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Introduction

Project Green Challenge (PGC) is a 30-day challenge led by Turning Green, a
California-based nonprofit organization dedicated to environmentalism and
sustainability. PGC aims to educate, empower, and mobilize students on climate
action, environmental and social justice, public health, and advocacy. The challenge
features 30 days of eco-themed challenges aimed to equip students with the
knowledge, resources, and skills to lead change in their own communities. With
Turning Green's guidance, participants grow into visionary catalysts for building a
healthier, more resilient, and greener future.

This report covers data analysis from the Entry Survey and Exit Survey of PGC 2025.
It is important to note that there is a significant difference in the numbers of the two
surveys, with 373 responses from the Entry Survey but only 137 responses from the
Exit Survey. Regardless, this report is able to provide valuable insights into the
impacts and influences of PGC 2025.



Entry Survey Demographics

Figure 1. Location distribution of Entry Survey participants.
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Out of the 373 participants who filled out the Entry Survey, more than half were from
the United States, with 181 participants from the other countries shown above. (The
figure has been re-weighted to better show population distribution.) The top 5
countries that participants came from were:

United States (192)
Ghana (29)

Mexico (14)
Bangladesh (13)
India (13)
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Figure 2: Grade/Year distribution of Entry Survey participants.
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Out of the 373 participants who filled out the Entry Survey, 247 were enrolled in High
School, 115 were enrolled in College/University/Graduate School, 1 was a

Post-Graduate, and 9 were listed as Other. The grades of the top 3 participant
categories were:

1. High School Junior (167)
2. High School Senior (46)
3. College Sophomore (28)



Exit Survey Demographics

Figure 3: Location distribution of Exit Survey participants.
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Out of the 137 participants who filled out the Entry Survey, more than half were from
the United States, with 58 participants from the other countries shown above. (The
figure has been re-weighted to better show population distribution.) The top 5
countries that participants came from were:

United States (79)
Ghana (11)
Mexico (8)

Peru (7)
Bangladesh (6)
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Figure 4: Grade/Year distribution of Exit Survey participants.
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Out of the 137 participants who filled out the Entry Survey, 97 were enrolled in High

School, 37 were enrolled in College/University/Graduate School, 3 were listed as
Other. The grades of the top 3 participant categories were:

4. High School Junior (58)
5. High School Senior (26)
6. College Senior (12)



Methods

Method Summary

To produce the final sustainability and PGC challenge report, our team conducted a
comprehensive analysis of data collected from both entry and exit surveys. The
dataset underwent systematic data cleaning, normalization, and restructuring to
ensure internal consistency and analytical reliability. This process resulted in a
standardized, data-oriented database suitable for both descriptive and comparative
analyses.

Qualitative responses from open-ended survey questions were analyzed using a
thematic coding approach. A codebook was developed through iterative review,
allowing responses to be categorized into discrete themes and subsequently
transformed into quantifiable variables for statistical analysis. This mixed-methods
approach enabled the integration of qualitative insights with quantitative findings.

Data analysis prioritized visualization-based interpretation to identify patterns,
distributions, and relationships across key variables. Visualization techniques
included frequency bar charts, histograms, stacked bar charts, cross-tabulation
plots, and trend comparisons between entry and exit survey results. These methods
supported the systematic evaluation of changes in participant attitudes, knowledge,
and behaviors over time.

Overall, the analytical framework enabled the synthesis of survey results into
empirically grounded conclusions, providing evidence-based insights into shared
attitudes, values, and engagement patterns among participants involved in
environmental awareness, sustainability, and climate-related action.

Limitations of the PGC Sample

Our sample is not representative of the general population. Everyone in the study
chose to join a climate-focused project, so they were probably already more
interested in the environment and more motivated to help the planet than an
average person. That means our results mainly tell us how the project affected
already-engaged participants, not people who start with low interest or awareness.
The data also come mostly from high school students, with a large share from the
United States, so the findings may not generalize to older adults, younger teenagers,
or people living in other countries or outside formal education. In addition, only a



subset of participants completed both the entry and exit surveys, so our pre/post
results reflect the experiences of people who stayed engaged and finished the
project, not everyone who initially signed up.

Demographics Analysis:

Basic data analysis:

At entry, the participant pool consisted of 373 individuals across high school, college,
and post-graduate levels, with a strong concentration among high school students.
High school participants accounted for 247 individuals (66.2%), indicating that the
program predominantly attracted pre-college students. Within this group, High
School Juniors formed the largest cohort, with 167 participants (44.8%), followed by
High School Seniors with 46 participants (12.3%). College students comprised 97
participants (26.0%), with relatively even representation across all undergraduate
years. Graduate students (19; 5.1%) and post-graduate participants (1, 0.3%)
represented a small share of the entry sample.

Interpretation: Entry Survey

The entry demographic distribution suggests that the program was particularly
effective in engaging students at formative stages of climate awareness and identity
development. The dominance of high school juniors® indicates strong resonance
with individuals who are beginning to critically engage with climate change as a
long-term societal issue and to consider their personal role within it. The substantial
presence of high school seniors further reflects interest among students who are
actively linking climate concerns to imminent educational and civic decisions, such
as college pathways, fields of study, or future advocacy involvement. The presence
of college students across all years suggests broader climate interest beyond the
core high school audience, though their more dispersed representation implies that
climate engagement at the college level may already be shaped by existing
academic or activist commitments. Limited participation from graduate and
post-graduate groups may indicate that the program'’s climate framing and
action-oriented focus was more aligned with early-stage climate consciousness and
mobilization rather than advanced or specialized climate expertise.

Basic Data Analysis

The exit dataset included 137 participants, reflecting expected attrition over the
duration of the program. High school students continued to constitute the majority

* A possible correlation could also be due to the offering of the course AP Environmental Science.



of respondents at exit, accounting for g7 participants (70.8%). High School Juniors
remained the largest group, with 58 participants (42.3%), followed by High School
Seniors at 26 participants (19.0%). College students accounted for 32 participants
(23.4%), with College Seniors representing the largest college subgroup (12
participants; 8.8%). Graduate students comprised 5 participants (3.6%), while the
‘Other" category remained minimal.

Interpretation: Exit Survey

The exit demographic patterns point to stronger sustained engagement among
upper-level high school students, particularly juniors and seniors, suggesting that
these participants were more likely to remain involved as climate issues became
increasingly complex and action-oriented over time. The increased proportional
representation of high school students at exit implies that younger participants who
are actively forming climate values and activist identities were more inclined to
persist through the program. Continued participation by college seniors suggests
that individuals approaching graduation may have perceived the program as directly
relevant to translating climate concern into concrete academic, career, or advocacy
pathways. In contrast, lower retention among earlier high school students and
graduate-level participants may reflect differences in readiness for sustained climate
engagement, competing academic pressures, or varying expectations around the
depth and scope of climate action emphasized in the program.

Comparison of Entry and Exit Surveys

Comparison of the entry and exit survey data indicates that, although total
participation decreased over the course of the program, the overall grade-level
distribution of participants remained broadly consistent. High school
students—particularly juniors and seniors—comprised the largest proportion of
respondents at both entry and exit and accounted for a slightly higher share of the
exit sample, suggesting comparatively stronger retention within these groups.
Conversely, college and graduate-level participants experienced proportionally
greater attrition, resulting in reduced representation at exit relative to entry. These
patterns indicate differential retention across educational stages and suggest that
participants closer to major academic transition points were more likely to remain
engaged through program completion.
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Entry Survey

What baseline feelings did participants have?
Figure 5.a: Distribution of respondents for frequency of worry.
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Figure 5.b: Distribution of respondents for intensity of worry.
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At the beginning of the project, most participants already reported feeling worried
about climate change. The largest share said they worry often, with many also
selecting sometimes or always, while only a small number reported worrying rarely
or never. This pattern is supported by the intensity ratings as well: most participants
described their worry as moderately or very intense, suggesting climate change was
already an emotionally significant issue for the group at baseline.

12



Exit Survey

What knowledge/understanding did participants have at the end of
the challenge?

Figure 6.a: Distribution of the number of plant-based meals eaten in the past 7 days.
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Figure 6.b: Distribution of the number of times respondents walked, biked, or used
public transit instead of driving/being driven in the past 7 days.
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Figure 6.c: Distribution of the number of days respondents spent at least 30 minutes
in nature (parks, trails, green space).
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Participants’ responses to these end-of-challenge behavioral questions suggest that
they not only learned key sustainability concepts but actively applied them to their
daily lives. Across these three indicators - plant-based eating, low-carbon
transportation, and time spent in nature - participants reported engaging in
behaviors that align directly with the core concepts highlighted in this challenge.
They demonstrated understanding, comprehension, and internalization of
sustainability concepts and were able to translate that knowledge into real-world
actions.

Figure 7.a: Distribution of understanding for agricultural concepts.
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Figure 7.b: Distribution of understanding for environmental concepts.

Which of these environmental topics do you feel you understand the meaning of? (Select all that apply)

Figure 7.c: Distribution of understanding for social concepts.

Which of these social topics do you feel you understand the meaning of? (Select all that apply)
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Respondents checked the agricultural, environmental, and social terms they feel
they understand. Bars show the number of respondents who selected each term in
each domain. Taller bars indicate concepts that are already widely understood
within this group; shorter bars highlight vocabulary that may benefit from clearer
definitions.

Figure 8.a: Distribution of frequency for buying organic or local produce in the past 2
weeks.
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Figure 8.b: Distribution of frequency for buying secondhand in the past 2 weeks.
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Figure 8.c: Distribution of frequency for composting food scraps in the past 2 weeks.
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Figure 8.d: Distribution of frequency for taking shorter showers in the past 2 weeks.
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Figure 8.e: Distribution of frequency for turning off lights/devices when not in use in
the past 2 weeks.
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Figure 8f: Distribution of frequency for using a reusable cup or food container in the
past 2 weeks.
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Figure 8.g: Distribution of frequency for using a reusable water bottle in the past 2
weeks.
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Students demonstrated strong applied learning across sustainability behaviors. Daily,
low-effort conservation habits—like turning off lights and using reusable bottles or
containers—were practiced most consistently, showing near-universal adoption.
Higher-effort circular economy efforts such as composting, clothing repair, and
buying secondhand were still common but occurred less frequently, which points to
practical access and infrastructure barriers rather than lack of interest or
understanding.

What feelings did participants have at the end of the challenge?

Figure 9: Distribution of how students feel about climate change post-PGC.
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Participants generally expressed high concern about climate change, with anxiety
and overwhelm showing up frequently. At the same time, many responses also
reflect motivation to act, especially when people feel they have clear support,
structure, and actionable next steps.

21



Figure 10.a and 10.b: Distribution of classifications for the “Most Meaningful Change”
conducted by students throughout PGC for the top three countries (United States,
Ghana, and Mexico).
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The stacked bar chart above depicts the distributions for categories of “meaningful
change” from the top three countries in the Exit Survey: United States, Ghana, and
Mexico. It is important to note that there is a large discrepancy in country distribution
across the Exit Survey, even for the top three, as depicted by the donut chart on the
bottom right; the United States has 79 responses, while Ghana only has 11, and
Mexico has 7. Despite this, the distribution of responses by country still provides
interesting results.

We notice that for the United States, “Personal Habit Change" was the biggest
category of meaningful change, where participants were more likely to demonstrate
sustainability through changes, such as swapping plastic utensils with reusable
ones, venturing into greenspaces more often, or changing their commute methods.
In the second and third bar representing Ghana and Mexico respectively, we observe
that "Personal Habit Change" was actually the lowest category, and both countries
had more reflection of “Empowerment”, followed by “Self Awareness”. It is interesting
to note that the category “Education” was not very high for any of these three
countries, likely implying that the top categories of “Meaningful Change” reflect the

22



changes in capability observed; in the United States, perhaps participants are

making more personal change due to learning how much impact a single person
can make, while in Ghana and Mexico, participants are realizing that they have more
authority and power to instigate change than they originally thought.

What habits/behaviors did participants have at the end of the

challenge?

Figure 11: Distribution of Climate Action Understanding: Likert Scale.
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From the chart above, we can observe that overall, the participants gained
understanding and knowledge for climate action. The majority of participants in the
Exit Survey either selected “Agree” or "Agree very much” to the seven statements
provided, especially when related to more personable actions such as plastic or
food waste, climate change effects, and eco-friendly decisions. Interestingly, the
category where most participants did not understand well was related to advocacy.
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What kind of climate change effects have people seen?

Figure 12.a: Distribution table of witnessed climate change effects by location.
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Figure 12.b: Distribution table of witnessed climate change effects by location.
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Figure 13: Percentages of climate change effects by location.
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Across all regions, respondents reported experiencing a wide range of climate
change impacts, with heat-related effects emerging as the most universally
observed phenomenon. More than 80% of respondents in every region reported
experiencing hotter days or more frequent heat waves, including 100% in the Middle
East, 94.1% in Sub-Saharan Africa?, 88.9% in Southeast Asia, and 86.4% in North
America & the Pacific. These consistently high values suggest that rising
temperatures are a globally shared experience, though they may be more
immediately felt in regions with limited access to cooling infrastructure or
heat-adaptive resources.

Shifts in seasonal patterns were also widely reported, particularly in Latin America
(95.2%), Southeast Asia (100%), and the Middle East (100%), reflecting the strong
dependence of these regions on predictable climate cycles for agriculture and
livelihoods. Water-related impacts showed clear regional variation. Flooding and
heavy rainfall were most prevalent in Southeast Asia (88.9%) and Sub-Saharan Africa
(88.2%), while drought and water shortages were most severe in the Middle East
(100%) and Latin America (61.9%), highlighting regional differences in climate
vulnerability and water availability.

% In the Exit Survey dataset, there are no responses from the region of Northern Africa; in this case,
categorizing them into sub-Saharan Africa was the best solution.
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Wildfires and air quality impacts were more concentrated in North America & the
Pacific (58.0% reporting wildfires) and East & Central Asia (50.0%), regions that

experience frequent wildfire activity and urban air pollution. Beyond environmental
impacts, food and health effects were widely reported across nearly all regions, with
food-related impacts affecting 64.7% of respondents in Sub-Saharan Africa, 52.4% in

Latin America, and 44.4% in Southeast Asia, while health impacts exceeded 80% in

the Middle East and East & Central Asia. Notably, reports of experiencing no climate
change effects were rare across all regions (0-2.5%), reinforcing the conclusion that

climate change is already a visible and lived reality worldwide, shaped by both
geographic conditions and levels of regional development.

What barriers did participants have that kept them from completing
the challenge?

Figure 14.a: Distribution of all barriers participants faced throughout PGC.
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The above figure shows the barriers that participants faced during their PGC
experiences. School workload and time restraint are the two biggest barriers to
completing the PGC challenge.

« |High School Freshman

| High School Sophomo
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Figure 14.b: Barriers vs Average Completion of daily challenges.
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The above figure shows the barriers that participants faced during their PGC
experiences and its effect on PGC completion days. School workload and
participant's motivation has the highest negative impact on PGC completion.

Figure 14.c: Distribution about satisfaction of support from PGC staff.
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The above figure shows the PGC support and PGC support relative to the barriers
PGC participants face. The opinion on PGC support is overwhelmingly positive
overall, providing the best support on instruction unclear while slightly less helpful
for participants facing issues with family or home environments.
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Pre-Post Comparison

Were there any changes in the habits/behaviors of participants?

Figures 15.a and 15.b: Distribution of how often students participated in certain
activities in the past 7 days. (Left: Entry Survey, Right: Exit Survey)
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From the two boxplots above, we can observe that there are barely any differences
in statistics, as well as statistical distribution between the two surveys. It is important
to note that there is a significant difference in the number of results between the two

surveys, with the Entry Survey having 373 responses and the Exit Survey having 137
responses

It appears that for all three questions, most people were already engaging in the
three sustainable behaviors asked above fairly frequently, and therefore, there was
no significant increase in sustainable engagement after the Turning Green
challenges. Surprisingly, the average number of days for “Walk, Bike, Public Transit"
and "Greenspace >30 min" actually decreased; however, we cannot attribute this to
the Turning Green Challenges as this most likely resulted from the drastic decrease
in the number of responses between the Entry and Exit surveys.
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Figure 16: Distribution of how often students participated in sustainable habits in the
past 2 weeks. (Left: Entry Survey, Right: Exit Survey)
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The butterfly compares the distribution of answers (Never, A few times, Once, Most
Days, Every Day) for the following 8 categories: In the past 2 weeks, how often have
you done the following?

Bought organic or local produce
Composted food scraps

Repaired or reused clothing

Bought secondhand instead of new

Took shorter showers

Turned off lights/devices when not in use
Used a reusable water bottle

Used a reusable cup or food container

©ON OO~ wDhE

Although we cannot compare increase or decrease of engagement between the
Entry and Exit survey due to the difference in number of results, we can observe that
there is similarity between the categories that are most engaged in: Buying organic
or local produce, turning off lights/devices when not in use, using a reusable water
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bottle, and using a reusable cup or container. This chart reflects actions that
participants may find most easy to engage in and develop a habit from or based on
what was accessible in their communities.

Did participants understand how organic foods impact human and
planetary health?

Figure 17.a: Histogram of differences between the Exit and Entry Surveys for levels of
worry. (Exit - Entry)
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The mean of the differences (Exit - Entry) is 0.49.

The paired t-test was significant, t(73)=4.26,p=0.00006, and the Wilcoxon signed-rank
test showed a similar result, W=138.5,p=0.00013.\e reject the null hypothesis that
there is no change and conclude that, for students who completed both surveys,
awareness of how organic food impacts human and planetary health increased after
the project.
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Count

Figure 17.b: Histogram of Entry Survey responses for levels of agreement.
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Figure 17.c: Histogram of Entry Survey responses for levels of agreement.
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For the item “l understand how organic food impacts human and planetary health
we compared all entry responses (n = 373) with all exit responses (n = 200). Using a
Welch independent t-test (which does not assume equal variances), we found that
exit scores were significantly higher than entry scores, t = -6.46, p = 3.5x107'°. A
non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test gave a similar result, U = 18,479.5, p = 2.8x107".
These results indicate that, overall, students agreed more strongly at exit that they
understand how organic food impacts human and planetary health, suggesting that
the project was successful in increasing understanding on this topic.

How often did participants worry about the planet?

(Paired) People who took Entry and Exit survey:
Paired sample size (unique emails in both Entry and Exit, n=75): 75 The mean of the
differences is 0.30.

Null hypothesis (Ho):
There is no difference in students’ average worry about the current state of the
planet before and after PGC; the mean difference in worry scores (Exit - Entry) is 0.

Alternative hypothesis (Ha):
There is a difference in students' average worry about the current state of the planet
before and after the PGC,; the mean difference in worry scores (Exit - Entry) is nhot 0.

The test statistic (t value) for the paired t-test is 3.39, The p-value for the two-tailed
paired t-test is 0.00112 THus we reject the null hypothesis, there is significant
statistical difference in two groups. The project did influence people's worry levels.

Wilks Cox test:
Ho: Median(Exit — Entry) = 0 (no change in worry).
Ha: Median(Exit - Entry) # 0 (worry changed).

Interpretation: Using the 75 participants who completed both the entry and exit
surveys, we calculated the difference in worry scores as Exit - Entry. The mean
difference was about 0.30, meaning that, on average, students' worry increased by
0.30 points on the 1-5 scale.

A paired t-test on the differences was significant (t(73) = 3.39, p = 0.0011), and a
Wilcoxon signed-rank test gave a similar result (W = 128, p = 0.0014). Because both
the parametric (t-test) and nonparametric (Wilcoxon) tests agree, we have strong
evidence that students' worry about the current state of the planet increased.
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Figure 18.a: Histogram of differences between the Exit and Entry Surveys for levels of
worry. (Exit - Entry)
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Figure 18.c: Bar chart of Entry Worry Scores.
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We compared all students who completed the entry survey (n = 373) with all
students who completed the exit survey (n = 200). On the 1-5 worry scale, the entry
mean was 3.73 (SD = 0.89) and the exit mean was 4.16 (SD = 0.71), sO on average exit
scores were about 0.43 points higher. Shapiro-Wilk tests showed that the raw scores
were not normally distributed (both p <.001), so we used both a Welch independent
t-test and a non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test. The Welch t-test was highly
significant (t(~310) = -6.24, p = 9.7x107'°), and the Mann-\¥hitney U test gave a very
similar result (U = 27,618, p = 3.1x10°®). Because both tests strongly reject the null
hypothesis of equal distributions, we conclude that, for this cohort as a whole, worry
about the current state of the planet was significantly higher at exit than at entry.
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When participants worried about the planet, how did their worry feel?

Figure 19: Histogram comparison of worry intensity between Entry and Exit Survey.
(Correction: Bottom left is Exit Survey).
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P-value for paired t-test: 0.09197
10 P-value for Wilcoxon signed ranked test: 0.07109
#of paired survey answers: 78

0 Given a 0.05 confidence level, the worry intensity of the PCG participants about the planet has not changed between Entry and Exit
1 2 3 4 5 Survey since we failed to reject the null hypothesis that the difference in worry intensity is 0.

Worry Intensity

The survey question “When you worry about the planet, does your worry feel.." aims
to gauge participant's feelings toward the current environmental state of the planet.
After conducting a paired t-test and paired Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test on the
differences in entry and exit survey response (78 available pair samples in total), we
concluded that the worry intensity of PGC participants did nhot change before and
after completing the PGC challenge.
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Are people more inclined to act if climate change is personally
affecting them?

For the question ‘I have noticed the effects of climate change in my community”,
most participants reported feeling personally affected by climate change. Out of 373
people, 337 chose Always, Often, or Sometimes, which we grouped as “personally
affected.” Only 36 respondents selected Rarely or Never, which we counted as “not
personally affected’

For the question “Over the next 3 months, | plan to take climate-positive actions’,
most participants also said they intend to act. Out of the same 373 people, 320
answered Agree or Agree very much, which we treated as “plans to act” The
remaining 53 participants selected Not sure, Disagree, or Disagree very much, which
we grouped as “not clearly planning to act.”

Figure 18: Distribution Table for 4 Groupings: Plan to Act, Doesn't Clearly Plan,
Personally Affected, Not Personally Affected

Number of Observations:

Plans to Act (A=1) Doesn't Clearly Plan (A=0)
Personally Affected (I1=1) | 299 38
Not Personally Affected |21 15
(1=0)

Probability of plans to act given personally affected:
P(Act | Affected) = 299/299+38-299/337~0.89 or 89%

Probability of plans to act given not personally affected:
P(Act | Not affected) = 21/21+15-21/36=0.58 or 58%
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Figure 20.a: Percentages of responses from students about planning to take
climate-positive actions in the next 3 months.
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Figure 20.b: Percentages of responses from students about whether they agree with
noticing climate change effects in their communities.
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In our sample, about 89% of people who feel personally affected by climate change
plan to take climate-positive actions, compared to about §8% of those who don't.
That's a 31-percentage-point increase, suggesting that personal experience with
climate impacts makes people more likely to act. Based on this sample, this is our
best estimate for the broader population of similar people.

How confident are participants in taking climate action?

Figure 21: Bar charts for how strongly participants considered themselves to be a
climate activist.
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10 P-value for t-test: 0.0003785
P-value for Wilcoxon signed rank test: 0.0008787
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0 L 2 3 4 With an alpha level of 0.05, we can conclude that participants are less likely to consider themselves a
Exit climate activist after completing PGC

The survey question ‘I consider myself a climate activist” aims to gauge participant's
feelings toward their own participation and confidence in climate positive action..
After conducting a paired t-test and paired Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test on the
differences in entry and exit survey response (83 available pair samples in total,
weighed according through team), we concluded that participants are less likely to
consider themselves as a climate activist in the Exit survey.
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Figure 22: Bar charts of how confident participants feel in being able to recruit at
least one person to take action with them
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‘With an alpha level of 0.05, the participants’ sentiment in their ability to recruit another person to take
Exit climate action with them has not changed before and after the PGC.

The survey question ‘I feel confident | can recruit at least one other person to take
action with me" aims to gauge participant's feelings toward public advocacy in
climate positive action.. After conducting a paired t-test and paired Wilcoxon
Signed-Rank Test on the differences in entry and exit survey response (83 available
pair samples in total, weighed according through team), we concluded that
participant's confidence in recruiting people to take climate-positive action has not
changed.
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How will participants continue to make a difference after PGC?

Figure 23: Box Plot and Bar Charts displaying distributions of answers for ways
students will continue to make environmental and sustainable differences.
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The above figure shows the PGC support and PGC support relative to the barriers
PGC participants face. Using reusable items and spending time in nature are the
main two ways that participants choose to continue making a difference after PGC.
Higher action incentive correlates positively with challenge days completed.
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How can Turning Green change or improve PGC?

Figure 24: Distribution of participant answers for how PGC can be improved.
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The above figure is a category breakdown of the written response. The biggest
suggestions to improving PGC echoed by all respondents is giving more precise
instructions. Respondents also wanted more variety (hands-on) projects and
collaborative environments. Of the responses, 26.87% contained no suggestions for
improvement, and 11.94% expressed positive experiences, noting that responses
could be assigned to multiple categories.
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