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INTRODUCTION 

 

Manufacturing and welding jobs continue to be an important component of job-recovery 

efforts in West-Central Ohio. In an effort to address both the needs of local employers, who report 

challenges to finding qualified employees, and the needs of local jobseekers, Clark State 

Community College’s Advancing Manufacturing to Compete in a Global Economy (AMCGE) 

training program aims to prepare students for immediate entry into manufacturing and welding 

jobs. The project is in its third year of a Round 4 grant from the U.S. Department of Labor’s Trade 

Adjustment Assistance Community College Career and Training (TAACCCT) grant program. The 

grant has built on past courses and programs in the field of advanced manufacturing at Clark 

State, adding new lab spaces and equipment, reforming and expanding curricula, implementing a 

career navigator model of advising, and developing new strategies to engage local employers. 

 

The Education and Employment Research Center (EERC) at Rutgers, The State University 

of New Jersey, is working with Clark State Community College to conduct a comprehensive 

evaluation of the AMCGE grant. The evaluation examines the multiple strategies that Clark State is 

implementing to promote and develop career pathways in its Advanced Manufacturing programs 

and to build partnerships with key outside stakeholders. The evaluation utilizes a mixed-methods 

approach to gather data from multiple perspectives on grant implementation and outcomes. 

Throughout the life of the project, the evaluation examines the college’s implementation activities, 

focusing on key issues related to the college’s implementation of curriculum development and 

reform, program design and administration, student assessment, and partnership expansion. In 

addition, the evaluation studies the use of new equipment and laboratory space to examine its 

influence on instruction and learning; the strategies used for employer engagement and their 

relationship to labor-market alignment; and the implementation lessons to be learned from the 

project’s approaches to creating stackable credentials and modernizing its programs.  

 

This report is the second of three evaluation reports. As the program evolves and shifts its 

focus, so does the evaluation process. The first report discussed the early implementation of grant 

activities from the start of the grant in October 2014 to June 2016 and identified promising practices 

and areas for improvement in the initial planning and launch phases. In the past year, the 

evaluation grew to incorporate an expanded student study and an expanded employer study. In 

addition to updating progress on program activities, this report adds greater detail on the 

experience of two major stakeholder groups—students and local employers—with the new and 

reformed programs. This report begins with a section that describes the methods used in the 

evaluation. That discussion is followed by a section on changes in the model of grant activities. 

Subsequent sections of the report include an update on the status of the prior planned 

implementation activities and outputs by the college; an expanded discussion of progress in 

student recruitment, retention, and completion and how students are reacting to the program a 

year after its rollout; and an expanded discussion of the program’s efforts to engage local 

employers that incorporates employers’ reactions to the program. The report concludes with 

recommendations for implementation improvement and a discussion of next steps for the 

evaluation. 
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EVALUATION METHODS 

 

EERC’s early implementation analysis of the AMCGE program focused on program 

inputs and the implementation of key grant activities following a logic model developed 

collaboratively by the Clark State and EERC teams in July 2015.1 This logic model continues to 

frame our analysis, offering a shared map of how the program is designed and what inputs and 

activities are necessary to reach the intended targets. It is revisited twice yearly with the project 

manager and adjusted if necessary to accurately reflect the project activities. 

 

For this report, the evaluation expanded to incorporate feedback from key stakeholders—

both students and employers—to further illuminate progress on the logic model activities and 

evaluate outputs as well as offer the first glimpse into program outcomes and potential future 

impacts. All data included in this report cover the time period between July 2016 and June 2017. 

This report includes information amassed via the following data collection processes:  

 

1) Site visit to the college. EERC conducted a formal site visit to Clark State College on 

April 18–21, 2017. During the site visit, our evaluators collected information from multiple 

stakeholders involved in the project, conducting 18 semi-structured interviews with program 

staff and faculty involved in the grant (14 were conducted onsite during our visits and four 

were conducted via telephone after site visits due to scheduling challenges). In addition, 

evaluators visited classes in both the manufacturing and electronics certificate programs to 

encourage students to take the student survey (see #4, below) and discussed with college staff 

their responses to the employer-contacts survey (see #7, below).  

 

(2) Telephone meetings and interviews with project leads. To understand ongoing 

program implementation efforts, EERC called project leads monthly to conduct informal check-

in meetings. Additional calls were made to project managers in December 2016 and June 2017 to 

conduct formal semi-structured interviews to assess implementation progress.  

 

(3) Document review. Throughout the ongoing data collection process, EERC evaluators 

have continued to collect documents as they have become available (this additional information 

has included meeting minutes, agendas, college forms and policies, and other informative 

documents about employers).  

 

Expanded Student Study 

 

(4) Student surveys. Students currently in electronics and manufacturing programs 

were sent an online (Qualtrics) survey via email. Building on an earlier pilot, this survey was 

completed by 51 respondents (response rate: 66.7%; completion rate: 96.1%). Topics covered 

included recruitment, intake, advising, and experience with the program(s); developmental 

education and prior learning assessments; education and career plans; and basic demographic 

                                                      
1 The logic model is included in the Appendix. 
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data. Students who had served in the military were asked to complete an extra panel of 

questions regarding how they experienced the program as veterans. During the April 2017 site 

visit, a member of the EERC team visited classes in both programs to ask students to fill out the 

survey and to offer technical assistance as needed to those who agreed to do so. 

 

Less than a fifth (16.7%) of respondents had previously declared other majors at Clark 

State College—among those who did, previous majors ranged from office administration to 

mechanical engineering (some had completed degrees previously). Ages ranged from 19 to 65+. 

The overwhelming majority were male (84.0%), white (79.2%), and permanent U.S. citizens 

(98.0%).  

 

(5) Student Administrative Data. Clark State Community College’s Office of 

Institutional Research provided us with student data in June 2017. These data—including 

student demographics and information on program matriculation, retention, and completion—

were used to perform an interim outcomes analysis, demonstrating progress toward the final 

goals as the AMCGE program enters its final year.  

 

Expanded Employer Study 

 

(6) Employer Interviews. From September through November 2016, we conducted 

telephone interviews with five employers identified as program partners by the Clark State 

team. Those interviews covered topics such as their perceptions of the state of the industry and 

the state of the workforce; their workforce needs and HR practices; and their working 

relationship with Clark State and other community college programs.  

 

(7) Employer-contacts survey. Prior to the April 2017 site visit, we asked college staff who 

were involved in employer-engagement efforts to complete a short survey. The survey included 

questions about the kinds of contacts they made, the methods of communication they used, and 

the nature of their relationships with employers. The seven respondents include instructors, the 

navigator, and project and college leadership. 

 

We analyzed all data using established analysis techniques. Qualitative data were 

managed, coded, and analyzed using qualitative analysis software NVIVO 10. Student 

outcomes data were managed, cleaned, and analyzed using quantitative analysis software Stata.  
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KEY IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES 

 

In the sections that follow, we present updated findings related to progress on 

implementation activities (space and equipment in the program, curriculum, the career 

navigator model, recruitment, employer engagement, and workforce system engagement). As 

the program has now operated for a full year with the majority of its equipment and curriculum 

reforms in place, this is also an ideal moment to reflect on its outputs and early outcomes.  

 

This year we also take a deeper dive into how the activities, outputs, and early outcomes 

are viewed and experienced by two of the program’s key stakeholder groups: students 

(program recruitment and early outcomes; how students experience the program) and 

employers (evolving strategies for employer engagement; employers’ experiences and 

perspectives on the program) using data derived from our student survey, employer interviews, 

and employer-contact survey.  

 

Project Organization and Staffing 

 

The project has continued with the structure that it had in place in Year 2 without major 

modifications. As with any organization, there are some conflicts and points of dissatisfaction 

within the team and with the broader Clark State context. However, the AMCGE program at 

Clark State has a remarkably smooth overall operation. Two key elements appear to drive that 

functionality: the staffing structure and the strong team culture of the group.  

 

The staffing structure has proven to be effective in accomplishing grant goals. AMCGE is 

structured with two strong grant-administration positions at its helm: a project director and 

project manager. The two individuals holding these positions work together collaboratively. 

The project director is also the provost and senior vice president for the college—only one rung 

away from the college president and well-positioned within the organization to ensure that the 

AMCGE program has the resources and attention it needs at the institutional level. As provost, 

he is also the ultimate authority on approving the curriculum and bringing in new faculty or 

changing contracts for existing faculty, giving the project an extra degree of nimbleness. The 

project manager has been given great latitude in her position to ensure that the project succeeds. 

She has both a big-picture view of the project and a focus on the day-to-day details, and she has 

been able to both nudge and pitch in as needed to keep the operation running as planned. In her 

role she has touched nearly all of the key implementation activities in some form or fashion 

along the way and ensured the project accomplished its goals within its timeline.  

 

In addition to a strong grant-administration structure, the team has strong curriculum 

and teaching leadership from two full faculty members. One is an experienced faculty member 

who is steeped in topical expertise and deeply familiar with the college and local area, while the 

other is a newer faculty member who adds new topical expertise and has a background in 

teaching English that makes him uniquely suited to implement the I-BEST style of 

developmental education.  
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Support staff is also functioning well. The career navigator has the autonomy to 

maximize her efficacy, and her co-location at the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services 

(ODJFS) gives her added resources to ensure that students’ needs are well attended to. The 

extended support structure for the project includes representatives from all levels of the college, 

from adjuncts and staffers to the dean of business and applied technologies, ensuring not only 

buy-in but active support throughout the broader school context. The team holds monthly 

meetings to keep everyone on the same page and ensure continuous progress. In interviews, the 

group seems generally satisfied with the way the team functions. One administrator spoke of 

the unique opportunity TAACCCT provided, and noted how they had been able to take 

advantage of that opportunity to improve their own functioning:  

 
I keep using the term microcosm, but the TAACCCT grant has almost become a microcosm for 

the way the campus should run, versus how the whole campus was running. And we brought in 

some—a lot of outside people, people like [the career navigator] and [the program manager], and 

they’ve just brought fresh perspectives. And it gave some faculty and staff the opportunity to 

grow. And that’s—these are good things, and these are positives. And I think that it kinda also 

showed where we needed more collaboration and improvements.  

 

Through TAACCCT, the school has been able to demonstrate an ideal structure and team 

approach, and this lesson appears to be resonating with the group as a whole.  

 

Space and Equipment 

 

The labs continue to serve as a centerpiece of program outreach. Interview respondents 

report that the labs continue to function well and draw the attention of students and local 

employers. They are a part of employer outreach and the first stop on campus visits (for more 

on employer outreach, see subsequent section). As one administrator noted, “This is 

manufacturing, this is our showcase, right? So anybody who comes, we show them the lab, 

what they’re doing. So it’s a lot of publicity.” They have also made it easier to secure employer 

donors, demonstrating the capabilities and commitment of the school to manufacturing, as 

noted by one administrator: 

 

I think it definitely helps us leverage it too– it makes my job easier to go to donors and say, “We’ve 

already been able to do all of this. Now, help us do this next step, so that we can continue to 

provide good training for your workers.” 

 

Leveraging the new interest from employers, the school is working on expanding lab capacities 

beyond the initial TAACCCT-grant upgrades to better meet employer needs. The project 

leadership heard from local employers about the need for robotics-trained workers, so they 

began working to expand the Advanced Manufacturing program capacities to include robotics 

courses. So far they have had one machine donated, and they are seeking grants and donations 

to acquire three more (it will take a total of 4 machines to run a class with 12 students, which is 

considered the ideal number for these courses). While outside of the scope of the TAACCCT 
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program, this expansion has the potential to support future sustainability by making the 

program even more responsive to the needs of the local market. The present lab has also helped 

to draw Honda Transmission to the campus to offer weeklong incumbent-worker trainings, a 

vote of confidence from a major area employer and an opportunity to bring more of the public 

in to see what the AMCGE has to offer.  

 

Thoughtful equipment purchases may ease maintenance burdens, but sustainability 

requires planning. As the project moves forward, equipment maintenance is one key factor in 

protecting the sizeable investment that has been made in program infrastructure. In the 

planning phases the school purchased Haas equipment, which is made and serviced in Ohio2; 

this should somewhat ease the maintenance burden. However, planning a maintenance routine 

and budgeting for the costs of upkeep will be critical moving forward. The team has been 

pushing to get employers to contribute to the upkeep, noting that as the grant funds go away, 

they will need an ongoing source of funds to update equipment if they are to stay relevant for 

the local market. We will explore area employers’ openness to these efforts in the coming year 

and what might motivate them to assist; possible areas for exploration include named 

equipment or labs in exchange for sponsorship.  

 

Curriculum  

 

With the completion of the Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) 

certificate, the development or redesign of all five certificate programs is now complete. 

After talking to area employers, the AMCGE team determined last year that there was little 

demand for workers holding a standalone SCADA certificate but that it would be a beneficial 

enhancement to the Industrial Maintenance certificate; therefore, it has been developed as an 

optional add-on (with prerequisites) to that certificate program. The first SCADA course was 

offered in the Spring 2017 semester.  

 

I-BEST has been rolled out with promising, but mixed, results. The I-BEST program 

began in the fall semester, with English or math concepts being integrated into technical 

program courses (ENT1000 and ENT1050) in the Manufacturing Foundations certificate. The 

goal is to ensure that students graduating with a certificate are able to skip developmental 

education should they go on to earn a degree. This is often a challenge with certificate students, 

who are looking for specific, job-relevant training in a short period of time and are uninterested 

in ‘extra’ coursework, as one administrator noted: 

 

I know people just want to take Welding and just get to work. CNC and get to work. They’re not 

long-term anything for right now. And if they want to come back for [future education], then we 

have a plan to also take care of that.  

 

                                                      
2  Haas also hosts regular trainings on its products locally, which is seen as another benefit of using the 

company’s equipment. 
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Further challenging student motivation to complete developmental education is the associated 

stigma, as one instructor noted:  

 
There’s enough—there’s a certain stigma and shame in developmental classes. You know, 

“dummy English” and “dummy math.” And that’s how people think of them. That’s how the 

students that are in them think of them. And there’s a stigma attached to that that some people 

don’t want to face. And right or wrong, it’s there. That’s how students feel about it. And for those 

students, yeah, it helps to put a degree within reach because that’s one less obstacle. They don’t 

have to face that.  

 

I-BEST removes these obstacles by rolling the developmental education into the 

technical courses, with one developmental and one technical instructor assigned to each class, 

in an integrated course with both developmental and non-developmental students. Some 

courses seem to have gone very well, and others seemed to miss the mark. Two major factors 

that appear to influence these results are the newness of the program and the importance of 

finding the right personality mix of instructors.  

 

The first year of I-BEST was a complicated process of curriculum development. Clark 

State is an innovator in this regard and was the first school in Ohio to introduce an I-BEST 

curriculum; there is no precedent for this program in the area, let alone the college. I-BEST 

courses require extensive development and customization; as the model uses the existing 

technical course concepts to illustrate and reinforce English and math concepts, instructors have 

to look through the curriculum and discover or create opportunities to introduce these 

concepts.  

 

It also requires the working styles and expertise of the instructors to blend or 

complement each other, which adds a degree of difficulty to staffing these courses. In our 

discussions with instructors from both sides of the courses, it was clear that when this worked, 

the results could be exciting—instructors spoke of collaborative co-teaching relationships that 

were the highlights of these experiences, of bouncing new ideas off each other and creating 

courses where both simultaneously engaged the students. One instructor noted, “I really 

enjoyed making [abstract concepts] concrete and practical. . . . It’s much more enjoyable because 

the students like what they’re doing, and they see the importance of what they’re doing.”  

 

However, when the instructors did not have this type of relationship, these courses felt 

more stilted and more like team teaching—concepts were compartmentalized, and the 

developmental education instructors were more or less introducing separate mini lessons 

within the regular course. Some other factors that may contribute to this challenge include a 

lack of training for all instructors in the specifics of the model as well as time constraints: the 

preparation for these courses requires both instructors to have prep time on campus at the same 

time, which was difficult for some pairs.  

 

In summary, there is no preexisting syllabus to model, and the exercise of planning and 

executing these courses requires the development time, collaboration, collegiality, and creativity 
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of two instructors to succeed. In future semesters it will likely become easier, as routines and 

syllabi are developed and instructors become more comfortable working together.  

 

The I-BEST model has limitations to what it can cover. Given the model’s emphasis on 

incorporating English and math concepts seamlessly into technical instruction, there is a limit to 

how far these models can stretch without allowing some lessons devoted to engage more 

directly with English or math concepts. For example, instructors reported feeling challenged in 

their attempts to prepare students to directly enter algebra courses, as students would have to 

learn to solve linear equations. As one instructor noted, “we just couldn’t come up with 

anything that didn’t confuse the students because the ENT1050 is very practical and Algebra 1 

is extremely abstract.”  

 

Some students ended up in developmental education despite completing the I-BEST 

course. One instructor from developmental education reported having students from his I-BEST 

course still end up in one of his developmental courses. He described speaking with the 

students and learning that, though many of the concepts were already covered in their I-BEST 

course, they had been given a schedule that told them to take his course so they were there 

anyway. This may indicate that advising may not be up to speed on what I-BEST covers. If the 

college does not intend for students to take both courses, that message will have to be conveyed 

more broadly.  

 

The cost model of I-BEST is a concern. Using two instructors for one class greatly 

increases personnel costs, meaning the break-even point on these courses may require higher 

enrollment than regular courses—but high enrollment levels may not be conducive to the more 

intensive format. Some instructors were concerned about how this would be sustained in the 

long run, and if they would be asked to work for less pay on these courses since there were two 

instructors. This felt bothersome as the instructors were doing the same amount of work, 

though in the future, once the courses are established, the workload may decrease. Since I-BEST 

is limited to the TAACCCT program, the school has been able to put aside money in the budget 

for another year of I-BEST courses, but in the future they will have to weigh the benefit versus 

the cost of possibly subsidizing these courses indefinitely.  

 

One alternative model is the Accelerated Learning Program modeled by the Community 

College of Baltimore County (the Baltimore model), which the rest of the school is moving 

toward. This model uses co-requisites to reach the goal of having everyone finish English 101 in 

their first semester at Clark State. This model has all students take college-level English and 

math courses, with developmental students only taking an additional companion course with 

the same instructor. This overcomes the problem of having students stuck in developmental 

education cycles without beginning their college courses, though it does not help integrate this 

education in a way that overcomes students’ hesitations to take developmental education, as 

mentioned above, and does not offer the same practical, job-related context for these important 

concepts.  
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Some students do not like the I-BEST programs. The reaction to the I-BEST programs 

was not always positive. Faculty reported a mix in terms of the feedback they got from students. 

However, one noted that this was neither unusual nor unexpected, and did not negate the value 

of the courses:  

 

There will always be a contingent in every class that do not see any value in their ability to write. 

That their ability to write does not earn them a paycheck or get them a job or keep a job. And 

that’s not true, but that’s how they see it. Like “oh, I’m not here to write English papers, I’m here 

to become a welder, a machinist, or industrial maintenance tech” or whatever. And they don’t see 

the connection. So there will always be that student who just doesn’t get that there’s a real 

connection between your ability to write and your ability to earn money. But there are students 

who say “yeah, I really was never a good writer. I never liked my writing.” And they can come 

out of it feeling better about their ability to write and communicate. 

 

The PLA redesign is completed and approved. With the TAACCCT grant as a catalyst, 

Clark State worked to adjust the schoolwide PLA processes, and as a statewide reform (PLA 

with a Purpose) was also underway, the team worked to make the process consistent with 

emerging state recommendations. The process was shepherded through by the associate dean of 

academic affairs, who worked with consultants to address all questions and concerns from 

faculty. The reformed policy was approved by the faculty senate and faculty assembly, then by 

the board of trustees at their April 2017 meeting. Key faculty concerns revolved around 

preserving academic integrity and were generally resolved by looking to other schools’ policies 

and the new PLA with a Purpose best practices. As one administrator reported,  

 
So it was really a lot of clarification in helping them understand it, and also—and reassuring that, 

again, we’re not asking—we’re not giving anybody credit. It’s not a matter of giving credit. It’s a 

matter of assessing student learning at the college level, and reassuring them that we’re about 

integrity with that.  

 

The new policy reduces the residency requirement from 20 credit hours to 15, encourages lead 

faculty for each course to go beyond portfolio review in formulating their assessments (e.g., 

adding CLEP exams or creating challenge exams), and creates a centralized website that serves 

as a repository of information for students on how and what to apply for. Lead faculty will be in 

charge of implementing whatever assessment they use (e.g., reviewing portfolios, grading 

tests). Student costs for PLA went up to cover the extra faculty time, but the school was careful 

to research other local programs and remain lower than most. Prior learning credit will be 

denoted with a CR on the transcript rather than a letter grade (letter grades were recommended 

by the PLA with a Purpose guides) because the school was concerned that providing a letter 

grade could be misleading when students submitted transfer applications to other schools.  

 

With new policies and procedures in place, the final stage of the new PLA rollout is to 

create a website to centralize information on the process and an accompanying marketing 

campaign to get the word out. These are expected to be in place in Fall 2017. The school is also 

planning to roll out trainings for frontline staff (e.g., admissions, advisors, faculty) to ensure 
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that all involved personnel understand the general processes. As one administrator noted, 

getting the word out is a priority as well as an opportunity to take the PLA process to the next 

level: 

 

This is an opportunity to make sure that we put everything together well, right? 

Everything is integrated and everything is—the whole piece makes sense. That people 

know. Everybody’s trained, everybody’s aware. Before, that was a big missing piece. Nobody 

had any idea what PLA was going on or what to do. So we wanted to make sure all pieces are 

connected, and it’s the best opportunity we have. So I don’t see a challenge. It’s just a matter of 

making it happen.  

 

Career Navigator 

 

The career navigator has been very positively received by the college, described as “a 

game changer” by one administrator. At the time of our site visit, the school was in the process 

of reorienting their entire advising staff toward a career navigator model (the version they will 

implement broadly is one that is centered on “success coaches” who will have most of the 

functions that the career navigator has, except for recruitment). This new approach to advising 

was driven in large part by the completion statistics in the AMCGE program, which show that it 

outperforms other programs. As noted by one administrator,  

 
In this budget year right now, we’ve received tentatively about $600,000 more in state funding 

than last year because of our performance. We’re investing that money directly into two to three 

success navigators, and we’ve rewritten the job descriptions for our—the 6.5 advisors we have in 

existence, so that they can—our goal is to have 12 success navigators, formerly advisors, on 

campus. Whereas we had 6.5, now we’re looking to—in the next three or four, three years really, 

resource to get up to 12. 

 

One faculty discussed how the navigator has enabled their students to persist and complete 

their programs: 

 
She’s very helpful, very accommodating, persistent. Yeah. They really like her. I think [the 

navigator] really exceeds the boundaries of her job description. She does more than her job 

requires. She does her job deeper and wider. She does more things, and she does them more 

extensively. And she really acts a lot of the time as a counselor, like, “What’s going on? What 

does it take to get you to the finish line? You’re only a semester away.” You know, as a coach 

sometimes.  

 

As the program has become more established, the navigator’s role has shifted away 

from a primary focus on recruitment and into a role that is primarily advising and assisting 

current students (though retention and employer engagement each receive about 20 percent of 

her focus). She has begun working with more partners on campus, engaging regularly with the 

co-op and internship coordinator as well as staff members in advising and academic records. 

She has also been given access to records and registration, so she can register students directly 

without going through a third party. Describing her process of working with new students, the 
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navigator noted the importance of getting to know the students in order to effectively guide 

them:  

 
You have to look at the big picture of the students, and you also have to get them to be realistic, 

which is sometimes hard for them. They have some lofty goals that” I want to take 18 credit 

hours and I have 3 kids at home and I have to work at least part-time.” Well, all right. So let’s 

think about those 18 credit hours. You know that they want to be done, and we want them to be 

done, obviously, but we also—they have to be successful. So trying to get people to be realistic.    

 

*** 

 

And there’s only been a few where I’ve said “Okay, I don’t think this is a good idea for you.” 

And most of them that I’ve had to say, “You can do this, this, and this, but I would recommend 

doing these two classes instead of these two simply because of the weight of the work”—I’ve 

only had a handful that have still stuck to their guns originally. Usually they’ve been pretty open 

and receptive. And some of it has to do with me knowing the students and knowing their 

background, knowing a lot about them helps. 

 

This high-touch method, which is now being replicated elsewhere, extends to all facets 

of the relationship between the student and navigator. It begins at recruitment, when she guides 

students into classes that are a fit for their personal situations, follows through classes, when 

she checks in regularly with both students and their instructors to see if any students are having 

problems, and continues as she works with the co-op and internship coordinators and career 

services to connect students with potential employers. As she is co-located with ODJFS, she is 

also well-positioned to marshal public resources when appropriate for current students and to 

bring unemployed workers into the program for retraining.  

 

Student Supports 
 

Career navigators are important sources of student supports and can serve as gateways 

for students to increased resources throughout Clark State Community College. To assess the 

degree to which students used student support resources at the college, the student survey 

included a question that listed the types of student support services available to them through 

the program or through Clark State Community College generally and asked them to select all 

that they had used during the school year. Their responses are presented in Table 1, in 

descending order of usage. Forty-two students selected one or more items. Academic advising 

and financial aid advising were the most utilized services; both were utilized by about 62 

percent of students and are central to school attendance. Career-related items were also 

popular: the Eagles Post online job board was visited by 50 percent of respondents, and about 

41 percent utilized the services of a career navigator. The least utilized programs, each accessed 

by only about 5 percent of respondents, included study skills workshops and TRIO or 

Accessibility Services; this is unsurprising as these services would be required by a smaller 

population of students.  
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TABLE 1. CLARK STATE STUDENT SERVICES UTILIZED BY RESPONDENTS DURING 

2016–2017 SCHOOL YEAR 

Service Yes Percent of total* 

Academic advising 26 61.9 

Financial aid advising  26 61.9  

Eagles Post online job board 21 50.0  

Career navigator services 17 40.5  

Focus-2 career planning tool 8 19.1  

Tutoring through the Success Center 8 19.1  

Career Services  7 17.1  

Writing assistance 5 11.9  

Study skills workshops  2 4.8  

TRIO or Accessibility Services 2 4.8  
N=42 students; Source: AMCGE Student Survey 2017 

 

Over three quarters of respondents—the vast majority—did not convey substantial 

concern about completing Advanced Manufacturing certificates or degrees. We asked students 

whether they had any concerns about completing their certificates or degrees this semester. 

Though most students were unconcerned, slightly less than a quarter (23.4%) of responding 

students reflected that they had concerns, as demonstrated in Table 2. Students were given an 

opportunity to describe their concerns; their most frequently cited concerns involved working 

and going to school simultaneously. (Most students had jobs while in school: In a separate item 

just over 63 percent of students reported they worked, and of those students, about 45 percent—

nearly half—reported they worked 40 hours or more.) 
 

TABLE 2. STUDENT HAS CONCERNS ABOUT COMPLETING ADVANCED 

MANUFACTURING CERTIFICATE OR DEGREE THIS SEMESTER 

Response Frequency Percent 

No 36 76.0 

Yes 11 23.4 

Total 47 99.4 

N=47; Source: AMCGE student survey  

 

Recruitment  

 

The recruitment strategy has generally remained consistent with prior years, and the 

school is satisfied with the programs’ intake numbers. There has been a major push to develop 

relationships with area high schools and with the Springfield Clark Career Technology Center 

(CTC, a local technical high school) to establish pipelines into the program. For example, one 

lead faculty member and the navigator are working to put together sheets for local high school 

technical programs that show how close their College Credit Plus programs (which award high 
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school and college credit simultaneously) get them to a certificate or degree at Clark State. The 

AMCGE programs have established articulation agreements with CTC as well.  

 

 Retention in AMCGE runs about 3 to 4 percent higher than in other programs in the 

school, according to one administrator who attributed much of that advantage to the navigator. 

Another factor helping retention overall is a collegewide push for three-semester enrollment, in 

which students come in and develop their roadmap through the school from the start; they 

know exactly what courses they will take in their first three semesters and are automatically 

enrolled in them each term, preventing drop off between semesters. This model also facilitates 

easier, more student-friendly planning of course offerings. Because most students work, being 

able to know further ahead of time what their schedules will look like, and knowing that all of 

their classes will be offered as planned, reduces a great deal of ambiguity in the college 

experience.  

 

To understand the student perspective on recruitment, this year we explored the 

question: Why do students decide to attend the AMCGE programs at Clark State?  

 

Students are attracted to job-related features of the programs. In the student survey, we 

explored several key features of the programs that were designed both to make the process of 

going to school easier for students and to make the results of going to school more lucrative and 

appealing. We presented the students with a list of these features and asked them to reply using 

a Likert-type scale (range 1–4) to indicate whether the item was (1) extremely unimportant, (2) 

unimportant, (3) important, or (4) extremely important to their participation in the program. 

The average scores (based on the Likert-scale ratings) for each program feature are presented in 

Table 3 in descending order of importance. On average, students identified the opportunity to 

gain hands-on learning experience as the most important feature of the program (avg = 3.9), 

while the ability to complete a program in less than one year was among the least important 

issues (avg = 2.9). Job outcomes and pursuit of higher education were paramount, with the 

remaining top four items of importance falling into these two categories; in addition to the 

importance placed on hands-on learning, the ability to get a high-paying job (avg = 3.6), the 

ability to easily get a job (avg = 3.6), and the ability to apply classes to an associate's degree (avg 

= 3.4) also received high marks. It is notable that all of the program features on our list were 

viewed positively; the only item that received some ambivalence (earning a mean score in the 

high 2 range, somewhere between unimportant and important) was the ability to complete the 

program in less than one year. The students were generally more concerned with job-related 

features than they were with school-side features (e.g., applying program credits to continued 

education, completing quickly).  
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TABLE 3. LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE OF PROGRAM FEATURES FOR PARTICIPATION IN 

THE ADVANCED MANUFACTURING PROGRAM 

Program Feature 

% 

Extremely 

Important 

(4) 

% 

Important 

(3) 

% 

Unimportant 

(2) 

% Extremely 

Unimportant 

(1) 

Meana 

Opportunity to have a hands-on 

learning experience 
86.4 13.6 0.0 0.0 3.9 

Ability to get a high-paying job 64.4 31.1 4.4 0.0 3.6 

Ability to easily get a job 57.8  40.0 2.2 0.0 3.6 

Ability to apply classes toward 

an associate degree 
52.3 38.6 6.8 2.3 3.4 

Ability to complete a program in 

less than one year 
27.9 32.6 39.5 0.0 2.9 

Other 60.0  20.0 0.0 20.0 3.2 

N=45 students; Source: AMCGE student survey 2017 
a. Average score based on scale ratings 1 (extremely unimportant) through 4 (extremely important)1 

(extremely unimportant) to 4 (extremely important) 

Nearly all students had some prior interest in the program areas. As demonstrated in 

Table 4, all but two of the 47 responding students indicated that they had at least some interest 

in a career in manufacturing prior to learning about the Advanced Manufacturing program. In 

fact, the largest group of responding students—nearly 47 percent—indicated that they were 

extremely interested in manufacturing before learning about the program.  

 

TABLE 4. STUDENTS’ INTEREST IN A CAREER IN MANUFACTURING PRIOR TO 

LEARNING ABOUT THE ADVANCED MANUFACTURING PROGRAM 

Level of Interest Frequency Percent 

Very Interested 22 46.8 

Interested 16 34 

Somewhat interested 7 14.9 

Not at all interested 2 4.3 

Total 47 100 

N=47 students; Source: AMCGE student survey 2017 

 

In an open response question, we asked survey respondents to describe in their own words 

what appealed to them about this line of work. Responses varied, but students typically cited 

hands-on work, decent wages or opportunities, stepping stones to higher-level education and 

careers, or a supplemental education for workers already in the field. The following statements 

demonstrate the range of motivation students reported for their enrollment in the programs:  

Manufacturing is a big industry in the world, and always will be. There is a great future in 

manufacturing. 
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It is in high demand, has a livable wage, is an actual career with room for advancement, and the 

knowledge required for this career can be pursued further for getting a master’s degree, which I 

plan to do. 

 

I have been in manufacturing for over twenty-two years and wanted to learn more of some 

things that were overlooked. 

 

The ability to create, that's the most significant draw to me. To make things that will be touching 

the lives of many other people, or for myself personally; that is what I love about the 

manufacturing industry. 

 

Figure 1 presents the terms most often used in these open-text explanations in the form 

of a word cloud, in which the larger words are those that appear most often in the explanations. 

Favored features, such as work and career, loom large.  

We asked students if there were any elements about a career in manufacturing that they 

found unappealing. While students were generally positive about careers in Advanced 

Manufacturing, roughly one fifth did indicate that something bothered them. Asked to 

elaborate in open-response, respondents by and large cited physical danger and discomfort, 

though a couple mentioned industry changes (changing technology, eroding pay).  

 

TABLE 5. STUDENT RESPONSES WHEN ASKED WHETHER ANYTHING ABOUT A 

CAREER IN MANUFACTURING OR ELECTRONICS TECHNOLOGY WAS UNAPPEALING 

Response Frequency Percent 

No 41 82.0 

Yes 9 18.0 

Total 50 100.0 
N=47 students; Source: AMCGE student survey 2017 

Figure 1. Word cloud of 

frequently used terms in 

students’ descriptions of 

motivations for joining 

AMCGE programs 



 

46 

Special Population: Veterans 
 

Veterans remain a challenging market for the program, despite the focus on veterans in 

the initial project design. The career navigator reports having done several targeted outreaches, 

working with veteran representatives at workforce centers to send out email blasts about the 

program and visiting National Guard centers to leave information. However, these efforts have 

not yielded a great deal of leads, and while the program has veteran students, they do not 

appear to be disproportionately represented compared to the rest of the college.  

 

To better understand the experience of veterans already in the program, we presented an extra 

panel of focused questions to the four veterans who completed the student survey. Though one 

had served in the late 1990s, most had begun and completed active duty in the 2010s. Among 

these veterans, the average length of service was 3.25 years. The AMCGE programs were a 

departure from their military service, and none reported that the job they were currently 

training for was similar to the one they held in the military. Three out of four agreed or strongly 

agreed that the Advanced Manufacturing program at Clark State was veteran-friendly (the 

remaining student declined to answer). One student further commented that “Clark State as a 

whole is very veteran friendly.”  

 

Workforce System 

 

The connection between the college and the workforce system has been facilitated by 

the career navigator. The career navigator spends time at the OhioMeansJobs Center; she goes 

there for meetings but also spends some extra time there to make herself available to meet with 

staff and customers. Since it is not possible to communicate with Clark College’s computer 

systems at the Center, so this type of work has to be done at the college. The Center has not 

been doing group sessions, so instead of presenting at these, the career navigator has been 

focusing on ensuring that individual counselors know about the AMCGE programs. The 

Center’s counselors know the career navigator and hand off interested customers to her. Many 

potential students are intimidated by going back to school, but it is necessary since they have 

been laid off and/or are seeking a new career. The career navigator is able to provide that 

connection to the college’s programs and opportunities. This connection helps the Center be 

confident that students are getting to the right program and making a good use of funding 

resources. 

 

Overall the working relationship between the two organizations has been positive. 

One staff member commented on the relationship: “It's an integrated, seamless operation.” One 

concern was identified about the amount of time it takes to get funding approved from the 

county, which can sometimes take longer than expected—longer than it takes in other counties. 

Another challenge the two systems have faced is the lack of communication between their data 

systems; this required staff to separately enter data on people referred across the organizations, 

taking up staff time and introducing opportunities for errors and inconsistencies in the data. 
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Employer Engagement 

 
College staff viewed the grant as an opportunity to address unmet industry needs. 

College staff reported a high demand in the region for graduates skilled in AMCGE program 

areas but also noted the reality that it takes time to develop the workforce to meet these needs—

whether through training new workers or training existing workers.  

 

College staff pointed out the demand in the labor market for workers trained in these 

programs, such as CNC operators and programmers, and the challenge for the college in 

meeting the sheer volume of demand. One college leader stated: “It was very clear we had the 

direction from our regional manufacturing [partners] that we needed to do something to fill 

these positions.” Regarding the range of certificates and degrees offered by the grant programs, 

one college staff person said: “It fits exactly with what employers are looking for. And this 

enables us to give employers a pipeline of qualified candidates.” Others at the college noted that 

prior to the grant, employers did not know Clark State, so the grant brought them visibility and 

credibility with this important group. As one college staff person stated: “Now they think, 

‘Wow, Clark State can do this now. Thanks.’ And that helps to do more for us in the future, 

more partnerships.” However, the program has struggled to keep up with employer demand. 

As one college staff person noted: “We’re producing, but it’s just the demand . . . is so great in 

this region.” 

 

One of the challenges in meeting the labor market need is the time it takes for the college 

to educate and graduate students skilled in these areas. As one college staff person observed: 

“Oh, I think Clark State got off on, I think, a really great footing, and some of these programs 

are just now getting put in place, so we’re not seeing [yet] what the results are.” Additionally 

the college is working with employers to consider training their incumbent workers, but this 

also takes time, and it requires the employer to strategically plan with their own workforce the 

best time to conduct this training. This takes some control of the process out of the hands of 

AMCGE faculty and staff.  

 

The TAACCCT grant has changed the way the college engages with industry and has 

led to more relationship development with local employers. College staff report that through 

the grant they have established an effective way of running advisory boards that is a model for 

other programs. As one college staff member noted: “I think the TAACCCT grant is the only 

viable advisory board on campus, the real advisory board, the real way it works.” In addition, 

college staff noted that through their work with the grant, they now have some well established 

relationships with their employer partners that did not exist before the grant. One college staff 

member reflected: “I remember TAACCCT, we had to work hard, get all the parties at the table. 

But [when we sought help with a new grant], they just jumped right in. . . . They all came in. 

They’re ready to support and help.” 

 

College staff reported that, building on prior work in the grant, they have continued to 

focus their engagement with employers to get more input on curriculum and have more active 
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advisory board meetings. College staff viewed employer input on curriculum as central to 

addressing industry needs. One external partner noted that the college sought to get input 

directly from industry to make sure their curriculum reflected industry needs. “They just don't 

build programs because they base it on they think . . . is what the customers want. They do their 

homework, so they are bringing subject matter experts.” College staff report they feel they are 

listening and responding to employer needs. As one stated: “Employers feel that they have a 

voice at the table with our advisory panels. They feel that we’re really responding to what 

they’ve been asking for.” College staff report they seek to engage with employers early in the 

process and that this was a new process brought about by the TAACCCT grant. With the 

advisory board, college staff report they are talking with employers directly about their needs 

and making changes to the curriculum based on the feedback. According to one college staff 

member:  

 
Bring the employer to the table from day one on the—for the curriculum, and then for the design, 

for everything we do. Just—yeah. Not only—we used to bring them too late in the game. “We 

already have curriculum design.” “Okay.” “What do you think?” “It’s fine.” It’s tweaking. But 

now from day one, they help us build a curriculum. 

 

At the same time, how much in-depth feedback employers are giving on the curriculum may 

vary. One college staff member noted that with the grant, their employer partners have been: 

“looking over the curriculum and kinda putting their stamp of approval on it.” College staff 

report the advisory board meetings are a good venue for working out curriculum content with 

employers and getting feedback from them, and so far employer reactions to their approach has 

been positive.  

 

While meeting existing industry needs was a primary motivation, college staff noted 

some challenges in dealing with industry needs. With most programs, the college was 

responding to existing needs; in the case of SCADA, however, the college was developing a 

program that is not yet in demand by employers. (Instead, they reported, they were working to 

create the need.) Further, in existing industry areas, while college staff are grateful for the 

industry demand, some also noted that the wage rates are sometimes a concern for students. 

Particularly those students who had previous industry experience noted that the wage rates are 

significantly lower than they had been in prior decades, and they have reservations about the 

industry for this reason. College staff do not appear inclined to challenge employers on their 

wage rates except to require that students get paid for co-ops (as discussed further below). 

Given the high level of demand from employers and the college’s position to fill that demand, 

they may be able to advocate more strongly on behalf of students for quality jobs, including 

higher pay rates.  

 

Employers were generally positive about the college and its work on the grant, though 

some were still waiting to see results. In response to the college’s advisory board invitation 

email, one employer responded with a very positive note on the school’s progress, stating: 

 



 

49 

I am impressed and delighted with the progress that Clark State is making. The focus areas of 

this program are important to the continuation propagating business in our area and region. 

Everyone involved should be proud of the progress that Clark State and the students have made. 

 

Another employer commented in an interview that the direction the college’s curriculum was 

going was great. This employer reported that Clark State “is connected with the employers.” 

They reported that when talking to the college they also shared concerns about engaging 

industry and students: “They can have this nice, fancy lab and set all the stuff up, but if—if 

nobody really understands what benefit or what’s going to happen or what are my 

opportunities by doing this, it’s—you’re struggling to get people in there.” This highlights the 

need for the college to listen carefully to employer needs and communicate program goals. 

Another employer expressed interest in seeing a final product after working on a committee. 

That is, after taking part in a discussion or participating in a committee, it would be of value to 

have a product that documents or something that summarizes the work that was accomplished.  

 

Employers reported they valued hands-on skill development at community colleges 

in general and cited the technical skills taught at the Clark State programs in particular. 

Several employers mentioned the important role of the community college in getting students 

started and providing hands-on technical skills. One employer commented: “I’ll tell you 

[community colleges] play a very, very important role in getting people up to speed relative to 

having the appropriate hands-on talent for whatever their training is.” Others noted how 

community colleges could help younger students who had not yet decided on a career; one 

respondent noted that students who don’t know quite where to begin could “get that start at 

community colleges that teach them real skills.” Another employer commented on the value of 

the technical focus of the community college in helping students learn about and prepare for 

technical careers: 

 

Some of these people are right in CNC and Welding classes right off the bat, and they get a taste 

of what that’s going to be, and then their internships and co-ops and things give them a taste of 

the real world. So really, I think that community college is the best way to start out. 

 
Another employer emphasized the need for more of this kind of hands-on training—on the 

development of skills that focus more directly on the actual work of manufacturing—and less 

training that focused on developing skills at a desk or with a computer. In particular, employers 

highlighted technical skills such as welding as valuable ones to develop. One employer 

commented on the great value of teaching welding at the college since many graduates in areas 

like drafting or CAD come on to the job without the skills needed for tasks such as blueprint 

reading. 

 

College staff also reported they thought employers liked the ability of Clark State 

students to gradually move along a higher education pathway. One employer described the 

advisory committee’s efforts to create that pathway: “So part of our work with Clark State is for 

the people who are interested in pursuing other jobs [to] start out with a certificate, keep adding 

on, get the two-year degree, keep adding on, and get the four-year degree.” Additionally, 
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employers reported they valued soft skills, though they were not clear on where or how these 

skills were best developed or whether they could or should be taught at school.  

 

The college used a team-oriented approach to coordinate employer engagement across 

multiple functions at the college. Numerous people at the college are involved in developing 

and maintaining employer relationships, including high-level college leadership (i.e., the 

president, provost, and dean), program staff (i.e., the grant manager, career navigator, and 

faculty from each of the programs), and two individuals whose work with the program is fully 

dedicated to ensuring that employers’ needs are met (i.e., the college’s co-op coordinator and 

director of workforce training). These staff members all report working with each other to 

address employer needs in a holistic way that spans the college’s internal boundaries. Initial 

contacts with employers are often made by members of the high-level college staff; as that 

contact matures, ongoing relationships are often maintained by others at the college, such as the 

project manager. Often employers have one main point of contact at the college—either the 

director of workforce training, the career navigator, or the co-op coordinator—and through that 

contact they are connected with faculty on an as-needed basis. One college staff person 

described their mode of interacting as follows: “One of our goals was so when a company 

contacts, they're not getting four different people every time they call.”  

 

Connections with employers came to the college in multiple ways, revealing a set of 

networks that support employer relationships. One staff member recounted how connections 

with employers have come from multiple people in the community, including the Chamber of 

Commerce. Certain offices within the college, such as the workforce training unit, do a lot of 

outreach as well, and they will connect interested employers with appropriate contacts within 

the school. Students can even be a connection to employers. One employer partner recounted 

how an employee who was taking a class arranged for a tour at the employer’s worksite, which 

led to the employer becoming involved in the college in a variety of ways. 

 

College staff continue to engage with employers in multiple ways. They reported 

engaging with employers through their project advisory committee by providing co-ops and 

addressing incumbent-worker training needs as well as by inviting members to become 

involved in a donor capacity to provide support to maintain the program’s ongoing equipment 

needs. The college seeks both to engage area employers in giving to the program and to engage 

current donors as potential employers for program alumni. Once an employer is involved with 

the college, staff seeks additional ways to get them involved. They are just beginning to make 

progress in reaching out to companies whose representatives have been involved on the 

advisory board in the past to see if they would support the college through giving. Overall the 

most common ways college staff reported engaging with employers included internships and 

co-ops and discussion of skill needs—they reported making these types of contacts with nearly 

all of their top five employer partners. Other commons ways college staff reported interacting 

with employers included receiving requests from employers seeking workers, sending inquiries 

with regard to seeking jobs for their students, and offering tours of the college facilities to 

employers.   
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Adding to the complexity of coordinating communication across the college is the fact 

that a single employer partner may require multiple points of contact across different locations 

and functions within its organization. As one college staff person described: “[One particular 

employer has] like four different plants, so they have four different HR people, plant 

managers.” College staff often talk about working with different hiring managers and human 

resources representatives as well, which requires further coordination on the college’s end and 

complicates the process of ensuring they are speaking to the right person for every issue.  

 

College staff reported that maintaining contact with employers by sending regular 

email updates was an important part of their strategy. They send the employers updates every 

three months and report thinking carefully about what information to provide in those updates. 

More recently they have been focusing on information about what the program is producing—

e.g., completion rates, graduations. Reflecting on this strategy, one college staff stated the 

following: 

 
I say the most effective is—one of the things that [college staff] does is put out a quarterly email 

out to everybody who’s part of our engagement team, and it’s—I appreciate it because I think as 

the time goes you don’t really realize what we have accomplished over a three- or four-month 

period. And I’m sure the companies are shocked as well that, “Oh, hey, we’ve done some these 

tours, we’ve done some these projects.” 

 

College staff who have frequent interactions with employers were asked to report how they 

most commonly interact with their top five employers. Based on this survey, email and phone 

calls are the most common modes of contact and occur often. However, college staff report that 

in-person meetings on campus and other local meetings also occur with some frequency. 

Meetings at the employer’s worksite were the least common mode of communication used by 

respondents. (See Table 6.) 

 

TABLE 6: MODE OF COMMUNICATION WITH EMPLOYERS 

Mode Often Sometimes Rarely Never 

Email 14 10 3 1 

Phone call 14 4 4 3 

In-person on campus 2 17 2 0 

At employer site 1 6 3 11 

Local meetings 1 14 0 4 

Source: Clark State employer contact survey 

 

The college has made progress with engaging employers and needs to continue these 

efforts to expand outreach while working to maintain existing relationships. College staff 

report ongoing efforts to engage with employers and a desire to add more employers to their 

list of partners; at the same time, they wish to deepen the involvement of existing employers. 

Relationships take time to develop: For example, college staff reported a desire to further the 

engagement of Honda so that company would become a “bigger player” with the college. 
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Additionally, while the college has developed more employer partners, college staff still report 

encountering employers in the community who do not know about the AMCGE programs and 

their new labs. Likewise, while employer partners reported they were happy with their 

involvement with the college, some expressed an interest in deeper engagement. Ongoing 

efforts to engage employers in a range of ways will likely help identify these employers and 

harness their interest in being more involved with the college.  

 

College staff need to conduct continuous employer engagement and ongoing 

relationship building between formal meetings. According to college staff, there are several key 

ways of engaging with employers, including serving as a subject matter expert, offering a co-op 

or internship, or responding to some other specific area of need. College staff noted that it was 

important to have a specific purpose in mind when contacting employers—to have some type of 

hook that brings the employer in to the college. At the same time, others at the college also 

highlighted the need for continuous outreach with employers, stating: “You continuously have 

to go back and connect with them, connect with them, connect with them. Say ‘Here we are. 

Here we are. Here we are. Here’s an opportunity.’” College staff report a need for ongoing 

follow up after meetings. The purpose of this follow up should be “Closing the loop, bringing 

them back in.” Despite their sense they have developed stronger relationships, college staff 

report a need for ongoing follow up to maintain these relationships. “It’s just a matter of 

sustaining, [to] keep building and not lose the momentum, and make sure that we stay in touch 

with our employers.“ This will be important for the college to consider when planning for 

sustainability of grant activities. 

 

An additional idea identified by college staff was to offer job fairs for students. One way 

to do this, staff suggested, is as a “reverse job fair” at which the students display their work and 

employers are invited to come and view it and talk with them. The benefit of this approach is 

that it showcases students’ work and allow employers to see the end product of the AMCGE 

programs. As one college staff member stated about this approach:  

 
Let the students talk about their projects that they have done over the course of the year, and 

again, getting that contact and not just, “Okay, what are you doing in your curriculum?” “We can 

read curriculum. Let’s actually see what’s coming out of that curriculum.” 

 

Employers are motivated by the opportunity to both gain skilled workers and give 

back to the community in their local area. Several employer partners reported that they were 

involved in working with the college because it allowed them to do something related to their 

work that would help others. One stated: “I might get a good co-op, and I might get an 

employee—a good employee—but I also am giving back.” Another employer partner echoed 

that sentiment: “I want to give back, so that’s part of it. Now, the other side is I want to take. 

The idea is that if human resources pop up that I can use, I certainly want to do that.” Other 

employers noted the relevance of the college being local to their company, emphasizing the 

importance of most AMCGE students having roots in the local area; this, they felt, made them 

less likely to move away from the local area.  
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Additionally, some employers reported they enjoyed the unexpected benefit of making 

connections with other local employers. One employer reported making a connection with 

another company to refer potential job candidates to each other at times when they were having 

difficulty finding qualified workers. Others commented on the networking opportunities, 

noting they met people from industry they did not know before. 

 

The college considered options for developing a tracking system for employer 

contacts and plans to leverage an existing college system for this purpose. After exploring a 

variety of options for tracking and organizing contacts with employers, the college has decided 

to use the system that the development office already has in place because that system already 

contains information on many local employers. They plan to add to this system the contacts that 

others around the college are developing. They hope that the tracking system will provide a 

resource to coordinate employer-engagement efforts and will help inform staff as they engage 

with employers by quickly providing a background on other current and prior contacts with 

that employer. They plan to use this system collegewide but will test it out beginning with the 

TAACCCT grant. Some college staff saw that this system could be useful, noting that it would 

help them to have background information on a company and how it has been involved with 

the college previously before they go out to visit or begin to work with that employer. The 

potential benefit of using this system is that it is already universally accessible across the 

college, and staff should already be trained in its use. The college needs to quickly make 

progress in testing out the system, however, if it intends to apply lessons in the use of the 

system and share with the broader college within the grant period. 

 

College staff and employers report that co-ops are a positive element of the program. 

Over the past year, the college implemented a new AAS degree requirement that students 

complete a co-op3. College staff report great interest from employers wishing to host co-op 

students—with in fact more employers interested in participating than students who are ready 

to participate. Generally, staff view this change as very positive, as clearly reflected in this 

response: “To me, one of the biggest successes is the number of co-ops.” In the academic year 

2015–16, the college had seven students in co-ops, and in the academic year 2016–17, there were 

nine students in co-ops. College staff report that co-ops are a good opportunity to get employers 

meaningfully involved with the college. As one stated: “With co-ops, I find that the companies 

that are more involved are the companies that we have more co-ops at their sites or are always 

asking for co-ops.” Employers saw the benefits of participating in the co-op program: It gave 

them the opportunity to take on temporary staff who could help with immediate workforce 

needs and who might also be considered for potential full-time employment. One employer 

who had been involved in the advisory board and was impressed with the program became an 

advocate for co-ops within the employer’s company. As this employer stated:  

                                                      
3 Co-ops are available to Clark State students who have a minimum 2.0 grade point average, plan 

to complete an AAS, and have completed an employment skills course (EBE 1000). These students are 

placed with local employers for one semester of supervised, paid, typically part-time work.  
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There’s a win-win here. [Students] need somebody that can get [them] into the workforce and put 

their hands on and get some experience, like doing CAD—simple CAD. And I need someone to 

where I’m managing projects that can help me with the simple CAD projects that I don’t have 

time to sit down and do. It’s like there’s a win-win. 

 
College staff report that companies can have different goals in participating in the co-op 

program. Some employers hope that the co-op will help them find a worker who will become a 

full-time employee; others intend for the co-op to be temporary, although this can sometimes 

change in the case of a particularly exceptional student.  

 

The college’s co-op program is highly structured to ensure students are prepared and 

get a good experience on the worksite. Students must prepare before starting the co-op. They 

must take an employability skills class as a prerequisite that covers several topics related to their 

experience on the job. As a college staff member described: “They talk about employer 

expectations, especially within the manufacturing fields [where] you’re dealing with heavy 

machinery. So you can definitely expect to have a drug test. You can definitely expect to have 

some sort of background check.” On the other hand, the college carefully screens employers to 

ensure that students get good experiences on co-ops. They require that employers pay students 

on the co-op, and they also prepare students and employers to expect that they will develop 

skills on the job. Because so many employers are seeking students for co-ops, the college can be 

more selective and give employers feedback if they are not giving students the kinds of 

experiences they need—for example, when they do not give them work to develop their skills. 

College staff work to ensure that employers have the staff to properly mentor students; most are 

able to meet this requirement. In the case of an employer that did not have this capacity, college 

staff commented:  

 
After I’ve talked with them, they said they’re not really ready because they didn’t have enough 

individuals to mentor the co-op. And that’s one thing we definitely want. We don’t wanna just 

throw in a co-op student and not have proper supervision for them. We don’t want them to feel 

lost or not taken care of. 

 
Once the employer is on board to offer the co-op, they must sign a contract that includes lists of 

college and employer responsibilities as well as a form detailing the learning objectives of the 

co-op. Then, once students are placed in a co-op, college faculty visit the students on site to 

check on their experience and make sure that it is a learning experience, even if it has changed 

since it was initially set up. There is also a two-page evaluation form for the employer to 

complete that includes questions on the student’s communication skills, initiative, problem 

solving, self-management, teamwork, and technical skills. 

 

Despite all the employer-engagement efforts, many students report having had no 

contact with employers. About 60 percent of respondents to the student survey indicated they 

have not met any employers through the program at all. However, if students did meet an 

employer, it was most likely in one or more of their classes (31.3%) or through an internship or 
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co-op (8.3%). Only 2 students indicated they met an employer through Advanced 

Manufacturing events, and no students reported being directly introduced to an employer by a 

faculty or staff member. (See Table 7.) 
 

TABLE 7. STUDENTS’ EXPOSURE TO EMPLOYERS THROUGH THE ADVANCED 

MANUFACTURING PROGRAM 

Location 
Respondents 

reporting exposure 

Percent of 

respondents* 

Contact through class 15 31.3 

Contact through an internship or co-op 4 8.3 

Contact through Advanced Manufacturing events 2 4.3 

Directly introduced by a faculty or staff member 0 0.0 

No contact 29 60.4 

N=48; Source: AMCGE Student Survey 2017 

*Percent column does not total 100 as students could select more than one item. 

 

We asked students if they were currently looking for a job, and 32 reported that they 

were. We then presented these 32 students with a list of personnel at Clark State who may be 

involved in helping them find a job and asked them to select all who had helped them. The 

career navigator was the most involved in job searches, helping about 63 percent of these 

students, followed by Clark State Career Services (40.6%). About one-fifth (18.7%) had received 

assistance from program faculty. Nearly 16 percent of respondents reported receiving help from 

another source, and in open response mentioned OIC, the co-op and internship coordinator, or 

other program directors.  

 

TABLE 8. SOURCES OF ASSISTANCE STUDENTS  

RECEIVED IN THEIR CURRENT JOB SEARCH 

Department Yes Percent of total* 

Career navigator 20 62.5 

Clark State Career Services 13 40.6 

Advanced Manufacturing faculty 6 18.7 

Other 5 15.6 

N=32; Source: AMCGE Student Survey 2017 

*Percent column does not total 100 as students could select more than one item  

 

INTERIM OUTCOMES ANALYSIS 

  

Enrollments have remained on target to meet grant goals, but the pace of new 

enrollments has declined. Table 9 reports the numbers of students enrolled in each cohort since 

the start of the grant. In the first year of the grant, the 2014 cohort consisted of 207 students first 

enrolled in semesters between Fall 2014 and Summer 2015. In the second grant year, the 2015 

cohort had a total of 140 students who first enrolled in semesters Fall 2015 through Summer 

2016. Partial data are available for Year 3, in which the 2016 cohort so far consists of 73 students 
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who entered the program in Fall 2016. Over the life of the grant, between Fall 2014 and Fall 

2016, 410 students have enrolled in the program. Enrollment declined by about one-third 

between the 2014 and 2015 cohort, and it appears that enrollments may remain stable at this 

lower rate for the third cohort.  

 

TABLE 9. CLARK STATE TAACCCT ENROLLMENTS OVER TIME 

Cohort Frequency Percent 

2014 Cohort (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Summer 2015) 207 49.3 

2015 Cohort (Fall 2015, Spring 2016, Summer 2016) 140 33.3 

2016 Cohort (Fall 2016 only) 73 17.4 

Total Enrollments 410  
Source: Administrative Clark State Data 

 

Table 10 reports on AMCGE students’ demographic characteristics and their economic, 

military, and academic backgrounds. Similar to manufacturing programs at other community 

colleges, AMCGE programs have been dominated by male students by nearly a 9-to-1 margin. 

Most students enrolled in the program—75 percent—have been white; black students had the 

next highest enrollment at about 11 percent. All other recorded races combined (Asian, 

Hispanic, American Indian) made up about 5 percent of enrollments, another 10 percent of 

students chose not to report their race. Almost half of the students enrolled are receiving 

financial aid through Pell grants (43%). Although Clark State’s program is centered on serving 

veterans, only about 10 percent of students identified themselves as military veterans; it is 

worth noting, however, that this proportion has increased over the life of the program. The 

mean age of students entering the program is 29. A slight majority of the students in AMCGE 

programs—about 52 percent—are nontraditional age students (defined as 25 or over). Finally, 

considering period of entry into the program, we observe that almost 40 percent of participants 

were included in the first year. This makes sense, since the first year includes many continuing 

students. Considering years two through four, the number of program participants grew 

steadily each year.  
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TABLE 10. CHARACTERISTICS OF PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS 

Trait N % 

Gender   

Female  32 11.2 

Male  253 88.8 
   

Race   

African-American 31 10.9 

Other non-White 13 4.6 

Unknown/Not Reported 28 9.8 

White 213 74.7 

   

Financial aid   

Pell Recipient 123 43.2 

   

Military background   

Veteran 28 9.8 

   

Mean Age in 2014 28.7  

Non-traditional student (25 and older) 148 51.9 

Traditional student (Less than 25) 137 48.1 
   

Period of Entry   

Fall 2012 or earlier 71 24.9 

Spring 2013 – Summer 2015 82 28.8 

Fall 2015 or later 132 46.3 

   

First TAACCCT Exposure   

Fall 2015 110 38.6 

Spring 2016 50 17.5 

Summer 2016 54 19.0 

Fall 2016 71 24.9 

Total number of students 285 

 

 

 



 

58 

Credential completion has increased since last year and must continue to increase in 

order to meet grant goals. Since the start of the first cohort, students have earned a total of 40 

credentials. Only two of these were earned by members of the 2016 cohort, which is not 

surprising given that those students were only in the program for a short time before these data 

were collected. The remaining 38 credentials were earned by members of the 2015 cohort. 

Students in the 2015 cohort primarily earned certificates (which accounted for 31 of the 38 

credentials granted), students in the 2016 cohort have only earned certificates. (See Table 11.) 

 

TABLE 11. NUMBER OF TAACCCT CERTIFICATES AND ASSOCIATE DEGREES 

 EARNED SINCE FALL 2015 BY COHORT 

Cohort 
Associate 

degree 
Certificate Total 

2015 cohort (fall, spring, summer) 7 31 38 

2016 cohort (fall only) 0 2 2 

Total 7 33 40 

Source: Administrative Clark State Data 

 

 

Over the life of the grant, the numbers of students completing credentials has generally 

increased. As shown in Table 12, the highest number of credentials—21, accounting for 53 

percent of all credentials earned thus far—were earned in Fall 2016; this is nearly double the 

amount of credentials earned in Fall 2015 (11), and four times more than the number earned in 

Spring 2016 (5). More credentials were earned during fall terms than in spring or summer 

terms. Over half of the certificates granted by the programs overall—19 of 33—were earned in 

Fall 2016, while the highest number of associate degrees were earned in Spring 2016 (4).  
 

TABLE 12. NUMBER OF CERTIFICATES AND ASSOCIATE DEGREES 

 EARNED BY SEMESTER SINCE FALL 2015 

Semester 
Associate 

degree 
Certificate Total Percent 

Fall 2015 1 10 11 27.5 

Spring 2016 4 1 5 12.5 

Summer 2016 0 3 3 7.5 

Fall 2016 2 19 21 52.5 

Total  7 33 40 100 

Source: Administrative Clark State Data 

*Percent column does not total 100 as students could earn more than one credential  

 

The program structure allowed many students to stack credentials. Nearly 30 percent 

of students who earned a credential earned more than one. Beginning with those who earned 

only one credential, 22 percent of all AMCGE graduates earned only one associate degree, while 

48 percent earned only one certificate thus far. Seven students earned more than one certificate, 
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and one student earned an associate degree and a certificate. Though 285 unique students have 

enrolled in TAACCCT programs since the start of the grant (see Table 10), the 40 credentials that 

have been awarded thus far have been split among only 27 enrollees. 
 

TABLE 13. NUMBER AND TYPE OF TAACCCT CREDENTIALS EARNED PER STUDENT 

SINCE FALL 2015 

Type of credential earned Students % 

1 Associate degree only 6 22.2 

1 Certificate only 13 48.1 

2 Certificates  4 14.8 

3 Certificates 1 3.7 

4 Certificates 2 7.4 

1 Associate degree and 1 certificate 1 3.7 

Total students 27 100 

Source: Administrative Clark State Data 

 

 

Retention is an important interim measure of student success on the way to completion. 

Table 14 summarizes retention after one and two semesters. To simplify this analysis, we focus 

on students who were first enrolled in the Fall 2015 semester (N=110). Retention after one 

semester is defined as being registered in spring 2016; two-semester retention is defined as 

being registered in the fall 2016. 
 

TABLE 14. STUDENT RETENTION AFTER 1 AND 2 SEMESTERS FOR TAACCCT STUDENTS 

FIRST PARTICIPATED IN FALL 2015 (N=110) 

 After 1 Semester (%) After 2 Semesters (%) 

No Credential, Not Enrolled [39] 35.5 [68] 61.8 

Credential Earned or Still Enrolled [71] 64.5 [42] 38.2 

    No Credential, Still Enrolled [60] 54.6 [27] 24.6 

    Credential Earned, Not Enrolled [1] 0.9 [7] 6.4 

    Credential Earned, Still Enrolled [10] 9.1 [8] 7.3 

Source: Administrative Clark State Data 

 

Ensuring students stay in the program is an important focal area for the program. 

Over one thirds of students—36 percent—left programs without receiving a credential after one 

semester; by the end of their second semester, nearly two-thirds (62%) were gone. After one 

semesters, 10 percent of students either had earned a credential, while 55 percent did not earn a 

credential but remained enrolled. After two semesters, 14 percent of students either had earned 

a credential, while 25 percent did not earn a credential but remained enrolled.  
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Student Outlook on the Labor Market 

 

While we do not yet have employment data to examine, the survey included questions 

for students about their outlook on the labor market. These data provide a sense of student 

perspectives on how their programs prepare them for work.  

 

Overall, students were confident in the likelihood that they will find a job upon 

completion. Less than 9 percent of students felt they were unlikely to find employment; more 

than half felt they were very likely to land a job.  

 

TABLE 15 STUDENTS’ CONFIDENCE IN FINDING A JOB AFTER GRADUATION 

Student Response Frequency Percent 

Very unlikely 1 2.2 

Unlikely 3 6.5 

Likely 14 30.4 

Very likely 28 60.9 

Total 46 100 

N=46 students; Source: Clark State student survey 

 

Students felt prepared for work. Students were asked to agree or disagree with the 

statement “I feel confident about my ability to do the job for which I have trained” on a scale 

from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (4). Results are shown in Table 11. The mean score 

of 3.18 tells us that on average, students felt confident in the training they received.  

 

TABLE 16. STUDENTS’ CONFIDENCE IN THEIR ABILITY TO  

SUCCESSFULLY PERFORM THE JOB THEY WERE TRAINED TO DO 

Level of Agreement Frequency Percent 

Strongly disagree 2 4.0 

Disagree 2 4.0 

Agree 31 62.0 

Strongly agree 15 30.0 

Total 50 100.0 

Source: Clark State student survey 

For the most part, students are already participating in the local labor market. Most 

students in the Advanced Manufacturing programs (63.3%) reported “Other” as a response to 

what their current employment status is, as shown in Table 12. About one-quarter of all 

students were unemployed, with most receiving benefits. Of those who were employed, the 

majority worked at least full time; approximately 45 percent worked 40 hours or more. 
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TABLE 17. CURRENT EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

Employment Status Frequency Percent 

Employed full or part time for pay 31 63.3 

     0-9 hours per week 2 6.5 

     10-19 hours per week 5 16.1 

     20-29 hours per week 8 25.8 

     30-39 hours per week 2 6.5 

     40-49 hours per week 11 35.5 

     50+ hours per week 3 9.7 

Unemployed and have not filed for benefits 2 4.1 

Unemployed and receiving benefits 9 18.4 

Unemployed and no longer receiving benefits 2 4.1 

A homemaker or stay-at-home parent 1 2.0 

Retired 0 0.0 

Disabled 1 2.0 

Other 3 6.1 

Total 49 99.9 

Source: Clark State student survey 

 

Among the 31 students who reported in the survey that they currently worked, 14 were 

employed in the manufacturing industry. Approximately one-quarter of survey respondents 

reported that they were not seeking employment after graduation because they planned to 

continue with their current employers, and the vast majority (9 out of 10) reported that upon 

completion they would receive a change in pay, position, or responsibilities.  

 

Student Satisfaction with Program and Program Elements 

 

We examined student satisfaction as part of the student survey, asking respondents 

about their experiences with the program generally and about certain specific elements. We 

presented students with a table of program elements and asked them to report their satisfaction 

on each using a 5-point Likert-type scale. The mean for each response item is presented in Table 

18. The class sizes were the most popular item, scoring 4.4 out of 5 in satisfaction. Lab space and 

equipment, the relevance of the coursework to the student’s chosen career, and availability of 

academic services also scored high satisfaction marks. On average, students indicated that they 

were least satisfied with the availability of faculty (3.7) and the timing of courses offered (3.8), 

but even those ratings fell well within the satisfied range. No program element was rated lower 

than a 3 (i.e., none were in the dissatisfied range).  
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TABLE 18. STUDENTS’ LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH ELEMENTS  

OF THE ADVANCED MANUFACTURING PROGRAM 

Response Item 

Percent of students satisfied 

or completely satisfied Meana 

Specific program elements    

Class sizes 88.0 4.4 

Lab space and equipment 83.4 4.3 

Relevance of coursework to my chosen career 80.0 4.1 

Availability of academic services 78.0 4.1 

My Advising Plan (MAP) 66.0 4.1 

Amount of time spent doing hands-on work in classes/labs 74.0 4.0 

Overall quality of instruction 76.0 3.8 

Timing of courses offered 74.0 3.8 

Availability of faculty 66.0 3.7 

   

Overall Satisfaction   
Overall experience at Clark State 82.0 4.1 

Overall experience in the Advanced Manufacturing 

program 75.5 4.0 

 N=49 students; Source: Clark State student survey 
a. Average score based on scale ratings 1 (extremely unimportant) through 4 (extremely important)1 

 

Students who responded to the survey were satisfied with their programs. The mean 

satisfaction on students’ overall experience at Clark State was high (4.1) as was their overall 

satisfaction with the Advanced Manufacturing program (4.0). In addition to forced-choice 

responses, we asked the students three open-response items: What do you like most about the 

Advanced Manufacturing program? What do you like least about the Advanced Manufacturing 

program? Do you have any recommendations for improving the Advanced Manufacturing 

program? Among students’ favorite things were the hands-on learning experiences and labs, 

several instructors, and the direct applicability of the program to the jobs they wanted. One 

student summed up his experience this way:  

 

I had been looking for a program that included all of the course work I wanted to learn. 

CNC, Welding, PLCs. Until this program was presented to me, I had not found any 

programs anywhere that allowed me to gain the knowledge I was looking for in a short 

amount of time. This program did that for me. 

 

Students were least happy with access to labs and machinery and the pacing of some courses 

(some felt courses moved too quickly). The I-BEST components were not received well by those 

who thought they already had command of those topics, and the quality of instruction was a 

major source of concern. On the last point, it appeared that the quality of instruction is not 
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consistent across instructors and lab supervisors, and some give the impression to students that 

they either are not prepared, not experts, or not trained as teachers.  

 

Suggested improvements were related to these concerns:  

 

- “I would limit the class sizes to the number of machines available. . . . The manual lathe 

classes should be limited to the number of lathes available.” 

- “Some of the material seems a tad difficult for some of the other students, and they 

request more time. I believe the classes should also be available in a 16-week manner as 

well as continuing to offer the 8-week courses.” 

- “Find a way to build a program path for experienced professionals. Perhaps an entry 

test that determines if they need to take the pre-req classes as the program is set up 

today. Or a different set of pre-req course[s] for experienced professionals.”  

- “Certain classes need to be better prepared. A lot of the time I feel like my instructors 

make things up on the spot. I feel as if they do not plan out the class, so I feel like my 

time is wasted.” 

NEXT STEPS 

 

Recommendations for Implementation 

 

Based on these findings, we have several recommendations for the college to consider in 

the final year of grant activities: 

 

➢ Continue using a team-based approach to project implementation, including regular 

meetings among key staff aimed at maintaining communications and working through 

challenges together. 

 

➢ Maintain efforts to sustain the new lab space by 

o developing a maintenance plan; and  

o continuing conversations with area employers to seek future support for the lab 

space, possibly through sponsorship or named equipment/lab space. 

 

➢ Ensure the value of certificates and degrees by  

o investing attention in marketing AMCGE certificates to employers, with 

particular focus on SCADA; 

o providing training for I-BEST instructors who were not able to attend the initial 

training sessions; 

o working to pair technical instructors and developmental instructors who have 

compatible work styles and schedules, offering ongoing professional advising— 

perhaps through regular meetings and troubleshooting sessions for all 

involved— as they develop courses; 
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o communicating broadly with instructors, faculty, and advisors on the nature of 

the I-BEST model, what courses it will replace (if any), how it will be paid for, 

and future plans; and 

o beginning the PLA launch. 

 

➢ Support the ongoing work of the navigator and program recruitment by  

o continuing to integrate the navigator into all facets of student support; 

o continuing to expand the career navigator model; 

o emphasizing the job-related features of the program in recruitment; 

o seeking further inroads with the veteran community, emphasizing the vet-

friendly nature of the programs; and 

o maintaining co-location with OhioMeansJobs. 

 

➢ Strengthen and build on employer engagement by 

o investing in staff time dedicated to maintaining and further cultivating ongoing 

employer relationships; 

o continuing to develop additional employer relationships through efforts by all 

levels of college staff; 

o providing more opportunities for students to engage with employers; 

o developing and offering new formats for employer engagement that involve 

more direct contact with students, such as a reverse job fairs; 

o continuing to expand efforts to involve employers as instructors or speakers in 

the classroom, in offering internships, in assisting with job placement, and in 

other program efforts; 

o implementing a system to coordinate and track contacts with employers across 

college departments and staff to document and expand existing outreach efforts 

while continuing internal communication and relationship building related to 

employer engagement; 

o asking employers about the output they would like to see following their 

participation from meetings, and considering how to provide them with a 

product when they participate; 

o considering the college’s role in changing employer practices around the skills 

they value and the wages they offer; and 

o increasing student exposure to employers through the program. 

 

➢ Invest significant attention to improving retention and completion rates by 

o focusing the navigator’s work on supporting students to proactively promote 

their completion;  

o identifying ways all staff, in addition to the navigator, can contribute to students’ 

engagement and completion efforts; 

o considering ways to make instructors and faculty more accessible to students; 

and 

o addressing inconsistencies in quality and content between instructors. 
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Evaluation Preview 

 

In the coming year, we will continue to collect data regarding implementation activities and 

outcomes through site visits, interviews, focus groups, participant observation, and document 

reviews. In addition, we will create new instruments to gauge employer perspectives. 

 

(1) Employer studies. Building on earlier interviews, observations of the Employer 

Advisory Committee (EAC), document review, and our examination of the Springfield 

context, we will develop an employer survey to go to all EAC participants and will work 

with the Clark State team to identify trade groups or Chambers that might be willing to 

disseminate the survey to their members. These surveys will examine employers’ 

satisfaction with their engagement with the program, their perceptions of the quality of 

the programs, and their experiences with students from the program. The surveys will 

also examine employers’ assessments of industry and skill needs. We will also conduct 

additional interviews with targeted employers that have established partnerships with 

the college. 

 

(2) Student studies. Building on student focus groups from Year 2 and the student surveys, 

additional student survey distribution is planned for the final year of the grant. These 

surveys will examine student perceptions of the program, including satisfaction with the 

program experience, outlook for the future, and any challenges they may have 

experienced. These surveys will be distributed online.  

 

(3) Quantitative analysis. In the coming year, we will continue to work with individual 

data from the college and will conduct a quasi-experimental analysis of program 

outcomes.  

 

In all these endeavors, the EERC team will continue to work with the Clark State team to 

identify opportunities for study, address emerging topics of interest, and ensure that the timing 

and methods of study are minimally burdensome to respondents. We look forward to 

continuing our collaborative relationship in the coming year.



                  APPENDIX A. CLARK STATE TAACCCT EVALUATION LOGIC MODEL: Advanced Manufacturing Career Pathway Training 

 

 

 

Inputs  Activities  Outputs  Outcomes  Impacts 

Primary financial inputs  
 
TAACCCT Funds 
 
Funding from CSCC for facilities 
improvement and maintenance 

 

Acquisition of new equipment and technology 
for classrooms/labs 
 
Prepare physical program spaces, including 
renovation of 7 rooms (labs and classrooms) 

 Technology/equipment used across 
programs 
 
New lab and collaborative area for 
manufacturing program 

 

Advanced Manufacturing Career 
Pathway Training program 
occupies premier space that 
facilitates learning, 
collaboration, and attracts new 
students 

 

Increased profile for 
Advanced 
Manufacturing 
programs and CSCC in 
local area 
 
Participants continue 
along career 
pathways. 

 
 
Model for scaling I-
BEST, PLA, and 
wraparound services 
in other CSCC 
programs  
 
Long-term 
relationships with local 
business community 
established and 
maintained, increasing 
opportunities for 
students to find jobs 
and for employers to 
fill workforce needs 
 
Contributing to 
community and 
economy by attracting 
growth for 
manufacturing 
industry in the area; 
lower unemployment 
and less need for 
public assistance 
 
Participants enrolled 
in future education 

         

Academic inputs 
 
CSCC faculty & personnel  
 
Pre-existing CSCC programs in 
manufacturing 
 
Institutional research 

 

Develop modularized curriculum (including 
foundation skills certificate) and embed five new 
certificates of competency 
 
Develop an I-BEST-like approach to integrate 
remedial education into career training with help 
of expert consultant 
 
Integrate technology-enabled learning with 
new manufacturing and simulation equipment 
 

Add prior learning assessments with help of 
expert consultant 
 
Integrate use of online learning including 
simulations  
 
Embed local employers and subject matter 
experts to consult with faculty 
 
Develop/improve data systems to enhance 
understanding of student experiences and 
outcomes 

 

Modularized curriculum and new certificates 
aligned with NIMS competencies 
 
Improved program coherence because of 
interlocking certificates 
 
Stackable certificates in: Welding (new), CNC 
(redesigned), Additive Manufacturing (new), 
Industrial Maintenance (redesigned), SCADA  
 

Curriculum with remedial education 
integrated into career training using an I-
BEST-like approach  
 
Organized process for using PLA assessments, 
including portfolio-based assessment/credit for life 
experience, American Council on Education (ACE) 
guide, credit by exam program, credit for military 
experience, credit for prior certifications 
 
New/improved data tracking systems*  

 

Participants complete program 
of study or are retained 
 

Participants complete 
credentials 
 
Participants earn credits 
 
Graduates find employment 
 
Graduates retained in 
employment 
 
Graduates experience wage 
increases 
 
Students experience enhanced 
learning through the creation of 
purposeful synergy 
 
Data tracking systems serve as 
models campuswide 

 

     
Student Services inputs 
 
General CSCC student services 
 
New career navigator position 
 
In-progress CSCC efforts to improve 
student intake and counseling 
(increased individualization—e.g., 
counseling, more holistic assessment, 
and intrusive advising) 
 
Matching funding for internships from 
OMIC 2.5 

 Develop recruitment strategy, including 
promotional materials and website 
 
Provide academic and career counseling to 
Advanced Manufacturing students with a full-time 
career navigator co-located at Springfield/Clark 
AJC and CCDJFS and accepting referrals from 
throughout the service area 
 
Adjust intake process to increase 
individualization for candidates 
 
Leverage CSCC and external resources to assist 
students as needed 

 

Promotional materials about programs  
 
Improved website 
 
Increased # of students, particularly 
veterans, entering into Advanced 
Manufacturing programs 
 
More engaged and supported students to 
promote retention and completion 

  

        

CSCC Communities 

 
Program partners:                        
—Ohio Area 7 Workforce Investment 
Board                       
—Ohio Department of Job and Family 
Services                           
—Employer and industry 
representatives 
TAACCCT Grantees Relationships with 
local 2- and 4-year colleges 

 

Engage employers through "employer-
engagement teams"  

 
Coordinate with the public workforce system 
and align with statewide workforce plans 
 
Engage with collaborating educational 
institutions and previous TAACCCT grantee 
engage with  
 
Engage with local 4-year schools to create 
articulation agreements for students 

 

Increase in # of employers involved with 
programs & # of activities 
 
Articulation agreements with local 4-year 
schools 

 

Increased presence of local 

manufacturing employers on 
campus 
 
Students develop relationships 
with local employers 
 
Students have clear pathway to 
future education 
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