Course-Section: CMSC 104 0101

Title PROB SOL & COMPUTER PR
Instructor: BERGERON, RYAN
Enrollment: 36

Questionnaires: 18

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.41 772/1576 4.56
4.38 798/1576 4.62
4.71 357/1342 4.76
4.56 441/1520 4.55
4.10 798/1465 4.27
4.13 806/1434 4.33
4.59 434/1547 4.62
4.94 281/1574 4.58
4.20 772/1554 4.36
4.73 547/1488 4.76
4_.47 1240/1493 4.75
4.40 821/1486 4.68
4.60 57971489 4.72
4.60 258/1277 4.62
4.00 80271279 4.07
3.33 116971270 4.32
4.17 870/1269 4.31
2.25 ****/ 878 4.17
5.00 ****/ 379 4.20

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#i## - Means there are not enough

18
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.11 4.41
4.27 4.18 4.38
4.32 4.19 4.71
4.25 4.09 4.56
4.12 4.02 4.10
4.14 3.94 4.13
4.19 4.10 4.59
4.64 4.59 4.94
4.10 4.01 4.20
4.47 4.41 4.73
4.73 4.65 4.47
4.32 4.26 4.40
4.32 4.22 4.60
4.03 3.91 4.60
4.17 3.96 4.00
4.35 4.09 3.33
4.35 4.09 4.17
4.05 3.91 Fx**
4.23 4.08 Fx**
4.35 4.29 Fr**
4.51 4.43 FF**
4.29 4.27 FF**
4.20 4.15 Fx**
4.03 3.64 Fx**
4.08 3.86 *r**

Majors
Major 3

Non-major 15

responses to be significant

Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 1 0O O O 2 6
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 2 o O o 3 4
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 1 0O 0O o 1 3
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 1 1 0O O 1 5
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 1 7 0 0 4 1
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 1 2 1 0 2 5
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 1 0 o0 o 2 3
8. How many times was class cancelled 1 O O O o 1
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 2 1 0 0 2 8
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 3 o O O o0 4
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 3 0 1 0 o0 4
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 3 0 O O 3 3
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 3 0 O O 0 &6
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 3 0 0 o©O 1 4
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 12 0 0 1 o0 3
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 12 O O o0 4 2
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 12 0O O O 1 3
4. Were special techniques successful 12 2 1 1 2 0
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 17 0O O 1 0O O
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 17 0 0 1 0 O
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 17 0 0 0 1 O
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 17 0O 0O o 1 0
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 16 1 O O o0 o
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 6 0 O O 2 0
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 14 0 O O 4 O
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 5 0.00-0.99 0 A 8 Required for Majors
28-55 3 1.00-1.99 0 B 8
56-83 3 2.00-2.99 4 C 0 General
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 2 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 3 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 104 0201

Title PROB SOL & COMPUTER PR
Instructor: BLOCK, DAWN M
Enrollment: 42

Questionnaires: 23
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Questions

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work
Did field experience contribute to what you learned
Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria
Was the instructor available for consultation
To what degree could you discuss your evaluations

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students
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University of Maryland
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Instructor

Rank

541/1576
434/1576
21571342
44171520
57171465
193/1434
20771547
1353/1574
449/1554

63871488
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25071277

802/1279
69671270
747/1269

415/

****/
****/
****/
****/
****/

****/
Fkkxk f
****/
****/

Fkkxk f

****/
****/
Fkkxk f

Fkkxk [

Fkkxk f

878

234
240
229
232
379

Course
Mean

I N NI N NN NN
N
~

ADADMDD
[¢2]
[e¢]

DA DAD

Fokhk

AADAMDWOADDDS

ABABADD Whbhw WhADMD

WhhHDDH

aoo b

Page 419

JUuL 2, 2009

Job 1RBR3029
UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.11 4.58
4.27 4.18 4.63
4.32 4.19 4.84
4.25 4.09 4.56
4.12 4.02 4.33
4.14 3.94 4.75
4.19 4.10 4.79
4.64 4.59 4.21
4.10 4.01 4.47
4.47 4.41 4.68
4.73 4.65 4.89
4.32 4.26 4.79
4.32 4.22 4.58
4.03 3.91 4.61
4.17 3.96 4.00
4.35 4.09 4.44
4.35 4.09 4.38
4.05 3.91 4.17
4.23 4.08 F***
4.35 4.29 Fx**
4.51 4.43 F***
4.29 4.27 Fx*F*
4.20 4.15 F***
4.72 4.52 Fx**
4.69 4.52 Fx**
4.64 4.43 FF**
4.61 4.55 F***
4.01 3.78 ****
4.48 4.20 F***
4.40 4.11 F***
4.73 4.71 F****
4.57 4.72 F***
4.08 3.86 ****



Course-Section: CMSC 104 0201

Title PROB SOL & COMPUTER PR
Instructor: BLOCK, DAWN M
Enrollment: 42

Questionnaires: 23

Expected Grades

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequency Distribution

Reasons
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Credits Earned Cum. GPA
00-27 2 0.00-0.99 0
28-55 4 1.00-1.99 0
56-83 2 2.00-2.99 1
84-150 3 3.00-3.49 3
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 6
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Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

12

Graduate 0
Under-grad 23 Non-major 21

##H# - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 104 0301

Title PROB SOL & COMPUTER PR
Instructor: BLOCK, DAWN M
Enrollment: 48

Questionnaires: 32

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009
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Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

15

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.81 235/1576 4.56
4.88 173/1576 4.62
4.91 17971342 4.76
4.79 218/1520 4.55
4.83 15971465 4.27
4.67 270/1434 4.33
4.81 179/1547 4.62
4.22 1353/1574 4.58
4.59 323/1554 4.36
4.94 173/1488 4.76
5.00 1/1493 4.75
4.97 69/1486 4.68
4.90 19471489 4.72
4.72 176/1277 4.62
4.27 64971279 4.07
4.64 532/1270 4.32
4.55 62071269 4.31
3.43 ****/ 878 4.17
4.00 ****/ 379 4.20

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

32
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UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.30 4.11
4.27 4.18
4.32 4.19
4.25 4.09
4.12 4.02
4.14 3.94
4.19 4.10
4.64 4.59
4.10 4.01
4.47 4.41
4.73 4.65
4.32 4.26
4.32 4.22
4.03 3.91
4.17 3.96
4.35 4.09
4.35 4.09
4.05 3.91
4.23 4.08
4.35 4.29
4.51 4.43
4.29 4.27
4.20 4.15
4.01 3.78
4.03 3.64
4.08 3.86
Majors
Major
Non-major
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responses to be significant
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Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course o O o0 o 1 4
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals O O O O o 4
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals O O O o 1 1
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0O 4 0 O 1 4
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0O 20 0 0O 0 2
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 14 0 0 2 2
7. Was the grading system clearly explained o o o o 2 2
8. How many times was class cancelled 0O O O O 0 25
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 5 0 0 0 0 11
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 1 O O O o 2
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 0 0 O o0 o
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 1 0 0O O o0 1
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 1 0 0O o o0 3
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 1 2 0 1 1 3
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 22 0 0 1 2 1
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 21 0O O o 1 2
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 21 0O O 1 0 2
4. Were special techniques successful 22 3 2 0 1 1
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 30 0 O 0O o0 o
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 30 0 1 0 O O
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 31 0 0 O O0 O
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 31 O O O o0 o
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 29 1 0O O o 2
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 27 0O O o 5 0
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 29 O O o0 3 0
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 26 0 0 O 2 4
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 9 0.00-0.99 0 A 23 Required for Majors
28-55 2 1.00-1.99 1 B 4
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 3 c 2 General
84-150 3 3.00-3.49 4 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 6 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 104 0401

Title PROB SOL & COMPUTER PR
Instructor: BERGERON, RYAN
Enrollment: 38

Questionnaires: 20

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009
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Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

11

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.45 727/1576 4.56
4.60 476/1576 4.62
4.60 480/1342 4.76
4.28 837/1520 4.55
3.80 1067/1465 4.27
3.79 107571434 4.33
4.30 784/1547 4.62
4.94 281/1574 4.58
4.17 805/1554 4.36
4.68 63871488 4.76
4.63 108971493 4.75
4.58 596/1486 4.68
4.79 336/1489 4.72
4.53 298/1277 4.62
4.00 80271279 4.07
4.86 307/1270 4.32
4.14 882/1269 4.31
3.75 ****/ 878 4.17
4.20 175/ 379 4.20

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

20
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UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.30 4.11
4.27 4.18
4.32 4.19
4.25 4.09
4.12 4.02
4.14 3.94
4.19 4.10
4.64 4.59
4.10 4.01
4.47 4.41
4.73 4.65
4.32 4.26
4.32 4.22
4.03 3.91
4.17 3.96
4.35 4.09
4.35 4.09
4.05 3.91
4.23 4.08
4.35 4.29
4.51 4.43
4.29 4.27
4.20 4.15
4.01 3.78
4.03 3.64
4.08 3.86
Majors
Major
Non-major
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Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0O O o 1 2 4
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0O O o 1 1 3
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0O 0O O 1 0 5
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 2 0 1 3 4
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0O 10 1 2 o0 2
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 6 1 1 3 4
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0O 0O O 3 0 5
8. How many times was class cancelled 0 2 0O O O 1
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 1 0 1 1 10
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 1 0O O o 1 4
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 0 0 O 1 5
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 1 0 0 o 2 4
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 o 1 2
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 1 0 O 1 0 6
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 13 0 1 o0 1 1
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 13 0 0O 0 o 1
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 13 0 0 o0 2 2
4. Were special techniques successful 13 3 0 0 2 1
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 8 0 O O 0 oO
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 18 0 0 O O O
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 18 0 0 0 O0 O
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 8 0 O O O 1
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 14 1 O O 0 4
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 17 o O o 3 o
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 18 0 0 O 2 0
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 6 0 O O 3 1
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 2 0.00-0.99 0 A 11 Required for Majors
28-55 3 1.00-1.99 0 B 2
56-83 2 2.00-2.99 1 c 2 General
84-150 1 3.00-3.49 5 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 1 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0101
Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 1
Instructor: EVANS, SUSAN A
Enrollment: 22
Questionnaires: 10

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.90 16371576 4.81
4.70 350/1576 4.75
4.50 58371342 4.73
4.50 51171520 4.54
3.50 1242/1465 3.99
4.60 32371434 4.04
4.50 527/1547 4.63
4.50 107971574 4.50
3.89 1074/1554 4.12
4.80 40171488 4.81
4.80 810/1493 4.81
4.50 678/1486 4.54
4.40 81371489 4.41
4.20 585/1277 4.21
4.00 80271279 4.06
3.71 1070/1270 3.68
4.00 92871269 3.58
3.00 799/ 878 2.56
3.50 ****/ 234 4.30
3.00 ****/ 240 4.23
4.00 ****/ 229 4.90
3.00 ****/ 232 4.16
3.50 ****/ 379 4.37
4.00 ****/ 375 3.92
3.00 ****/ 326 3.59
3.00 ****/ 382 4.13

Type
Graduate 0
Under-grad 10

#### - Means there are not enough
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.35 4.90
4.27 4.32 4.70
4.32 4.41 4.50
4.25 4.26 4.50
4.12 4.09 3.50
4.14 4.06 4.60
4.19 4.22 4.50
4.64 4.62 4.50
4.10 4.05 3.89
4.47 4.44 4.80
4.73 4.75 4.80
4.32 4.29 4.50
4.32 4.31 4.40
4.03 4.01 4.20
4.17 4.14 4.00
4.35 4.30 3.71
4.35 4.29 4.00
4.05 3.92 3.00
4.23 4.44 FFx*
4.35 4.47 FFF*
4.51 4.65 Fr**
4.29 4.38 Fx**
4.20 4.29 Fxx*
4.01 4.21 Fx**
4.03 4.43 FF**
4.08 4.39 Fx**

Majors
Major 6

Non-major 4

responses to be significant

Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course O O O o0 o 1
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0O O O O o0 3
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals O O O o 1 3
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 2 O O o0 4
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0O 6 0 2 0 O
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 5 0 O 1 O
7. Was the grading system clearly explained o o o o 2 1
8. How many times was class cancelled o O O o0 o 5
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 0 0O 0 2 6
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared o O O o0 o 2
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject o o o o o0 2
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly o o o o0 2 1
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0O 0O O 1 o0 3
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0O O o 1 2 1
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 3 0 0O 0 3 1
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 3 0 O 1 2 2
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 3 0 O 1 1 2
4. Were special techniques successful 3 2 2 0 1 o0
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 8 0 0 O 1 1
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 8 0 0 1 0 1
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 8 0O O O 1 o
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 8 0 0 O 2 0
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 7 1 0O O 1 1
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 9 O O o0 o 1
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 9 0O 0O o 1 0
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 8 0 0 O 2 0
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 8 Required for Majors
28-55 2 1.00-1.99 0 B 2
56-83 1 2.00-2.99 1 C 0 General
84-150 2 3.00-3.49 1 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 3 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0102
Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 1

University of Maryland
Baltimore County

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
5.00 1/1576 4.81
4.80 222/1576 4.75
5.00 171342 4.73
4.80 197/1520 4.54
5.00 171465 3.99
5.00 171434 4.04
5.00 171547 4.63
4.80 665/1574 4.50
4.33 623/1554 4.12
4.80 40171488 4.81
4.80 810/1493 4.81
4.80 271/1486 4.54
5.00 171489 4.41
3.80 856/1277 4.21
4.60 38171279 4.06
4.00 92871270 3.68
3.60 1086/1269 3.58
3.50 709/ 878 2.56
5.00 ****/ 234 4.30
5.00 ****/ 240 4.23
5.00 ****/ 229 4.90
5.00 ****/ 232 4.16
5.00 ****/ 379 4.37
3.00 ****/ 326 3.59
3.67 203/ 382 4.13

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#i## - Means there are not enough
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MBC Level
ean Mean
30 4.35
27 4.32
32 4.41
25 4.26
12 4.09
14 4.06
19 4.22
64 4.62
10 4.05
47 4.44
73 4.75
32 4.29
32 4.31
03 4.01
17 4.14
35 4.30
35 4.29
05 3.92
23 4.44
35 4.47
51 4.65
29 4.38
20 4.29
03 4.43
08 4.39
Majors
Major
Non-major

responses to be significant
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Instructor: EVANS, SUSAN A Spring 2009
Enrol Iment: 22
Questionnaires: 5 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 5
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course O O O O o0 o 5
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals O O O o0 o 1 4
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals O O O O o o 5
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals O O O o0 o 1 4
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned o 2 0 0O 0 o0 3
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 2 0 O O O0 3
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0O 0O O O o o0 5
8. How many times was class cancelled o O O o0 o 1 4
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 2 0 0 0 0 2 1
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared o O O o0 o 1 4
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject o 0O O o o0 1 4
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0O 0O o O o0 1 4
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0O 0O O O o o0 -5
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0O ©O 1 0O O 2 2
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned o 0O o O 1 o0 4
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 0O O 1 0O O 1 3
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 0O O 1 0O 0 3 1
4. Were special techniques successful 0O 3 0 0 1 1 o0
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 4 0 O O o0 o 1
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 4 0 O O O0 O0 1
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 4 0 O O 0 0 1
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 4 0 O O o0 o 1
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 4 0 O O o0 o 1
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 4 0 0 O 1 0O O
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 2 0O 0O o 1 2 0
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 3 0.00-0.99 0 A 2 Required for Majors
28-55 1 1.00-1.99 1 B 3
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 C 0 General
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 3 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0103

Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 1
Instructor: EVANS, SUSAN A
Enrollment: 20

Questionnaires: 9

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar

- Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

NNNDN [cNeoNeoNoNe] POOOOOOO

G IENIENENEN

8

Frequencies
NA 1 2 3 4
o 1 o0 1 1
o 0 2 0 2
o o0 o 1 2
2 0 0 o0 2
7 0O O 0 O
0O 0O O 2 o
2 0 0 o0 3
o 0O o 2 4
o 0O O o0 1
o 0O O o0 1
o 0O 2 0 1
o 2 0 0 1
3 0 1 1 1
o O o0 2 2
o o0 1 2 2
o 3 0 1 2
5 0 0 o0 1
0O 0 1 0 oO
0O 0O O 0 1
0O 0O O o0 o
o 1 0 0 o
1 0 O o0 2

0o 0 o 1 o

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons

PR N®W wWo oo NANNOO OO

RPRNR R

Page
JuL 2,
Job IRBR

Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level
Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean
4.22 988/1576 4.81 4.35 4.30 4.35
4.11 1067/1576 4.75 4.24 4.27 4.32
4.56 53171342 4.73 4.35 4.32 4.41
4.71 291/1520 4.54 4.24 4.25 4.26
5.00 ****/1434 4.04 4.09 4.14 4.06
4.56 469/1547 4.63 4.18 4.19 4.22
4_.57 1025/1574 4.50 4.65 4.64 4.62
4.00 92471554 4.12 4.07 4.10 4.05
4.89 278/1488 4.81 4.43 4.47 4.44
4.89 607/1493 4.81 4.68 4.73 4.75
4.22 981/1486 4.54 4.24 4.32 4.29
4.00 111871489 4.41 4.16 4.32 4.31
4.00 69271277 4.21 3.95 4.03 4.01
4.14 745/1279 4.06 3.90 4.17 4.14
3.71 1070/1270 3.68 4.13 4.35 4.30
2.71 124271269 3.58 4.11 4.35 4.29
4.50 ****/ 878 2.56 3.49 4.05 3.92
3.50 ****/ 234 4.30 4.11 4.23 4.44
4.50 ****/ 240 4.23 4.30 4.35 4.47
5.00 ****/ 229 4.90 4.82 4.51 4.65
3.00 ****/ 232 4.16 4.09 4.29 4.38
4.33 128/ 379 4.37 4.21 4.20 4.29
3.00 ****/ 375 3.92 3.32 4.01 4.21
3.00 ****/ 326 3.59 3.30 4.03 4.43

4.14
3.71
2.71

*kk*k

*kk*k
*kk*k
*kkk
*kkk

4.33

*kkk

*kkk

N = T TOO
[eNeNeoNoNoNalF )]

Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

Type Majors
Graduate 0 Major
Under-grad 9 Non-major

#### - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0104

Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 1
Instructor: EVANS, SUSAN A
Enrollment: 21

Questionnaires: 5

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

425
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3029

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

WN P abhwbNPF

abrwWwNPF

Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion

. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
- Were all students actively encouraged to participate
. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students

POOOOOOOO

INJFNIEN RPRRRPR

AABADD

4

Frequencies
NA 1 2 3 4
0O 0O O o0 2
o 0O O o0 2
o o0 o 1 2
o o0 o 1 1
3 0 0 1 1
4 0 O 0 1
o 0O o 1 2
o 0O O o0 2
o 0O O 1 1
o 0 O o0 o
o O o 1 1
o 0O 1 o0 2
o 1 o0 1 1
2 0 0 o0 2
o 0O O o0 1
o 0O o o0 1
o 0O o0 o0 1
0O 0O O 0 1
0O 0O O 0 1
o O O o0 1
o 0O O o0 1
0O 0O O 0 1

o 0O O o0 1

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons
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Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level
Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean
4.60 500/1576 4.81 4.35 4.30 4.35
4.60 476/1576 4.75 4.24 4.27 4.32
4.20 87971342 4.73 4.35 4.32 4.41
4.40 68371520 4.54 4.24 4.25 4.26
3.50 124271465 3.99 3.86 4.12 4.09
4.00 ****/1434 4.04 4.09 4.14 4.06
4.20 900/1547 4.63 4.18 4.19 4.22
4.60 100371574 4.50 4.65 4.64 4.62
4.25 712/1554 4.12 4.07 4.10 4.05
5.00 171488 4.81 4.43 4.47 4.44
4.25 1355/1493 4.81 4.68 4.73 4.75
3.75 125371486 4.54 4.24 4.32 4.29
3.25 1381/1489 4.41 4.16 4.32 4.31
4.00 69271277 4.21 3.95 4.03 4.01
4.00 ****/1279 4.06 3.90 4.17 4.14
4.00 ****/1270 3.68 4.13 4.35 4.30
4.00 ****/1269 3.58 4.11 4.35 4.29
4.00 ****/ 234 4.30 4.11 4.23 4.44
4.00 ****/ 240 4.23 4.30 4.35 4.47
4.00 ****/ 229 4.90 4.82 4.51 4.65
4.00 ****/ 232 4.16 4.09 4.29 4.38
4.00 ****/ 379 4.37 4.21 4.20 4.29
3.00 ****/ 326 3.59 3.30 4.03 4.43
4.00 ****/ 382 4.13 3.42 4.08 4.39

prWWAOG
~
ol

*kkk

*kkk

N = T T OO
OOO0OOFrONPF

Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

Type Majors
Graduate 0 Major
Under-grad 5 Non-major

#### - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0105
Title
Instructor:

COMPUTER SCIENCE 1
EVANS, SUSAN A

Enrollment: 21

Questionnaires: 6

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

abhwbNPF

AWNPF

GQWN PP

Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar

- Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students

[eNeoNoNooloNoNoNa]

NNNN [eNeoNeoNoNe]

OO

5
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0

Frequencies

1 2 3 4
o 0O o0 2
o 0O o0 2
0O 0 o0 1
o o0 1 1
o o0 1 1
0O 0 1 O
o o0 2 1
0o 0 o0 2
0O 0 1 5
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0 o0 1
0O O o0 3
o 0O o0 2
o o0 1 1
o o0 1 1
o 1 1 1
o o0 1 2
1 0 1 o
0O 0O 0 O
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0O o0 O
0O 0 1 o0
0O 0 1 o0
0O 0 1 O

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons
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AADAMDWOWADDDS
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Whbhw
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-30

.42

Required for Majors

N = T TTOO
[eNeNoNoNoNaNé) No)

General

Electives

Other

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.67 415/1576 4.81
4.67 392/1576 4.75
4.83 221/1342 4.73
4.50 51171520 4.54
4.25 647/1465 3.99
4.50 39871434 4.04
4_.17 924/1547 4.63
4.67 911/1574 4.50
3.83 1110/1554 4.12
4.83 355/1488 4.81
4.83 734/1493 4.81
4.50 678/1486 4.54
4.67 500/1489 4.41
4.50 30971277 4.21
4.25 665/1279 4.06
3.50 1135/1270 3.68
4.00 92871269 3.58
3.00 799/ 878 2.56
5.00 ****/ 234 4.30
5.00 ****/ 240 4.23
5.00 ****/ 229 4.90
5.00 ****/ 379 4.37
3.00 ****/ 375 3.92
3.00 ****/ 326 3.59
3.00 ****/ 382 4.13

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

5
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Job 1RBR3029
UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.35 4.67
4.27 4.32 4.67
4.32 4.41 4.83
4.25 4.26 4.50
4.12 4.09 4.25
4.14 4.06 4.50
4.19 4.22 4.17
4.64 4.62 4.67
4.10 4.05 3.83
4.47 4.44 4.83
4.73 4.75 4.83
4.32 4.29 4.50
4.32 4.31 4.67
4.03 4.01 4.50
4.17 4.14 4.25
4.35 4.30 3.50
4.35 4.29 4.00
4.05 3.92 3.00
4.23 4.44 FFx*
4.35 4.47 FFF*
4.51 4.65 Fr**
4.20 4.29 Fxx*
4.01 4.21 Fx**
4.03 4.43 FF**
4.08 4.39 Fx**

Majors
Major 2

Non-major 4

responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0201
Title
Instructor:

COMPUTER SCIENCE 1
EVANS, SUSAN A (lInstr. A)

Enrollment: 21

Questionnaires: 4

O©CoOoO~NOOUAWNE

abhwNPF

AWNPF

abhwnNPF abrwWNPE abhwNPE

abhwNE

Questions

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work
Did field experience contribute to what you learned
Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria
Was the instructor available for consultation
To what degree could you discuss your evaluations
Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced
Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned
Did study questions make clear the expected goal
Were your contacts with the instructor helpful
Was the feedback/tutoring by proctors helpful
Were there enough proctors for all the students
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0O 0 2
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University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009
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Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

PNWOONDMDD

RPRRRR RPRRPRP RPRNRP cooor WwWwww

RPRRRR

Mean
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.00
.00
.00
.50
.00
.50
.75
.25
.50

.00
.33
.33
.00

.50
.50
.00

.33

Instructor

Rank

171576
171576
171342
51171520
850/1465
1204/1434
23871547
1324/1574
395/1554

50571488
908/1493
339/1486
378/1489
159/1277

80271279
116971270
1163/1269

862/

74/
91/
1/
165/
1287

878

234
240
229
232
379

Course

Mean
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.35 5.00
4.27 4.32 5.00
4.32 4.41 5.00
4.25 4.26 4.50
4.12 4.09 4.00
4.14 4.06 3.50
4.19 4.22 4.75
4.64 4.62 4.25
4.10 4.05 4.13
4.47 4.44 4.75
4.73 4.75 4.88
4.32 4.29 4.88
4.32 4.31 4.88
4.03 4.01 4.75
4.17 4.14 4.00
4.35 4.30 3.33
4.35 4.29 3.33
4.05 3.92 2.00
4.23 4.44 4.50
4.35 4.47 4.50
4.51 4.65 5.00
4.29 4.38 4.00
4.20 4.29 4.33
4.72 4.78 5.00
4.69 4.72 5.00
4.64 4.83 5.00
4.61 4.80 5.00
4.01 4.21 4.00
4.48 4.74 5.00
4.40 4.71 5.00
4.73 4.69 5.00
4.57 4.64 5.00
4.03 4.43 3.67
4.60 5.00 5.00
4.83 5.00 5.00
4.67 5.00 5.00
4.78 5.00 5.00
4.08 4.39 5.00



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0201 University of Maryland Page 427

Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 1| Baltimore County JuL 2, 2009
Instructor: EVANS, SUSAN A (Instr. A) Spring 2009 Job 1RBR3029
Enrol Iment: 21

Questionnaires: 4 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequency Distribution

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 2 0.00-0.99 0 A 3 Required for Majors O Graduate 0 Major 1
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 C 0 General 1 Under-grad 4 Non-major 3
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 2 F 0 Electives 0 ##H# - Means there are not enough

P 0 responses to be significant
1 0 Other 2
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0201

Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 1

Instructor:

(Instr. B)

Enrollment: 21

Questionnaires: 4

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Frequencies

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

U
M
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JuL 2, 2009
Job IRBR3029

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

A WNPF

abhwWNPE abhwNPE abhwWwNPE

abhwnNPF

Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work
Did field experience contribute to what you learned
Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria
Was the instructor available for consultation
To what degree could you discuss your evaluations
Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced
Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned
Did study questions make clear the expected goal
Were your contacts with the instructor helpful
Was the feedback/tutoring by proctors helpful
Were there enough proctors for all the students

PWWww NWWwww RPNNNN |l ol ol WOOOOOOOOo
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Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons
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Required for Majors
General

Electives

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
5.00 1/1576 4.81
5.00 1/1576 4.75
5.00 171342 4.73
4.50 51171520 4.54
4.00 850/1465 3.99
3.50 120471434 4.04
4.75 238/1547 4.63
4.25 1324/1574 4.50
4.00 924/1554 4.12
4.00 80271279 4.06
3.33 116971270 3.68
3.33 116371269 3.58
2.00 862/ 878 2.56
4.50 74/ 234 4.30
4.50 91/ 240 4.23
5.00 1/ 229 4.90
4.00 165/ 232 4.16
4.33 128/ 379 4.37
5.00 1/ 85 5.00
5.00 1/ 79 5.00
5.00 1/ 72 5.00
5.00 1/ 80 5.00
4.00 180/ 375 3.92
5.00 1/ 52 5.00
5.00 1/ 48 5.00
5.00 1/ 44 5.00
5.00 1/ 45 5.00
3.67 170/ 326 3.59
5.00 1/ 40 5.00
5.00 1/ 24 5.00
5.00 1/ 35 5.00
5.00 1/ 28 5.00
5.00 1/ 382 4.13

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

###H# - Means there are not enough

4

MBC Level
ean Mean
30 4.35
27 4.32
32 4.41
25 4.26
12 4.09
14 4.06
19 4.22
64 4.62
10 4.05
17 4.14
35 4.30
35 4.29
05 3.92
23 4.44
35 4.47
51 4.65
29 4.38
20 4.29
72 4.78
69 4.72
64 4.83
61 4.80
01 4.21
48 4.74
40 4.71
73 4.69
57 4.64
03 4.43
60 5.00
83 5.00
67 5.00
78 5.00
08 4.39
Majors
Major
Non-major
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Course-Section: CMSC 201 0201
Title
Instructor:

COMPUTER SCIENCE 1
(Instr. C)

Enrollment: 21

Questionnaires: 4

N

ArWNPF

abwdNPF abhwWNPE abhwNPE

abhwNE

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

Questions

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did field experience contribute to what you learned

Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria
Was the instructor available for consultation

To what degree could you discuss your evaluations
Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced
Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned
Did study questions make clear the expected goal
Were your contacts with the instructor helpful
Was the feedback/tutoring by proctors helpful
Were there enough proctors for all the students
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Frequencies
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0O 0 ©O

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009
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Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Instructor
Mean Rank
5.00 1/1576
5.00 1/1576
5.00 1/1342
4.50 511/1520
4.00 850/1465
3.50 1204/1434
4.75 238/1547
4.25 1324/1574
4.00 924/1554
5.00 1/1493
4.00 802/1279
3.33 1169/1270
3.33 1163/1269
2.00 862/ 878
4.50 74/ 234
4.50 91/ 240
5.00 1/ 229
4.00 165/ 232
4.33 128/ 379
5.00 1/ 85
5.00 1/ 79
5.00 1/ 72
5.00 1/ 80
4.00 180/ 375
5.00 1/ 52
5.00 1/ 48
5.00 1/ 44
5.00 1/ 45
3.67 170/ 326
5.00 1/ 40
5.00 1/ 24
5.00 1/ 35
5.00 1/ 28
5.00 1/ 382

Course

Mean

N
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.35 5.00
4.27 4.32 5.00
4.32 4.41 5.00
4.25 4.26 4.50
4.12 4.09 4.00
4.14 4.06 3.50
4.19 4.22 4.75
4.64 4.62 4.25
4.10 4.05 4.13
4.73 4.75 4.88
4.17 4.14 4.00
4.35 4.30 3.33
4.35 4.29 3.33
4.05 3.92 2.00
4.23 4.44 4.50
4.35 4.47 4.50
4.51 4.65 5.00
4.29 4.38 4.00
4.20 4.29 4.33
4.72 4.78 5.00
4.69 4.72 5.00
4.64 4.83 5.00
4.61 4.80 5.00
4.01 4.21 4.00
4.48 4.74 5.00
4.40 4.71 5.00
4.73 4.69 5.00
4.57 4.64 5.00
4.03 4.43 3.67
4.60 5.00 5.00
4.83 5.00 5.00
4.67 5.00 5.00
4.78 5.00 5.00
4.08 4.39 5.00



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0201 University of Maryland Page 429

Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 1| Baltimore County JuL 2, 2009
Instructor: (Instr. C) Spring 2009 Job 1RBR3029
Enrol Iment: 21

Questionnaires: 4 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequency Distribution

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 2 0.00-0.99 0 A 3 Required for Majors O Graduate 0 Major 1
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 C 0 General 1 Under-grad 4 Non-major 3
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 2 F 0 Electives 0 ##H# - Means there are not enough

P 0 responses to be significant
1 0 Other 2
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0201
Title
Instructor:

COMPUTER SCIENCE 1
(Instr. D)

Enrollment: 21

Questionnaires: 4

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

Questions

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture

3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned

A WNPF

abwdNPF abhwNPE abhwNPE

abhwnNPF

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work
Did field experience contribute to what you learned
Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria
Was the instructor available for consultation
To what degree could you discuss your evaluations
Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced
Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned
Did study questions make clear the expected goal
Were your contacts with the instructor helpful
Was the feedback/tutoring by proctors helpful
Were there enough proctors for all the students
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WwWwwww
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Frequencies
1 2 3
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 1
0O 0 ©O
o 0 1
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
o 0 1
0o 0 2
o 0 2
o 1 o
0O 0 oO
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 1
0O 0 oO
0O 0 o©
0O 0 oO
0O 0 oO
0O 0 oO
0O 0 1
0O 0 oO
0O 0 o©
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0o 0 2
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009
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Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Instructor
Mean Rank
5.00 1/1576
5.00 1/1576
5.00 1/1342
4.50 511/1520
4.00 850/1465
3.50 1204/1434
4.75 238/1547
4.25 1324/1574
4.00 924/1554
5.00 1/1486
5.00 1/1489
4.00 80271279
3.33 1169/1270
3.33 116371269
2.00 862/ 878
4.50 74/ 234
4.50 91/ 240
5.00 1/ 229
4.00 165/ 232
4.33 128/ 379
5.00 1/ 85
5.00 1/ 79
5.00 1/ 72
5.00 1/ 80
4.00 180/ 375
5.00 1/ 52
5.00 1/ 48
5.00 1/ 44
5.00 1/ 45
3.67 170/ 326
5.00 1/ 40
5.00 1/ 24
5.00 1/ 35
5.00 1/ 28
5.00 1/ 382

Course

Mean
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.35 5.00
4.27 4.32 5.00
4.32 4.41 5.00
4.25 4.26 4.50
4.12 4.09 4.00
4.14 4.06 3.50
4.19 4.22 4.75
4.64 4.62 4.25
4.10 4.05 4.13
4.32 4.29 4.88
4.32 4.31 4.88
4.17 4.14 4.00
4.35 4.30 3.33
4.35 4.29 3.33
4.05 3.92 2.00
4.23 4.44 4.50
4.35 4.47 4.50
4.51 4.65 5.00
4.29 4.38 4.00
4.20 4.29 4.33
4.72 4.78 5.00
4.69 4.72 5.00
4.64 4.83 5.00
4.61 4.80 5.00
4.01 4.21 4.00
4.48 4.74 5.00
4.40 4.71 5.00
4.73 4.69 5.00
4.57 4.64 5.00
4.03 4.43 3.67
4.60 5.00 5.00
4.83 5.00 5.00
4.67 5.00 5.00
4.78 5.00 5.00
4.08 4.39 5.00



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0201 University of Maryland Page 430

Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 1| Baltimore County JuL 2, 2009
Instructor: (Instr. D) Spring 2009 Job 1RBR3029
Enrol Iment: 21

Questionnaires: 4 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequency Distribution

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 2 0.00-0.99 0 A 3 Required for Majors O Graduate 0 Major 1
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 C 0 General 1 Under-grad 4 Non-major 3
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 2 F 0 Electives 0 ##H# - Means there are not enough

P 0 responses to be significant
1 0 Other 2
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0202

Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 1
Instructor: EVANS, SUSAN A
Enrollment: 22

Questionnaires: 4

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Page 431
JuL 2, 2009
Job IRBR3029

OCoOo~NOOU_WNE

abhwbNPF

AWNPF

abhwNPE

Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students

LrOOO RPOOOO POOOOOOOO

NNNNN

2

rOOO [eleNeoNoNe) OOONWOOOO

[eNeoNoNoNa]

0

Frequencies

1 2 3 4
0O 0O 0 o
0O 0 o0 1
o o0 1 1
o 0 o0 1
0O 0O 1 O
0o o0 1 1
0O 0 o0 o
0o 0 o0 2
0O 0 o0 2
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0O o0 O
0O 0 o0 1
o o0 1 1
o 1 o0 o0
1 0 1 2
1 0 0 1
1 0 1 1
o 0 2 O
1 0 0 1
1 0 0 1
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0 1 o0
0O 0 o0 1
o 0 2 O

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons

OoOrNO NNWhW PNAOOWNWD

PFPNOO

Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
5.00 171576 4.81 4.35 4.30 4.35 5.00
4.75 279/1576 4.75 4.24 4.27 4.32 4.75
4.25 835/1342 4.73 4.35 4.32 4.41 4.25
4.75 249/1520 4.54 4.24 4.25 4.26 4.75
3.00 138671465 3.99 3.86 4.12 4.09 3.00
3.50 120471434 4.04 4.09 4.14 4.06 3.50
5.00 171547 4.63 4.18 4.19 4.22 5.00
4.50 107971574 4.50 4.65 4.64 4.62 4.50
4.33 623/1554 4.12 4.07 4.10 4.05 4.33
4.75 50571488 4.81 4.43 4.47 4.44 4.75
5.00 1/1493 4.81 4.68 4.73 4.75 5.00
4.75 33971486 4.54 4.24 4.32 4.29 4.75
4.25 95571489 4.41 4.16 4.32 4.31 4.25
4.00 69271277 4.21 3.95 4.03 4.01 4.00
3.00 1186/1279 4.06 3.90 4.17 4.14 3.00
3.75 105471270 3.68 4.13 4.35 4.30 3.75
3.25 1180/1269 3.58 4.11 4.35 4.29 3.25
3.00 799/ 878 2.56 3.49 4.05 3.92 3.00
2.50 233/ 234 4.30 4.11 4.23 4.44 2.50
2.50 238/ 240 4.23 4.30 4.35 4.47 2.50
5.00 1/ 229 4.90 4.82 4.51 4.65 5.00
4.00 165/ 232 4.16 4.09 4.29 4.38 4.00
4.50 77/ 379 4.37 4.21 4.20 4.29 4.50
3.00 313/ 382 4.13 3.42 4.08 4.39 3.00

Required for Majors

N = T TOO
OOOOORNPE

General

Electives

Other

Type Majors
Graduate 0 Major 2
Under-grad 4 Non-major 2

#i## - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0203
Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 1

University of Maryland
Baltimore County

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.83 219/1576 4.81
4.67 392/1576 4.75
4.83 221/1342 4.73
4.25 85971520 4.54
5.00 171465 3.99
5.00 ****/1434 4.04
4.83 167/1547 4.63
4.67 911/1574 4.50
4.17 805/1554 4.12
4.83 355/1488 4.81
4.83 734/1493 4.81
4.50 678/1486 4.54
4.33 888/1489 4.41
4.25 53371277 4.21
5.00 171279 4.06
4.50 636/1270 3.68
4.50 64471269 3.58
5.00 ****/ 878 2.56
5.00 1/ 234 4.30
4.50 91/ 240 4.23
4.50 133/ 229 4.90
4.50 103/ 232 4.16
4.00 ****/ 379 4.37
4.00 180/ 375 3.92
4.00 ****/ 326 3.59
3.00 313/ 382 4.13

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.35 4.83
4.27 4.32 4.67
4.32 4.41 4.83
4.25 4.26 4.25
4.12 4.09 5.00
4.14 4.06 Fr**
4.19 4.22 4.83
4.64 4.62 4.67
4.10 4.05 4.17
4.47 4.44 4.83
4.73 4.75 4.83
4.32 4.29 4.50
4.32 4.31 4.33
4.03 4.01 4.25
4.17 4.14 5.00
4.35 4.30 4.50
4.35 4.29 4.50
4.05 3.92 Fx**
4.23 4.44 5.00
4.35 4.47 4.50
4.51 4.65 4.50
4.29 4.38 4.50
4.20 4.29 Fxx*
4.01 4.21 4.00
4.03 4.43 FF**
4.08 4.39 3.00

Majors
Major 1

Non-major 5

responses to be significant

Instructor: EVANS, SUSAN A Spring 2009
Enrol Iment: 21
Questionnaires: 6 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 5
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course O O O o0 o 1 5
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals O O O o0 o 2 4
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals o O O o0 o 1 5
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 2 0O O 1 1 2
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned o 4 0 O 0O 0 2
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 1 4 0 0 0 o0 1
7. Was the grading system clearly explained o 0O O O o 1 5
8. How many times was class cancelled o O O o0 o 2 4
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 0 0 0O 0 1 3 2
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared o O O o0 o 1 5
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0O 0O O O o0 1 -5
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly o o o o o 3 3
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned o 0O o 1 o0 1 4
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 1 1 0 O 1 1 2
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 4 0 O O O o0 2
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 4 0 0 O O 1 1
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 4 0 0 0 0 1 1
4. Were special techniques successful 4 1 0 0 0 0 1
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 4 0 O O O o 2
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 4 0 O O O0 1 1
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 4 0 O 0O 0 1 1
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 4 0 0O O O 1 1
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 4 1 0O O o 1 0
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 4 0 0O O oO 2 0
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 5 0 0 0 o0 1 0
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 4 0 0 O 2 0O O
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 3 Required for Majors
28-55 4 1.00-1.99 0 B 0
56-83 1 2.00-2.99 0 C 1 General
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 2 D 1
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 2 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0204

Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 1
Instructor: EVANS, SUSAN A
Enrollment: 20

Questionnaires: 12

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

abhwbNPF

AWNPF

abhwnNPF abhwWNPE abhwNPE

abhwNE

Questions

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work
Did field experience contribute to what you learned
Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria
Was the instructor available for consultation
To what degree could you discuss your evaluations
Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced
Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned
Did study questions make clear the expected goal
Were your contacts with the instructor helpful
Was the feedback/tutoring by proctors helpful
Were there enough proctors for all the students
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Frequencies
1 2 3
0O 0 1
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O
1 0 1
0O 0 oO
o 0 2
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 1
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 o©
0O 0 1
o 0 2
1 0 2
0O 0 2
0o 0 3
o 1 1
0O 0 o©
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 o©
0O 0 o©
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©
0O 0 6
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 6
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
o o0 7

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009
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Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Mean
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.63
.00
.00
.50

Instructor

Rank

637/1576
39271576
500/1342
37671520
120871465
19371434
75571547
91171574
871/1554

66671488
501/1493
584/1486
754/1489
438/1277

101471279
92871270
92871269

61/ 234
77/ 240
54/ 229
90/ 232
99/ 379

Fkkxk f 79
209/ 375

Fkkxk f 44
Fkkx f 45
207/ 326

Fkkxk f 40
Fkkxk f 28
250/ 382

Course

Mean
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.35 4.50
4.27 4.32 4.67
4.32 4.41 4.58
4.25 4.26 4.63
4.12 4.09 3.60
4.14 4.06 4.75
4.19 4.22 4.33
4.64 4.62 4.67
4.10 4.05 4.10
4.47 4.44 4.67
4.73 4.75 4.92
4.32 4.29 4.58
4.32 4.31 4.45
4.03 4.01 4.36
4.17 4.14 3.63
4.35 4.30 4.00
4.35 4.29 4.00
4.05 3.92 F***
4.23 4.44 4.60
4.35 4.47 4.60
4.51 4.65 4.80
4.29 4.38 4.60
4.20 4.29 4.43
4.72 4.78 F***
4.69 4.72 F***
4.64 4.83 F***
4.61 4.80 ****
4.01 4.21 3.50
4.48 4.74 F***
4.40 4.71 F***
4.73 4.69 Fx**
4.57 4.64 F**F*
4.03 4.43 3.29
4.60 5.00 ****
4.83 5.00 ****
4.67 5.00 ****
4.78 5.00 ****
4.08 4.39 3.33



Course-Section: CMSC 201 0204 University of Maryland Page 433

Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 1| Baltimore County JuL 2, 2009
Instructor: EVANS, SUSAN A Spring 2009 Job 1RBR3029
Enrol Iment: 20

Questionnaires: 12 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequency Distribution

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 4 0.00-0.99 0 A 3 Required for Majors O Graduate 0 Major 4
28-55 3 1.00-1.99 0 B 7
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 1 C 1 General 1 Under-grad 12 Non-major 8
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 5 F 0 Electives 0 #itH# - Means there are not enough

P 0 responses to be significant
| 0 Other 10
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 202 0101
Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 11

University of Maryland
Baltimore County

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.71 347/1576 4.43
4.29 910/1576 4.52
4.29 812/1342 4.34
4.17 945/1520 4.38
4.50 366/1465 3.88
4.67 270/1434 4.35
4.67 33971547 4.60
4.33 1262/1574 4.77
4.00 924/1554 4.39
4.57 786/1488 4.77
4.43 1270/1493 4.73
4.43 792/1486 4.65
4.29 934/1489 4.48
4.67 215/1277 4.22
3.75 962/1279 3.94
4.25 827/1270 3.98
4.50 64471269 3.99
4.00 ****/ 878 4.00
3.50 209/ 234 3.77
3.50 226/ 240 4.25
5.00 ****/ 229 4.62
3.50 206/ 232 3.97
3.50 362/ 379 4.16
3.00 251/ 326 3.38
3.00 ****/ 382 3.19

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#i## - Means there are not enough
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MBC Level
ean Mean
30 4.35
27 4.32
32 4.41
25 4.26
12 4.09
14 4.06
19 4.22
64 4.62
10 4.05
47 4.44
73 4.75
32 4.29
32 4.31
03 4.01
17 4.14
35 4.30
35 4.29
05 3.92
23 4.44
35 4.47
51 4.65
29 4.38
20 4.29
03 4.43
08 4.39
Majors
Major
Non-major

responses to be significant
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Instructor: ANTHONY, ADAM P Spring 2009
Enrol Iment: 18
Questionnaires: 7 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 5
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course O O O o0 o 2 5
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals o O o0 o 1 3 3
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals O O O o 2 1 4
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 1 0O O 1 3 2
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 1 4 0 0 0 1 1
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 1 3 0 0 o0 1 2
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 1 0 O O o 2 4
8. How many times was class cancelled 1 o0 o o 1 2 3
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 0 0 0O 0 1 5 1
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared o O O o0 o 3 4
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject o o o o 1 2 4
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly o o o o o 4 3
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned o o o o 1 3 3
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0 1 0O O o 2 4
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 3 0 0 0 2 1 1
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 3 0 0 O 1 1 2
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 3 0 0 O o 2 2
4. Were special techniques successful 3 3 0 0O 0 1 o
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 5 0 0 O 1 1 0
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 5 0 0 O0 1 1 o0
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 5 1 0 0 0 o0 1
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 5 0 0 O 1 1 0
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 5 0 0 O 1 1 0
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 3 0 0O O 4 o0 O
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 6 0 0 O 1 0O O
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 3 Required for Majors
28-55 2 1.00-1.99 0 B 1
56-83 1 2.00-2.99 0 C 2 General
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 3 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 3 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 202 0102
Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 11
Instructor: ANTHONY, ADAM P
Enrollment: 9

Questionnaires: 6

Questions

University of Maryland

Baltimore County

Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

OCoOo~NOOU_WNE

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

abhwbNPF

Discussion
. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
- Were all students actively encouraged to participate
. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion

WN P

Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students

[eNeoNoNooloNoNoNa]

[eleNeoNoNe)

[ & 6]

5

OCoOOoOhMUIWOOO

NOOOO

oo

0

Frequencies

1 2 3 4
1 0 1 o
o 0O o0 2
1 0 0 oO
o 0 o0 1
0O 0O o0 O
0O 0 o0 1
1 0 0 oO
0o 0 o0 2
0O 0 1 4
o o0 1 1
o 1 o0 2
o o0 1 1
o o0 1 2
1 0 1 2
0O 0O o0 O
0O 0 o0 o0
0O 0O o0 o0
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0 1 o0
0O 0 1 o0
0O 0 1 o0

Frequency Distribution

Reasons

RO RPPRPNORMD

OCWhwh

S

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.00 1148/1576 4.43
4.67 392/1576 4.52
4.33 770/1342 4.34
4.67 33971520 4.38
5.00 ****/1465 3.88
4.50 39871434 4.35
4.33 755/1547 4.60
4.67 911/1574 4.77
4.00 924/1554 4.39
4.50 87071488 4.77
4.17 1384/1493 4.73
4.50 678/1486 4.65
4.33 888/1489 4.48
3.00 114971277 4.22
5.00 ****/1279 3.94
5.00 ****/1270 3.98
5.00 ****/1269 3.99
4.50 77/ 379 4.16
3.00 ****/ 375 3.21
3.00 ****/ 326 3.38
3.00 ****/ 382 3.19

AADAMDWOWADDDS

WhADMD

A D W

.32

-30

.42

AARAADMIAMDIMDIMIAD
I~
N
AARAADMIADMDIIED
o
©
*
*
*
*

ADADADD
w
N
ADADMDD
N
©
WhMADMD
a
o

A D
w
al
A D
w
o
*
*
*
*

4.01 4.21 FF*+*

4.03 4.43 FFF*

4.08 4.39 Fr**

Required for Majors

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 3
28-55 2 1.00-1.99 0 B 3
56-83 1 2.00-2.99 1 C 0
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad. 0 3.50-4.00 0 F 0

P 0
1 0
? 0

General

Electives

Other

Graduate

Under-grad

6

Majors
Major 3
Non-major 3

#### - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 202 0201
Title
Instructor:
Enrollment:
Questionnaires:

COMPUTER SCIENCE 11
FREY, DENNIS

16

15

Questions

University of Maryland

Baltimore County

Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

WN P abhwbNPF

abrwWwNPF

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

General
you gain new insights,skills from this course
the instructor make clear the expected goals
the exam questions reflect the expected goals
other evaluations reflect the expected goals
assigned readings contribute to what you learned
written assignments contribute to what you learned
the grading system clearly explained
many times was class cancelled
would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Did
Did
Did
Did
Did
Did
Was
How
How

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion

. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
- Were all students actively encouraged to participate
. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar

- Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students

NOOOOOOOO

[eleNeoNoNe)

11

14

el
OO0OOFRPRWNOOO

oo NOOOO

woooo

0

Frequencies

1 2 3 4
0O O 0 5
0O 0O 1 5
0O 0O 1 &6
0O O 0 5
0O 0O o0 O
0o o0 1 1
o o0 2 2
0O 0O o0 3
0O O O &6
0o 0 o0 2
o 0 o0 2
0O 0O 0 5
0O 0 1 4
0O 0 2 4
0O 0 o0 o
0o 0 o0 1
0O 0 o0 1
1 0 1 o
0O 0O 1 o0
0O 0O o0 o
o 1 o0 o0
0O 0O o0 O
0O 0 1 o0
o o0 1 3
0O 0 o0 1

Frequency Distribution

Reasons

e

P RN

NDOAW

Required for Majors

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades
00-27 3 0.00-0.99 0 A 7
28-55 4 1.00-1.99 0 B 6
56-83 2 2.00-2.99 0 c 0
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 2 D 0
Grad. 0 3.50-4.00 7 F 0

P 0
1 0
? 1

General

Electives

Other

14
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Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
4.67 415/1576 4.43 4.35 4.30 4.35 4.67
4.53 568/1576 4.52 4.24 4.27 4.32 4.53
4.47 633/1342 4.34 4.35 4.32 4.41 4.47
4.62 385/1520 4.38 4.24 4.25 4.26 4.62
5.00 ****/1465 3.88 3.86 4.12 4.09 ****
4.25 682/1434 4.35 4.09 4.14 4.06 4.25
4.60 411/1547 4.60 4.18 4.19 4.22 4.60
4.80 665/1574 4.77 4.65 4.64 4.62 4.80
4.54 371/1554 4.39 4.07 4.10 4.05 4.54
4.87 309/1488 4.77 4.43 4.47 4.44 4.87
4.87 658/1493 4.73 4.68 4.73 4.75 4.87
4.67 468/1486 4.65 4.24 4.32 4.29 4.67
4.60 57971489 4.48 4.16 4.32 4.31 4.60
4.38 42171277 4.22 3.95 4.03 4.01 4.38
5.00 ****/1279 3.94 3.90 4.17 4.14 ****
4.50 ****/1270 3.98 4.13 4.35 4.30 ****
4.50 ****/1269 3.99 4.11 4.35 4.29 F***
3.80 195/ 234 3.77 4.11 4.23 4.44 3.80
4.60 77/ 240 4.25 4.30 4.35 4.47 4.60
5.00 17 229 4.62 4.82 4.51 4.65 5.00
4.40 123/ 232 3.97 4.09 4.29 4.38 4.40
5.00 ****/ 379 4.16 4.21 4.20 4.29 ****
3.00 ****/ 375 3.21 3.32 4.01 4.21 ****
3.75 164/ 326 3.38 3.30 4.03 4.43 3.75
4.00 ****/ 382 3.19 3.42 4.08 4.39 ****

Type Majors

Graduate Major 10
Under-grad Non-major 5

#### - Means there are not enough

responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 202 0202 University of Maryland
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Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
4.50 637/1576 4.43 4.35 4.30 4.35 4.50
4.17 102371576 4.52 4.24 4.27 4.32 4.17
3.83 1097/1342 4.34 4.35 4.32 4.41 3.83
3.80 1232/1520 4.38 4.24 4.25 4.26 3.80
4.00 850/1465 3.88 3.86 4.12 4.09 4.00
5.00 171434 4.35 4.09 4.14 4.06 5.00
4.67 339/1547 4.60 4.18 4.19 4.22 4.67
5.00 171574 4.77 4.65 4.64 4.62 5.00
4.00 924/1554 4.39 4.07 4.10 4.05 4.00
4.83 35571488 4.77 4.43 4.47 4.44 4.83
4.83 734/1493 4.73 4.68 4.73 4.75 4.83
4.17 1025/1486 4.65 4.24 4.32 4.29 4.17
3.83 1222/1489 4.48 4.16 4.32 4.31 3.83
3.83 83971277 4.22 3.95 4.03 4.01 3.83
3.00 1186/1279 3.94 3.90 4.17 4.14 3.00
3.00 120871270 3.98 4.13 4.35 4.30 3.00
3.00 1210/1269 3.99 4.11 4.35 4.29 3.00
4.00 ****/ 234 3.77 4.11 4.23 4.44 F***
3.00 ****/ 240 4.25 4.30 4.35 4.47 F***
5.00 ****/ 229 4.62 4.82 4.51 4.65 ****
5.00 ****/ 232 3.97 4.09 4.29 4.38 ****
3.00 287/ 375 3.21 3.32 4.01 4.21 3.00
3.00 313/ 382 3.19 3.42 4.08 4.39 3.00

Type Majors

Graduate 0 Major 2
Under-grad 6 Non-major 4

#### - Means there are not enough

responses to be significant

Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 11 Baltimore County
Instructor: FREY, DENNIS Spring 2009
Enrol Iment: 19
Questionnaires: 6 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 5
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course O O o0 o 1 1 4
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0O O o 1 0 2 3
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0O 0O O 2 0 1 3
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 1 0 2 0O O 3
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned O 4 0 0 1 o0 1
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 4 0 O O 0 2
7. Was the grading system clearly explained o 0O o o o 2 4
8. How many times was class cancelled o o0 O O O 0 &6
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 4 0 0 0 1 0 1
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared o O O o0 o 1 5
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0O 0O O O o0 1 -5
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly O O o o0 2 1 3
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0O 0O 1 o0 1 1 3
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0O O 1 0 1 1 3
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 4 0 O O 2 0 O
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 4 0 O 1 0 1 0
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 4 0 0 O 2 0O O
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 5 0 0 0 o0 1 0
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 5 0 0 O 1 0O O
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 5 0 0 0 0 o0 1
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 5 0 0 0 0 o0 1
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 3 0 0O 0O 3 o0 o
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 4 0 0 O 2 0O ©O
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 5 Required for Majors
28-55 1 1.00-1.99 0 B 1
56-83 2 2.00-2.99 0 C 0 General
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 5 F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 202 0302
Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 11
Instructor: FREY, DENNIS
Enrollment: 14
Questionnaires: 12

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

PFRPEN ~ 00 © © © WOOPMBPMNOON

RPRrRRPR

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

11

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.50 637/1576 4.43
4.75 279/1576 4.52
4.67 406/1342 4.34
4.55 464/1520 4.38
4.40 51371465 3.88
4.29 647/1434 4.35
4.90 12371547 4.60
4.82 645/1574 4.77
5.00 171554 4.39
4.90 248/1488 4.77
4.90 557/1493 4.73
4.90 17271486 4.65
4.70 46171489 4.48
4.88 113/1277 4.22
4.00 80271279 3.94
3.25 1181/1270 3.98
3.25 1180/1269 3.99
4.00 ****/ 878 4.00
5.00 ****/ 234 3.77
5.00 ****/ 240 4.25
5.00 ****/ 229 4.62
5.00 ****/ 232 3.97
4.50 ****/ 379 4.16
3.00 ****/ 375 3.21
3.50 ****/ 326 3.38
3.25 269/ 382 3.19

Type
Graduate 0
Under-grad 12

#### - Means there are not enough
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.35 4.50
4.27 4.32 4.75
4.32 4.41 4.67
4.25 4.26 4.55
4.12 4.09 4.40
4.14 4.06 4.29
4.19 4.22 4.90
4.64 4.62 4.82
4.10 4.05 5.00
447 4.44 4.90
4.73 4.75 4.90
4.32 4.29 4.90
4.32 4.31 4.70
4.03 4.01 4.88
4.17 4.14 4.00
4.35 4.30 3.25
4.35 4.29 3.25
4.05 3.92 Fx**
4.23 4.44 FFx*
4.35 4.47 FFF*
4.51 4.65 Fr**
4.29 4.38 Fx**
4.20 4.29 Fxx*
4.01 4.21 Fx**
4.03 4.43 FF**
4.08 4.39 3.25

Majors
Major 8

Non-major 4

responses to be significant

Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course o O o0 o 1 4
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals O O O O o0 3
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals O O O O o 4
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 1 0O O 1 3
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned o 7 0 1 o0 ©O
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 5 0 1 0 2
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 2 0 0 o0 o0 1
8. How many times was class cancelled 1 O O O o 2
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 9 0 0 O O0 O
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 2 O O O o 1
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 2 0 0 0 o0 1
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 2 0 0 0 o0 1
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 2 0 0 o0 1 1
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 2 2 0O O o 1
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 8 0 O O 2 o0
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 8 O 1 0 1 1
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 8 O 1 0 1 1
4. Were special techniques successful 8 2 0 0 1 o
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 11 O O O o0 o
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 11 0 O O O0 O
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 11 0 0 0 O0 O
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 11 O O O o0 o
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 10 0 O O ©O 1
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 11 0O O o 1 0
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 10 0 O O 1 1
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 8 0 0 O 3 1
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 3 0.00-0.99 0 A 3 Required for Majors
28-55 3 1.00-1.99 0 B 8
56-83 2 2.00-2.99 3 c 0 General
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 1 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 3 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 202 0401 University of Maryland

Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 11 Baltimore County
Instructor: PARK, JOHN Spring 2009
Enrol Iment: 20

Questionnaires: 17

P OoO~NO

G IENEENEN

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

11

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.41 772/1576 4.43
4.65 420/1576 4.52
4.47 620/1342 4.34
4.07 100871520 4.38
3.67 1166/1465 3.88
4.00 878/1434 4.35
4.59 434/1547 4.60
4.88 508/1574 4.77
4.45 463/1554 4.39
4.82 370/1488 4.77
4.94 334/1493 4.73
4.88 19171486 4.65
4.82 286/1489 4.48
4.41 394/1277 4.22
4.75 262/1279 3.94
4.50 636/1270 3.98
4.33 773/1269 3.99
4.00 ****/ 878 4.00
4.50 74/ 234 3.77
4.64 73/ 240 4.25
4.75 67/ 229 4.62
4.64 82/ 232 3.97
4.63 61/ 379 4.16
3.00 ****/ 375 3.21
3.00 ****/ 326 3.38
3.33 250/ 382 3.19

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

AADAMDWOWADDDS

Whbhw WhADMD

ABADADD

.30

.42

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.30 4.35
4.27 4.32
4.32 4.41
4.25 4.26
4.12 4.09
4.14 4.06
4.19 4.22
4.64 4.62
4.10 4.05
4.47 4.44
4.73 4.75
4.32 4.29
4.32 4.31
4.03 4.01
4.17 4.14
4.35 4.30
4.35 4.29
4.05 3.92
4.23 4.44
4.35 4.47
4.51 4.65
4.29 4.38
4.20 4.29
4.01 4.21
4.03 4.43
4.08 4.39
Majors
Major
Non-major
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responses to be significant

ARADWAADMD
o
N

ADADMDD
o]
[¢¢]

*hkk

*kk*k

3.33

6

Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course o O o0 o 2 6
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals O O O o0 o 6
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0O 0O O 1 2 2
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 3 1 0 3 3
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0O 8 1 1 2 1
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 7 0 1 2 3
7. Was the grading system clearly explained o o o o o 7
8. How many times was class cancelled o O O o0 o 2
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 5 1 0 0 O 6
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared o O O o0 o 3
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0O 0O O o o0 1
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly o o o o o0 2
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0O 0O O0O o0 1 1
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding O O O o 3 4
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 9 0O O O o0 2
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 9 0 1 0O O O
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 8 0 0O O 3 0
4. Were special techniques successful 8 7 0 0 1 o0
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 5 0 0 O 1 4
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 6 0 O O O0 4
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 5 0 0 o0 o 3
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 5 1 O O o0 4
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 5 4 0 0 0 3
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 13 0 O O 4 o©O
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 14 0 O O 3 0
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 11 0O 0O o 5 0
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 6 0.00-0.99 0 A 7 Required for Majors
28-55 2 1.00-1.99 0 B 6
56-83 3 2.00-2.99 2 c 1 General
84-150 1 3.00-3.49 2 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 2 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 202 0402 University of Maryland

Title COMPUTER SCIENCE 11 Baltimore County
Instructor: PARK, JOHN Spring 2009
Enrol Iment: 18

Questionnaires: 13

W owooo

rwoou

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

10

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.23 976/1576 4.43
4.62 462/1576 4.52
4.31 797/1342 4.34
4.82 19171520 4.38
2.86 1421/1465 3.88
3.71 1117/1434 4.35
4.46 592/1547 4.60
4.92 375/1574 4.77
4.75 194/1554 4.39
4.92 223/1488 4.77
5.00 1/1493 4.73
5.00 1/1486 4.65
4.77 364/1489 4.48
4.36 438/1277 4.22
4.22 68971279 3.94
4.89 279/1270 3.98
4.89 29971269 3.99
4.00 464/ 878 4.00
3.27 223/ 234 3.77
4.27 143/ 240 4.25
4.11 196/ 229 4.62
3.33 213/ 232 3.97
4.00 229/ 379 4.16
3.43 220/ 375 3.21
3.33 ****/ 326 3.38
3.00 ****/ 382 3.19

Type
Graduate 0
Under-grad 13

#### - Means there are not enough
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.35 4.23
4.27 4.32 4.62
4.32 4.41 4.31
4.25 4.26 4.82
4.12 4.09 2.86
4.14 4.06 3.71
4.19 4.22 4.46
4.64 4.62 4.92
4.10 4.05 4.75
447 4.44 4.92
4.73 4.75 5.00
4.32 4.29 5.00
4.32 4.31 4.77
4.03 4.01 4.36
4.17 4.14 4.22
4.35 4.30 4.89
4.35 4.29 4.89
4.05 3.92 4.00
4.23 4.44 3.27
4.35 4.47 4.27
4.51 4.65 4.11
4.29 4.38 3.33
4.20 4.29 4.00
4.01 4.21 3.43
4.03 4.43 FF**
4.08 4.39 Fx**

Majors
Major 7

Non-major 6

responses to be significant

Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0O O o 1 2 3
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals o O o0 o 1 3
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals O O O o 2 5
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 2 0O 0O o 2
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 1 5 1 2 1 3
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 1 5 2 0 0 1
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0O 0O o 1 1 2
8. How many times was class cancelled o O O o0 o 1
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 5 0 0O 0 0 2
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 1 O O O o 1
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 0 0 O o0 o
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 1 0 0 O o0 o
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0O 0O O0O o0 1 1
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0 2 0 1 1 2
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 4 0 O 1 2 O
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 4 0 0 O O 1
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 4 0 0 O oO 1
4. Were special techniques successful 4 4 1 0 0 1
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 2 0O 4 O 1 1
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 2 0 0 1 1 3
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 2 2 1 0 2 o0
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 2 2 2 0o 3 1
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 2 3 1 0 1 2
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 6 0 O O 4 3
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 10 0 O O 2 1
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 10 0 O O 3 0
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 4 Required for Majors
28-55 1 1.00-1.99 0 B 4
56-83 2 2.00-2.99 2 c 2 General
84-150 2 3.00-3.49 1 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 3 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 203 0101
Title DISCRETE STRUCTURES
Instructor: ARTOLA, PAUL
Enrollment: 40

Questionnaires: 23

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

oh~DNMN

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

22

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.04 1124/1576 3.98
4.30 891/1576 4.20
4.35 76171342 4.31
4.00 104171520 4.01
3.13 1364/1465 3.41
4.27 670/1434 4.03
4.32 77471547 4.27
5.00 171574 4.80
3.83 1110/1554 3.67
4.43 957/1488 4.21
4.57 115971493 4.47
4.35 88171486 3.91
4.43 777/1489 3.98
3.27 110271277 3.23
3.08 117571279 3.08
2.64 1244/1270 2.64
3.36 115471269 3.36
3.67 671/ 878 3.67
4.33 128/ 379 4.17
3.00 ****/ 375 3.00
3.40 ****/ 326 3.00
3.33 250/ 382 3.31

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

AADAMDWOWADDDS

WhhADMD

Whbhw

.32

-30

.42

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.30 4.35
4.27 4.32
4.32 4.41
4.25 4.26
4.12 4.09
4.14 4.06
4.19 4.22
4.64 4.62
4.10 4.05
4.47 4.44
4.73 4.75
4.32 4.29
4.32 4.31
4.03 4.01
4.17 4.14
4.35 4.30
4.35 4.29
4.05 3.92
4.20 4.29
4.01 4.21
4.03 4.43
4.08 4.39
Majors
Major
Non-major
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Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0O O o 1 4 11
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0O O O o0 3 10
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0O O 1 0 2 7
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 6 O 1 2 10
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0O 15 1 2 2 1
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 8 0 O 1 9
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0o 1 1 0o 2 7
8. How many times was class cancelled o O O O o0 o
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 5 0 1 1 2 10
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 0O O 1 0O O 9
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0O 0O 1 o0 1 4
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly o o o o 4 7
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned o o o 1 3 4
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0 12 0 2 5 3
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 1 o 3 1 2 4
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 12 0 5 0 2 2
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 12 0 3 0 2 2
4. Were special techniques successful 12 5 0 0 2 4
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 17 O O O o0 4
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 18 0 O O 5 0
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 8 0 O O 3 2
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 17 O O o0 4 2
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 1 A 8 Required for Majors
28-55 7 1.00-1.99 0 B 6
56-83 6 2.00-2.99 5 c 6 General
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 2 D 1
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 9 F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 203 0201 University of Maryland
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Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
4.32 871/1576 3.98 4.35 4.30 4.35 4.32
4.45 683/1576 4.20 4.24 4.27 4.32 4.45
4.68 39371342 4.31 4.35 4.32 4.41 4.68
4.57 429/1520 4.01 4.24 4.25 4.26 4.57
3.71 113071465 3.41 3.86 4.12 4.09 3.71
4.25 682/1434 4.03 4.09 4.14 4.06 4.25
4.45 608/1547 4.27 4.18 4.19 4.22 4.45
4.77 720/1574 4.80 4.65 4.64 4.62 4.77
4.42 518/1554 3.67 4.07 4.10 4.05 4.42
4.76 505/1488 4.21 4.43 4.47 4.44 4.76
4.90 58271493 4.47 4.68 4.73 4.75 4.90
4.21 99671486 3.91 4.24 4.32 4.29 4.21
4.55 637/1489 3.98 4.16 4.32 4.31 4.55
3.50 1020/1277 3.23 3.95 4.03 4.01 3.50
4.67 ****/1279 3.08 3.90 4.17 4.14 ****
4_.33 ****/1270 2.64 4.13 4.35 4.30 ****
5.00 ****/1269 3.36 4.11 4.35 4.29 ****
3.67 ****/ 878 3.67 3.49 4.05 3.92 ****
3.00 ****/ 375 3.00 3.32 4.01 4.21 ****
3.20 ****/ 326 3.00 3.30 4.03 4.43 ****
3.00 ****/ 382 3.31 3.42 4.08 4.39 ****

Type Majors
Graduate 0 Major 20
Under-grad 32 Non-major 12

#H## - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant

Title DISCRETE STRUCTURES Baltimore County
Instructor: CHANG, RICHARD Spring 2009
Enrol Iment: 44
Questionnaires: 32 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 5
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 1 0O O O 4 13 14
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 1 0O ©O 1 3 8 19
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 1 0O 0O o 2 6 23
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 110 0 O O 9 12
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 1177 2 0 3 4 5
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 1 11 o0 1 1 10 8
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 1 0 O O 4 9 18
8. How many times was class cancelled 1 O O O o 7 24
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 8 0 0 0 2 10 12
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 3 0O O o 1 5 23
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 3 0 O O 0 3 26
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 3 0 0O 1 3 14 11
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 3 0 O 1 2 6 20
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 3 17 1 2 3 2 4
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 29 0 0O O o0 1 2
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 29 0O O o 1 0 2
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 29 o O O o o 3
4. Were special techniques successful 29 0 0O O 2 o0 1
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 25 0 0 © 7 0O O
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 27 O O o0 4 1 0
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 26 0 O O 6 0 O
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 4 0.00-0.99 0 A 14 Required for Majors O
28-55 13 1.00-1.99 0 B 8
56-83 4 2.00-2.99 5 C 4 General 0
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 1 D 0
Grad. 0 3.50-4.00 13 F 0 Electives 0
P 0
1 0 Other 26
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 203 0301
Title DISCRETE STRUCTURES
Instructor: STEPHENS, ARTHU
Enrollment: 38

Questionnaires: 19

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

e
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[cNeoNoNe]

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

15

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
3.58 1420/1576 3.98
3.84 1270/1576 4.20
3.89 1072/1342 4.31
3.46 1377/1520 4.01
3.39 129971465 3.41
3.57 1181/1434 4.03
4_.05 1006/1547 4.27
4.63 957/1574 4.80
2.75 1506/1554 3.67
3.44 139871488 4.21
3.94 1429/1493 4.47
3.17 1400/1486 3.91
2.94 1430/1489 3.98
2.93 1185/1277 3.23
1.50 ****/1279 3.08
2.50 ****/1270 2.64
3.00 ****/1269 3.36
1.00 ****/ 878 3.67
4.00 229/ 379 4.17
3.00 287/ 375 3.00
3.00 251/ 326 3.00
3.29 261/ 382 3.31

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

AADAMDWOWADDDS

WhhpHDbd

Whbhw

.32

-30

.42

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.30 4.35
4.27 4.32
4.32 4.41
4.25 4.26
4.12 4.09
4.14 4.06
4.19 4.22
4.64 4.62
4.10 4.05
4.47 4.44
4.73 4.75
4.32 4.29
4.32 4.31
4.03 4.01
4.17 4.14
4.35 4.30
4.35 4.29
4.05 3.92
4.20 4.29
4.01 4.21
4.03 4.43
4.08 4.39
Majors
Major
Non-major
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Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0O ©O 1 3 4 6
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0O O o 1 7 5
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0O 0O o 3 4 4
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 6 1 1 5 3
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned O 1 4 3 0 4
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 5 2 1 3 3
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0O O 1 2 2 4
8. How many times was class cancelled 0O O o 1 0o 4
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 3 0 4 1 7 3
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 1 0 2 1 6 5
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 0 0 3 2 &6
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 1 0o 3 4 3 3
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 1 0 5 2 4 3
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 2 3 4 2 3 1
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 17 0 1 1 0 O
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 17 0O O 1 1 0
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 17 0O O 1 0 1
4. Were special techniques successful 17 1 1 0 0 o
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 11 O O O o0 8
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 8 0 0 O0 11 0
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 14 0 O O 5 o©
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 12 0O 0O o 6 0
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 3 0.00-0.99 0 A 6 Required for Majors
28-55 6 1.00-1.99 0 B 7
56-83 3 2.00-2.99 2 c 1 General
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 2 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 6 F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 2



Course-Section: CMSC 304 0101

Title SOCIAL/ETHICAL 1SS IN
Instructor: WILSON, RICHARD
Enrollment: 45

Questionnaires: 28

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

N OO b

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

21

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
3.82 1308/1576 3.82
4.04 111971576 4.04
4.36 75371342 4.36
4.30 81571520 4.30
3.79 1081/1465 3.79
4.25 682/1434 4.25
3.89 1152/1547 3.89
4.67 911/1574 4.67
3.74 1173/1554 3.74
3.67 1368/1488 3.67
4.81 784/1493 4.81
3.70 127371486 3.70
3.85 1214/1489 3.85
4.00 69271277 4.00
4.14 745/1279 4.14
4.57 582/1270 4.57
4.57 60271269 4.57
4.06 218/ 379 4.06
3.13 273/ 375 3.13

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

28

AADAMDWADDDS

WhADMD

Whbhw

.32

-30

.42

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.30 4.30
4.27 4.28
4.32 4.30
4.25 4.25
4.12 4.09
4.14 4.15
4.19 4.21
4.64 4.61
4.10 4.09
447 4.47
4.73 4.70
4.32 4.32
4.32 4.34
4.03 4.11
4.17 4.20
4.35 4.42
4.35 4.41
4.05 4.09
4.20 4.17
4.01 4.12
4.03 4.23
4.08 4.24
Majors
Major
Non-major

Page 444

JuL 2,

2009

Job IRBR3029

responses to be significant

WhWAWADMIW®
~
©

ENFANAN YA
~
o

*kkk

*kkk

9

Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0O ©O 1 3 5 10
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0O ©O 1 3 2 10
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0O O 1 2 1 6
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 1 1 1 2 8
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0O 9 3 0 3 5
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 O 1 2 2 7
7. Was the grading system clearly explained o o0 2 2 6 5
8. How many times was class cancelled 1 0 1 0O O 5
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 0 1 2 2 5 10
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 1 0 2 3 7 5
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 0 0 O o0 5
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 1 0 1 5 4 8
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 1 0 2 2 6 5
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 1 16 1 0 2 3
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 22 0 0 1 1 1
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 21 0O O o 1 1
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 21 0O O O 1 1
4. Were special techniques successful 22 3 0 1 1 o0
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 10 0 O O o0 17
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 13 0 O 0 14 o©O
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 22 0 0 0 4 o
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 24 0 0O O 4 O
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 20 Required for Majors
28-55 1 1.00-1.99 0 B 3
56-83 5 2.00-2.99 1 c 2 General
84-150 6 3.00-3.49 3 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 10 F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 313 0101

Title COMP ORGAN & ASSEMB LA
Instructor: MOHAMMADPOURRAD
Enrollment: 26

Questionnaires: 16

Questions

University of Maryland

Baltimore County

Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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MBC Level
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Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion

. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
- Were all students actively encouraged to participate
. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work
Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria
Was the instructor available for consultation
To what degree could you discuss your evaluations
Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students

GOFRNFPRROERLNE

NFENOO

10

OOoOONAMRLROOO

[eNeNoNoNe) [eNeNoNe) oo NOOOO

[cNoNeNe)

0

Frequencies

1 2 3 4
0O 4 1 8
4 0 8 2
2 4 6 3
3 3 3 2
o 1 3 3
1 4 2 4
3 3 1 7
0O 1 o0 3
2 4 3 1
1 1 5 4
1 1 5 4
1 3 3 3
3 3 2 2
1 1 3 3
2 1 0 2
1 1 1 o0
2 1 0 1
o 0 2 O
o 1 o0 1
o 0O 1 o0
0O 0 1 4
0O 0 1 o0
0O 0 1 o0
0O 0 1 o0
0O 1 o0 O
0O 0 6 2
0O 0 1 O
o 0 1 o0
0O 0 1 o0
0o 0 4 1
o 0 4 2

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons
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Required for Majors

General

Electives

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
3.53 1434/1576 3.72
2.57 1564/1576 3.19
2.67 1329/1342 3.49
2.58 1507/1520 3.21
3.50 1242/1465 3.78
3.15 1342/1434 3.60
2.86 1491/1547 3.70
4.60 100371574 4.68
2.55 1522/1554 3.02
3.69 1365/1488 3.78
3.69 1460/1493 3.97
3.43 135571486 3.53
3.20 139271489 3.60
3.67 943/1277 3.52
2.83 1221/1279 3.49
3.20 1187/1270 3.93
3.00 1210/1269 3.58
4.00 229/ 379 4.00
3.25 245/ 375 3.13
3.20 223/ 326 3.10
3.33 250/ 382 3.17

Type
Graduate 0
Under-grad 16

###H# - Means there are not enough

Non-major
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Course-Section: CMSC 313 0201

Title COMP ORGAN & ASSEMB LA

Instructor:

CASALE, DAVID A

Enrollment: 35

Questionnaires: 23

Questions

University of Maryland

Baltimore County

Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion

. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
- Were all students actively encouraged to participate

Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion

Laboratory
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work
Did field experience contribute to what you learned
Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria
Was the instructor available for consultation
Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned
. Were there enough proctors for all the students
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Frequencies

1 2 3 4
2 0 4 8
o 1 8 7
o o0 3 9
0O 1 6 6
o 1 2 7
o 1 2 10
0O 1 1 5
0O 0O 0 5
o 4 4 7
0O 2 6 8
1 0 2 9
1 2 6 8
1 1 3 9
2 2 5 7
0O 0 1 4
o 0 1 o0
o o0 2 1
o 1 1 O
o 1 1 O
o o0 1 1
o o0 o 7
0O 0 16 O
0O 0 2 O
0O 0 1 o0
0O 0 1 o0
o o0 7 O
o o0 2 O
0O 0 10 O

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons
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Required for Majors

General

Electives

Other

20

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
3.91 1241/1576 3.72
3.82 1286/1576 3.19
4.32 788/1342 3.49
3.83 121271520 3.21
4.07 81871465 3.78
4.06 857/1434 3.60
4.55 480/1547 3.70
4.76 739/1574 4.68
3.50 130371554 3.02
3.87 1326/1488 3.78
4.26 1351/1493 3.97
3.64 1296/1486 3.53
4.00 111871489 3.60
3.37 1077/1277 3.52
4.14 745/1279 3.49
4.67 505/1270 3.93
4.17 870/1269 3.58
4.00 229/ 379 4.00
3.00 287/ 375 3.13
3.00 251/ 326 3.10
3.00 313/ 382 3.17

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

####H# - Means there are not enough

23
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.30 3.91
4.27 4.28 3.82
4.32 4.30 4.32
4.25 4.25 3.83
4.12 4.09 4.07
4.14 4.15 4.06
4.19 4.21 4.55
4.64 4.61 4.76
4.10 4.09 3.50
4.47 4.47 3.87
4.73 4.70 4.26
4.32 4.32 3.64
4.32 4.34 4.00
4.03 4.11 3.37
4.17 4.20 4.14
4.35 4.42 4.67
4.35 4.41 4.17
4.35 4.32 Fx**
4.51 4.48 Fx**
4.29 4.16 FF**
4.20 4.17 4.00
4.01 4.12 3.00
4.48 4.37 FF**
4.40 3.92 FFF*
4.73 4.63 Fr**
4.03 4.23 3.00
4.60 4.83 ****
4.08 4.24 3.00

Majors
Major 22
Non-major 1

responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 331 0101 University of Maryland

Title PRIN OF PROG LANGUAGES Baltimore County
Instructor: VICK, SHON Spring 2009
Enrollment: 42

Questionnaires: 24
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Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

22

Mean
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.00

.00

.13

Instructor

Rank

129971576
144871576
1166/1342
110371520
1423/1465
1366/1434
1276/1547
1459/1574
1362/1554

1324/1488
1176/1493
1409/1486
1239/1489
107171277

100071279
50571270
53571269

229/ 379

287/ 375

251/ 326

302/ 382

Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

Course
Mean
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3.00

3.28

24
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.32
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.42

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.30 4.30
4.27 4.28
4.32 4.30
4.25 4.25
4.12 4.09
4.14 4.15
4.19 4.21
4.64 4.61
4.10 4.09
447 4.47
4.73 4.70
4.32 4.32
4.32 4.34
4.03 4.11
4.17 4.20
4.35 4.42
4.35 4.41
4.05 4.09
4.20 4.17
4.01 4.12
4.03 4.23
4.08 4.24
Majors
Major
Non-major
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Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0O ©O 1 3 3 9
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0O O o 5 8 8
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0O O 1 5 5 3
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 2 1 2 4 5
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 18 2 1 1 o0
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 10 2 3 3 4
7. Was the grading system clearly explained o o0 1 3 6 7
8. How many times was class cancelled 0 1 0O 0O 4 15
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 4 0 2 1 8 6
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 0O O o 3 5 8
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject o o o o 2 7
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly o o 2 7 4 8
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned o o 1 4 2 9
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 1 5 3 2 4 3
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 18 0 0 2 1 o0
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 18 0 O O 1 0
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 18 0 O O 1 0
4. Were special techniques successful 8 2 0 0 1 o0
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 10 0 O O o0 14
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 11 0O O 0 13 o©
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 15 0 O O 9 o
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 6 0 0 O 7 1
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 3 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 13
56-83 8 2.00-2.99 2 c 5 General
84-150 3 3.00-3.49 3 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 6 F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 2



Course-Section: CMSC 331 0201

Title PRIN OF PROG LANGUAGES
Instructor: NIRENBURG, SERG
Enrollment: 40

Questionnaires: 23
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Credits Earned Cum. GPA

Questions

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar

. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
. Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students

ONRRRRPRREER

PrWWWLWW

17

14

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Frequencies
NA 1 2 3 4
o 1 4 4 7
o o0 2 1 9
o o o 2 7
8 0 0 1 2
5 3 1 4 4
18 0 O 0 1
0O 0O O 0 &6
0O 0O O o0 12
o 0O 2 5 9
0O 0O O 2 &6
o 0O 2 1 6
o o0 1 3 7
0O 0 4 2 5
1 0 2 4 4
0O 0O O o0 o
o 0O O o0 o
o 0O O o0 o
1 0 0O 0 O
0O 0O O 0 o
0O 0O O o0 o
0O 0O O o0 o
0O 0O O 0 o
0O O O 0 10

oo
oo
oo
© O
oo

o o o 7 O

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons

e

=
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Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Mean

.00

.44

Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean

141371576
968/1576
58371342

FHH*/1520

1287/1465

FRAx/1434
270/1547

1177/1574

1260/1554
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*RAX/1279 3.67
FREX)1270 4.67
*RAX)1269 4.67
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w
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N
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*
*
*
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210/ 379 4.05
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a1

=
ABADMDMD
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*
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*

287/ 375 3.00

w b
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(&)

b
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251/ 326 3.00 3.30 4.03 4.23 3.00

228/ 382 3.28 3.42 4.08 4.24 3.44

Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

19

Type Majors
Graduate 0 Major 17
Under-grad 23 Non-major 6

####H# - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 341 0101

Title DATA STRUCTURES

Instructor:

BERGERON, RYAN

Enrollment: 40

Questionnaires: 19

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

AWNPF abhwbNPF

anN

abhwWNPE

gl =

Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory

. Were you provided with adequate background information
. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar

. Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work
Did field experience contribute to what you learned
Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria
Was the instructor available for consultation
To what degree could you discuss your evaluations
Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned
. Were there enough proctors for all the students

WOOOOOOOoOOo

[eleNeoNoNe)

[y
OPrRPO0OWOORrOO

[ NeNoNe] ~AOOCOO

= O

PR ROO

0
1

Frequencies

1 2 3 4
o 1 2 9
0O 3 4 9
0O 1 4 6
1 3 4 8
1 3 1 3
o 1 2 5
0O 3 4 10
0O 0 o0 o
0O 1 5 8
0O 0 4 9
0O 1 o0 11
1 1 3 11
2 0 1 1
o 2 2 5
o o0 2 3
0O 0O o0 3
o o0 2 2
0O 0 1 O
0O O 0
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0 5 1
O 0 2 O
0O 0 2 O
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0 1 o0
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0 1 o0
0O 0 1 o0

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons

=
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Required for Majors

=T TIOO
RPRRRONOR

General

Electives

Other

17

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.16 1050/1576 4.38
3.63 1356/1576 4.10
4.06 95571342 4.36
3.47 1373/1520 3.88
3.00 138671465 3.28
3.91 100471434 3.91
3.58 1316/1547 4.09
5.00 171574 4.86
3.69 1214/1554 3.93
4.11 120371488 4.40
4.26 1351/1493 4.56
3.74 1261/1486 4.04
3.89 119671489 4.21
4.00 69271277 4.01
3.83 926/1279 3.98
4.50 636/1270 4.50
4.00 92871269 4.19
4.00 ****/ 379 4.00
3.17 265/ 375 3.08
4.00 ****/ 326 3.00
3.00 ****/ 382 3.50

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

####H# - Means there are not enough

19
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.30 4.16
4.27 4.28 3.63
4.32 4.30 4.06
4.25 4.25 3.47
4.12 4.09 3.00
4.14 4.15 3.91
4.19 4.21 3.58
4.64 4.61 5.00
4.10 4.09 3.69
4.47 4.47 4.11
4.73 4.70 4.26
4.32 4.32 3.74
4.32 4.34 3.89
4.03 4.11 4.00
4.17 4.20 3.83
4.35 4.42 4.50
4.35 4.41 4.00
4.05 4.09 Fx**
4.35 4.32 Fx**
4.20 4.17 FFF*
4.01 4.12 3.17
4.48 4.37 FF**
4.40 3.92 Fx**
4.73 4.63 Fr**
4.57 4.50 FF**
4.03 4.23 Fx**
4.60 4.83 ****
4.08 4.24 FFx*

Majors

Major 15
Non-major 4

responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 341 0201 University of Maryland

Title DATA STRUCTURES Baltimore County
Instructor: PENG, YUN Spring 2009
Enrol Iment: 24

Questionnaires: 13

=
PFRORRFEPNONO

NOTWoo®

[cNeoNoNe]

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

12

Mean

WHhDAWWWDAWD

WhhADMD

WWNN

.00

.00

-50

Instructor

Rank

105071576
1217/1576
726/1342
125171520
1360/1465
130571434
70871547
58671574
1227/1554

1010/1488
124071493
107871486
108071489

83971277

FRA*)1279
FHREX)1270
FHRA*)1269

219/ 382

Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

Course
Mean

WHhDAWWWSADD
N
[e¢]

ADADMDD
o
N

3.98
4.50
4.19

Fkkk

3.00

3.50

13

AADAMDWADDDS

WhhADMD

Whbhw

.32

-30

.42

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.30 4.30
4.27 4.28
4.32 4.30
4.25 4.25
4.12 4.09
4.14 4.15
4.19 4.21
4.64 4.61
4.10 4.09
447 4.47
4.73 4.70
4.32 4.32
4.32 4.34
4.03 4.11
4.17 4.20
4.35 4.42
4.35 4.41
4.05 4.09
4.20 4.17
4.01 4.12
4.03 4.23
4.08 4.24
Majors
Major
Non-major
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responses to be significant
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3.50

2

Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course o O o o 3 5
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals O O O o 3 8
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals o O O o 1 6
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0O O 1 0 2 8
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0O 6 1 1 2 2
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 6 0 2 2 2
7. Was the grading system clearly explained o o o o 3 2
8. How many times was class cancelled o O O o0 o 2
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 0 0 1 3 7
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared O O O o 1 6
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0O 0O O 1 o0 4
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0O 0O O 1 o0 9
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned o o O 1 2 5
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 1 0O O 1 2 7
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 10 0 O 2 0 1
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 10 O 1 1 0 1
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 10 0 O 1 1 1
4. Were special techniques successful 10 1 0o 1 o0 1
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 11 O O o0 o 2
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 12 O O o0 o 1
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 12 0 0 O 1 o
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 9 0O 0O o 2 2
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 3 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 4
56-83 2 2.00-2.99 1 c 4 General
84-150 2 3.00-3.49 2 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 0 F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 1



Course-Section: CMSC 341 0301

Title DATA STRUCTURES

Instructor:

EDELMAN, MITCHE

Enrollment: 35

Questionnaires: 23

Questions

University of Maryland

Baltimore County

Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

abhwbNPF

WN P

Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion

. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
- Were all students actively encouraged to participate
. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion

Laboratory

. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar

- Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students

UOOOORrOOoOO0O

RPOOOO

16

16

19

[
OO ONOUIOOO

Wwoooo

oo

0

Frequencies

1 2 3 4
0O O 0 4
0O O 0 6
o o0 2 4
0O 0 3 4
3 0 2 6
o 0 1 3
o o 7 2
0O O O &6
0O 0 1 8
o o0 3 1
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0 4 8
0O O 1 6
0O 1 6 O
o 1 1

o o0 1 2
o o0 2 1
0O 0 o0 11
o o0 7 O
o o0 7 O
0O 0O 4 O

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons

aobs

AADAMDWOWADDDS

WhADMD

A D W

.32

-30

.42

Required for Majors

N = T TTOO
OQOOOFr ®®®AMD

General

Electives

Other

20

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.83 227/1576 4.38
4.74 301/1576 4.10
4.65 418/1342 4.36
4.41 665/1520 3.88
3.71 1138/1465 3.28
4.55 368/1434 3.91
4.30 784/1547 4.09
4.74 795/1574 4.86
4.44 477/1554 3.93
4.70 624/1488 4.40
4.96 279/1493 4.56
4.30 92271486 4.04
4.65 51371489 4.21
4.21 56971277 4.01
4.13 758/1279 3.98
4.50 636/1270 4.50
4.38 747/1269 4.19
4.00 229/ 379 4.00
3.00 287/ 375 3.08
3.00 251/ 326 3.00
3.00 ****/ 382 3.50

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.30 4.83
4.27 4.28 4.74
4.32 4.30 4.65
4.25 4.25 4.41
4.12 4.09 3.71
4.14 4.15 4.55
4.19 4.21 4.30
4.64 4.61 4.74
4.10 4.09 4.44
447 4.47 4.70
4.73 4.70 4.96
4.32 4.32 4.30
4.32 4.34 4.65
4.03 4.11 4.21
4.17 4.20 4.13
4.35 4.42 4.50
4.35 4.41 4.38
4.20 4.17 4.00
4.01 4.12 3.00
4.03 4.23 3.00
4.08 4.24 Fxx*

Majors
Major 9

Non-major 14

responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 345 0101

Title SOFTWARE DESIGN/DEVELO
Instructor: MITCHELL, SUSAN
Enrollment: 29

Questionnaires: 28

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

27

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.00 1148/1576 4.05
4.32 864/1576 4.48
4.32 788/1342 4.58
4.42 648/1520 4.62
3.33 1317/1465 3.40
4.19 758/1434 4.15
4.12 955/1547 4.40
4.81 645/1574 4.69
4.00 924/1554 4.13
4.33 1048/1488 4.39
4.67 105371493 4.64
4.41 821/1486 4.51
3.96 1147/1489 4.34
3.88 812/1277 4.01
3.67 1000/1279 4.00
4.44 696/1270 4.47
4.17 870/1269 4.33
3.75 631/ 878 4.18
4.00 229/ 379 4.00
3.14 270/ 375 3.14
3.00 251/ 326 3.00
3.53 216/ 382 3.53

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

AADAMDWADDDS

WhADMD

Whbhw

.32

-30

.42

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.30 4.30
4.27 4.28
4.32 4.30
4.25 4.25
4.12 4.09
4.14 4.15
4.19 4.21
4.64 4.61
4.10 4.09
447 4.47
4.73 4.70
4.32 4.32
4.32 4.34
4.03 4.11
4.17 4.20
4.35 4.42
4.35 4.41
4.05 4.09
4.20 4.17
4.01 4.12
4.03 4.23
4.08 4.24
Majors
Major
Non-major
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responses to be significant

ArADMDWOWADDDS

WwWwhbhb

Whbhw

.14

.00

.53

2

Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0O ©O 1 2 5 8
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0O O o 2 3 7
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 1 5 0 1 3 6
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 1 1 0O O 3 9
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 1 0 6 1 5 8
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 2 5 6
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 1 2 0 1 7 5
8. How many times was class cancelled 1 O O O o 5
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 4 0 0 0 6 12
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 1 0O O 0 4 10
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 0 0O o 2 5
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 1 0 0 o0 3 10
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 1 0 1 2 4 10
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 2 1 0 2 9 4
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 10 0 2 0O 5 &6
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 10 0 O O 2 6
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 10 0 O O 6 3
4. Were special techniques successful 10 6 1 1 2 4
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 8 0 O O o0 20
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 14 0 O O 13 ©
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 19 0 O O 9 o0
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 11 0O 0O 0 12 1
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 19 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 4
56-83 5 2.00-2.99 1 c 0 General
84-150 9 3.00-3.49 5 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 11 F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 2



Course-Section: CMSC 345 0201

Title SOFTWARE DESIGN/DEVELO

Instructor:

GRASSO, MICHAEL

Enrollment: 22

Questionnaires: 20

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

abhwbNPF

AWNPF

Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory

. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

ONRNRRRREER

ANDNNN

16

17

OO ORrRrA~ANOOO

NOOOO

rOOO

0

Frequencies

1 2 3 4
1 2 2 3
0O 0O 1 5
0o O o0 3
o O o0 3
3 0 4 3
1 0 3 5
0O o0 1 4
o 2 0 2
0O 0O 3 5
0O 0 3 4
0O 0O 1 5
0O 0O 1 5
o o0 1 3
o 1 2 5
o 0 2 O
o o0 1 1
o o0 1 1
0O 0 1 O
0O 0O 0 4
o o0 1 2

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons

A DAD

AADAMDWOWADDDS

WhADMD

Whbhw

Required for Majors

N = T TTOO
OCOO0OO0OO0OFrRr WM

General

Electives

Other

16

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.11 1089/1576 4.05
4.63 434/1576 4.48
4.84 215/1342 4.58
4.82 185/1520 4.62
3.47 1262/1465 3.40
4.12 826/1434 4.15
4.68 31571547 4.40
4.56 1041/1574 4.69
4.27 702/1554 4.13
4.44 945/1488 4.39
4.61 111371493 4.64
4.61 545/1486 4.51
4.72 420/1489 4.34
4.14 623/1277 4.01
4.33 60371279 4.00
4.50 636/1270 4.47
4.50 64471269 4.33
4.60 187/ 878 4.18
4.00 ****/ 379 4.00
3.67 ****/ 326 3.00

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.30 4.11
4.27 4.28 4.63
4.32 4.30 4.84
4.25 4.25 4.82
4.12 4.09 3.47
4.14 4.15 4.12
4.19 4.21 4.68
4.64 4.61 4.56
4.10 4.09 4.27
447 447 4.44
4.73 4.70 4.61
4.32 4.32 4.61
4.32 4.34 4.72
4.03 4.11 4.14
4.17 4.20 4.33
4.35 4.42 4.50
4.35 4.41 4.50
4.05 4.09 4.60
4.20 4.17 Fx**
4.03 4.23 Fx**

Majors
Major 18
Non-major 2

responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 411 0101

Title COMPUTER ARCHITECTURE
Instructor: SQUIRE, JON S
Enrollment: 33

Questionnaires: 20

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

P NNN

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

18

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
3.74 1353/1576 3.82
4.68 364/1576 4.54
4.79 263/1342 4.59
4.50 51171520 4.32
4.20 70871465 3.60
3.71 1117/1434 3.92
4.68 315/1547 4.68
5.00 1/1574 4.94
4.06 892/1554 4.22
4.89 278/1488 4.84
4.78 868/1493 4.89
4.44 763/1486 4.52
4.41 80171489 4.61
4.24 551/1277 4.07
3.33 112971279 3.07
3.50 1135/1270 3.45
3.83 1010/1269 3.92
3.20 254/ 375 3.20
3.00 ****/ 382 3.00

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

20

AADAMDWOWADDDS

WhADMD

Whbhw

.32

-30

.42

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.30 4.46
4.27 4.35
4.32 4.46
4.25 4.38
4.12 4.22
4.14 4.30
4.19 4.24
4.64 4.69
4.10 4.24
4.47 4.55
4.73 4.80
4.32 4.41
4.32 4.38
4.03 4.04
4.17 4.31
4.35 4.53
4.35 4.55
4.05 4.33
4.20 4.19
4.01 3.90
4.03 3.97
4.08 3.88
Majors
Major
Non-major
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responses to be significant
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5

Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 1 0 2 2 3 4
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 1 O O o0 o 6
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 1 0O 0O o 2 0
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 1 1 1 0 1 3
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 1 9 0 0 3 2
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 1 5 2 2 0 4
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 1 0 O O 1 4
8. How many times was class cancelled 1 1 O O O o
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 4 0 0 O 5 5
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 2 O O O o 2
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 2 0 0 o0 1 2
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 2 0 o0 1 2 3
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 2 1 1 0 3 O
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 2 1 0 1 4 2
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 14 0 1 1 1 1
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 14 0 1 1 0 2
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 14 0 O 1 1 2
4. Were special techniques successful 14 5 0 O O o©O
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 17 O O O o0 3
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 15 0 O 0 4 1
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 8 0 O O 2 o©O
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 6 0 O O 4 O
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 13 Required for Majors
28-55 1 1.00-1.99 0 B 3
56-83 1 2.00-2.99 2 c 2 General
84-150 6 3.00-3.49 2 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 7 F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 1



Course-Section: CMSC 411 0201

Title COMPUTER ARCHITECTURE
Instructor: SQUIRE, JON S
Enrollment: 18

Questionnaires: 10

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

WOOWFR OO A~W
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Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
3.90 1241/1576 3.82
4.40 759/1576 4.54
4.40 70971342 4.59
4.14 961/1520 4.32
3.00 138671465 3.60
4.13 816/1434 3.92
4.67 339/1547 4.68
4.89 508/1574 4.94
4.38 571/1554 4.22
4.80 40171488 4.84
5.00 1/1493 4.89
4.60 56171486 4.52
4.80 30971489 4.61
3.90 802/1277 4.07
2.80 122471279 3.07
3.40 1156/1270 3.45
4.00 92871269 3.92
3.00 ****/ 375 3.20
3.00 3137 382 3.00

Type
Graduate 0
Under-grad 10

#### - Means there are not enough

AADAMDWADDDS

WhADMD

Whbhw

.32

-30

.42

Page 455

JUuL 2, 2009

Job 1RBR3029
UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.46 3.90
4.27 4.35 4.40
4.32 4.46 4.40
4.25 4.38 4.14
4.12 4.22 3.00
4.14 4.30 4.13
4.19 4.24 4.67
4.64 4.69 4.89
4.10 4.24 4.38
4.47 4.55 4.80
4.73 4.80 5.00
4.32 4.41 4.60
4.32 4.38 4.80
4.03 4.04 3.90
4.17 4.31 2.80
4.35 4.53 3.40
4.35 4.55 4.00
4.05 4.33 F***
4.20 4.19 F***
4.01 3.90 ****
4.03 3.97 F***
4.08 3.88 3.00

Majors
Major 9
Non-major 1

responses to be significant

Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0O O o 1 2 4
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals O O O o0 o 6
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals O O O o 2 2
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 3 1 0 1 0
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 1 4 2 0 0 2
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 1 1 0 1 o0 4
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 1 0 0 1 o0 o
8. How many times was class cancelled 1 O O O o 1
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 2 0 0 O O0 5
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared O O O o 1 0
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0O 0O O O o0 o
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0O 0O O o o0 4
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0O 0O O O 1 o
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0O O 1 0 2 3
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 5 0 1 2 0 1
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 5 0 1 0 2 0
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 5 0 1 0O ©O 1
4. Were special techniques successful 5 3 1 0 0 ©O
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 9 O O O o0 o
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 8 0 0 O 2 0
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 8 0 O O o0 2
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 7 O 0O o0 3 0
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 5 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 3
56-83 1 2.00-2.99 1 c 2 General
84-150 1 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 3 F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 421 0101

Title PRINC OF OPER SYSTEMS

Instructor:

YESHA, YELENA

Enrollment: 32

Questionnaires: 15

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE
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Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion

. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
- Were all students actively encouraged to participate
. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion

Laboratory

. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar

- Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students

POPRPOOOOOO

[eleNeoNoNe)
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Frequencies

1 2 3 4
0O 2 5 5
1 4 5 3
4 4 3 3
1 5 3 4
3 1 5 2
1 3 6 2
5 4 1 1
0O 0O o0 3
2 3 7 2
0O 0 10 2
0O 1 6 4
1 3 7 1
4 6 2 1
2 3 3 1
2 1 0 2
1 1 1 1
o 0 o0 2
0O 0O o0 2
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0 1 o0
0O 0 1 o0

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons

=
ONWNNRFPEPNW

PRPWPAW

Wk o

AADAMDWOWADDDS
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A D W

.32

-30

.42

Required for Majors

N = T TTOO
woooouu

General

Electives

Other

14

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
3.60 1410/1576 3.74
3.07 1518/1576 3.06
2.53 1337/1342 2.59
2.93 148471520 3.15
2.92 1410/1465 3.18
3.07 1366/1434 3.11
2.50 1516/1547 3.01
4.80 665/1574 4.40
2.64 1515/1554 3.07
3.53 138471488 3.80
3.73 1456/1493 4.09
3.13 140771486 3.30
2.21 1477/1489 2.89
2.60 1230/1277 2.95
2.40 1262/1279 2.40
3.00 120871270 3.00
4.60 58471269 4.60
4.00 ****/ 375 3.20

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

15
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.46 3.60
4.27 4.35 3.07
4.32 4.46 2.53
4.25 4.38 2.93
4.12 4.22 2.92
4.14 4.30 3.07
4.19 4.24 2.50
4.64 4.69 4.80
4.10 4.24 2.64
4.47 4.55 3.53
4.73 4.80 3.73
4.32 4.41 3.13
4.32 4.38 2.21
4.03 4.04 2.60
4.17 4.31 2.40
4.35 4.53 3.00
4.35 4.55 4.60
4.20 4.19 Fx**
4.01 3.90 F***
4.03 3.97 FrF*
4.08 3.88 Fx**

Majors
Major 14
Non-major 1

responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 421 0201 University of Maryland

Title PRINC OF OPER SYSTEMS Baltimore County
Instructor: CHETTRI, SAMIR Spring 2009
Enrollment: 27

Questionnaires: 17

OrRrUINWWOOWU

Whwouwu

R RRe

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

16

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
3.88 1257/1576 3.74
3.06 151971576 3.06
2.65 1330/1342 2.59
3.38 1408/1520 3.15
3.43 1282/1465 3.18
3.15 1342/1434 3.11
3.53 1338/1547 3.01
4.00 145971574 4.40
3.50 130371554 3.07
4.06 121571488 3.80
4.44 1263/1493 4.09
3.47 1342/1486 3.30
3.56 130471489 2.89
3.31 1095/1277 2.95
3.33 ****/1279 2.40
4.00 ****/1270 3.00
4.00 ****/1269 4.60
3.20 254/ 375 3.20

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

17

AADAMDWOWADDDS
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.32

.30
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UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.30 4.46
4.27 4.35
4.32 4.46
4.25 4.38
4.12 4.22
4.14 4.30
4.19 4.24
4.64 4.69
4.10 4.24
4.47 4.55
4.73 4.80
4.32 4.41
4.32 4.38
4.03 4.04
4.17 4.31
4.35 4.53
4.35 4.55
4.05 4.33
4.20 4.19
4.01 3.90
4.03 3.97
4.08 3.88
Majors
Major
Non-major
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Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0O O o 2 3 7
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0O ©O 2 2 6 7
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0O O 3 4 6 4
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 1 0 5 3 5
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned o 3 1 3 2 5
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 4 2 1 5 3
7. Was the grading system clearly explained o o 2 2 3 5
8. How many times was class cancelled 0O O O 0 1 15
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 3 0 0 0 7 7
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 1 O O o0 4 7
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 o0 o o 3 3
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 2 0 0 4 3 5
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 1 0 2 0 5 5
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 2 2 1 4 1 4
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 14 0 0 1 1 o0
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 14 0 O O 1 1
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 14 0 O O 1 1
4. Were special techniques successful 14 1 0 O 1 oO
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 15 0 O o0 ©O 2
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 12 O O o0 4 1
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 6 0 O O O 1
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 13 O O 0O 4 o0
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 2 0.00-0.99 0 A 2 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 5
56-83 1 2.00-2.99 2 c 7 General
84-150 4 3.00-3.49 3 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 4 F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 3



Course-Section: CMSC 433 0101

Title SCRIPTING LANGUAGES

Instructor:

HOOD, DANIEL J

Enrollment: 57

Questionnaires: 39

Questions

Bal

University of Maryland

timore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory

. Were you provided with adequate background information
. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar

. Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students

AP PRPPNOOOO

abroabsDb

25

32

33

Frequencies
NA 1 2 3 4
o 0O o 1 4
0O 0 2 1 6
1 1 0 3 10
5 0 0 0 9
22 1 0 2 1
21 0 0O O 4
o o0 o 1 4
2 0 0 o0 4
0O O 1 0 12
o 0O O o0 2
o O o 1 1
o 1 o o0 7
1 1 2 0 8
3 0 0O 1 3
o 0O O o0 1
o 0O O o0 1
o 0O O o0 o
3 0 0 0 oO

oo
oo
oo
oo
[
© O

0O 0 O 6 O

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons

PhWW
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.32

.30

.42

84-150 20

0.00-0 0
1.00-1. 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 3
3.00-3 9
Grad. 0 3.50-4 3

Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

12

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.85 211/1576 4.85
4.64 420/1576 4.64
4_.47 620/1342 4.47
4.74 270/1520 4.74
4.40 51371465 4.40
4.76 184/1434 4.76
4.84 160/1547 4.84
4.89 508/1574 4.89
4.57 339/1554 4.57
4.94 149/1488 4.94
4.91 50171493 4.91
4.68 453/1486 4.68
4.47 73171489 4.47
4.84 123/1277 4.84
4.00 229/ 379 4.00
3.00 287/ 375 3.00

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#i## - Means there are not enough

39
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.46 4.85
4.27 4.35 4.64
4.32 4.46 4.47
4.25 4.38 4.74
4.12 4.22 4.40
4.14 4.30 4.76
4.19 4.24 4.84
4.64 4.69 4.89
4.10 4.24 4.57
4.47 4.55 4.94
4.73 4.80 4.91
4.32 4.41 4.68
4.32 4.38 4.47
4.03 4.04 4.84
4.17 4.31 Fx**
4.35 4.53 Fx**
4.35 4.55 Fxx*x
4.05 4.33 F***
4.35 4.45 Fx**
4.20 4.19 4.00
4.01 3.90 3.00
4.03 3.97 F***
4.08 3.88 ****

Majors

Major 34
Non-major 5

responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 437 0101

Title GRAPH USE INTERFACE PR
Instructor: SQUIRE, JON S
Enrollment: 32

Questionnaires: 13

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Iy
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Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
3.85 1291/1576 3.85
4.62 462/1576 4.62
4.77 286/1342 4.77
4.36 73171520 4.36
4.00 850/1465 4.00
4.00 878/1434 4.00
4.77 228/1547 4.77
5.00 171574 5.00
4.42 518/1554 4.42
4.85 33971488 4.85
4.92 445/1493 4.92
4.85 231/1486 4.85
4.31 92171489 4.31
4.62 250/1277 4.62
3.00 1186/1279 3.00
4.25 827/1270 4.25
4.25 81971269 4.25
3.00 313/ 382 3.00

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

13

»
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UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.30 4.46
4.27 4.35
4.32 4.46
4.25 4.38
4.12 4.22
4.14 4.30
4.19 4.24
4.64 4.69
4.10 4.24
4.47 4.55
4.73 4.80
4.32 4.41
4.32 4.38
4.03 4.04
4.17 4.31
4.35 4.53
4.35 4.55
4.05 4.33
4.20 4.19
4.72 4.77
4.69 4.69
4.64 4.64
4.61 4.52
4.01 3.90
4.03 3.97
4.08 3.88
Majors
Major
Non-major
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responses to be significant
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Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0O O o 2 3 3
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals o O o0 o 1 3
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals o O O o0 o 3
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 2 0O O 1 5
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned o 7 0 0 2 2
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 4 0 1 2 2
7. Was the grading system clearly explained o o o o o0 3
8. How many times was class cancelled o O O O o0 o
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 0 0 0 1 5
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared o O O o0 o 2
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0O 0O O o o0 1
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly o o o o o0 2
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned O O O o0 4 1
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding O O O o 1 3
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 9 0 1 1 0 1
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 9 0O O 1 0O O
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 9 0O O 1 0O O
4. Were special techniques successful 9 3 0 0O o0 o
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 12 O O o0 o 1
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme 12 O O O o0 o
2. Was the instructor available for individual attention 12 0 0 0 0 0
3. Did research projects contribute to what you learned 12 0 0 O o0 o
4. Did presentations contribute to what you learned 12 0 0 O o0 o
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 10 0 O O 2 0
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 12 O O O o 1
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 9 O O 0O 4 o0
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 2 0.00-0.99 0 A 12 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 0
56-83 1 2.00-2.99 0 c 0 General
84-150 6 3.00-3.49 5 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 6 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 441 0101
Title ALGORITHMS
Instructor: CHANG, RICHARD
Enrollment: 45
Questionnaires: 36

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

ERENoORLNE
CRRWNNRE P
CoOO®~NWR OO
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Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

N A

abrhwWNPRF
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rOOOO
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[
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Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 30
Were all students actively encouraged to participate 29
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 29
Were special techniques successful 29

Hone
rOOO
RrooO
onvooO
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Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 3 0 0 0 ©O 2

Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 33 0 0 O 2 1

Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 33 0 0O 0 2 1

Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 30 0 0 ©O 6 0

Frequency Distribution

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons

NWwWww
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A 11 Required for Majors
6 General
Electives

Other

31

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.60 500/1576 4.57
4.71 324/1576 4.49
4.71 357/1342 4.35
4.38 707/1520 4.19
3.56 1225/1465 3.68
4.36 564/1434 4.03
4.72 280/1547 4.31
5.00 171574 4.95
4.77 180/1554 4.48
4.87 293/1488 4.82
4.94 390/1493 4.90
4.52 666/1486 4.44
4.68 487/1489 4.54
4.24 551/1277 3.68
3.33 ****/ 375 3.00
3.00 ****/ 382 3.18

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

35

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.30 4.46
4.27 4.35
4.32 4.46
4.25 4.38
4.12 4.22
4.14 4.30
4.19 4.24
4.64 4.69
4.10 4.24
4.47 4.55
4.73 4.80
4.32 4.41
4.32 4.38
4.03 4.04
4.17 4.31
4.35 4.53
4.35 4.55
4.05 4.33
4.20 4.19
4.01 3.90
4.03 3.97
4.08 3.88
Majors
Major
Non-major

responses to be significant
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Course-Section: CMSC 441 0201

Title ALGORITHMS

Instructor:

COLE, FLOYD

Enrollment: 25

Questionnaires: 22

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

abhwbNPF

WN P

Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion

. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
- Were all students actively encouraged to participate
. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion

Laboratory

. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar

- Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students

POPRPOOOOOO
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Frequencies

1 2 3 4
0O 1 1 5
o 1 3 7
1 2 4 4
2 2 0 5
1 1 4 3
3 0 1 3
1 5 0 4
0o 0 o0 2
o 1 3 8
o o0 1 3
0O O o0 3
0O 2 1 6
1 1 1 4
3 0 1 1
o o0 1 1
o 0 1 o0
o 0 1 o0
0O 0O 0 4
0O O 8 O
o 0 2 O
o 0 9 2

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons
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Required for Majors

N = T TTOO
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General

Electives

Other

21

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.55 582/1576 4.57
4.27 920/1576 4.49
4.00 97271342 4.35
4.00 104171520 4.19
3.80 1067/1465 3.68
3.69 1127/1434 4.03
3.90 114571547 4.31
4.91 46971574 4.95
4.19 772/1554 4.48
4.77 463/1488 4.82
4.86 658/1493 4.90
4.36 86171486 4.44
4.41 81371489 4.54
3.13 1138/1277 3.68
3.00 287/ 375 3.00
3.18 286/ 382 3.18

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

22
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.46 4.55
4.27 4.35 4.27
4.32 4.46 4.00
4.25 4.38 4.00
4.12 4.22 3.80
4.14 4.30 3.69
4.19 4.24 3.90
4.64 4.69 4.91
4.10 4.24 4.19
4.47 4.55 4.77
4.73 4.80 4.86
4.32 4.41 4.36
4.32 4.38 4.41
4.03 4.04 3.13
4.17 4.31 Fx**
4.35 4.53 F**F*
4.35 4.55 FxF*
4.20 4.19 Fx**
4.01 3.90 3.00
4.03 3.97 FrF*
4.08 3.88 3.18

Majors
Major 19

Non-major 3

responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 442 0101

Title INFO & CODING THEORY

Instructor:

LOMONACO JR, SA

Enrollment: 14

Questionnaires: 12

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory

. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar

. Were criteria for grading made clear

OO0OORrRFRPRFLPOOO

[eNeNeoNoNe)

00 00 00

11

OO0OOhWHFROOO

NOOOoOOoO

wooo

0

Frequencies

1 2 3 4
o 0O o0 2
o 0O o0 2
0O 0 o0 1
o o0 2 2
1 2 1 o0
0O 0 o0 1
o o0 1 2
0O 0 o0 o
0O 0O o0 4
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0O o0 o
o o0 1 1
0O 0O o0 O
1 0 0 3
o O o0 3
0O 0O o0 o
o 0 o0 2
1 0 0 oO
0O O o0 3
0O 0 1 o0

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons
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Required for Majors

N = T TTOO
[cNoNoNeoloNol Ne)

General

Electives

Other

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.83 219/1576 4.83
4.83 201/1576 4.83
4.92 16171342 4.92
4.40 68371520 4.40
3.50 1242/1465 3.50
4.86 130/1434 4.86
4.67 339/1547 4.67
5.00 171574 5.00
4.67 263/1554 4.67
5.00 171488 5.00
5.00 1/1493 5.00
4.75 33971486 4.75
5.00 171489 5.00
3.60 97471277 3.60
4.25 665/1279 4.25
5.00 171270 5.00
4.50 644/1269 4.50
4.00 229/ 379 4.00

Type
Graduate 2
Under-grad 10

#### - Means there are not enough

Non-major

responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 443 0101

Title CRYPTOLOGY
Instructor: STEPHENS, ARTHU
Enrollment: 21

Questionnaires: 15

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009
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General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion

. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
- Were all students actively encouraged to participate
. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students

WRRRRRRERER

WNNNDN

13

13

Frequencies
NA 1 2 3 4
o o0 o 1 3
0O 0O o 2 4
o 1 o 1 2
2 0 0 1 4
1 1 0o 5 3
4 0 O 1 2
o 0O o 1 2
2 0 0 o0 O
o 1 o 1 7
0O 0O O 1 5
0O 0O O o0 o
o 1 o 1 3
o 0O o 2 4
2 1 o0 3 2
o 0O O o0 2
o 0O o o0 1
o 0O o0 o0 1

o o0 o0 1 1

Frequency Distribution

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades

N = T T1O0 O
OOO0OOONWO

Reasons
Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

A~NOWN

P RO

Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
4.64 443/1576 4.64 4.35 4.30 4.46 4.64
4.43 728/1576 4.43 4.24 4.27 4.35 4.43
4.43 683/1342 4.43 4.35 4.32 4.46 4.43
4.50 51171520 4.50 4.24 4.25 4.38 4.50
3.69 114571465 3.69 3.86 4.12 4.22 3.69
4.60 32371434 4.60 4.09 4.14 4.30 4.60
4.71 280/1547 4.71 4.18 4.19 4.24 4.71
5.00 171574 5.00 4.65 4.64 4.69 5.00
3.92 1046/1554 3.92 4.07 4.10 4.24 3.92
4.46 920/1488 4.46 4.43 4.47 4.55 4.46
5.00 1/1493 5.00 4.68 4.73 4.80 5.00
4.31 922/1486 4.31 4.24 4.32 4.41 4.31
4.38 83471489 4.38 4.16 4.32 4.38 4.38
3.80 856/1277 3.80 3.95 4.03 4.04 3.80
4.00 ****/1279 **** 3,90 4.17 4.31 ****
4_50 ****/1270 **** 4,13 4.35 4.53 *F***
4_50 ****/1269 **** 4,11 4.35 4.55 ****
3.00 ****/ 326 **** 3.30 4.03 3.97 ****
3.50 ****/ 382 **** 3.42 4.08 3.88 ****

Type Majors
Graduate 0 Major 12
Under-grad 15 Non-major 3

#i## - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 451 0101
Title AUTOMATA THRY& FORM LA

University of Maryland
Baltimore County

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
2.40 1568/1576 2.40
2.80 1551/1576 2.80
3.60 118471342 3.60
4.67 33971520 4.67
2.00 1460/1465 2.00
3.75 109371434 3.75
3.40 1380/1547 3.40
4.80 665/1574 4.80
3.00 1448/1554 3.00
3.80 134371488 3.80
4.40 1286/1493 4.40
3.80 123371486 3.80
3.80 123671489 3.80
3.50 106471279 3.50
5.00 171270 5.00
4.00 92871269 4.00
4.00 229/ 379 4.00
3.50 180/ 326 3.50

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

6
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.46 2.40
4.27 4.35 2.80
4.32 4.46 3.60
4.25 4.38 4.67
4.12 4.22 2.00
4.14 4.30 3.75
4.19 4.24 3.40
4.64 4.69 4.80
4.10 4.24 3.00
4.47 4.55 3.80
4.73 4.80 4.40
4.32 4.41 3.80
4.32 4.38 3.80
4.03 4.04 Fx**
4.17 4.31 3.50
4.35 4.53 5.00
4.35 4.55 4.00
4.20 4.19 4.00
4.03 3.97 3.50
4.08 3.88 *r**

Majors
Major 5
Non-major 1

responses to be significant

Instructor: YESHA, YAACOV Spring 2009
Enrol Iment: 15
Questionnaires: 6 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 5
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 1 0 2 0 2 1 0
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 1 0 1 1 2 0 1
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 1 0 1 0 1 1 2
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 2 1 0O 0O o 1 2
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 1 2 1 1 1 0 oO
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 1 1 1 0 o0 1 2
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 1 0O O 1 2 1 1
8. How many times was class cancelled 1 O O O o 1 4
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 0 0 2 2 0 1
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 1 0O O 1 1 1 2
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 0 0 o0 1 1 3
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 1 o0 1 0o 1 o0 3
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 1 o0 1 0o o 2 2
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 1 4 0 0 O 1 0
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 4 0 0O 1 0 0 1
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 4 0 O O o0 o 2
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 4 0 0 O oO 2 0
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 4 0 0O O oO 2 0
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 4 0 0 0 1 1 o0
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 5 0 0 0 o0 1 o
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 1 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 4
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 1 C 0 General
84-150 3 3.00-3.49 1 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 1 F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 461 0101

Title DATABASE MANGMT SYSTEM
Instructor: KALPAKIS, KONST
Enrollment: 35

Questionnaires: 29
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Questions

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work
Did field experience contribute to what you learned
Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria
Was the instructor available for consultation
To what degree could you discuss your evaluations
Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced
Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned
Did study questions make clear the expected goal
Were your contacts with the instructor helpful
Was the feedback/tutoring by proctors helpful
Were there enough proctors for all the students

NRRRPRNRERER

NNWNN

[eNeNeoNoNe) [cNeNoNoNa] [cNeoNoNoNa] [ NeNoNe] ggoooo OQORPNWWOOO
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Frequencies
1 2 3
0O 0 oO
o 1 1
0O 1 o
1 1 5
0O 4 5
1 0 5
1 0 2
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 1
o 0 1
0O 0 oO
0O 0 2
o 1 1
o 0 4
o 1 o
o 0 1
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 o©
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 o©
0O 0 oO
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©
0O 0 6
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 6
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 oO
0O 0 12

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009
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Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Instructor

Rank

227/1576
476/1576
480/1342
94571520
90571465
74871434
62471547
188/1574
422/1554

66671488

1/1493
545/1486
552/1489
438/1277
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.46 4.82
4.27 4.35 4.61
4.32 4.46 4.61
4.25 4.38 4.17
4.12 4.22 3.96
4.14 4.30 4.19
4.19 4.24 4.44
4.64 4.69 4.96
4.10 4.24 4.48
4.47 4.55 4.67
4.73 4.80 5.00
4.32 4.41 4.62
4.32 4.38 4.63
4.03 4.04 4.36
4.17 4.31 Fx**
4.35 4.53 F**F*
4.35 4.55 FxF*
4.05 4.33 F***
4.23 4.28 F**F*
4.35 4.45 xx**
4.51 4.70 F***
4.29 4.56 F***
4.20 4.19 F***
4.72 4.77 F****
4.69 4.69 F***
4.64 4.64 F**F*
4.61 4.52 F***
4.01 3.90 ****
4.48 4.70 FF**
4.40 4.30 F***
4.73 4.60 F***
4.57 4.34 Fx*F*
4.03 3.97 F***
4.60 5.00 ****
4.83 5.00 ****
4.67 5.00 *F***
4.78 5.00 ****
4.08 3.88 3.27



Course-Section: CMSC 461 0101

Title DATABASE MANGMT SYSTEM
Instructor: KALPAKIS, KONST
Enrollment: 35

Questionnaires: 29

Expected Grades

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequency Distribution

Reasons
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Credits Earned Cum. GPA
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0
56-83 2 2.00-2.99 3
84-150 10 3.00-3.49 2
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 11

)= T TIOO

OCOOWOoOUlkr ®

Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

16

Type Majors
Graduate 0 Major 22
Under-grad 29 Non-major 7

##H# - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 476 0101

Title INFORMATION RETRIEVAL
Instructor: NICHOLAS, CHARL
Enrollment: 27

Questionnaires: 17

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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R RRR

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.59 527/1576 4.59
4.06 1107/1576 4.06
4.35 75371342 4.35
4.18 937/1520 4.18
3.76 109571465 3.76
4.20 748/1434 4.20
3.82 120471547 3.82
4.59 1018/1574 4.59
4.31 64971554 4.31
4.18 116571488 4.18
4.76 888/1493 4.76
4.24 973/1486 4.24
4.24 96971489 4.24
4.13 63071277 4.13
3.88 910/1279 3.88
4.25 827/1270 4.25
4.25 81971269 4.25
4.20 400/ 878 4.20

Type
Graduate
Under-grad
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.46 4.59
4.27 4.35 4.06
4.32 4.46 4.35
4.25 4.38 4.18
4.12 4.22 3.76
4.14 4.30 4.20
4.19 4.24 3.82
4.64 4.69 4.59
4.10 4.24 4.31
4.47 4.55 4.18
4.73 4.80 4.76
4.32 4.41 4.24
4.32 4.38 4.24
4.03 4.04 4.13
4.17 4.31 3.88
4.35 4.53 4.25
4.35 4.55 4.25
4.05 4.33 4.20
4.35 4.45 Fxx*
4.20 4.19 FF**
4.72 477 Fx**
4.69 4.69 Fr**
4.64 4.64 FrF*
4.01 3.90 F***
4.08 3.88 *r**

Majors
Major 16
Non-major 1

Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course o O o0 o 2 3
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0O ©O 2 0 1 6
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals O O O o 2 7
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0O O 1 1 1 5
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0O 0 1 1 5 4
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 2 0 0 4 4
7. Was the grading system clearly explained O o0 1 2 2 6
8. How many times was class cancelled o O O o0 o 7
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 0 0 1 2 4
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 0O O o 2 1 6
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0O 0O O o o0 4
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0O 0O 0 1 1 8
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0O 0 1 1 1 4
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 1 1 1 0 2 5
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 9 O O 1 2 2
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 9 0O O o 2 2
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 9 0O O O 2 2
4. Were special techniques successful 9 3 0 1 o0 1
Laboratory
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 16 O O O O O
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 16 0 O O O 1
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme 6 0 O O 0 o©
2. Was the instructor available for individual attention 6 0 O O o0 O
3. Did research projects contribute to what you learned 16 0 O O O o
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 6 0 O O 0 o©
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 15 0 0 oO 2 0
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 4 0.00-0.99 0 A 13 Required for Majors
28-55 1 1.00-1.99 0 2
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 General
84-150 1 3.00-3.49 0
Grad 5 3.50-4.00 6

C 0
D 0
F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 1

#i## - Means there are not enough

responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 477 0101
Title
Instructor:
Enrollment:
Questionnaires:

AGNT ARCH/MLTI-AGNT
MINER, DONALD P

12

11

SY

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

abhwbNPF

AWNPF

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

General
you gain new insights,skills from this course
the instructor make clear the expected goals
the exam questions reflect the expected goals
other evaluations reflect the expected goals
assigned readings contribute to what you learned
written assignments contribute to what you learned
the grading system clearly explained
many times was class cancelled
would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Did
Did
Did
Did
Did
Did
Was
How
How

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory

. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students

ORRRRRPRRLRNE
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(66, 6 e
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[cNeNoNe]

0

Frequencies
1 2 3
0O 0 oO
o o0 3
0O 0 ©O
0o 0 1
0O 0 ©O
o o0 3
0O 0 3
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 o©
0O 1 o
o 1 1
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 o©
0O 0 5
0O 0 4

NWNOONOMNMW

PNDMODS

RPORR

Frequency Distribution

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grad
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 9
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 1
56-83 1 2.00-2.99 1 C 0
84-150 3 3.00-3.49 3 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 2 F 0

P 0
| 0
? 0

es

Reasons
Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other
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Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
4.70 373/1576 4.70 4.35 4.30 4.46 4.70
4.11 1067/1576 4.11 4.24 4.27 4.35 4.11
5.00 ****/1342 **** A 35 4.32 4.46 ****
4.60 395/1520 4.60 4.24 4.25 4.38 4.60
5.00 171465 5.00 3.86 4.12 4.22 5.00
4.40 524/1434 4.40 4.09 4.14 4.30 4.40
4.20 900/1547 4.20 4.18 4.19 4.24 4.20
4.70 866/1574 4.70 4.65 4.64 4.69 4.70
4.82 155/1554 4.82 4.07 4.10 4.24 4.82
4.56 810/1488 4.56 4.43 4.47 4.55 4.56
5.00 171493 5.00 4.68 4.73 4.80 5.00
4.56 619/1486 4.56 4.24 4.32 4.41 4.56
4.44 766/1489 4.44 4.16 4.32 4.38 4.44
4.14 623/1277 4.14 3.95 4.03 4.04 4.14
4.83 204/1279 4.83 3.90 4.17 4.31 4.83
4.83 326/1270 4.83 4.13 4.35 4.53 4.83
5.00 171269 5.00 4.11 4.35 4.55 5.00
4.83 125/ 878 4.83 3.49 4.05 4.33 4.83
4.00 229/ 379 4.00 4.21 4.20 4.19 4.00
3.17 232/ 326 3.17 3.30 4.03 3.97 3.17
3.20 281/ 382 3.20 3.42 4.08 3.88 3.20

Type Majors

Graduate 0 Major 11
Under-grad 11 Non-major 0

#H## - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 478H 0101

Title INTRO TO MACHINE LEARN
Instructor: OATES, TIMOTHY
Enrollment: 26

Questionnaires: 21
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Questions

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did field experience contribute to what you learned

Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria
Was the instructor available for consultation

To what degree could you discuss your evaluations
Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced
Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned
Did study questions make clear the expected goal
Were your contacts with the instructor helpful
Was the feedback/tutoring by proctors helpful
Were there enough proctors for all the students
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16
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Frequencies
1 2 3
1 0 O
0O 0 oO
0o 0 1
o 0 2
2 1 4
o 1 1
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
o 1 2
0O 0 2
o 0 4
0O 0 4
o 1 1
0O 0 2
1 1 1
0O 0 o©
0O 0 oO
0O 0 o©
0O 0 oO
0O 0 oO
o o0 3
o 0 1
0O 0 oO
0O 0 o©
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 3
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 4

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009
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Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Mean
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Instructor

Rank

415/1576
279/1576
24071342
24971520
1035/1465
27971434
123/1547
115271574
229/1554

40171488
334/1493
678/1486
579/1489
53371277
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63671270
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196/ 375

Fkkxk f 48
Fkkxk [ 44

Fkkx f 40
Fkkxk f 28
*xxx/ 38D

Course
Mean

AADMDWOWADDDS
[oe]
N

ADADMDD
a1
o

wWhhHD
[6)]
o

*kk*k

*kk*k
*kk*k
*kkk
*kkk

3.83

*kk*k
Ex
=
*kkk
*kk*k

X
EE
*kk*k
E

Fkhk

»

AABAMDWOWADDDS

WhADMD

Whbhw

wooo s WhhHDDH

woooa

Page 468

JuL 2, 2009

Job 1RBR3029
UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.46 4.67
4.27 4.35 4.75
4.32 4.46 4.80
4.25 4.38 4.75
4.12 4.22 3.84
4.14 4.30 4.65
4.19 4.24 4.90
4.64 4.69 4.45
4.10 4.24 4.71
4.47 4.55 4.81
4.73 4.80 4.95
4.32 4.41 4.50
4.32 4.38 4.60
4.03 4.04 4.25
4.17 4.31 4.21
4.35 4.53 4.50
4.35 4.55 4.54
4.05 4.33 3.33
4.20 4.19 F***
4.72 4.77 F***
4.69 4.69 F***
4.64 4.64 Fr*F*
4.61 4.52 F***
4.01 3.90 3.83
4.48 4.70 F***
4.40 4.30 F***
4.73 4.60 F***
4.57 4.34 FH**
4.03 3.97 F***
4.60 5.00 ****
4.83 5.00 ****
4.67 5.00 ****
4.78 5.00 ****
4.08 3.88 ****



Course-Section: CMSC 478H 0101

Title INTRO TO MACHINE LEARN
Instructor: OATES, TIMOTHY
Enrollment: 26

Questionnaires: 21

Expected Grades

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequency Distribution

Reasons

Page 468
JuL 2, 2009
Job IRBR3029

Credits Earned Cum. GPA
00-27 2 0.00-0.99 1
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0
84-150 5 3.00-3.49 2
Grad. 12 3.50-4.00 10

)= T TIOO

[eNeoNoNoNoNoNV RN

Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

Type Majors
Graduate 12 Major 18
Under-grad 9 Non-major 3

##H# - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 481 0101

Title COMPUTER NETWORKS

Instructor:

GREEN, FRANK E.

Enrollment: 32

Questionnaires: 23

Questions

University of Maryland

Baltimore County

Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

O©CoOoO~NOOUAWNE

abhwNPF

abhwNPE AWNPF

a bR

Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar

- Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
. Did presentations contribute to what you learned
. Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students

WNNNNRPRPRPPRE

oA D

13

14

[
NFRPORMANPMOOO

RPOOOO wooo NP, OOO

= OO

0

Frequencies

1 2 3 4
1 1 5 4
2 4 6 6
3 2 5 7
1 3 3 6
3 0 2 3
o 2 o0 2
o 2 3 7
o o0 2 9
4 0 9 5
1 3 3 4
1 0 2 3
1 1 10 4
3 2 3 5
o 5 2 2
1 0 1 o
o o0 1 1
o o0 1 1
0O 1 o0 O
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0O 0 O
0O O O 6
0O 0O o0 O
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0 9 O
o o0 8 2
0O 0O 8 O

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons

=
QOUOWWRFRUOUAEPR

OrRRFRPRERPR ONNN o U1 W Ww o

oORrpR

AADMDWOWADDDS

Whbhw WhhADMD

ABADADD

Required for Majors

N = T TOO
[cNeoNeoNeNaINRoNé)|

General

Electives

Other

10

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.05 1124/1576 4.05
3.27 1480/1576 3.27
3.41 1249/1342 3.41
3.61 1325/1520 3.61
4.00 850/1465 4.00
3.86 103371434 3.86
4.10 978/1547 4.10
4.35 1245/1574 4.35
2.83 1496/1554 2.83
3.79 134771488 3.79
4.42 1270/1493 4.42
3.37 136971486 3.37
3.39 1350/1489 3.39
3.60 97471277 3.60
4.00 229/ 379 4.00
3.00 287/ 375 3.00
3.20 223/ 326 3.20
3.22 276/ 382 3.22

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

###H# - Means there are not enough

23
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.46 4.05
4.27 4.35 3.27
4.32 4.46 3.41
4.25 4.38 3.61
4.12 4.22 4.00
4.14 4.30 3.86
4.19 4.24 4.10
4.64 4.69 4.35
4.10 4.24 2.83
4.47 4.55 3.79
4.73 4.80 4.42
4.32 4.41 3.37
4.32 4.38 3.39
4.03 4.04 3.60
4.17 4.31 Fx**
4.35 4.53 F**F*
4.35 4.55 Fx**
4.05 4.33 Fx**
4.23 4.28 FF**
4.35 4.45 FFx*
4.51 4.70 Fr**
4.29 4.56 FF**
4.20 4.19 4.00
4.72 477 Fx**
4.61 4.52 Fx**
4.01 3.90 3.00
4.03 3.97 3.20
4.08 3.88 3.22

Majors
Major 19

Non-major 4

responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 486 0101
Title MOBILE RADIO COMM
Instructor: SIDHU, DEEPINDE
Enrollment: 20
Questionnaires: 16

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

PRARPRPOOOOOO

WOPrwo

OORrEF

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
2.63 1564/1576 2.63
2.63 1562/1576 2.63
3.06 1289/1342 3.06
2.81 1492/1520 2.81
2.82 1425/1465 2.82
2.43 142271434 2.43
2.87 1489/1547 2.87
3.87 1528/1574 3.87
2.64 1515/1554 2.64
2.93 145971488 2.93
3.53 1471/1493 3.53
3.00 142171486 3.00
2.40 147371489 2.40
3.00 1149/1277 3.00
3.00 1186/1279 3.00
4.00 92871270 4.00
3.50 1116/1269 3.50
4.25 155/ 379 4.25
3.13 302/ 382 3.13

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

14

AADAMDWOWADDDS

WhhhHDbD

Whbhw

.32

-30

.42

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.30 4.46
4.27 4.35
4.32 4.46
4.25 4.38
4.12 4.22
4.14 4.30
4.19 4.24
4.64 4.69
4.10 4.24
4.47 4.55
4.73 4.80
4.32 4.41
4.32 4.38
4.03 4.04
4.17 4.31
4.35 4.53
4.35 4.55
4.05 4.33
4.20 4.19
4.01 3.90
4.03 3.97
4.08 3.88
Majors
Major
Non-major
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responses to be significant

NWNNNNWNDN
(o]
N

WNWWN
o
o

*hk*k

*kkk

Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course O O 4 3 4 5
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0O 0 4 2 6 4
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0O O 1 3 6 6
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0O O 2 3 7 4
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned O 5 2 2 3 4
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 1 8 1 3 2 1
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 1 0 1 4 7 2
8. How many times was class cancelled 1 0 1 0 3 7
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 1 3 3 5 2
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 1 0 2 4 2 7
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 0o 1 o 7 4
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly i1 o 1 3 7 3
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 1 0 5 3 3 4
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 1 3 3 1 4 1
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 12 0 1 1 0 1
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 12 0O O o 1 2
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 12 0O O O 2 2
4. Were special techniques successful 12 1 0 0 3 ©O
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 8 0 O O o 6
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 13 0 0O O 3 ©
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 13 0 0 0 2 1
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 8 0 0 O 7 1
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 12 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 3
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 c 1 General
84-150 4 3.00-3.49 6 D 0
Grad 2 3.50-4.00 4 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 491A 0101

Title INTRO TO PARALLEL COMP
Instructor: DORBAND, JOHN (Instr. A)
Enrol Iment: 21
Questionnaires: 21
Questions
General

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

abhwbNPF

abhwWNPE abhwNPE AWNPF

a1

abhwNE

Did you gain new insights,skills from this course

Did the instructor make clear the expected goals

Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals

Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals

Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained

How many times was class cancelled

How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work
Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced
Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned
Did study questions make clear the expected goal
Were your contacts with the instructor helpful
Was the feedback/tutoring by proctors helpful
Were there enough proctors for all the students

WNWNNNNDNDN
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o RPOOOO

[eNeNoNoNe]

Frequencies
1 2 3
o 1 3
1 3 8
0o 0 2
1 3 4
o 1 3
o o0 3
4 5 3
0O 0 ©O
2 2 6
1 5 5
o 1 1
1 5 6
3 3 7
4 1 4
o 1 2
o 1 1
0O 0 ©O
0o 1 o
0O 0 o©
0O 0 2
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 o©
0O 0 oO
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©
0O 0 6
0O 0 6
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 6

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009
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Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Instructor

Rank

940/1576
1470/1576
Fhk*[1342
1424/1520

850/1465

716/1434
1521/1547

58671574
1399/1554

1432/1488
1150/1493
1417/1486
1441/1489
1138/1277

1064/1279
FHREX)1270
FHRH*)1269
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****/

70/

****/
Fkkxk f
****/
****/

287/

213/

Fkkx f
****/
****/

Fkkxk f

235/

878

234
240
229
232
379

Course
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.46 4.26
4.27 4.35 3.32
4.32 4.46 F***
4.25 4.38 3.31
4.12 4.22 4.00
4.14 4.30 4.22
4.19 4.24 2.40
4.64 4.69 4.84
4.10 4.24 3.39
4.47 4.55 3.55
4.73 4.80 4.61
4.32 4.41 3.18
4.32 4.38 2.97
4.03 4.04 3.19
4.17 4.31 3.50
4.35 4.53 F**F*
4.35 4.55 FxF*
4.05 4.33 F***
4.23 4.28 F**F*
4.35 4.45 xx**
4.51 4.70 F***
4.29 4.56 F***
4.20 4.19 4.56
4.72 4.77 F****
4.69 4.69 F***
4.64 4.64 Fx*F*
4.61 4.52 F***
4.01 3.90 3.00
4.03 3.97 3.25
4.60 5.00 ****
4.83 5.00 ****
4.67 5.00 ****
4.78 5.00 ****
4.08 3.88 3.40



Course-Section: CMSC 491A 0101 University of Maryland Page 471

Title INTRO TO PARALLEL COMP Baltimore County JuL 2, 2009
Instructor: DORBAND, JOHN (Instr. A) Spring 2009 Job 1RBR3029
Enrol Iment: 21

Questionnaires: 21 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequency Distribution

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 13 Required for Majors O Graduate 5 Major 16
28-55 1 1.00-1.99 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 1 General 14 Under-grad 16 Non-major 5
84-150 6 3.00-3.49 4
Grad 5 3.50-4.00 8

responses to be significant

1
C 0
D 0
F 0 Electives 2 ##H# - Means there are not enough
P 3
1 0 Other 2

? 1



Course-Section: CMSC 491A 0101

Title INTRO TO PARALLEL COMP
Instructor: ZHOU, SHUJIA (Instr. B)
Enrol Iment: 21
Questionnaires: 21
Questions
General

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

abhwbNPF

abhwWNPE abhwNPE AWNPF

a1

abhwNE

Did you gain new insights,skills from this course

Did the instructor make clear the expected goals

Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals

Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals

Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained

How many times was class cancelled

How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Did the lab instructor provide assistance
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work
Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced
Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned
Did study questions make clear the expected goal
Were your contacts with the instructor helpful
Was the feedback/tutoring by proctors helpful
Were there enough proctors for all the students
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Frequencies
1 2 3
o 1 3
1 3 8
0o 0 2
1 3 4
o 1 3
o o0 3
4 5 3
0O 0 ©O
o 1 9
0O 0 8
o 0 2
0O 3 9
2 4 6
3 1 5
o 1 2
o 1 1
0O 0 ©O
0o 1 o
0O 0 o©
0O 0 2
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 o©
0O 0 oO
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©
0O 0 6
0O 0 6
0O 0 oO
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 ©O
0O 0 oO
0O 0 6

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009
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Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Rank

940/1576
1470/1576
Fhk*[1342
1424/1520

850/1465

716/1434
1521/1547

58671574
1285/1554

1318/1488
1089/1493
1379/1486
1412/1489
110771277

1064/1279
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FHRH*)1269
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.46 4.26
4.27 4.35 3.32
4.32 4.46 F***
4.25 4.38 3.31
4.12 4.22 4.00
4.14 4.30 4.22
4.19 4.24 2.40
4.64 4.69 4.84
4.10 4.24 3.39
4.47 4.55 3.55
4.73 4.80 4.61
4.32 4.41 3.18
4.32 4.38 2.97
4.03 4.04 3.19
4.17 4.31 3.50
4.35 4.53 F**F*
4.35 4.55 FxF*
4.05 4.33 F***
4.23 4.28 F**F*
4.35 4.45 xx**
4.51 4.70 F***
4.29 4.56 F***
4.20 4.19 4.56
4.72 4.77 F****
4.69 4.69 F***
4.64 4.64 F**F*
4.61 4.52 F***
4.01 3.90 3.00
4.03 3.97 3.25
4.60 5.00 ****
4.83 5.00 ****
4.67 5.00 ****
4.78 5.00 ****
4.08 3.88 3.40



Course-Section: CMSC 491A 0101

B)

Expected Grades

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequency Distribution

Reasons

Page 472

Title INTRO TO PARALLEL COMP
Instructor: ZHOU, SHUJIA (Instr.
Enrol Iment: 21
Questionnaires: 21
Credits Earned Cum. GPA
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0
28-55 1 1.00-1.99 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 1
84-150 6 3.00-3.49 4
Grad 5 3.50-4.00 8

Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

JuL 2, 2009
Job 1RBR3029

Type Majors
Graduate 5 Major 16
Under-grad 16 Non-major 5

###H# - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 4911 0101
Title INTRO TO IT SERVICES

University of Maryland
Baltimore County

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.50 637/1576 4.50
4.00 1138/1576 4.00
5.00 171342 5.00
5.00 1/1520 5.00
5.00 1/1465 5.00
5.00 1/1434 5.00
3.50 1347/1547 3.50
4_.50 107971574 4.50
4.50 395/1554 4.50
4.00 123371488 4.00
5.00 171493 5.00
4.00 110171486 4.00
3.00 141571489 3.00
3.00 1149/1277 3.00
4.00 80271279 4.00
5.00 171270 5.00
5.00 171269 5.00
3.00 799/ 878 3.00
5.00 1/ 379 5.00
3.00 251/ 326 3.00
3.00 3137 382 3.00

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#H## - Means there are not enough

AADAMDWOWADDDS

WhADMD

Whbhw
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.46 4.50
4.27 4.35 4.00
4.32 4.46 5.00
4.25 4.38 5.00
4.12 4.22 5.00
4.14 4.30 5.00
4.19 4.24 3.50
4.64 4.69 4.50
4.10 4.24 4.50
4.47 4.55 4.00
4.73 4.80 5.00
4.32 4.41 4.00
4.32 4.38 3.00
4.03 4.04 3.00
4.17 4.31 4.00
4.35 4.53 5.00
4.35 4.55 5.00
4.05 4.33 3.00
4.20 4.19 5.00
4.03 3.97 3.00
4.08 3.88 3.00

Majors
Major 2

Non-major 0

responses to be significant

Instructor: YESHA, YAACOV Spring 2009
Enrol Iment: 2
Questionnaires: 2 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 5
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course O O O o0 o 1 1
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals o O o0 o 1 0 1
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0 1 O O O o 1
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals O O O O o o 2
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned o o o o o o 2
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 O O O O O0 2
7. Was the grading system clearly explained o o o 1 o o0 1
8. How many times was class cancelled o 0O o o o0 1 1
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 0 0 0O 0 0 1 1
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 1 O O O o 1 0
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 0 0 O o o0 1
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 1 0 0O O o 1 o
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 1 0 O O 1 o0 o
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 1 0O O O 1 0O O
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 O O 1 o
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 1 o O O o0 o 1
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 1 o O o0 o0 o 1
4. Were special techniques successful 1 0 o0 O 1 o0 o
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 1 O O O o0 o 1
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 1 0O 0O o 1 0O O
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 1 0 0O O 1 o0 o
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 1 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 1
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 1 C 0 General
84-150 2 3.00-3.49 1 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 0 F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 491S 0101

Title SEMANTIC WEB

Instructor:

FININ, TIMOTHY

Enrollment: 16

Questionnaires: 14

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

abhwbNPRF

AWNPF

a

abwdNPF abhwWNPE

GQwWN PP

Questions

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did field experience contribute to what you learned

Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria
Was the instructor available for consultation

To what degree could you discuss your evaluations
Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced
Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned
Did study questions make clear the expected goal
Were your contacts with the instructor helpful
Were there enough proctors for all the students
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Course-Section: CMSC 491S 0101 University of Maryland Page 474

Title SEMANTIC WEB Baltimore County JuL 2, 2009
Instructor: FININ, TIMOTHY Spring 2009 Job 1RBR3029
Enrol Iment: 16

Questionnaires: 14 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequency Distribution

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 4 0.00-0.99 1 A 10 Required for Majors 1 Graduate 5 Major 11
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 C 0 General 8 Under-grad 9 Non-major 3
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 2 D 0
Grad 5 3.50-4.00 5 F 0 Electives 2 ##H# - Means there are not enough

P 0 responses to be significant
1 0 Other 1
? 1



Course-Section: CMSC 493 0101
Title GAMES GROUP PROJECT
Instructor: OLANO, MARC
Enrollment: 7

Questionnaires: 7

Questions

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

OCoOoO~NO DN

Lecture
Were the instructor"s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

abhwWNPE

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

A WNPF

Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students

University of Maryland

Baltimore County

RPRRRR

[ Ne>Ne)Ne)

4

Spring 2009
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0O 0 o0 1
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0O O o0 3
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0O 0 3 o0

Frequency Distribution

Reasons

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Required for Majors

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 7
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 C 0
84-150 6 3.00-3.49 3 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 3 F 0

P 0
1 0
? 0

General

Electives

Other

Graduate

Under-grad

7

Majors
Major 6
Non-major 1

#i## - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 601 0101

Title RESEARCH SKILLS FOR CS
Instructor: DESJARDINS, MAR
Enrollment: 10

Questionnaires: 10

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

abhwbNPF

GQWN PP AWNPF

abhwNPF abhwiNPF

abhwNPE

Questions

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory
Did the lab increase understanding of the material
Were you provided with adequate background information
Were necessary materials available for lab activities
Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work
Did field experience contribute to what you learned
Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria
Was the instructor available for consultation
To what degree could you discuss your evaluations
Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced
Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned
Did study questions make clear the expected goal
Were your contacts with the instructor helpful
Was the feedback/tutoring by proctors helpful
Were there enough proctors for all the students
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.43 4.90
4.27 4.32 4.80
4.32 4.38 FF*F*
4.25 4.36 4.70
4.12 4.25 4.89
4.14 4.35 5.00
4.19 4.24 4.78
4.64 4.75 4.89
4.10 4.18 4.57
4.47 4.52 4.70
4.73 4.80 5.00
4.32 4.37 4.70
4.32 4.38 4.90
4.03 4.08 4.40
4.17 4.34 4.80
4.35 4.53 4.70
4.35 4.55 4.70
4.05 4.11 3.78
4.23 4.36 F***
4.35 4.37 Fx*F*
4.51 4.51 ****
4.20 4.37 4.33
4.72 4.79 4.75
4.69 4.77 5.00
4.64 4.70 4.75
4.61 4.70 4.50
4.01 4.10 4.00
4.48 4.40 3.00
4.40 4.76 F***
4.73 4.88 F***
4.57 4.65 F***
4.03 4.10 3.67
4.60 4.50 *F***
4.83 4.80 ****
4.67 4.33 Fx*F*
4.78 4.75 F***
4.08 4.13 3.67



Course-Section: CMSC 601 0101

Title RESEARCH SKILLS FOR CS
Instructor: DESJARDINS, MAR
Enrollment: 10

Questionnaires: 10

Expected Grades

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Frequency Distribution

Reasons

Page 476
JuL 2, 2009
Job IRBR3029

Credits Earned Cum. GPA
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 1
28-55 1 1.00-1.99 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 3
Grad. 9 3.50-4.00 1

)= T TIOO

[eNeoNeoNeoNaeNaR/AILN]

Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

Graduate 9
Under-grad 1 Non-major 2

##H# - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 635 0101

Title ADV COMP GRAPHICS

Instructor:

OLANO, MARC

Enrollment: 5

Questionnaires: 3

Questions

University of Maryland

Baltimore County

Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

abhwbNPF

WN P

Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion

. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
- Were all students actively encouraged to participate
. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion

Laboratory

. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar

- Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students
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Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons
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Required for Majors

N = T TTOO
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General

Electives

Other

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
5.00 1/1576 5.00
5.00 1/1576 5.00
5.00 171342 5.00
5.00 1/1520 5.00
5.00 1/1465 5.00
5.00 1/1434 5.00
4.67 339/1547 4.67
4.67 911/1574 4.67
4.67 263/1554 4.67
5.00 171488 5.00
5.00 171493 5.00
5.00 171486 5.00
5.00 171489 5.00
5.00 171277 5.00
5.00 171279 5.00
5.00 171270 5.00
5.00 171269 5.00
4.00 229/ 379 4.00
3.00 287/ 375 3.00
4.00 157/ 326 4.00
3.00 313/ 382 3.00

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

1
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.43 5.00
4.27 4.32 5.00
4.32 4.38 5.00
4.25 4.36 5.00
4.12 4.25 5.00
4.14 4.35 5.00
4.19 4.24 4.67
4.64 4.75 4.67
4.10 4.18 4.67
4.47 4.52 5.00
4.73 4.80 5.00
4.32 4.37 5.00
4.32 4.38 5.00
4.03 4.08 5.00
4.17 4.34 5.00
4.35 4.53 5.00
4.35 4.55 5.00
4.20 4.37 4.00
4.01 4.10 3.00
4.03 4.10 4.00
4.08 4.13 3.00
Majors
Major 3
Non-major 0

responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 641 0101

Title DESIGN & ANALY ALGORTH
Instructor: SHERMAN, ALAN
Enrollment: 32

Questionnaires: 22

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

abhwbNPF

g w abhwNPE anN A WN P

abwbNPF

Questions

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory

. Were you provided with adequate background information

Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Was the instructor available for consultation
. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced
Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned
Did study questions make clear the expected goal
Were your contacts with the instructor helpful
Was the feedback/tutoring by proctors helpful
Were there enough proctors for all the students
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.43 3.55
4.27 4.32 3.41
4.32 4.38 3.64
4.25 4.36 3.48
4.12 4.25 3.73
4.14 4.35 3.86
4.19 4.24 3.59
4.64 4.75 4.76
4.10 4.18 3.41
4.47 4.52 3.41
4.73 4.80 4.27
4.32 4.37 3.18
4.32 4.38 3.09
4.03 4.08 2.53
4.17 4.34 2.88
4.35 4.53 3.38
4.35 4.55 3.75
4.05 4.11 2.50
4.35 4.37 F**F*
4.20 4.37 4.00
4.72 4.79 Fx**
4.69 4.77 Fr*F*
4.64 4.70 Fr**
4.61 4.70 F***
4.01 4.10 2.73
4.73 4.88 F***
4.03 4.10 3.00
4.60 4.50 ****
4.83 4.80 ****
4.67 4.33 Fx*F*
4.78 4.75 F***
4.08 4.13 ****



Course-Section: CMSC 641 0101

Title DESIGN & ANALY ALGORTH
Instructor: SHERMAN, ALAN
Enrollment: 32

Questionnaires: 22

Expected Grades

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequency Distribution

Reasons
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Credits Earned Cum. GPA
00-27 10 0.00-0.99 1
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 0
Grad. 6 3.50-4.00 12

)= T TIOO

NOOOOOO®©

Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

17

Type Majors
Graduate 6 Major 18
Under-grad 16 Non-major 4

##H# - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 652 0101
Title CRYPTOGRAPHY & DATA SE

University of Maryland
Baltimore County

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.40 787/1576 4.40
4.40 759/1576 4.40
4.80 197/1520 4.80
4.40 51371465 4.40
4.80 151/1434 4.80
3.67 1276/1547 3.67
4.60 100371574 4.60
4.50 395/1554 4.50
4.60 750/1488 4.60
5.00 171493 5.00
4.40 821/1486 4.40
4.00 111871489 4.00
4.67 215/1277 4.67
4.67 335/1279 4.67
4.67 505/1270 4.67
5.00 171269 5.00
4.67 164/ 878 4.67
3.67 170/ 326 3.67
3.25 269/ 382 3.25

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

2
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
4.30 4.43 4.40
4.27 4.32 4.40
4.32 4.38 FF*F*
4.25 4.36 4.80
4.12 4.25 4.40
4.14 4.35 4.80
4.19 4.24 3.67
4.64 4.75 4.60
4.10 4.18 4.50
4.47 4.52 4.60
4.73 4.80 5.00
4.32 4.37 4.40
4.32 4.38 4.00
4.03 4.08 4.67
4.17 4.34 4.67
4.35 4.53 4.67
4.35 4.55 5.00
4.05 4.11 4.67
4.20 4.37 F**F*
4.01 4.10 ****
4.03 4.10 3.67
4.08 4.13 3.25

Majors
Major 4
Non-major 1

responses to be significant

Instructor: SHERMAN, ALAN Spring 2009
Enrol Iment: 5
Questionnaires: 5 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 5
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course O O O O o 3 2
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals o O o0 o 1 1 3
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals O 4 0 O 0 o 1
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals o O O o0 o 1 4
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned o o o o o 3 2
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 O O O O 1 4
7. Was the grading system clearly explained o 2 0 1 o0 1 1
8. How many times was class cancelled o o o o o 2 3
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 0 0O 0 0 2 2
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared o O O o0 o 2 3
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0O 0O O O o o0 -5
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0O O O0O o0 1 1 3
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned O o o o 1 3 1
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0 2 0O O o 1 2
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 2 0 0 o o0 1 2
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 2 O O o0 o 1 2
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 2 o O O o o 3
4. Were special techniques successful 2 0 0 o o0 1 2
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 4 0 0O O O 1 0
Seminar
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 4 0 0 O 1 0O O
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 2 0 0 0 2 o0 1
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 1 0O 0 o 3 1 0
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 1 A 3 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 c 0 General
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 1 D 0
Grad 3 3.50-4.00 1 F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 661 0101
Title PRIN OF DATABASE SYS

University of Maryland
Baltimore County

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
4.86 203/1576 4.86
4.43 728/1576 4.43
4.43 68371342 4.43
4.33 768/1520 4.33
4.50 36671465 4.50
4.29 647/1434 4.29
4.29 805/1547 4.29
5.00 171574 5.00
4.83 146/1554 4.83
4.71 58971488 4.71
5.00 171493 5.00
4.57 596/1486 4.57
4.86 251/1489 4.86
3.80 856/1277 3.80
4.17 732/1279 4.17
4.17 871/1270 4.17
4.33 773/1269 4.33
3.33 755/ 878 3.33
4.00 229/ 379 4.00
4.00 180/ 375 4.00

Type
Graduate
Under-grad

#i## - Means there are not enough
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MBC Level
ean Mean
30 4.43
27 4.32
32 4.38
25 4.36
12 4.25
14 4.35
19 4.24
64 4.75
10 4.18
47 4.52
73 4.80
32 4.37
32 4.38
03 4.08
17 4.34
35 4.53
35 4.55
05 4.11
20 4.37
72 4.79
69 4.77
64 4.70
61 4.70
01 4.10
08 4.13
Majors
Major
Non-major

responses to be significant

POSADDDIDDD
[$)]
o

[N NN N
o
N

wWhAMD
[N
~

*hk*k
*hkk
*kkk
*kkk

4.00

EE

Instructor: KALPAKIS, KONST Spring 2009
Enrol Iment: 9
Questionnaires: 7 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 5
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course O O O o0 o 1 6
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals o O o0 o 1 2 4
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals O O O o 1 2 4
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 1 O O o0 4 2
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned o 1 o O 0 3 3
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 O O 0 2 1 4
7. Was the grading system clearly explained o o o o 1 3 3
8. How many times was class cancelled o o o o o o 7
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 0 O 0O O0 1 5
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared o O O o0 o 2 5
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject o o o o o o 7
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly o o o o o 3 14
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0O 0O O O O 1 =6
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0 2 1 0O O 2 2
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 o0 2 1 3
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 1 0O O o 2 1 3
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 1 0 0 0 1 2 3
4. Were special techniques successful 1 3 0 1 1 0 1
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 3 0 0O O O 4 o0
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme 6 0 O O 0 oO 1
2. Was the instructor available for individual attention 6 0 0 0 0 0 1
3. Did research projects contribute to what you learned 6 0 O O O o0 1
4. Did presentations contribute to what you learned 6 0 O O O 1 o
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 5 0 0 0 O 2 0
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 6 0 0 O 1 0O O
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 1 A 4 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 2
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 C 0 General
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad 5 3.50-4.00 5 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 677 0101 University of Maryland

Page 481
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Job IRBR3029

Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
5.00 1/1576 5.00 4.35 4.30 4.43 5.00
4.33 851/1576 4.33 4.24 4.27 4.32 4.33
4.67 33971520 4.67 4.24 4.25 4.36 4.67
3.00 1386/1465 3.00 3.86 4.12 4.25 3.00
4.50 398/1434 4.50 4.09 4.14 4.35 4.50
4.50 527/1547 4.50 4.18 4.19 4.24 4.50
4.50 107971574 4.50 4.65 4.64 4.75 4.50
4.75 194/1554 4.75 4.07 4.10 4.18 4.75
4.33 104871488 4.33 4.43 4.47 4.52 4.33
5.00 171493 5.00 4.68 4.73 4.80 5.00
4.67 468/1486 4.67 4.24 4.32 4.37 4.67
4.67 500/1489 4.67 4.16 4.32 4.38 4.67
4.00 69271277 4.00 3.95 4.03 4.08 4.00
5.00 171279 5.00 3.90 4.17 4.34 5.00
5.00 171270 5.00 4.13 4.35 4.53 5.00
5.00 171269 5.00 4.11 4.35 4.55 5.00
5.00 1/ 878 5.00 3.49 4.05 4.11 5.00
5.00 1/ 379 5.00 4.21 4.20 4.37 5.00
5.00 1/ 85 5.00 4.96 4.72 4.79 5.00
4.00 67/ 79 4.00 4.78 4.69 4.77 4.00
5.00 1/ 72 5.00 4.92 4.64 4.70 5.00
4.00 70/ 80 4.00 4.66 4.61 4.70 4.00
3.00 287/ 375 3.00 3.32 4.01 4.10 3.00
3.00 3137 382 3.00 3.42 4.08 4.13 3.00

Type Majors
Graduate 3 Major 3
Under-grad 1 Non-major 1

#### - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant

Title AGENT ARCH/MULTI-AGT S Baltimore County
Instructor: DESJARDINS, MAR Spring 2009
Enrol Iment: 4
Questionnaires: 4 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 5
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course O O O o o o 4
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 1 0O O O 1 0 2
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 1 O O O o 1 2
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 2 0O O 1 0 1 0
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 2 0 0 O O0 1 1
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 2 0 0 0 o0 1 1
8. How many times was class cancelled 2 0 0 o0 o0 1 1
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 0 O O O O0 1 3
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 1 O O O o 2 1
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 o O O o0 o 3
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 1 0 0O O o 1 2
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 1 0 0O O o 1 2
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 1 0 0 o0 1 1 1
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 2 0 0 0 o0 o 2
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 2 0 0 0 o o 2
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 2 o O o0 o0 o 2
4. Were special techniques successful 2 1 O O O o 1
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 2 O O O o0 o 2
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme 3 0 O 0O 0 o0 1
2. Was the instructor available for individual attention 3 0 0 0 0 1 0
3. Did research projects contribute to what you learned 3 0 0 O o0 o 1
4. Did presentations contribute to what you learned 3 0 0O O o0 1 o
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 3 0 0O O 1 o0 O
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 2 0O 0O o 2 0O O
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 3 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 c 0 General
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 1 D 0
Grad 3 3.50-4.00 1 F 0 Electives
P 0
| 0 Other
? 0



Course-Section: CMSC 687 0101

Title INTRO NETWORK SECURITY
Instructor: SIDHU, DEEPINDE
Enrollment: 18

Questionnaires: 15

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

NFEFEPNWOWWERELNPE

WN WO W

= ORrNR

[cNeoNoNoNe]

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
3.13 1522/1576 3.13
3.07 1518/1576 3.07
2.87 1317/1342 2.87
3.13 145871520 3.13
3.38 129971465 3.38
2.85 139871434 2.85
2.86 1491/1547 2.86
3.57 1552/1574 3.57
2.86 1493/1554 2.86
3.36 1415/1488 3.36
4.07 1404/1493 4.07
3.36 137171486 3.36
2.93 1435/1489 2.93
3.30 1095/1277 3.30
2.67 1236/1279 2.67
3.17 1192/1270 3.17
3.17 1195/1269 3.17
3.25 245/ 375 3.25
3.00 251/ 326 3.00
3.25 269/ 382 3.25

Type
Graduate 5
Under-grad 10

#### - Means there are not enough
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MBC Level
ean Mean
30 4.43
27 4.32
32 4.38
25 4.36
12 4.25
14 4.35
19 4.24
64 4.75
10 4.18
47 4.52
73 4.80
32 4.37
32 4.38
03 4.08
17 4.34
35 4.53
35 4.55
05 4.11
20 4.37
72 4.79
69 4.77
64 4.70
61 4.70
01 4.10
03 4.10
.08 4.13
Majors
Major
Non-major

responses to be significant

NWNNWWNWW
w
o

WNWrW
w
(o))

2.67
3.17
3.17

Fkhk

*kk*k

Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0O O 1 5 1 7
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals o o0 3 3 1 6
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0O 0O O 6 6 2
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0O O 2 4 2 4
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0o 2 1 2 4 3
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 2 4 1 3 3
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0O 1 3 1 6 3
8. How many times was class cancelled 1 0O O 1 5 7
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 0 5 1 1 5
Lecture
1. Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared 1 0 2 2 2 5
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 o o0 2 o0 7
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 1 0 3 0 3 5
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 1 0 4 1 3 4
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 2 3 2 1 2 2
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 9 0O 2 0 3 o0
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 9 0 1 2 0 1
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 9 0O O 2 2 1
4. Were special techniques successful 9 3 1 1 1 o0
Laboratory
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 12 O O o0 o 2
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme 14 0 O 1 0O O
2. Was the instructor available for individual attention 14 0 0 0 0 1
3. Did research projects contribute to what you learned 14 0 1 0 O oO
4. Did presentations contribute to what you learned 14 0 O O 1 oO
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 11 O O 0 3 1
Field Work
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 11 O O 0O 4 o0
Self Paced
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 11 0O 0O o 3 1
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 9 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 1
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 1 c 0 General
84-150 2 3.00-3.49 3 D 1
Grad 5 3.50-4.00 1 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
? 2



Course-Section: CMSC 6911 0101

Title INTRO TO IT SERVICES
Instructor: YESHA, YAACOV
Enrollment: 6

Questionnaires: 4

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Page 483
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Credits Earned Cum. GPA

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Laboratory

. Were you provided with adequate background information

Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified

Seminar
Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme
Was the instructor available for individual attention
Did research projects contribute to what you learned
Did presentations contribute to what you learned
Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did field experience contribute to what you learned
. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

Self Paced

. Were there enough proctors for all the students

OCO0OO0OO0ORrRrOO

[cNeNeoNoNe)
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WNNNN
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ORrRRER = O wooo [eNeNeoNoNe)
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1

Frequencies

1 2 3 4
o o0 1 1
o o0 1 1
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0 1 o0
0O 0O o0 1
0O 0 o0 1
1 0 0 1
0o 0 o0 2
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0 o0 o
1 0 0 2
o 0O o0 2
o 1 1 1
o o0 1 1
0O 0O o0 O
0o 0 o0 1
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0O o0 O
0O 0O 0 O
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0O o0 O
0o 0 o0 1
o o0 1 1
o o0 1 1

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons
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Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
4.25 0952/1576 4.25 4.35 4.30 4.43 4.25
4.25 939/1576 4.25 4.24 4.27 4.32 4.25
5.00 171342 5.00 4.35 4.32 4.38 5.00
4.33 768/1520 4.33 4.24 4.25 4.36 4.33
4.67 264/1465 4.67 3.86 4.12 4.25 4.67
4.67 270/1434 4.67 4.09 4.14 4.35 4.67
3.33 1396/1547 3.33 4.18 4.19 4.24 3.33
4.50 107971574 4.50 4.65 4.64 4.75 4.50
4.75 505/1488 4.75 4.43 4.47 4.52 4.75
5.00 171493 5.00 4.68 4.73 4.80 5.00
3.50 133071486 3.50 4.24 4.32 4.37 3.50
4.50 69671489 4.50 4.16 4.32 4.38 4.50
3.50 1020/1277 3.50 3.95 4.03 4.08 3.50
4.25 665/1279 4.25 3.90 4.17 4.34 4.25
5.00 171270 5.00 4.13 4.35 4.53 5.00
4.75 44471269 4.75 4.11 4.35 4.55 4.75
4.00 464/ 878 4.00 3.49 4.05 4.11 4.00
5.00 1/ 240 5.00 4.30 4.35 4.37 5.00
4.00 229/ 379 4.00 4.21 4.20 4.37 4.00
5.00 1/ 85 5.00 4.96 4.72 4.79 5.00
5.00 1/ 79 5.00 4.78 4.69 4.77 5.00
5.00 1/ 72 5.00 4.92 4.64 4.70 5.00
5.00 1/ 80 5.00 4.66 4.61 4.70 5.00
5.00 1/ 375 5.00 3.32 4.01 4.10 5.00
4.00 40/ 52 4.00 4.50 4.48 4.40 4.00
3.50 180/ 326 3.50 3.30 4.03 4.10 3.50
3.50 219/ 382 3.50 3.42 4.08 4.13 3.50

Required for Majors

N =T TOO
[eNeoloNoNoNoNa)

General

Electives

Other

Type Majors
Graduate 3 Major 4
Under-grad 1 Non-major 0

##### - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 691P 0101

Title TEACHING CMSC IN PYTHO

Instructor:

DESJARDINS, MAR (Instr. A)

Enrollment: 8

Questionnaires: 7

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

abhwbNPF

AWNPF

Credits Earned Cum. GPA

Questions

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Seminar

. Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities
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University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Frequencies

1 2 3 4
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0O 0 3
0O 0O o0 o
o 0 o0 1
0O 0O o0 3
0o o0 1 1
0O 0 o0 o
0o 0 o0 2
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0 o0 o
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0 o0 o
1 0 0 oO
o 1 o0 1
1 0 0 1
o 1 o0 o0
o o0 2 O
0O 0O 1 O

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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.86
.50
.00
.50
.57
.25
.00
.67
.83

Rank

20371576
60871576
Fhk*[1342
51171520
322/1465
682/1434
FHA*)1547
91171574
146/1554

171488
810/1493
171486
171489
171277

712/1279
855/1270
92871269
464/ 878

287/ 375

Course

Mean

4.86
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Required for Majors
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General

Electives

Other

Graduate

Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

3

MBC Level
ean Mean
30 4.43
27 4.32
32 4.38
25 4.36
12 4.25
14 4.35
19 4.24
64 4.75
10 4.18
47 4.52
73 4.80
32 4.37
32 4.38
03 4.08
17 4.34
35 4.53
35 4.55
05 4.11
01 4.10
03 4.10
Majors
Major
Non-major

responses to be significant



Course-Section: CMSC 691P 0101

Title TEACHING CMSC IN PYTHO

Instructor:

FININ, TIMOTHY (Instr. B)

Enrollment: 8

Questionnaires: 7

OCoOo~NOOUAWNE

abhwbNPF

AWNPF

Credits Earned Cum. GPA

Questions

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals
Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned
Did written assignments contribute to what you learned
Was the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Lecture
Were the instructor®s lectures well prepared
Did the instructor seem interested in the subject
Was lecture material presented and explained clearly
Did the lectures contribute to what you learned
Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

Discussion
Did class discussions contribute to what you learned
Were all students actively encouraged to participate
Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion
Were special techniques successful

Seminar

. Were criteria for grading made clear

Field Work

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities
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University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2009

Frequencies

1 2 3 4
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0O 0 3
0O 0O o0 o
o 0 o0 1
0O 0O o0 3
0o o0 1 1
0O 0 o0 o
0o 0 o0 2
0O 0O o0 O
0O 0 o0 o
0O 0 o0 1
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0O o0 o
0O 0 o0 o
1 0 0 oO
o 1 o0 1
1 0 0 1
o 1 o0 o0
o o0 2 O
0O 0O 1 O

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

ARrRRPNARPPRPWOWO

wWNhWhrhw

NWwWH

Instructor

Mean
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.86
.50
.00
.50
.57
.25
.00
.67
.00

Rank

20371576
60871576
Fhk*[1342
51171520
322/1465
682/1434
FHA*)1547
91171574
1/1554

171488
810/1493
171486
171489
171277

712/1279
855/1270
92871269
464/ 878

287/ 375

Course

Mean
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Required for Majors
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General

Electives

Other

Graduate

Under-grad

#### - Means there are not enough

3

MBC Level
ean Mean
30 4.43
27 4.32
32 4.38
25 4.36
12 4.25
14 4.35
19 4.24
64 4.75
10 4.18
47 4.52
73 4.80
32 4.37
32 4.38
03 4.08
17 4.34
35 4.53
35 4.55
05 4.11
01 4.10
03 4.10
Majors
Major
Non-major

responses to be significant



