
Course Evaluation Results

PHYS 3100 - Intro Modern Physics Lab
Section 105, Lab/Discussion (Buddhi Rai)
W, 1pm, ROOD 02208

Spring, 2012

 

 

Ev aluations were completed by  5 out of  8 students (62.5%).

Click a plus or minus sy mbol to expand or collapse an open-ended item.

Demographic Items

Class Status: 

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Graduate Other Omitted
- 20% (1) 60% (3) 20% (1) - - -

This course was: 

Electiv e Required, But a Choice Specif ically  Required Omitted
- 20% (1) 80% (4) -

This course was in my: 

Major Minor Other Omitted
20% (1) 80% (4) - -

What was your pre-course opinion of the instructor? 

Negativ e No Opinion Positiv e Omitted
- 80% (4) 20% (1) -

What was your pre-course opinion of the course? 

Negativ e No Opinion Positiv e Omitted
20% (1) 20% (1) 40% (2) 20% (1)

Expected grade in the course: 

A B C D E Omitted
20% (1) 80% (4) - - - -

University Items

Rate the instructor's overall teaching effectiveness.  [Exceptionally Low ... Exceptionally High]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - 20% (1) 60% (3) 20% (1) - 4.00 0.71

Rate the overall quality of this course.   [Exceptionally Low ... Exceptionally High]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - 20% (1) 40% (2) 40% (2) - 4.20 0.84

How much have you learned in this course?  [Very Little ... A Great Deal]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
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- - - 40% (2) 60% (3) - 4.60 0.55

Was the grading system for the course explained?  [No, Not At All ... Yes, Very Well]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - 20% (1) 60% (3) 20% (1) - 4.00 0.71

The instructor seemed well prepared for classes.  [No, Seldom ... Yes, Always]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - - 80% (4) 20% (1) - 4.20 0.45

The instructor promoted an atmosphere conducive to work and learning.  [Strongly Disagree ... Strongly Agree]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - - 40% (2) 60% (3) - 4.60 0.55

College Core Items

Do you feel course objectives were accomplished?  [No, Not At All ... Yes, To A Great Extent]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - 20% (1) - 60% (3) 20% (1) 4.50 1.00

The instructor was a good classroom leader.  [Strongly Disagree ... Strongly Agree]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - - 60% (3) 40% (2) - 4.40 0.55

Was the instructor able to explain difficult material to your satisfaction?  [Almost Never ... Almost Always]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - 40% (2) 20% (1) 40% (2) - 4.00 1.00

How accessible was the instructor for student conferences about the course?  [Never Available ... Available Regularly]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - 20% (1) 40% (2) 40% (2) - 4.20 0.84

Department Core Items

PHYS

How well did examination questions reflect content and emphasis of the course?  [Poorly Related ... Well Related]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - 20% (1) 40% (2) 40% (2) - 4.20 0.84

Did this course increase your interest in the subject matter?  [No, Not Much ... Yes, Greatly]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - 20% (1) 20% (1) 60% (3) - 4.40 0.89

The instructor's knowledge of subject was:  [Poor ... Excellent]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - - 40% (2) 60% (3) - 4.60 0.55

Was the instructor enthusiastic about teaching?  [Very Unenthusiastic ... Very Enthusiastic]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - - 60% (3) 40% (2) - 4.40 0.55

The instructor gave explanations/examples that were clearly to the point.  [Strongly Disagree ... Strongly Agree]
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1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - 20% (1) 60% (3) 20% (1) - 4.00 0.71

The instructor stimulated my intellectual curiosity.  [Almost Never ... Almost Always]

1 2 3 4 5 Omitted Mean St. Dev
- - 40% (2) 20% (1) 40% (2) - 4.00 1.00

Rating Scale Item Means

 1 2 3 4 5  

Rate the instructor's overall teaching effectiveness. 4.00

Rate the overall quality of this course. 4.20

How much have you learned in this course? 4.60

Was the grading system for the course explained? 4.00

The instructor seemed well prepared for classes. 4.20

The instructor promoted an atmosphere conducive to work and
learning. 4.60

Do you feel course objectives were accomplished? 4.50

The instructor was a good classroom leader. 4.40

Was the instructor able to explain difficult material to your
satisfaction? 4.00

How accessible was the instructor for student conferences about the
course? 4.20

How well did examination questions reflect content and emphasis of
the course? 4.20

Did this course increase your interest in the subject matter? 4.40

The instructor's knowledge of subject was: 4.60

Was the instructor enthusiastic about teaching? 4.40

The instructor gave explanations/examples that were clearly to the
point. 4.00

The instructor stimulated my intellectual curiosity. 4.00

     = below 3.0   /        = 3.0 - 4.0   /        = abov e 4.0

ICES Open-Ended Items

What are the major strengths of the instructor/course?

Hav ing to do the pre-lab work on my  own really  made me think about these concepts in depth. I also f eel that I got good
practice writing a lab-report.

The Instructor was good at helping with questions or helping f ind answers if  he wasn't sure. The course was f un and I
def initely  learned a lot doing the work f or the reports.

He was prepared f or class and v ery  open to questions.

Please ref er to the rev iew of  Justin if  y ou can. In summary  Buddhi is great; he knows his theory  and tries to be helpf ul
more than any  other TA I'v e met. I loathed when Chris entered the room, because he was the anti-particle of  helpf ulness.

What do you suggest to improve the course?

Please make the "methods and apparatus" section of  the lab manual more specif ic. Also, I think ev ery one in the class was
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really  f rustrated by  the f inal lab (the rutherf ord experiment). Prov ide more help f or writing this particular lab report.
Also...sometimes the quizzes were online (in e-learning) and sometimes they  were in class. Either option is f ine, but it would
hav e been better if  it were consistent.

A little more inf ormation in the lab manual or at least some good places to look at f or inf o. I like the set up but just a bit
more help on some of  the more complicated ones would be nice.

The grading needs some improv ement. The rubric used is v ery  v ague, which is f ine, but then there were of ten v ery  f ew
comments written on the graded lab reports. A little more description would be helpf ul so we could more clearly  see what we
need to f ix in f uture reports. Also, some of  the diagrams in the lab manual didn't match the apparatus v ery  well, which made
the labs more conf using than they  needed to be.

Better equipment and better lab manuals. I appreciate the education in burdening the student to do research and dev elop an
experimental protocol, but don't appreciate the hazy  and of ten incorrect descriptions of  the apparatuses in the experiments
that are presented in the lab manual.

Please comment on the grading procedures in the course.

Each student should be giv en a copy  of  the grading rubric f or lab reports at the v ery  beginning of  the class, so students
know what to striv e f or bef ore writing their f irst lab report.

The grading was reasonably  f air, but could hav e used more explanation.

Buddhi was pretty  f air, although sometimes his grading priorities were v ague. I appreciated that he emphasized an education
in proper data treatment and presentation ov er experimental results. I would take a class with Buddhi if  he taught one; he is
v ery  helpf ul and does his best to expound upon theory  when asked.
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