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Introduction

The purpose of this survey was to collect data from the 36 public and private nursing programs in the
University System of Georgia (USG), Technical College System of Georgia (TCSG), and private
colleges and universities in Georgia. This report provides a summary of these survey results on
admission requirements, curriculum, students, faculty, clinical placement sites, and simulation.

Survey Methodology

A survey of approximately 80 questions was developed using the web-based survey tool, Vovici. In
early March 2009, the USG’s Center for Health Workforce Planning & Analysis sent an email to the
dean or director at the 36 institutions in Georgia with pre-licensure nursing programs. The 36 institutions
represented 25 USG, six TCSG, and five private colleges and universities with nursing programs in
Georgia as of March 2009. The survey was closed for responses on April 10, 2008.

With 35 of 36 institutions responding to the survey, the response rate was 97.2 percent. All USG and
TCSG institutions responded. Emory University (private) did not respond to the survey. Not all
respondents answered each question within the survey. Table A below provides a listing of the survey
respondents.

Table A
Survey Respondents

USG TCSG Private
Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College Athens Technical College Brenau University

Albany State University

Armstrong Atlantic State University
Augusta State University
Bainbridge College

Clayton State University

College of Coastal Georgia
Columbus State University

Dalton State College

Darton College

Georgia College & State University
Georgia Highlands College
Georgia Perimeter College

Columbus Technical College
Gwinnett Technical College
Northwestern Technical College
Southwest Georgia Technical College
West Central Technical College
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LaGrange College
Mercer University
Piedmont College



Georgia Southern University

Georgia Southwestern State University
Georgia State University

Gordon College

Kennesaw State University

Macon State College

Medical College of Georgia

Middle Georgia College

North Georgia College & State University
South Georgia College

University of West Georgia

Valdosta State University

Types of Nursing Programs

The survey requested that each respondent provide the type of pre-licensure nursing program offered by
their institution. Each of the 35 respondents answered this question. Forty-six percent of the institutions
offered bachelor-level degrees and 51 percent of the institutions offered associate-level degrees. One
institution offered both associate and bachelor-level pre-licensure nursing degrees. Figure A presents the
level of degree offered at each institution and the percentage of institutions that offer that pre-licensure
nursing degree.

Figure A

Type of Nursing Programs at Each Institution

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

BSN (pre-licensure) _ 16 (45.7%)

Both ADN/ASN and BSN (pre-licensure) P 1(2.9%)

Admission Requirements

Respondents were asked to indicate which factors their programs used as criteria to determine eligibility
for admission into their nursing program. Figure B presents the eligibility criteria utilized by the number
of institutions using that criterion. Respondents could choose more than one answer. All 35 survey
respondents answered these questions.
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Figure B

Number of Institutions Using as Admissions Criteria

0 10 20 30

] 1 1 1

College GPA

NET 12 (34.3%)
TEAS 10 (28.6%)
SAT required beyond institutional minimum 6(17.1%)

NLN 4 (11.4%)

HESI 4 (11.4%)
High school GPA 2 (5.7%)
TOEFL 2 (5.7%)

35 (100%)

For respondents that indicated they use college GPA as an admissions criterion, they were asked a
follow-up question about how the college GPA is calculated for a student applying to the nursing
program. Figure C presents the way the college GPA is calculated for a student applying to the nursing
program for each of the 35 survey respondents. The majority of nursing programs selected a calculation
of college GPA using a means other than the three options presented in the survey and included
responses such as calculating the GPA in only the prerequisite courses required by the nursing program,
a selection of certain specified courses, courses in the core curriculum, or some other combination of

courses.

Figure C

Number of Institutions using College GPA Calculation

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Overall college GPA based on the hours .
attempted by the student - 8(22.9%)

Overall college GPA based on the hours o
earned by the student - 6 (17.1%)
Overall college GPA in science courses

1)
only 0(0%)
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Respondents were also asked to indicate the minimum college GPA required for admission as stated in
the admission requirements for the nursing program. Further, they were asked to specify the minimum
college GPA and the average college GPA of students accepted into the program for the 2008-2009
academic year. Table B and Figure D present the results of the institutions that responded to these
questions.

Table B
College GPA used for Admission

Degree Range Average
level
Minimum college GPA required BSN 2.0-3.0(n=16) 2.7
ADN/ASN  2.0-3.0 (n=18) 2.4
Minimum college GPA of students BSN 2.5-32(m=15) 2.8
accepted into the program ADN/ASN 2.0-4.0(n=17) 2.7
Average college GPA of students  BSN 2.8-3.6(m=15) 3.3
accepted into the program ADN/ASN 2.6-3.5(n=16) 3.1
Figure D

College GPA used for Admissions

35 - 33 3.1

BSN ADN/ASN

B Minimum college GPA required
B Minimum college GPA of students accepted into the program

1 Average college GPA of students accepted into the program

Respondents were also asked to indicate if there were any additional admission requirements for their
programs. Figure E present the additional admission requirements for students applying to pre-licensure
nursing programs. Respondents could choose more than one answer.
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Figure E

Number of Institutions using Additional Admission Requirements

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

] 1 1 1 1 1 1 J

18 (51.4%)

Completion of Learning Support

Grade in particular course 11 (31.4%)

Interview 10 (28.6%)
Passing of Regents Test 9 (25.7%)
Recommendation letters 3 (8.6%)

Essay 2 (5.7%)

Respondents were asked if their programs maintain a waitlist for applicants not being granted admission
for the semester or quarter in which they applied. All 35 respondents answered this question. Figure F
presents the percentage of programs that maintain a waitlist of applicants for admission in subsequent
terms. For those respondents who do maintain a waitlist for their applicants, the question was asked if
those applicants on the waitlist are given preference over new applicants the following semester. Figure
G presents the percentage of programs that give preference to waitlist applicants over new applicants. A
majority (82%) of the respondents indicated that waitlisted applicants are not given preference over new
applicants in the admissions process.

Figure F Figure G

Maintains a Waitlist for Applicants Applicants on the Waitlist Given
Preference Over New Applicants

v
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Respondents were also asked to indicate if applicants on a waitlist were considered for admission in
subsequent semesters without having to reapply. Figure H presents the number of respondents who
maintain waitlists and also consider applicants for admission in subsequent semesters/quarters without
reapplying. A majority (76%) of the nursing programs require students to reapply each semester or
quarter if they were not admitted in a previous term.

Figure H

Applicants on Waitlist Considered for
Admission in Subsequent Semesters without

Reapplying

Nursing programs were asked to indicate in which semester(s) or quarter(s) new nursing students are
admitted for enrollment in the program. Of the 34 institutions responding to the question, a large
majority (88.2%) admit for fall term, followed by spring (47.1%), summer (38.2%), and winter (2.9%)
terms. Figure I presents the results. Of these, a significant number admit in only term. Four institutions
admit for only summer term and 12 admit only for fall term. The remaining institutions admit for more
than one term. The USG has three semesters (summer, fall, and spring) each year while the TCSG uses
four quarters (summer, fall, winter, and spring).

Figure I

Term for which Students are Admitted

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

0% -

88.2%

47.1%

38.2%

2.9%

Summer Fall Winter Spring
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Curriculum

Respondents were asked to identify software or online programs used for academic tutoring and
remediation. Responses were received from 24 institutions. Figure J presents the types of programs used
for Academic Tutoring/Remediation.

Figure J

Programs used for Academic Tutoring/Remediation

0 5 10 15 20

15 (62.5%)

ATIl/MedsPub
5 (20.8%)

ERI 2 (8.3%)

1(4.2%)

Faculty Developed 1(4.2%)
1(4.2%)

Mosby Clinical Skills Series 1(4.2%)
1(4.2%)

EDGE 1(4.2%)

Respondents were asked to identify the the prerequisite courses in which students who sought to be
admitted to the nursing program had difficulty passing with a satisfactory grade. Thirty-three of the 35
survey respondents answered this question and more than one answer was allowed. Figure K
summarizes the responses.

Figure K
Prerequisite Courses in which Students have Difficulty
0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Anatomy & Physiology l . . . 18 (151.4%) l l
Chemistry 8(22.9%)
Biology 8(22.9%)
All Sciences 5(14.3%)
Mircobiology 5(14.3%)
College Algebra 4 (11.4%)
Statistics 3 (8.6%)
English 3 (8.6%)
Human Pathophysiology 2 (5.7%)
Learning Support Math 1(2.9%)
Pharmacology 1(2.9%)
Physics 1(2.9%)
Psychology 1(2.9%)
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Respondents were also asked to identify required program courses in which students have difficulty
passing with a satisfactory grade once they are admitted and enrolled in nursing courses. Thirty-three
respondents answered this question. Figure L summarizes the responses.

Figure L

Required Courses in which Students have Difficulty

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

l 1 1

1 1 1

11 (33.3%)
10 (30.3%)

Pharmacology
Adult Health Nursing

Fundamentals of Nursing Practice 9(27.3%)
Pathophysiology 6(18.2%)
Medical-Surgical 6 (18.2%)

Professional Practice 2 (6.1%)

Biology 2 (6.1%)

Adult-Child Nursing 2 (6.1%)
Holistic Health 1(3.0%)
Complex Health Nursing 1(3.0%)
Sociology 1(3.0%)
Assessment 1(3.0%)
Pediatrics 1(3.0%)
College Algebra 1(3.0%)
Anatomy and Physiology 1(3.0%)
Mircobiology 1(3.0%)
0B 1 (3.0%)
Complex Care Nursing 1(3.0%)
Psych Nursing 1(3.0%)
Health lliness Transition 1(3.0%)

Respondents were also asked which areas of their curriculum they find the most challenging to teach and
would benefit from teaching/learning materials or other assistance. Figure M presents the responses of
the 20 who answered this question.

Page 8 of 20
January 14, 2010



Figure M

Areas of Curriculum that Face Challenges and Would Benefit from
Teaching/Learning Materials or Other Assistance

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18

8 (40.0%)
6 (30.0%)
4 (20.0%)
3 (15.0%)
3 (15.0%)
2 (10.0%)

Pediatrics

Pharmacology

Obstetrics
Psychiatric/Mental Health
Dosage Calculations
Fluids and Electrolytes

Safety and Risk Management 1(5.0%)
Pathophysiology 1(5.0%)
Fundamentals of Nursing 1(5.0%)
ESL Students 1(5.0%)
Medical-Surgical 1(5.0%)

Cardiac 1(5.0%)

Physical Assessment 1(5.0%)
Nutrition 1(5.0%)

Concept Mapping 1(5.0%)

Test Taking Skills 1(5.0%)
Medical Terminology 1(5.0%)
Burns 1(5.0%)

Renal Failure 1(5.0%)

Diabetes 1(5.0%)

Cancer 1(5.0%)

The survey asked respondents if they used a software or online program for student preparation for
taking the NCLEX-RN, and if so, to indicate the type of program. Figure N presents the programs used
and the number of institutions using that program from the 27 institutions that responded to the question.

Figure N
NCLEX Preparation Software and Online Programs Used
0 5 10 15 20 25
ATI/MedsPub 14 (51.9%)
ERI 5(18.5%)
HESI 3(11.1%)
NCSBN 3(11.1%)
Kaplan 1(3.7%)
NLN 1(3.7%)
Elsevier 1(3.7%)
Saunders 1(3.7%)
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The survey asked nursing programs about the types of educational innovations being used by their
nursing program to improve pre-licensure nursing education. The responses from the 33 respondents to
this question are presented in Figure O below. Respondents could select more than one answer.

Figure O

Innovations in simulated learning

Competency-based training

Co-teaching across institutions

Current Educational Innovations being Used

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

l 1 1 1 1 1 1

28 (84.8%)

Technology

24 (72.7%)
13 (39.4%)

Acclerated programs 13 (39.4%)
Outreach Partnerships 10 (30.3%)
New curriculum models 5(15.2%)
Course/credit exemption 4(12.1%)

2 (6.1%)

Students

Respondents were asked to indicate the types of non-academic barriers students face when progressing
towards graduation. Respondents could select more than one barrier. Thirty-three nursing programs
answered this question. A large percentage (88%) indicated that students need to work to support their
family. Figure P outlines the results.

Figure P

Non-Academic Barriers for Students

0 10 20 30

29 (87.9%)

Need to work to support family

Social/psychological issues 24 (72.7%)

Lack of available financial aid 20 (60.6%)

Commute 12 (36.4%)

Scheduling issues 5(15.2%)

Other 4(12.1%)
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The survey asked nursing program deans and directors about their procedures for tracking students who
leave their program prior to graduation. Of the 33 institutions responding to this question, 85 percent try
to track down what happened to the student if he or she enrolled in the nursing program, took classes,
and then did not return (Figure Q).

Figure Q

Tracks Down what Happened to
Student

These same respondents were asked to indicate whether they perform a uniform exit interview for
students who leave the program either through graduation or by dropping or failing out. Their responses
are provided in Figure R.

Figure R

Nursing Program Performs Exit Interview

For all
graduates
and for all

students
who drop or

fail out: 5

(15.2%)
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Respondents were asked what would help increase their enrollments of nursing students. Of the 33
respondents to this question, the majority indicated that additional clinical space would help increase
enrollments, followed by additional clinical faculty, facility space, and didactic faculty. Figure S
presents these results.

Figure S

Additional Items that Would Help Increase Student
Enroliments

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

pdiional e space | : = 5%

Additional clinical faculty _ 27 (81.8%)

Additional facility space [ NENEGNGNGNGNGNNENNEE 26 (78.8%)

Additional didactic faculty — 23 (69.7%)

Faculty
Survey respondents were asked whether 9-10 month faculty are given the option of teaching courses in
the summer term. The majority of the 30 institutions responding to this question offer their faculty this

option. The results are summarized in Figure T.

Figure T

9-10 Month Faculty Given Option to Teach in Summer
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Respondents were asked to indicate the number of full-time nursing faculty positions they currently have
filled and the number of vacant funded full-time nursing faculty positions their program currently has
open. All 25 USG nursing programs, five of the six TCSG nursing programs, and four of the five private
institutions with nursing programs responded to this question. Emory University did not respond to the
survey and Gwinnett Technical College did not respond to this question. The results for the 34 other
institutions are provided in Table C. The USG has the highest vacancy rate at 7.4 percent, followed by
the TCSG institutions at 3.2 percent and private institutions at 1.8 percent. The total vacancy rate for the
34 nursing programs in Georgia that responded to the survey is 6.7 percent as of spring term 2009. It is
important to note that this vacancy rate captures only the vacant funded positions; faculty positions that
have gone unfilled due to budget cuts are not included in this rate.

Table C
Full-Time Faculty Positions and Vacancy Rate

USG TCSG Privates Total
Number of full-time nursing faculty 503 30 55 588
positions filled
Number of full-time funded nursing 40 1 1 42
faculty positions open
Vacancy rate 7.4% 3.2% 1.8% 6.7%

The survey respondents were asked to indicate why the 42 vacant full-time positions exist. Figure U
presents the reasons given and the number of vacant positions for each reason. Only one primary reason
for each vacant position is provided.

Figure U
Reasons for Vacant Full-Time Faculty Positions
Not specified: 3
(7.1%)
Faculty
member |
contract not Facut;cy
renewed by rT\em er.
program: 0 retirement: 5
(0%) (11.9%)
Faculty Faculty
member member
resigned for resigned for
higher paying higher paying
faculty job: 5 clinical job: 7
(11.9%) (16.7%)
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Survey respondents were asked about the reasons release time is given to faculty members. The reasons
varied among the 33 respondents. Figure V presents the responses. Respondents could choose more than
one answer.

Figure V

Reasons Faculty Are Offered Release Time

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

pamiisaton | s ¢2 5%

Further Education _ 13 (39.4%)

Research _ 7 (21.2%)

Clinical Practice _ 7 (21.2%)

The survey also asked whether the program or institution conducts a uniform exit interview when
faculty resign or retire. Figure W presents the results from the 32 respondents.

Figure W

Exit Interview for Faculty

Program conducts
interview: 3 (9.4%)

Both the program
and institution
conduct an exit

interview: 5 (15.6%)
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Clinical Placement Sites

The survey asked respondents how many clinical practice sites their program has. Responses from the
33 respondents ranged from 5 clinical practice sites to 350 clinical practice sites. The average was 47.1

clinical placement sites and the median was 21 sites.

Simulation

Respondents were asked to indicate whether or not their program has a designated lab area to house
simulation technology (i.e., simulation lab/center, computer lab). The responses from the 32 respondents
are summarized in Figure X. The respondents who indicated that they do have a designated simulation
technology area were asked how long they have been actively using patient simulators as part of the
curriculum. Figure Y presents the responses from the 23 institutions responding to this question.

Figure X

Figure Y

Have Designated Simulation
Technology Area

How Long Been Using Patient
Simulators as Part of Curriculum

8years: 1
7 years: 1 (4.3%)
(4.3%)

4years: 1
(4.3%)

The survey asked respondents to indicate the approximate size of the simulation lab/center facilities and
the number of students and faculty who can be accommodated in the space. Table D summarizes the

results.

Approximate square footage

Number of rooms comprising the lab/center

Number of students/faculty who can be

Table D
Size of the Simulation Lab/Center Facilities
Range Average
200 — 12,000 ft* 2,716 ft*
(n=18)
1 - 44 (n=25) 4.5
4-300 (n=22) 41.9

accommodated at the same time in the

lab/center
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The survey also asked respondents which disciplines, other than nursing, use the simulation technology
facility at their institution. Of the 25 respondents, 80 percent indicated that only nursing uses the
simulation center currently. Five respondents (20 percent) indicated that other disciplines currently use
the simulation lab/center. These disciplines include students studying dentistry, practical nursing,
nursing assistantry, paramedic technology, surgical technology, medicine, physical therapy,
cardiovascular technology, and other allied health fields. The survey also asked respondents to indicate
what other organizations, if any, use the simulation center or lab. Figure Z presents the results. The
majority of institutions (80 percent) do not share the use of the simulation lab/center with other
organizations outside of their own institution, while a few share it with health care organizations and
other higher education institutions. One institution indicated that it shares the center with an industrial
company to train their industrial health nurses.

Figure Z

Other Organizations that Use the Simulation Lab/Center

0 5 10 15 20 25

e ——rr

Health care organizations - 4 (16.0%)

Other higher education institutions - 2 (8.0%)

Other organizations F 1(4.0%)

Survey respondents were asked questions about the utilization of the simulation services on a typical day
during their busiest times. Table E presents the results for these questions.

Table E
Utilization of the Simulation Lab/Center Facilities

Range Average Median
Number of instructional hours per day 2 —14 (n=23) 7.4 8
Number of clinical hours per day 0—14 (n=23) 7.3 8
Number of open practice hours per day 0—10 (n=23) 4.2 4
Number of students using simulation lab/center 8 — 60 (n=22) 23.2 20
per day
Number of students using computer and video 0 — 50 (n=16) 21.2 22.5
equipment per day
Number of hours computer and video 0-13 (n=18) 6.1 8

equipment are used by students per day
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Respondents were asked if the use of simulation technology was part of their curriculum and if so, how
long they have actively been using patient simulators. Of the 25 respondents, 24 (96 percent) use
simulation as part of their curriculum. Figure AA and Figure BB present these results. (One respondent
did not indicate how long they have been using simulation as part of the curriculum.)

Figure AA Figure BB
Use Simulation Technology as Part Length of Time Using Simulation as
of Curriculum Part of Curriculum
No: 1 4
(4.0%) years or

more: 3
(13.0%)

v

lyear:3
(13.0%)

Survey respondents were asked if their institution employed designated faculty and/or staff who are
assigned to the simulation lab/center. Of the 25 respondents, 18 (72 percent) hired designated faculty
and/or staff for the simulation lab/center. Table F presents the results.

Table F
Designated Personnel for Simulation Lab/Center

Range Average  Median
Number of faculty positions designated for 1-14 (n=11) 3.5 2
each simulation lab/center
Number of staff positions designated for each 0-2 (n=12) 1 1

simulation lab/center

Respondents were also asked to indicate the funding sources that contribute to the operations of their

simulation lab/center. Respondents could select all that apply. The 25 responses are provided in Figure
CC.
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Figure CC

Funding Sources for Operation of Simulation Lab/Center

0 5 10 15 20 25
Grants (federal, foundation, etc.) 16 (64.0%)
State appropriations 15 (60.0%)
Student fees 14 (56.0%)
Gifts (individual and private) 11 (44.0%)

Other 5(20.0%)

Usage fees 1(4.0%)

Respondents were also asked to indicate their operational budget for their simulation center. Twenty-
three nursing programs responded to this question. Responses are summarized in Figure DD. Results
indicate that the operational budgets of the simulation lab/centers range from less than $5,000 to more
than $150,000 each year.

Figure DD

Operational Budget of Simulation Lab/Center
$150,001+: 2

$125,001 - (8.7%)
$150,000: 1
(4.3%)

$100,001 -
$125,000: 0 (0%)

$75,001 -
$100,000: 2
(8.7%)

$50,001 -
$75,000: 2
(8.7%)

$25,001 -
$50,000: 2
(8.7%)
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Summary

The data presented in this report provide a summary of the results received from the nursing programs
surveyed in Georgia in the spring 2009. The topics covered — admission requirements, curriculum,
students, faculty, clinical placement sites, and simulation — are meant to provide useful data for planning
purposes for the individual nursing programs, colleges and universities, educational systems, and state
policymakers. For more details, please contact the Center for Health Workforce Planning and Analysis.
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For more information, write or email:

Dr. Dara O’Neil
Director of Healthcare Workforce Research

Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia
270 Washington Street, SW
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

dara.oneil@usg.edu
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