific career-
related programsre most often rated as very important in studehtsice of university.

» Almost 6 students in 10 report that tipgality of academic progranet their current
university was very important in their decision.igIs the single most common reason
rated as very important by first-year students.

» Over half of the students say that the fact thair tturrent university offered specific
career-related programvas very important in their decision.

» About 1 student in 5 rates the-op program, internship, and other practical

experiencegheavailability of on-campus residencandopportunities for international
work or studiess very important.

» Slightly more than 1 student in 20 ratghletic or varsity sportas very important in

PRA.
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their decision to attend their current university.

Co-op programs, internships, and other practicghexencesvere more important for Group 2

students (33%) than Group 3 (20%) or Group 1 (18#4dents. It also appears that the

availability of on-campus residencess more often very important to students attem@noup

1 (24%) than Group 3 (15%) universities; howevdrilevthis difference is suggestive, it is not
statistically significant. It appears that, in 20&fbore students than in previous CUSC First-Year
Student surveys report that-op, internship, and other practical experienease somewhat or
very important in their choice of universitylable 35 presents this year's results.

Table 35: Motivation to attend current university - University programs and services (‘very important’) Q7
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
d. Quality of academic programs 59% 60% 57% 59% 68%
e. Specific career-related program 55% 55% 55% 54% 78%
r. Co-op program, internship, and other practical 22% 15% 33% 20% 38%
experiences
k. Availability of on-campus residence 20% 24% 21% 15% 48%
s. Opportunities for international work/study abroad 19% 15% 22% 21% 16%
u. Athletic/varsity sports 7% 7% 8% 7% 8%

4.2.3 General aspects of university life

Many students consider other aspects of univeligtyvhen deciding which institution to attend.

» Over half of the first-year students report thaithiniversity’s reputatiorwas very
important in their decision about which univerdibyattend.

» Almost 4 students in 10 say that &iee of the universityas very importanSize of the
universityis more important to those attending Group 1 @aoup 2 or Group 3
universities, as 54% of Group 1 university studeatgsizeis important compared to
27% of Group 2 and 20% of Group 3 students.

» Financial considerations appear to be somewhatritaupip although less important than
other aspects, as about 1 student in 4 saysuitiah feesandan offer of financial
assistance or scholarshipgere very important. Given that younger studergsawmore
likely to receive a scholarship, financial awardbarsary for the 2009—-10 academic
year, it is not surprising that older studentsracge likely than younger students to say
thatan offer of financial assistance or scholarshipas not important in their choosing a
university. About 60% of students 20 or older saghsfinancial assistance, although
received, was not important in their decision, caned with just 35% of students 18
years of age or younger.

Table 36 shows these results.

This difference may be due to a change in wortlinifpis question in the 2010 survey.

PRA.
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Table 36: Motivation to attend current university

- Other aspects of university (‘'very important’) Q7

All Group Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University

(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
f. University has a good reputation 55% 58% 50% 56% 60%
g. Size of university 36% 54% 27% 20% 62%
l. Tuition fees 28% 31% 24% 29% 32%
c. Offered financial assistance/scholarships 24% 23% 28% 23% 26%

4.2.4 Other considerations

The remaining reasons for students’ choice of usityeare shown in Table 37.

» One student in 4 indicates that #iee of the city or towwas very important in their

choice of university.

One student in 5 reports that @neailability of public transportationvas very important.

Theavailability of public transportationwas significantly more important to students
attending Group 3 universities (29%) than to thatsending Group 1 institutions (15%).

» About 1 student in 7 reports that thieysical appearance of the campuas very
important.
Table 37: Motivation to attend current university - Other considerations (‘very important’) Q7
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
j. Size of city/town 25% 29% 23% 23% 40%
g. Availability of public transportation 20% 15% 21% 29% 14%
w. Physical appearance of the campus 14% 15% 13% 12% 20%

4.2.5 Reasons by discipline

Table 38 shows the reasons for choosing a uniyetst were statistically significant by

discipline.

» Specific career-related prograstwere more often very important to students in
Professional and Education programs than to staderdther disciplines.

» Students in Engineering, Education, and Businesgrams are much more likely than
others students to say that tteeop programs, internships, and other practical
experiencesvere very important.
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Table 38: Motivation to attend current university by discip

line

Reason Discipline % very important
Q7e. Specific career-related program Professional 86%
______________ Education | 84%
_________________ Overall | """ 55%
Physical Science 45%
Q7r. Co-op program, internship, and Engineering 44%
other practical experiences Education 40%
_______________ Business | . ... 34%
_________________ Overall |~ 22%
Arts and Humanities 15%

4.2.6 Most important reason

We asked students to choose the single most immogason influencing their choice of
university. Three reasons stand out as being thet mportantspecific career-related
programs(22%),wanting to live close to hon{@9%), andhe quality of academic programs
(17%). These three reasons are the most comngardiess of university Group.

The relative importance of all other reasons idlaimby university Group, with a few notable

exceptions.

» Size of university which more students attending Group 1 univesitl1%) say was
the most important reason in choosing their unityetBan students attending Group 2

(3%) or Group 3 (<1%) universities.

» Co-op program, internship, and other practical esipeces -which were rated as the
most important reason more often by Group 2 (6% tGroup 3 (2%) or Group 1 (<1%)

students.

Table 39 shows the most important reasons. Redbsanwere collapsed into tl@thercategory
were each selected by 2% or fewer students. Oyénelpattern of response is very similar to
CUSC First-Year Student surveys from 2007, 2004,2001.

Table 39: Single most important reason in decision to atten

d this university Q8

All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
e. Specific career-related program 22% 23% 20% 21% 42%
a. Wanted to live close to home 19% 15% 21% 22% 7%
d. Quality of academic programs 17% 16% 16% 20% 9%
f. University has a good reputation 10% 11% 8% 11% 6%
g. Size of university 6% 11% 3% <1% 18%
c. Offered financial assistance/scholarships 5% 5% 7% 4% 6%
b. Wanted to live away from home 3% 3% 4% 4% 3%
I. Tuition fees 3% 4% 2% 4% <1%
m. Parents/relatives wanted me to enrol here 3% 2% 4% 4% 1%
r. Co-op program, internship, other practical 3% <1% 6% 2% 3%
experiences
Other 9% 9% 9% 8% 4%
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As shown in Figure 4, when examining the most intgaadrreason for choosing a university by
age, we find that:

» Specific career-related prograis the most important reason across age groupshéut
importance increases as students get older, risdng 20% of those 18 or younger to
30% of those 21 or older.

» Wanting to live close to honi® more commonly cited as the most important nedéso
students 18 or younger. Indeed, it ties veiplecific career-related programs the most
important reason for students in this age group.

» As students get older, they are more likely totbayquality of academic progransas
the most important reason for attending their curumiversity. As students get older,
they are less likely to report thia¢ing offered financial assistance or scholarships
the most important reason, reflecting the fact thay are less likely to report receiving
such financial assistance.

Most important reason for attending this university by age: 2010 CUSC survey

(n=12,488)
0,
Specific career-related program 2%
30%
‘ —
0,
Wanted to live close to home L
15%
Quality of academic programs
i om—
University § renutat
niversity has a good reputation 12%
Offered financial assistance/scholarships
Wanted to live away from home
Parents/relatives wanted me to enrol
here 2%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

021 years or older M20years ofage O19 years of age [ 18 years or younger

Figure4
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4.3  Applying to university

We asked students about the process of applyingit@rsity. As Table 40 shows, about 6
students in 10 applied to more than one university.

Among those who applied to more than one university

» On average, students applied to between 3 andvénsities, including the one they are
currently attending, although 18% applied to fivermre universities.

» Almost 4 in 10 students applied to a universitysald their home province. Students
attending a Group 2 university (30%) are statilijaauch less likely to have applied to
a university outside their home province than thatsending a Group 3 (49%) or Group
1 (40%) university.

» One student in 10 applied to college as well agigersity.

Even though many students applied to more tharuoiversity, more than 8 students in 10
report that the university they are currently atiag was their first choice. Among those who
applied to more than one university, 75% report thay are attending their first choice, whereas
94% of those who applied to just the universityythee attending say it was their first choice.

Table 40: Application process
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) (n=435)
Applied to more than one unive rsity Q3
Yes | 58% | 54% | 69% | 54% | 96%
Total number applied to Q3A*
Two 33% 36% 29% 36% 10%
Three 34% 34% 38% 29% 50%
Four 15% 14% 16% 14% 19%
Five or more 18% 16% 18% 20% 21%
Average 34 3.2 34 3.6 3.6
Number outside home province Q3B*
None 61% 60% 70% 51% 93%
One 17% 18% 13% 20% 4%
Two 11% 12% 8% 13% 1%
Three or more 11% 10% 9% 17% 1%
Average 0.9 0.8 0.7 1.3 0.1
Applied to college as well (other than a CEGEP) Q4
Yes | 10% | 10% | 11% | 7% | 10%
Currently attending first choice Q5
Yes | 83% | 84% | 79% | 86% | 80%
*Note: Only students who applied to more than one university were asked the total number to which they had
applied, and the total number to which they applied outside their home province.

4.3.1 Applying to university by discipline
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Although there appears to be no difference by gis@ as to whether students applied to more
than one university, there is a difference in whestudents applied to a university outside their
home provinces. As shown in Table 41, studentsigirieering and Physical Science were most
likely to have applied to a university outside tH@me province, while Professional and
Education students were least likely.

Table 41: Applied to university outside of home province by d iscipline
Reason Discipline % very important
Applied to university outside of home Engineering 53%
provinceQ3g | Physical Science | 45%.
_________________ Overall | ... 39%
Professional 23%
Education 18%

4.4  Contact before choosing a university

We asked students about 13 different types of cotiat they might have had before choosing
their current university. Most appear to have hadtipie types of contact before making their
decision.

4.4.1 Direct contact

Overall, just over half of students (53%) say thegeived some form of contact from their
university before graduating from high school orGEP. Most often, they received contact in
their final year of high school (50%). See Table 42

Table 42: Direct contact from this university Q12/Q12A
All Group Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University

(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) (n=435)
Grade 9 or earlier <1% <1% <1% <1% <1%
Grade 10 2% 2% 2% 2% <1%
Grade 11 11% 11% 11% 11% 6%
Grade 12 50% 51% 56% 41% 59%
CEGEP 2% 1% <1% 4% <1%
Did not receive contact 47% 45% 42% 53% 39%
Note: Respondents could select more than one answer. Therefore, columns may sum to more than 100%.

Younger students are more likely to report havimgad contact from their university while still
in high school or CEGEP. The proportion that hadaticontact falls from 62% among students
18 or younger to 13% of those 21 or older. Althotlgh may speak to the influence of contact
when convincing students to attend a universityafor university), it may also speak to
students’ inability to remember the contact theynave had several years ago.

See Table 43.
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Table 43: Direct contact by age

Received direct contact while in
high school or CEGEP Q12

21 years or older

Overall 53%

Age

18 years or younger 62%

19 years of age 34%

20 years of age 21%
13%

Note: Bolded percentages indicate a statistically significant difference between groups.

4.4.2 Personal contact

Table 44 shows the proportion of students whoeatd of the 10 methods of personal contact
when choosing their current university. Althougependents rate the method, it does not
necessarily mean they had this experience. For gbeamis unlikely that 57% of students had
contact with university athletic coaches. Some estitsl most likely chose ‘not very important’
rather than ‘not applicable’ if they did not haveyaontact.

Table 44: Considerations when choosing current university

- Personal contact (percent who offered a rating) Q9

All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
0. Word of mouth 93% 92% 93% 93% 91%
b. Viewbooks, brochures, or pamphlets 92% 91% 93% 92% 95%
n. Advice from high school counsellors or teachers 86% 84% 88% 86% 88%
c. Campus visit/open house 83% 82% 85% 81% 89%
f. Contact from faculty/staff of the university 80% 80% 84% 76% 79%
g. Contact from students of the university 80% 78% 81% 80% 82%
a. Visit by a university rep. to my high school or CEGEP 75% 73% 80% 75% 76%
d. Recruitment fairs 72% 70% 76% 72% 71%
e. Meeting with univ. recruitment/admissions staff on the 72% 73% 75% 69% 72%
campus
j. Contact from university athletic coaches 57% 57% 59% 57% 54%

Table 45 shows the proportion of students whoeatd contact as very important in their
decision about which university to attend out afsh who rated the type of contact.

» Of the 83% of students who ratedampus visit or attended an open hquast over 4
students in 10 say thattampus visit or open hougeas very important in their decision.

» Of the 93% who ratediord of mouthabout 4 in 10 rated it as very important in their

decision.

» Among those who provided a rating, approximatesgigients in 10 ratadvice from
high school counsellors or teachgwsewbooks, brochures, or pamphleasdcontact
from faculty or staff of the universifs very important. Female students (35%) are more
likely than male students (22%) to say thiaiwbooks, brochures, or pamphletsre
very important when choosing a university.
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» Of those who offered a rating, about 1 student $ays each afontact from students of
the universityvisit by a university rep to their high school cdEGEP, or a meeting with
the university recruitment or admissions staff ampuswas very important. Given that
younger students were more likely to recall haxdirgct contact with someone from
their university while in high school or CEGEP @efo Table 43), it is not surprising
that a higher proportion of younger students satesit by a university representative to
their high school or CEGERSs very important—from 26% of those 18 or yourtger

11% of those 21 or older.

» Of those who rated the contact, about 1 in 6 neesiitment fairsas very important,
while less than 1 student in 10 who offered a gpinalicates that contact froomiversity
athletic coachesvas very important in their decision.

We do not find any statistically significant difearces in the importance of these forms of
contact when choosing a university by universitp@r.

Table 45: Considerations when choosing current university - Personal contact (‘very important’) Q9
All Group Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University
c. Campus visit/open house 43% 47% 44% 37% 63%
0. Word of mouth 38% 41% 34% 37% 36%
n. Advice from high school counsellors or teachers 31% 30% 33% 31% 36%
b. Viewbooks, brochures, or pamphlets 30% 29% 32% 30% 40%
f. Contact from faculty/staff of the university 30% 32% 30% 26% 33%
g. Contact from students of the university 24% 25% 22% 25% 26%
a. Visit by a university rep. to my high school or 24% 25% 24% 21% 29%
CEGEP
e. Meeting with univ. recruitment/admissions staff on 23% 25% 23% 21% 25%
the campus
d. Recruitment fairs 16% 16% 17% 15% 17%
j- Contact from university athletic coaches 8% 10% 8% 7% 11%
Note: Percentages are based on those who offered a rating.

In 2010, students appear to be more likely to maeay of these items as very important. This is
especially true with interactions with faculty, f§t@r students from the university. In 2010,
more students report contact with faculty or stéifhe university was very important (30%)
than in 2001 to 2007 (between 14% or 15%). Sinyijarl 2010, 24% report that contact with
students of the university was very important igithiecision, compared with 12% or less in
earlier surveys. Meeting with university recruitrhenadmissions staff on campus has steadily
grown in importance over time. In 2010, 23% reploid was very important in choosing a

university compared with 14% in 2001.
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4.4.3 Contact through media

Many students provided a rating of the importaniceanious media sources when choosing their

university. See Table 46.

Table 46: Considerations when choosing current universi ty - Media (percent who offered a rating) Q9
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (nN=435)
i. University website 94% 94% 94% 94% 96%
k. Maclean's university rankings 78% 7% 81% 75% 86%
I. The Globe and Mail's Canadian University Report 70% 70% 71% 67% 80%

Table 47 shows the proportion of students who tisese media sources that rate each as very

important.

» Among the 94% who rate thainiversity’s websiteabout 4 in 10 say it was very

important in choosing their current

university.

» Of the 78% who usBlaclean’s university rankingsbout 1 in 5 say they were very

important in their decision.

» Of the 70% who us&heGlobe and Mail's Canadian University Repottin 10 say it

was very important.

Table 47: Considerations when choosing current university - Media (‘'very important’) Q9
Group L
All Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University
i. University website 41% 41% 40% 43% 44%
k. Maclean's university rankings 18% 19% 17% 17% 28%
I. The Globe and Mail's Canadian University Report 11% 11% 11% 10% 22%
Note: Percentages are based on those who offered a rating.

In addition to the influence of media on their d&mn about which university to attend, we also
asked students if they recalled seeing any adeengsits about their university. Overall, just
over half of students recalled seeing advertishmguatheir university.

» The most common type of advertisingigine advertisingandbillboards in each case,

about 1 in 4 recalls seeing them.

» Slightly less than 1 in 5 recalls seeingeavspaper ador their university.

» About 1 in 10 recalls hearing an ad for their unsity on theradio or seeing an ad on

TV.

See Table 48.

PRA
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Table 48: Recall seeing adverti sing through various media sources Q11
All Group Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University

(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) (n=435)
Recall any media (net) 53% 57% 46% 55% 34%
- Online advertising 24% 24% 23% 25% 18%
- Billboard 23% 23% 15% 29% 8%
- Newspaper ad 17% 17% 15% 19% 9%
- Radio ad 11% 14% 6% 9% 3%
-TV ad 10% 14% 6% 9% 2%
- Other 8% 9% 8% 6% 8%
Note: Respondents could provide more than one answer. Therefore, columns may sum to more than 100%.

4.4.4 Most important contact in choice of universit

y

We asked students to consider all contacts, persodamedia, and identify which was the most
important in their decision to attend their curreniversity. Of these contacts, two stand out as
the most importantampus visit or open hougE%) andwvord of mouth(17%).

About 1 in 10 indicates thaidvice from high school counsellors or teachdi3%); the
university’s websit€11%); viewbooks, brochures, or pamphl€#86); ora visit by a university
representative to their high school or CEGHEH®6) was most important. After increasing from
9% in 2001 to 19% in 2007, it appears that fewedents (11%) are relying oruaiversity’s

websiteas the most important contact.

Other reasons were most important to about 1 ist@@ents or fewer. Thather category

includes those reasons that are selected by 2%war fof students. See Table 49.

Table 49: Single most important contact in decision to atte

nd this university Q10

All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
c. Campus visit/open house 19% 21% 19% 16% 38%
0. Word of mouth 17% 18% 15% 18% 8%
n. Advice from high school counsellors or teachers 13% 12% 14% 13% 13%
i. University website 11% 10% 9% 15% 7%
b. Viewbooks, brochures, or pamphlets 9% 7% 10% 10% 9%
a. Visit by a university rep. to my high school or 8% 8% 10% 7% 8%
CEGEP
g. Contact from students of the university 6% 7% 5% 7% 5%
f. Contact from faculty/staff of the university 4% 5% 5% 3% 4%
e. Meet with univ. recruitment/admissions staff on 3% 4% 3% 3% 3%
campus
k. Maclean's university rankings 3% 3% 4% 3% 3%
Other 6% 6% 7% 5% 3%
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Examining results by age, we find several diffeesnfor what was the single most important
influence on students’ decision about which univete attend.

» The younger a student is, the more likely theytariadicate thatampus visits or open
housesandvisits by a university representative to their hgginool or CEGERvere the
most importance influence on their decision aboittv university to attend.

» The older a student is, the more likely they areetp onword of mouththeuniversity’s
website andcontact from faculty or staff of the university

Figure 5 shows some of the most important influsrarestudents’ decision to attend their
university by age.

Most influence on decision to attend this universit y by age: 2010 CUSC survey
(n = 12,488)

o 17%
Campus visit/open house .

Word of mouth

Advice from high school 10%
counsellors or teachers

Visit by a university rep. to my
high school or CEGEP

University web site

Contact from students of the
university

Contact from faculty/staff of the
university

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

O21 years or older W20 years ofage [O19 years of age M 18 years or younger

Figure5
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Although it falls just below the threshold for sséital significance, we do see some differences
between male and female students and what mosemded their decision about which
university to attend. As shown in Figure 6:

» Female students are more likely than male studerttave been influenced logmpus
visits and open housesdviewbooks, brochures, and pamphlets

» Male students were more likely than female studentely on second-hand information,
such asvord of mouthandcontact from students of the university

Most influence on decision to attend this universit y by gender: 2010 CUSC Survey
(n=12,488)

Campus visit/open house

Word of mouth

Advice from high school counsellors
or teachers

University web site

Viewbooks, brochures or pamphlets

Visit by a university rep. to high
school or CEGEP

Contact from students of the
university

5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

‘ OMale l Female

0%

Figure6




Canadian University Survey Consortium 43
CUSC 2010 First-Year Student Survey/7June 2010

5.0 Experience prior to classes

In this section, we report on first-year studeetgderiences with their university prior to starting
their first year of classes there.

5.1  Application process

Most students report that they are satisfied withway their university handled their application
for admission, as 9 students in 10 report that Hreysatisfied, including 30% who are very
satisfied. About 1 in 10 are dissatisfied, inclyds? who are very dissatisfied. Students
attending Group 1 universities appear more likelpé¢ very satisfied with the handling of their
application for admission than do students attejm@roup 3 institutions, although this
difference is not statistically significant.

See Table 50.
Table 50: Satisfied with handling of application for admiss ion Q13
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
Very satisfied 60% 65% 58% 55% 64%
Somewhat satisfied 30% 27% 31% 35% 29%
Somewhat dissatisfied 5% 4% 5% 6% 3%
Very dissatisfied 5% 4% 5% 5% 3%

5.2  Help in choice of program

Just over half of students report receiving assegar help with their program or course
selection. Among those who received help, slighttye than 9 in 10 report being satisfied,
including 46% who are very satisfied with the higlpy received from their university in
deciding on their program or course selection. ltkaa 1 in 10 is dissatisfied, including 2% who
are very dissatisfied. Again, while not statistiggignificant, students attending Group 1
institutions are not only more likely to receivevex or help, they are more likely to be very
satisfied with the advice or help they received.

See Table 51 for complete results.

Table 51: University assistance with program or course sele ction
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) (n=435)
Received advice about or help with program or cours e selection from university Q14A
Yes | 54% | 59% | 53% | 49% | 60%
Satisfaction with advice or help Q15*
Very satisfied 46% 50% A47% 37% 54%
Somewhat satisfied 46% 43% 45% 52% 42%
Somewhat dissatisfied 6% 5% 6% 8% 3%
Very dissatisfied 2% 2% 2% 3% <1%
*Note: Only those who received assistance were asked how satisfied they were.
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5.3  Course registration

Onlineregistration continues to be the most common tgp& in 10 students report registering
this way. Fewer registén person(3 in 10),by mail(1 in 5), orby phong1 in 6). About 4
students in 10 (43%) registered using more thamoet@od, including 4% who used four or
more methods.

Perhaps due to the size of their university andesttipopulation, students attending a Group 1
university (38%) are more likely than students @raup 2 (26%) or Group 3 (22%) university
to have registereh person See Table 52.

Table 52: Experience with method of registration Q16
All Group Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University

(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) (n=435)
Online 90% 87% 90% 93% 92%
In person 30% 38% 26% 22% 30%
By mail 20% 23% 20% 16% 19%
By phone 16% 17% 16% 14% 12%
Other <1% <1% <1% <1% <1%
Note: Respondents could provide more than one answer. Therefore, columns may sum to more than 100%.

Although the vast majority of students are at lsashewhat satisfied with each method of
registration, it appears that students are moedyito be very satisfied depending on the method
used.

» Slightly less than 9 in 10 students who usepersonor onlineregistration are satisfied
with each method, although slightly more are vextysfied within person(53%) rather
thanonline (48%) registration.

» About 8 in 10 who registerdaly mailare satisfied with this method, including 33% who
are very satisfied.

» About 3 in 4 who registerdaly phoneare satisfied, including 35% who are very satisfied

Table 53: Satisfaction with the method of r  egistration (‘very'/'somewhat' satisfied) Q16
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
In person 88% 89% 85% 87% 89%
Online 87% 89% 84% 85% 91%
By malil 82% 83% 79% 83% 83%
By phone 7% 82% 73% 73% 83%
Other 82% 86% 88% 65% 100%
Note: Percentages are based on those who have had experience with each method of registration.

More than 8 in 10 students say they are satisfigdl lveing able to get into all of the courses
they wanted to, including 44% who say they are #atysfied. Just over 1 in 10 are dissatisfied,
including 3% who are very dissatisfied. See Taldle 5

PRA.
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Table 54: Satisfaction with getting into all of the courses students wanted Q17
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
Very satisfied 44% 47% 42% 43% 60%
Somewhat satisfied 41% 40% 42% 43% 34%
Somewhat dissatisfied 11% 10% 12% 11% 3%
Very dissatisfied 3% 3% 4% 4% 3%

5.4  University orientation

Among our first-year students, 2 in 3 participaited university orientation program, and a
majority of these students report that they hadsatipe experience. Of those who participated in
an orientation program:

» Over 9 students in 10 say they are satisfied wigntation making therfeel welcome at
the universityincluding 61% who say they are very satisfied.

» More than 8 students in 10 say they are satisfiidl thve orientation in terms of
providing information about campus |if¢5% very satisfied) angroviding information
about student servic€d3% very satisfied)

» About 8 in 10 students are satisfied with how daginnhelped them understand
university’s academic expectatiof85% very satisfied) anidelped their personal and
social transition to universit{88% very satisfied).

» About 3 students in 4 say they are satisfied waw lorientatiorbuilt their confidence
including 33% who are very satisfied.

These findings are presented in Table 55.

Table 55: Orientation
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
Participated in an orientation Q18
Yes | 66% | 65% | 70% | 62% | 82%
Satisfaction with aspects of orientation - 'very satisfied'/'somewhat satisfied' Q19*
a. Feeling welcome at the university 94% 95% 93% 92% 99%
d. Providing information about campus life 86% 88% 86% 82% 94%
e. Providing information about student services 84% 86% 85% 81% 92%
b. Helping you understand university's 82% 84% 82% 79% 93%
academic expectations
c. Helping your personal and social transition 80% 82% 81% 75% 89%
to university
f. Building your confidence 77% 80% 77% 71% 86%
*Note: Only those who patrticipated in an orientation program were asked how satisfied they were.

As shown in Table 56, older first-year studentsless likely to have participated in an
orientation program. About 3 students in 4 whol8egears of age or younger participated in
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orientation, compared to 1 in 3 of those 21 yeéesge or older.

Even though younger students were more likely teetiaken part in orientation than older

students, both groups tend to be equally satisfigid their orientation experiences and

outcomes.

Table 56: Orientation by age

Participated in orientation Q18

21 years or older

Overall 66%

Age

18 years or younger 73%

19 years of age 51%

20 years of age 39%
33%

Note: Bolded percentages indicate a statistically significant difference between groups.

While patrticipation in orientation has remained hareged over the last four surveys, in our most
recent survey, students appear more satisfiedthtin orientation experience. Compared with
past results, in 2010, more students who attendedtation are very satisfied with each of the

aspects tested, although this difference is omlyssically significant fofeeling welcome at

universityandhelping understand the university’s academic exqienis See Table 57 for

complete results by year.

Table 57: Orientation over time

2010 2007 2004 2001

(n=12,488) | (n=12,681) | (n=10,932) | (n=6,950)
Participated in orientation Q18 66% 66% 63% 64%
Very satisfied with... Q19
a. Feeling welcome at university* 61% 47% 45% -
d. Providing information about campus life 45% 34% 30% 33%
e. Providing information about student services 43% 32% 28% 29%
c. Helping personal and social transition to university 38% 27% 23% 26%
f. Building your confidence 33% 24% 19% 22%
b. Helping understand the university’s academic expectations 35% 24% 20% 16%

Note: Bolded percentages indicate a statistically significant difference.

* This questions was asked with options of ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ in 2001.
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6.0  University experience

In this section, we report on students’ experieataegniversity, including their self-assessed
success in adjusting to various aspects of uniydi@ and their satisfaction with university

programs, services, and faculty.

6.1  Adjusting to university

We asked students to rate their success in adjutih6 aspects of university life, which we
grouped into three broad categories: academicppatsand practical. In each case, students
were asked to indicate whether they had been wmgessful, or whether they had experienced
some success, little success, or no success istedjuo each aspect of university life.

6.1.1 Adjusting to academic demands of university

Not all students rate all aspects of university.lifable 58 shows the percentage of students who
could offer a rating of their success in adjustmgcademic aspects. With the exception of
performing adequately in courses requiring mathecaaskills (73%), at least 94% of students
provide ratings of their success in adjusting tad@enic aspects of university life.

Table 58: Success adjusting to university

- Academic (percent who offered a rating) Q20

All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
a. Meeting academic demands 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
j- Understanding content and information presented in 100% 99% 100% 100% 99%
courses
f. Choosing a program of studies to meet my objectives 99% 99% 99% 99% 99%
n. Finding help with questions or problems 98% 98% 98% 97% 97%
h. Performing adequately in written assignments 97% 98% 98% 96% 99%
g. Getting academic advice 94% 94% 95% 92% 92%
i. Performing adequately in courses requiring 73% 69% 75% 76% 81%

mathematical skills

Among those who rate their success in adjustiragtmlemic aspects of university, more than 9
students in 10 report at least some success:

» Understanding content and information presentedauarsesjncluding 48% who report

having very much success.

» Meeting academic demandscluding 40% who report having very much success.

» Choosing a program of studies to meet their obyestincluding 53% who report having

very much success.

» Performing adequately in written assignmeims|uding 40% who report having very
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much success.

Of those who rate their success, about 8 studerit8 report having at least some success:

» Finding help with questions or problenadthough only 37% report having very much

Success.

» Performing adequately in courses requiring mathecaaskills,including 36% who

report having very much success.

Among those who rate it, about 7 in 10 report hgviad at least some succgssting academic
advice,including only 26% who report having had very mgcdiecess. Group 1 students appear
to have more success than Group 3 students ineifisd, although this difference is not

statistically significant.

Table 59 shows this year’s results.

Table 59: Success adjusting to university

- Academic (‘very much'/'some' success) Q20

All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
j- Understanding content and information presented in courses 96% 97% 95% 96% 97%
a. Meeting academic demands 92% 94% 90% 91% 96%
f. Choosing a program of studies to meet my objectives 92% 93% 91% 90% 97%
h. Performing adequately in written assignments 91% 91% 90% 91% 95%
n. Finding help with questions or problems 85% 88% 83% 82% 88%
i. Performing adequately in courses requiring mathematical 79% 80% 78% 80% 81%
skills
g. Getting academic advice 71% 75% 70% 66% 79%

Note: Percentages are based on those who offered a rating.

6.1.2 Personal adjustments

Almost all students rate their success in adjudtingarious personal aspects of university life,
except for adjusting toew living arrangementsvhich just 2 in 3 students rate. See Table 60.

Table 60: Success adjusting to university - Personal (percent who offered a rating) Q20
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
0. Organizing my time to complete academic work 99% 99% 100% 99% 100%
b. Making new friends with other students 99% 99% 99% 99% 100%
k. Feeling as if | belong at university 98% 98% 99% 98% 99%
c. Becoming involved in campus activities 95% 94% 96% 95% 96%
d. New living arrangements 66% 69% 67% 60% 91%

Among those who rate their success, more thandgsts in 10 report success adjusting to:

» Organizing their time to complete academic wankJuding 34% who report very much

Success.
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» Making new friends with other students;luding 49% who report very much success.

» Feeling as if they belong at universiig¢cluding 44% who report very much success.

Among those who provide a rating, about 3 in 4 repoaccess adjusting teew living
arrangementsincluding 49% who report having very much success.

Among the personal adjustments to university, sttaleeport the least success in terms of
becoming involved in campus activitiédout half report having at least some success
including 20% who report having very much succés®se reporting very much success in
becoming involved in campus activitless steadily increased over the last three surveys,
doubling in the last six years. Only 9% reportedyvauch success in 2004 and 13% in 2007, but
20% reported the same in 2010. See Table 61.

Table 61: Success adjusting to university - Personal (‘very much'/'some’' success) Q20
All Group Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University
0. Organizing my time to complete academic work 84% 86% 81% 84% 88%
b. Making new friends with other students 83% 85% 83% 81% 92%
k. Feeling as if | belong at university 83% 84% 83% 80% 91%
d. New living arrangements 7% 80% 76% 74% 89%
c. Becoming involved in campus activities 53% 56% 51% 49% 67%
Note: Percentages are based on those who offered a rating.

6.1.3 Practical adjustments

Most studentsS about 9 in 10 or mofe rate three of the four practical adjustments ingdlin
university life. The one exceptionfimding suitable, affordable housinghich about 6 in 10
rated—this is likely because only those who had edafor planned to move) when attending
university would have answered this question. SH=ENG2.

Table 62: Success adjusting to university - Practical (percent who offered a rating) Q20
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
I. Finding my way around the campus 98% 98% 98% 98% 99%
m. Using the library 96% 96% 95% 97% 95%
p. Finding useful information and resources 89% 89% 90% 89% 87%
on careers and occupations
e. Finding suitable and affordable housing 61% 64% 60% 56% 83%

Among those rating their success making practidplstiments:

» Almost all report having had at least some sucoeBsding their way around the
campusjncluding 76% who report having had very much sasce

» Slightly more than 8 students in 10 report haviagd at least some successng the
library, including 44% who report having had very much sesce

» About 3 students in 4 report having had at leastessuccesfnding suitable, affordable
housing,including 38% who report having had very much sasce
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» About 2 students in 3 report having had at leastessuccesBnding useful information
and resources on careers and occupatjonsluding 22% who had very much success.

See Table 63.
Table 63: Success adjusting to university - Practical (‘'very much'/'some' success) Q20
All Group Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University
I. Finding my way around the campus 97% 97% 96% 96% 98%
m. Using the library 82% 83% 79% 82% 81%
e. Finding suitable and affordable housing 7% 81% 73% 74% 86%
p. Finding useful information and resources on 65% 67% 65% 64% 76%
careers and occupations
Note: Percentages are based on those who offered a rating.

6.1.4 Success by discipline

Table 64 shows the two areas of significant diffiessby discipline in students’ ratings of

success adjusting to university life.

» Students in Education and Professional programmacd more likely than students in
other disciplines to say they had very much succlesssing a program of studies to
meet my objectivesvhile Physical Science students are least likely.

» In performing adequately in courses requiring mathecadskills, students in
Engineering and Professional programs are moréyltkesay they had very much
success. Students in Social Science and Arts anthHities programs report that they

had the least success.

Table 64: Success in adapting by discipline
Reason Discipline % very much
Q20f. Choosing a program of studies to meet Education 73%
my objectives ... Professional | 73% |
T Overall | 53% |
Physical Science 48%
Q20i. Performing adequately in courses Engineering 51%
requiring mathematical skills Professional 45%
] Overall | 36% |
Arts and Humanities 28%
Social Science 26%
6.2  Satisfaction with concern shown to students as individuals

On average, first-year students report that theyadteast somewhat satisfied with the concern
shown by their university for them as individuals,just over 7 students in 10 say they are
satisfied with this, including 29% who are veryisi@d. About 1 student in 5 is dissatisfied,

including 6% who are very dissatisfied.

Students attending Group 1 universities (39%) aweertikely than students attending Group 2
(25%) or Group 3 (18%) universities to be verysad. This is perhaps not surprising, since

)
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Group 1 universities tend to be smaller, both uadsht population and size of campus, and as

such, these universities may have more opportiaityteract with students and demonstrate

concern. See Table 65.

Table 65: Concern shown by the university for students as i

ndividuals Q21D

All Group Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University

(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
Very satisfied 29% 39% 25% 18% 50%
Somewhat satisfied 43% 41% 45% 42% 39%
Somewhat dissatisfied 16% 10% 17% 22% 7%

6%

3%

5%

9%

1%

Very dissatisfied

Since 2004, the proportion of students reportirag they are very satisfied has been increasing
from 15% in 2004 to 19% in 2007 and 31% by 201Q0sTicrease may be driven by the larger
population of students attending Group 1 univegsitn our sample in 2010, as students who
report being very satisfied increased slightly asrall university types, with the greatest increase
coming from students attending Group 1 universities

6.3

Satisfaction with academic facilities and servi

ces

We asked students to rate various academic fasilg&gnd services. As Table 66 shows, at least 9
students in 10 could rate each facility or servizigh two exceptions 7 in 10 rate their
university’'scomputing serviceandabout 1 in 10 rates their universitgsrvices for co-op
programs, internships, and other practical expecenrelated to their program

Table 66: Academic facilities and services (percent who off

ered a rating) Q21/Q22

All Group Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University

(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
g2la. Average size of your classes 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
g21b. Instructional facilities 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
g2le. General condition of buildings and grounds 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
g21f. Study space 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
g21g. University's commitment to environmental 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
sustainability
g22a. Library facilities 90% 89% 89% 91% 80%
g22b. Computing services 70% 69% 68% 73% 37%
g22p. Services for co-op program, internship, and 12% 11% 15% 11% 24%
other practical experiences related to your program

The vast majority of students are satisfied or \gtysfied with each of the academic facilities
and services. About 9 students in 10 are satisfidu

» Library facilities,including 52% who are very satisfied. Satisfactiath library
facilities has steadily grown over time. For exénB3% were very satisfied in 2004

with library facilities.

» Computing service#cluding 45% who are very satisfied.
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» Services for co-op programs, internships, and ofitactical experiences related to their
program including 43% who are very satisfied.
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» Average size of classaacluding 52% who are very satisfied. Given Gabup 1
universities (73%) tend to have fewer studentsiay not be surprising that students
attending these universities are more likely tovdiey satisfied than those attending
Group 2 (43%) or Group 3 (32%) universities. Overet students appear to be more
satisfied with their class size, and this appeatsetthe case regardless of Group. In 2001
and 2004, about 28% of students were very satidieslincreased to 34% in 2007, and
52% in our current survey.

» Instructional facilitiesincluding 45% who are very satisfied. Studentsmalitey Group 1
universities tend to be more likely to be verysad with the instructional facilities at
their universities. About 55% of Group 1 universtudents are very satisfied, compared
to 43% of Group 2 students and 35% of Group 3 siisdé\gain, students in our current
survey appear to be more satisfied than thoseewiquus CUSC surveys, when 28% or
fewer were very satisfied. This increase in sattsfa appears to be similar, regardless of
the institution students are attending.

» General condition of buildings and groundscluding 48% who are very satisfied.
Again, students attending Group 1 universities (b8 more likely than Group 2 (44%)
or Group 3 (36%) students to be very satisfied whtgeneral conditions of buildings
and groundsStudents in our current survey appear to be satisfied with the general
condition of buildings and grounds than those sygdan 2007. In 2007, 30% were very
satisfied, compared to 48% in 2010. This increasmatisfaction exists among students
across all university types (Group 1, 2, or 3).

About 8 students in 10 are satisfied with theinvensity’sstudy spaceincluding 45% who are
very satisfied.

About 3 in 4 students are satisfied with theirversity’s commitment to environmental
sustainability including 39% who are very satisfied. StudentSiaup 1 universities (55%) are
much more likely to be very satisfied with theiriversity’s commitment to environmental
sustainabilitythan those at Group 2 (40%) and Group 3 (35%) usiitkes. This may reflect that
smaller universities are more active in this regardhat smaller universities have been better
able to communicate their environmental policieth&r students.

Table 67 presents the percentages of those whsatisfied or very satisfied with the various
academic facilities and services.

Table 67: Academic facilities and services (‘very satisfied 'I'somewhat satisfied') Q21/Q22
All Group Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University
g22a. Library facilities 94% 94% 93% 94% 92%
g22b. Computing services 93% 94% 93% 92% 95%
g22p. Services for co-op program, internship, and other 91% 92% 90% 90% 98%
practical experiences related to your program
g2la. Average size of your classes 90% 97% 89% 81% 99%
g21b. Instructional facilities 90% 93% 90% 84% 96%
g2le. General condition of buildings and grounds 89% 93% 87% 84% 95%
g21f. Study space 84% 86% 84% 82% 87%
g21g. University's commitment to environmental sustainability 77% 81% 75% 74% 84%
Note: Percentages are based on those who offered a rating.
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6.3.1 General facilities/services

As Table 68 shows, while some facilities and s&wiare rated by most students, suctaaspus
bookstoresandfood servicesothers are rated by fewer students, suadaagus medical
servicesandfacilities for student associations and cluBsudents at Group 1 universities (51%)
are more likely than those at Group 2 (42%) or @ray32%) universities to have experience
usingparking facilities which may explain why thavailability of public transportationvas

more important to Group 3 students when selectingiersity (refer to Table 37).

In terms of use of general facilities and serviees find a couple of differences by age:

» Students 18 or younger (98%) and 19 years old (25%jnuch more likely than those 20
(87%) or 21 or older (87%) to have uss=dmpus bookstores

» As one might expect, younger students are moré¢yltkehave usedniversity residences
than older students. About half of students 18 ye&rge or younger (48%) have used
this service, and it steadily drops across agepgdo about 1 in 5 students who are 21 or

older (17%).

Table 68: General facilities and services (percent who offe

red a rating) Q22

All Group Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University

(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) (n=435)
h. Campus bookstores 96% 96% 97% 96% 95%
0. Food services 81% 83% 82% 78% 66%
c. Athletic facilities 57% 59% 56% 56% 57%
g. University-based social activities 50% 54% 49% 44% 65%
e. University residences 43% 49% 45% 34% 77%
f. Parking facilities 43% 51% 42% 32% 36%
d. Other recreational facilities 42% 45% 41% 39% 43%
s. Facilities for student associations, clubs, etc. 29% 28% 29% 30% 19%
n. Campus medical services 23% 22% 23% 23% 37%

Of those who provided a rating, the vast majoritgtadents are satisfied with these services.

About 9 students in 10 report being satisfied with:
» Other recreational facilitiesincluding 47% who are very satisfied.

» Athletic facilities,including 55% who are very satisfied.

» Facilities for student associations and clubm;luding 38% who are very satisfied.

» University-based social activitiegicluding 36% who are very satisfied. Over time,
students taking part in social activities appedrd¢anore satisfied with the experience.

» Campus bookstoresicluding 44% who are very satisfied.

PRA.
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Of those students who provided a rating, over 8esits in 10 report being satisfied with:
» Campus medical servicaacluding 47% who are very satisfied.
» University residencesncluding 39% who are very satisfied.
About 7 students in 10 are satisfied witled servicesncluding 28% who are very satisfied.

As we found in previous CUSC surveys of first-ystudents, of those students who provided a
rating, their lowest level of satisfaction appearbe withparking facilities as about 6 in 10 are
satisfied, including just 21% who are very satfi€onversely, 18% are very dissatisfied with
parking facilities

See Table 69.
Table 69: General facilities and services ('very satisfied' /'somew hat satisfied') Q22
All Group Nipissing

students 1 2 3 University
d. Other recreational facilities 93% 94% 91% 94% 93%
c. Athletic facilities 92% 92% 91% 92% 85%
s. Facilities for student associations, clubs, etc. 91% 93% 90% 90% 92%
g. University-based social activities 89% 91% 85% 89% 93%
h. Campus bookstores 87% 88% 85% 89% 82%
n. Campus medical services 85% 86% 86% 83% 82%
e. University residences 82% 85% 82% 78% 98%
0. Food services 72% 73% 71% 71% 85%
f. Parking facilities 57% 63% 50% 55% 73%
Note: Percentages are based on those who offered a rating.

6.3.2 Special services

As their name implies, special services tend tade=l by far fewer students. With the exception
of academic advising-which about half rate—about 1 student in 5 or fevages their
satisfaction with various special services. Sede ab.

Table 70: Special services (percent who offered a rating) Q 22
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
g. Academic advising 46% 49% 45% 42% 48%
t. Services for students needing financial aid 22% 24% 23% 17% 37%
m. Study skills/learning support services 21% 21% 26% 18% 20%
r. Tutoring services 17% 14% 20% 18% 11%
I. Personal counselling services 15% 15% 16% 14% 13%
i. Employment services 11% 11% 11% 10% 5%
v. Career counselling services 10% 10% 9% 10% 5%
k. International student services 7% 7% 8% 7% 4%
j. Services for students with disabilities 5% 6% 5% 4% 5%
u. Services for First Nations students 3% 3% 3% 2% 3%
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Generally, students who use these services repong Isatisfied with their experience. Among
students who rate these services, 9 in 10 ardisdtisith:

4

v Vv Vv Vv Vv Vv Vv

Study skills/learning support servica@scluding 41% who are very satisfied. Students
using this service appear to be more satisfied tmes. The proportion of students who
report being very satisfied wistudy skills and learning support serviéesreased from
24% in 2001 to 32% in 2007 and to 41% by 2010.

Services for students with disabilitji@éscluding 48% who are very satisfied.
International student servicescluding 44% who are very satisfied.
Personal counselling servicaacluding 43% who are very satisfied.
Career counselling servicemcluding 42% who are very satisfied.
Academic advisingncluding 43% who are very satisfied.

Tutoring servicesncluding 43% who are very satisfied.

Services for First Nations studeniscluding 44% who are very satisfied.

Among those who offered a rating, more than 8 sitede 10 are satisfied with:

» Services for students needing financial, antluding 41% who are very satisfied.
» Employment servicescluding 37% who are very satisfied.
See Table 71.
Table 71: Special services (‘very satisfied'/'somewhat satisfied') Q22
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
m. Study skills/learning support services 91% 92% 90% 92% 94%
j- Services for students with disabilities 90% 92% 89% 88% 95%
k. International student services 90% 91% 88% 91% 100%
I. Personal counselling services 90% 91% 88% 90% 91%
v. Career counselling services 89% 90% 88% 89% 87%
g. Academic advising 88% 90% 89% 84% 96%
r. Tutoring services 88% 89% 89% 85% 90%
u. Services for First Nations students 88% 89% 88% 84% 86%
t. Services for students needing financial aid 86% 88% 86% 83% 96%
i. Employment services 84% 86% 82% 85% 73%
Note: Percentages are based on those who offered a rating.
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6.3.3 Use and satisfaction with services by discipl ine

Table 72 shows those services and facilities tlualesits in certain disciplines are more or less
likely to have used.

» Students in Engineering programs are most likelyst® on-campusomputing services
while students in Education and Other programdeast likely.

» Students in Other and Engineering programs are hke$f to have used their
university'stutoring servicesOn the other hand, Social Science and Arts andatities
students are less likely to have used this service.

» Most likely due to the structure of their acadepriograms, students in Education and
Engineering are most likely to have experience wétvices for co-oprograms,
internships, and other practical experiences rafai@ students’ programs$tudents in
Arts and Humanities are least likely to have usede¢ services.

Table 72: Use of services by discipline
. Percent usin
Reason Discipline service 9
Q22b. Computing services Engineering 89%
Overall 70%
Education 56%
Other 53%
Q22r. Tutoring services Other 28%
I Engineering | 27% |
] Overall | 17%/]
Social Science 11%
Arts and Humanities 10%
Q22p. Services for co-op programs, Education 34%
internships, and other practical experiences | | Engineering | 26% |
related to program Overall 12%
Arts and Humanities 7%

Although we find several differences in students of facilities and services by discipline, as
shown in Table 73, there is just one differencaliggipline in students’ satisfaction with their
facilities or services. Students in Arts and Hurtiasiand Education programs tend to be the
most satisfied with thaverage size of their classe#hile students in Engineering programs are
the leassatisfied

Table 73: Satisfaction with services by discipline
Service Discipline % very satisfied
Q21a. Average size of your classes Arts and Humanities 62%
I Education | 60% |
T Overall | 52% |
Engineering 31%
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6.4  Personal safety

About 9 students in 10 report that they are satisiith their personal safety on campus,
including 66% who are very satisfied. Although atbé® report being dissatisfied, this indicates
that about 1 in 25 students may have concernsthatin safety on campus. Female (68%) and
male (71%) students appear equally as likely tontdmeing very satisfied with their personal
safety on campus.

See Table 74.
Table 74: Satisfaction with personal safety on campus Q21C
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
Very satisfied 66% 72% 64% 58% 69%
Somewhat satisfied 26% 22% 27% 31% 22%
Somewhat dissatisfied 3% 2% 3% 4% 5%
Very dissatisfied <1% <1% 1% 1% 1%

Compared with earlier surveys, in 2010 far morstfirear students report feeling very satisfied
with their personal safety on campus previous surveys, about 45% reported being ver
satisfied. This increase in satisfaction with paedsafety is true, regardless of whether the
student is attending a Group 1, 2, or 3 university.

6.5  Satisfaction with faculty

We asked students to agree or disagree with sssgrstatements about their professors. Most
students report having had positive experiences wniversity faculty. Students attending Group
1 universities are statistically more likely tharoGp 2 or Group 3 students to strongly agree
with each of these statements.

About 9 students in 10 agree that:

» Most of their professors are reasonably accessbkside of class to help students
including 31% who strongly agree.

» Generally they are satisfied with the quality of teachingytihave receivedycluding
29% who strongly agree.

More than 8 in 10 agree thaiost of their professors encourage students tdqpate in class
discussionsincluding 27% who strongly agree

Eight students in 10 agree tlatthis university, professors treat students akviduals, not just
numbersjncluding 28% who strongly agree.

Please refer to Table 75 for results.
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Table 75: Agreement rating (‘strongly agree'/'agree’) Q23
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
c. Most of my professors are reasonably 91% 94% 91% 88% 95%
accessible outside of class to help students
d. Generally, | am satisfied with the quality 90% 94% 88% 87% 94%
of teaching | have received
a. Most of my professors encourage 85% 91% 84% 78% 92%
students to participate in class discussions
b. At this university, professors treat 80% 90% 7% 70% 92%
students as individuals, not just numbers

6.5.1 Satisfaction with faculty by discipline

Generally, students in Education programs are rikely to strongly agree that thegawrofessors
encourage students to participate in class disaunssandat their university, professors treat
students as individuals, not just numbevkile those in Engineering programs are lessylike
strongly agree with each statement. See Table 76.

Table 76: Satisfaction with faculty by discipline
Reason Discipline % strongly agree

Q23a. Most of my professors encourage ~_____ Educaton| 1 36%

students to participate in class discussions | Overall | 27%
Engineering 15%

Q23b. At this university, professors treat ~_____  Educaton| 1 36%

students as individuals, not just numbers | Overall [ 28%
Engineering 16%

6.6

Satisfaction with choice of university

We asked students to rate their level of agreemvightthe statement:am satisfied with my

decision to attend this universifyable 77 shows that slightly more than 9 studentiagree
with this statement, including 45% who stronglyesgrLess than 1 student in 10 disagrees,
including only 2% who strongly disagree.

While it appears that students in Group 1 (53%yensities are more likely than the students at
Group 2 (39%) or Group 3 (40%) universities to styly agree, the difference is not statistically

significant.
Table 77: Satisfa ction with decision to attend this university Q23E
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
Strongly agree 45% 53% 39% 40% 61%
Agree 47% 41% 52% 51% 35%
Disagree 5% 4% 7% 6% 3%
Strongly disagree 2% 2% 2% 2% <1%
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6.7  University experience met students’ expectation s

We asked students whether their experience atuheiersity had met, exceeded, or fallen short
of their expectations. Almost 9 students in 10 refiwat their experience at their university has
met(64%) orexceeded25%) their expectations. Conversely, 1 in 10 stus reports that their
experiencdell shortof their expectations.

Students attending Group 1 (32%) universities apfmelbe more likely to report that their
expectations werexceededhan those attending a Group 2 (21%) or Grou@3ojluniversity,
although this difference falls just below critegistablished for statistical significance.

See Table 78.
Table 78: Degree to which university expe rience met expectations Q29A
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
Exceeded 25% 32% 21% 19% 36%
Met 64% 60% 66% 67% 58%
Fell short 11% 9% 13% 14% 6%

6.8 Intention to return to this university in follo wing academic year

Given how positive most students are about thawausity experiences, it is not surprising that
almost 9 in 10 first-year students plan to retarthieir university for the following academic
year. Few students (3%) do not plan on returniligpagh 1 in 10 were undecided when they
took the survey.

Although we find many instances of Group 1 studesp®rting higher levels of satisfaction with
many aspects of their first-year experiences, tleen® difference in whether students plan on
returning to their university next year by Group.

Table 79: Intend to return to university to continue studie sin 2010-11 Q59
All Group Nipissing
students 1 2 3 University
(n=12,488) | (n=5,339) | (n=3,523) | (n=3,626) | (n=435)
Yes 86% 84% 87% 88% 91%
No 3% 5% 2% 3% 2%
Not sure/undecided 11% 12% 11% 10% 7%
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7.0 Conclusion

This study involved a survey of about 12,500 fyrstr undergraduate students at 39 universities.
As such, it is one of the most comprehensive stuc@ducted with first-year undergraduate
students in Canada. This report provides an owereighe findings and is not intended to be an
exhaustive analysis of the results. This data sspris a valuable resource for further study.

First-year students at Canadian universities gdgdrave had a positive experience at their
university. As such, these results confirm muckwbét we found in earlier surveys of first-year
students. As we found in the past, students’ ingioes of their university begin even before
classes start. Generally, students entering uniye@eport having good experiences choosing a
university, registering at their chosen institutiealecting courses or programs, and adjusting to
university life. Further, they are generally sagidfwith the services and facilities offered by
their university and have very positive impressiohtheir professors.

For most students, the main objective of obtaimingiversity education is to prepare for
employment. Indeed, the most important reasonddoiding to go to university are to prepare
for a specific job or career or, more generallygéb a good job. While many say that attending
university is about getting a good general eduoatiodeveloping a broad base of skills, fewer
cite these as the most important reasons for degidi attend.

When choosing a university, issues about employraedtcareer-goals appear to be less
important in this decision. Although about 1 ingys that the most important reason they chose
to attend their university was its specific, caredated programs, just as many say it was
because they wanted to live close to home. Thisindigate that for many students, career
aspirations are not linked to a particular uniigrand, therefore, are not considered as important
as other factors when choosing which universitgttend.

When considering their post-secondary educatiorst istodents left their options open by
applying to multiple institutions. Most say thegattending their first choice, suggesting that
multiple applications are simply a safeguard ireda®y do not get into their favoured
university.

Applying to several universities may also indictitat students have not made up their mind
about where to attend. This may indicate that @imw@h students prior to their making a
decision is important for institutions if they wantinfluence students’ choices. According to
students, campus visits or open houses and urtiversbsites are the most important contacts in
helping them to decide where to attend. While sttelsay these contacts with universities are
important, they may not be using them to make #suet but rather, to confirm what they have
already decided.

Most students report positive experiences in tigestation process, selection of classes, and in
orientation. Of these, orientations appear to playmportant role in making students feel
welcome, providing information on campus life, antloducing student services. Most students
report that their orientations also helped thenmheir personal and social transition to
university and helped them to build confidence.yrakso helped students understand their
universities’ academic expectations. Indeed, iti@ppear universities are getting better at
delivering these supports through their orientatj@ince more students were very satisfied with
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the orientation in 2010 than in previous surveysilé&/about 2 students in 3 go to orientations,
given these benefits, more students should be eaged to attend.

The vast majority of first-year students reportythave had at least some success in adjusting to
various aspects of university life. That said, matudents face challenges in making this
adjustment. An ongoing area of concern is acadadhie. About 7 students in 10 feel that they
have had at least some success in getting aca@eiviie, and only 1 in 4 reports having very
much success. In part, students’ perceived laskiofess in this regard may relate to the fact
that, for many, their grades are less than what tnght have expected. Overall, just 3 students
in 10 expect an A- average or higher at the entiaf first year, even though 7 in 10 report
graduating from high school or CEGEP with an A-rage or higher. However, what students
mean when they say they are not having much sugetisg academic advice may be an area
that requires further understanding since it coafdr to anything from advice on course
selection to support in deciding how to manager ttaiirse load.

Students report being satisfied with the acadeengices and programs offered by their
university. They hold a similar view of their pref®rs, whom students say are accessible,
encourage participation, and treat students asithdils. In fact, almost 9 in 10 students agree
that they are satisfied with the quality of teaghihey have received.

Students in our current survey are also more pesibian in past surveys about the facilities and
services. Compared with past surveys, studentsare likely to be satisfied with the size of
their classes, the instructional facilities, anel ¢ieneral conditions of buildings and grounds.
Whether this is a function of lowered expectatiarghe fact that universities have taken steps
to address problems in these areas is not knowrthbse more positive experiences likely result
in greater loyalty to the institution overall.

Even though students are finding university mowrdamically challenging than high school or
CEGEP, students remain very positive about thawrausity experience and choice of institution.
Indeed, about 9 in 10 report that their universiperience has met or exceeded their
expectations, more than 9 students in 10 are atigfith their decision to attend their current
university, and almost 9 in 10 plan to return teitluniversity for the following academic year.




