Description of Your Report

Your Course Evaluation Report contains up to four sets of items, represented in up to four sections in your report,
described below.

Sets of Items

Institutional Items
These eight items are consistent across the University of Toronto. They are comprised of:

¢ Five rating-scale items which represent institution-wide teaching and learning priorities.

= The institutional composite mean, a mathematical average of these first five items.
¢ One rating-scale item on the overall quality of a student’s learning experience.
e Two qualitative comment items.

Divisional Iltems
These items are consistent across your division. They represent division-wide priorities for teaching and
learning.

Departmental/Program/Course-Type ltems
These items (when applicable) represent further levels of granularity and specificity for teaching and
learning priorities within your division (e.g., department, program, course type).

Instructor-Selected Items
These items are optional items which may be selected from the item bank by instructors during the question
personalization period.

¢ Note that the results from these items are only reported to instructors, as they are primarily
intended to function as personal formative feedback.
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Report Sections

The following provide different statistical summaries and representations for your institutional, divisional,
and departmental/programmatic items (where appropriate).

Section 1: Course Evaluation Overview
Provides all course evaluation data except instructor-selected items.

Section 2: Response Distributions and Additional Statistics
Provides detailed response distributions.

¢ The number and relative percentage of respondents providing a given answer is provided, along with a
graphical representation.
¢ This section also reports further statistics for each set of items relative to Section 1.

Section 3: Comparative Data
Provides comparative means for your course as compared to the relevant means across all other evaluated
courses at a particular level of comparison (e.g. division, program) for each set of items.

Section 4: Instructor-Selected Items
Provides data for optional items that instructors can select from the item bank during the question
personalization period. This section is formatted identically to Section 2.

Statistical Terms Used in this Report
Mean: The mathematical average. This measure is the most sensitive, and can be greatly affected by
extreme and/or divergent scores.

Median: The middle value when all responses are ordered. This measure is less affected by extreme
and/or divergent scores.

Mode: The most frequently occurring score.

Standard deviation: A measure of the "spread"” of the data.
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FAS Fall 2021 Grad

Instructor: Amir-massoud Farahmand
Section: LEC0101
Delivery Mode: INPER

Course Name: INTRO MACHINE LEARNING CSC2515H-F-LEC0101 (INPER)
Division: SGS
Session: F

Session Codes: F = First/Fall, S = Second/Winter Report Generation Date: January 6, 2022

Raters Students

Responded 95
Invited 104

Section 1: Course Evaluation Overview

Part A. Core Institutional Items

Scale: 1-Not At All 2 - Somewhat 3 - Moderately 4 -Mostly 5 - A Great Deal

: Summary
Question -
Mean Median
| found the course intellectually stimulating. 41 4.0
The course provided me with a deeper understanding of the subject matter. 4.3 4.0
The instructor (AullsanEEtelle BaElEllnenhl|) created an atmosphere that was conducive to my learning. 4.0 4.0
Course projects, assignments, tests, and/or exams improved my understanding of the course material. 4.2 4.0
Course projects, assignments, tests and/or exams provided opportunity for me to demonstrate an understanding 42 40
of the course material. ' '
Institutional Composite Mean 4.2 -

Scale: 1-Poor 2-Fair 3-Good 4-Very Good 5 -Excellent

Summary

Question :
Mean Median

Overall, the quality of my learning experience in this course was: 3.8 4.0
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1| homework assignment before the exam/project deadline. (., T ‘ft‘jno'\'d A Sessions(iieck fuc Tl 22T
iy \‘A_ Lectures could have fewer proofs and more interesting insight, but perhaps that's just the nature of this course.
e

‘| improve our programming skills in solving machine learning problems. Prof. Farahmand knows how to define assignments and

7. Please comment on the overall quality of the instruction in this course.

Comments

The slides could be more clear. There could be more application of concepts being learned instead of going through derivations
and heavy theory. The examples would be preferably worked out by hand instead of slides. That would give students a more clear
| think the instructor and teaching tea

understanding of the material. The instructor,could prepare fgxeﬁfturfis etter and give potentially better 'ntroc:!tctions to the

material within each lecture. T | mpve <lides M Je, A W‘Oj\ o W WL
As an introductory machine learning course, this on

t was arning experience. Professor i

and-want students to learn instead of just getting a mark and complete the course.

Quality of instruction was{gfé@tyand helped me learn, understand and apply many new concepts.
The content in this course wa

for ML basics. The lectures covered a lot of material, but reviewing the content to
do the homework assignments \The only complaint | would have is there were maybe too many
topics covered, so some of the lectures had to be rushed / completed in tutorials and it would have been great to finish the last

Overall | will think of this course to be- and | am willing to recommend it to my friends.

In this course, machine learning is introduced with enough theoretical background, which is essential in solving machine learning
roblems efficiently
. Also, we have the opportunity to employ our theoretical knowledge in assignments, an ice an

coursework in a way that you deeply understand the concept of learning and practice different learning algorithms through
I am

programming too.
 and | thinkhislis @ high=quality/course that
explained thoroughly on a variety of machine learning methodologies.

The course structure and materials ar-, but the schedule is a little bit messy and the lecturing is a little bit confusing.

In face of the pandemic, Professor Farahmand was which | very much appreciated. He also spent a lot of time
| also found th learning. This being said, | believe the

course was very slow and too much time was spent on covering basic mathematical tools that | believe should be a pre-requisite
for the course particularly in the interest of covering more important material. | also believe that the weekly Questions and Answers
assignments did not help in my learning. Finally, | believe that the course assessment was poorly organized. There are too many
things due in the last week of class which was been overwhelming given other course loads, TAing, etc..

The@8signments of the/course were very informative)and | learned a lot from them. Professor Farahmand was als
to answer any questions in the classroom or in the piazza. Overall, | would suggest this course to my friends that might want to
consider ML as their future research area.

| wish that the questions on homeworks and exams were more clear.
Overall quality is{f€ally’geoa | learned a lot of stuff by taking this course.
Organization of the lectures could've been done better. We were behind for most of the semester and required tutorial time for

RIIPICIS T e tolidhen, W T ik ey o uschl b e wndedbindy ond ik ol [t

| wasn't fond of the requirement for lecture questions. | understood the lectures fine and | found that it was more of a chore to come
up with questions rather than an opportunity for learning. Also, they weren't being regularly graded, so | didn't know if | was asking
the right kinds of questions.

Overal, the quality of the course was very good.

| could not attend most lectures, so | will, not comment: . ! @&d- . \4 \(4 LAA' Levre
o e oSy especidy in v O T padied cll alis ﬁkmﬁ oy

| would say the quality of the notes was about 85-90%. There were some math typos here and there, which led me down rabbit this
holes trying to figure out where my derivation was going wrong. However, | would notify the prof about this and the errors would be"“,
fixed. | think if there was one comprehensive set of intro—ML course notes that was well-vetted by all of the profs, that would be a e ey prrs
very good resource for students (because right now, these notes are updated one—by—one and sometimes errors slip in).

I—and introduced me to the idea of doing research in ML. I've

always learnt it from a coding perspective and it was nice to learn it this way as well.

| can feel that Professor Farahmand—. Thank you

Professor Farahmand!

Course was taught and tailored wellfor racuate students. Focusing on collaboration, research, and analyzing of agorithms. |
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Comments

However that does take a lot of time to understand deeper concepts to finish the homework.

However | do feel that given the broad range of machine learning algorithms, some tailoring of which ones to show the derivations

or which ones are not would be benfr to\‘reducwworgowwe e‘lra;’i of the 38 ter. m&ud"/

| wish we can have more practical examples of applying these machine Iearnlng models. After taking this course, | don't know which
machine learning algorithm | should use when | face a real-world problem (maybe this requires some industry experience).

The quality of instruction was @Xcellent)| had a(great timelearifg)all of the machine learning algorithms in depth and knowing how

they work in reality.

Professor Farahman

My one issue
was the pace of the course, having started off perhaps slower than intended but ending with multiple deadlines toward the end of
the term. Beyond the pacing, | really enjoyed the course.

Instructions aref€lgan

| Pretty good.
just soso o’\ ‘(wﬂ:o{mé{\w 6‘(\009/1-

Explanations wer , and concepts wer
However we'd often spend a Iot of time on a single point, and end up falling behind schedule.

The overall quality of the instruction |s-

The course materials ar . The instructor i . But the progress of the course is a bit unstable. | mean
sometimes it's fast sometimes it's slow. Also the grading scheme changed too much. ’S_ \Oz w( 7 oS OVI‘/ cnce ’{7 ka HW4

| found the(lEctures\Very clearand helpful. Tutorials with coding examples (like the one usinglPyT6reh) was also very good. OVM‘-

I would suggest that the Q&A assignments be revised a little. So far although we were asked to ask questions about the lectures
and answer them ourselves, we have not received any feedback on whether our answers were correct or not. Having that feedback

would make this much more helpful. —Tg, A4 «?h-, S8 fecrik feo ik, —Fa 4—,,30 fcoeons 1) Eacuegies 5‘&&4\3& awﬂamugh fh )
The quality of the course wa‘for graduate Iev%?m o Gmm C:W- m‘.JsZz cnsilel owos e oun 3oul
It is aigoediceuirse, content isfhelpfuliforinterviewsas well 23\*‘11 A‘ "&' Ve enosh Ths ’& excuile. goo-tow (104, B or w‘"‘w’) arof
The course EOMIENIS ATENEAISES.! an SHUCHoN1S600%)

The professor into the course
fundamental to machine learning and

=g

of the material in this course and the fact it didn’t go too deep into each subject bl—l about

each method.

| feel the course content was good however the assignments took way more time and | felt a lot of pressure during the end of the
course as there were 4 deliverable's for the same project around those dates. Q’L u\\\ \ Ao

The teaching was good, however he could schedule the assignments and projects a little better. It seemed like there was a mad
rush to get all of the content of the course done at the end, especially with regards to the project, assignment and exam.

Instructorﬂbut the course overall felt a bit
inconsistent. It seemed as though it was his first time teaching it and like he tried to add extra content to the course that wasn't there

before. This lead to the situation where it felt as though we were having to rush through some things that lead to me being confused
or not totally understanding what was going on. It also lead to some situations where it felt like we were spending more time than
we needed on some simgler things and then rushing through what felt like more complicated things. Understood that it's a big field,
but | think it's important tq decide what aspects to focus on in a given course and accept that some topics will be out of scope and
have to be explored in another course or through grad research. Trying to do too much reduces how well you can understand the

topics that we do cover. R&g\v\% o WS SeSon "““j ‘M\W on gis.

| also got the feeling that this course has been being shuffled around between different instructors from year to year. It would
probably be a good idea to keep it with one person to improve the consistency.

The amount of information was quite large. | would reduce the amount of types of models that the course introduces students to. It
was quite overwhelming. Don't try to cover everything. One note on instruction: | often found the instructor going into specific details
about statistical and mathematical proofs and calculations. This is a graduate course in Computer Science, not mathematics or,
statistics. Students should be able to either verify the details of the proofs or find the proofs online. Professor shouldn't go into suc!
details about proofs. This made lectures a little dry and harder to follow. | found myself dosing off during nitty gritty details’in
proofs and then it was harder to bring myself back to attention when more interesting details were shown. All in all_f

arahman r-m oud_CSC2515H INTRO c NE LEARNING csc2 15H LEG0101, 2021-12-1 g QA ' 5119,
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’(&\q"" assignments were very long and involved despite there being 4 worth only 10% each. As well, most of the course assessments
q‘were only due/available in the last four weeks of the course making for a very stressful and difficult end to the semester.

e e e o

Professor Farahmand was a— He was always very open to answering questions and took great care in
ensuring students were following the lecture.

Professor Farahmand i bout the course content and g of the students in his class. His
active engagement in research related to the course makes it better for all students to enjoy and to understand the state of the
industry. His knowledge and ability to explain concepts i-.

He doesn't seem to prepare the lecture and the lectures are extremely confusing. —S_ Qm& /&&/;\5 c&i o\v\l ’C&f gw ’\‘(\A&"

Dr. Farahmand is — his lectures were well-prepared and well-presented. | personally would have liked to have
moved through the lectures at a slightly faster pace, although | appreciate the thorough instruction he provided. | think that the
assignments were well-designed and helped me grasp concepts bet er. | enjoyed the practical components the assignment

(ie. gaining more ML coding experience). —S_ A'\ o '\')c, {Lﬂq\( /ﬁ‘e (-j-[z[ \N{. c icfs cn %

Overall | thought the course was good. The

Dr. Farahmand is a good lecturer wh
ﬂ’] his lectures. There were times that some material felt a little rushed when we had to make up for falling behind in L
ectures, and it was challenging as a student to manage the time requirements for the course when we needed to have additional ,xj
lectures in a week to cover all of the material.

Overall, the instruction wa- But, in the interest of providing some constructive criticism, here are a few points:

1- A lot of the courseload happened towards the end of the semester. Some of the components had the ability to be scheduled a
little earlier. For example, | think we could have gotten started on the projects earlier (especially if the pace of the class had been a
little faster, as | will discuss in the next point). .

We iui) wore \edute Poue Lo 5§ms Comie. L fee(m‘\zl wote o Bl 222,
2— Related to the point before, a good deal of the teaching also happened towards the end of the semester. At first, we had relatively
lighter—weight lectures, only on Tuesdays, but towards the end, the material covered in each lecture started to increase, and also
we had multiple sessions on Thursdays. This in turn meant that components like the project had to be started later because some
ground needed to be covered beforehand and also that we had much more QA components to submit towards the end. This point
contributes to point 1. There was a poll at the beginning about the pace of the class, but, personally, | can only say that we were
going slow at the start only in hindsight because | didn't know how much material we needed to cover.

3— of the course material, but we didn't receive any feedback
on them throughout the semester. This meant that we wouldn't know if we were doing something wrong and have a chance to fix it.
Maybe it would be helpful to enforce a strict size constraint on the Q&A that students submit (e.g., you have 6 lines with font x for
each Question and its answer), so that giving feedback earlier becomgs easier for the mstructor

Good quality pﬂo\ 3@5 *HU( LQ&C’@W%[

The instructor wa- The class itself was falrly boring, and | rather regret that | had to take it for credits.

The overall quality of the instruction was good, just at the beginning of the class, the speed of lecture was quite slow, and caused
the work at the later of the semester was highly condensed and gave me lots of pressure.

The lectures could have been better timed such that we could have more time to understand the more complex concepts that were
browsed over at the end of the course in the interest of time. The course started from very basics but became quite complex at

times which was difficult to follow. \,J\\\ b( "Q&A o &“

Professor was enthusiastic and accommodating. However, | found the lectures long and difficult to follow. | didn't like that lectures
were sometimes presented during TA tutorial times which were not on the time schedule when enrolling in the course. The

— Sometimes the lecture feels a bit like the instructor is only reading slides I

— There are a few students in class, who're already well-versed in ML concepts. The instructor paces the lectures according to
those students' understanding instead of taking in everyone's understanding into account, even when some people in class do not S
have a comp science background Not use e o
— The last 3 weeks of the course have been extremely rushed. Lectures in tutorial times, 2 assignments back to back, an exam and ¢
a project deadline all in the last 3 weeks.

Overall quality was' Professor was able to cover a broad range of topics in a relatively limited amount of time {€fhoughito'stait)

The content is good but too much, too heavy to be an intro—level course in general.
If we look back to what we get, we will soon realize that too much content was occupied by things like "Advanced Statistic Models for

The over.all instruction quality was.gc.)od. | . . . 'G{cquw}f\] '\V\'\'Q.WM- A&L \& f® {\.p &\ﬁ—&- %}o‘{k;j-

_ (alass &b, ﬁ*‘im ok
and{Gfeates aNery positvelearing < T 4
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Classification", instead of Machine Learning Algorithm.
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It is not saying that the math behind is not important, but occupied too much | believe the instructor will agree with this, since most

of the "mathematical proof" can't be flnlshegldu ng 2 houss lec \ure h d occupied tutorlals lot. s of more general
hints were missing there. \’k R‘\AM 3& ga«& ?& fbl\l; I_‘U

together within an intro course together. Please at least consider keeping 2 out of 4, making the workload normal, instead of Conlelet:
running out of all students' hours to finish them. The fact is that if the workload is heavy, the students will find some alternative ways
to solve those problems, which is actually harming their study process.

And after finishing the final examination, | personally think it will be better to separate all the questions into weekly steps, which
differ f:%:n the homework This will actually help students keep their pace wit Larnlng, instead of another struggling in the final

seasor | Odo\w ¥ o »(—\w\g, Yoy e L‘JQ a\“ ‘(Y‘O\C‘{\o\ C,L?}( ("k en&( (os o AMK—M

eLom., o Cerd
Overall quality is good. Imtlally, there's a problem of interaction with students online. However—
The delivery of the course 'S,! ONos, ewc&!! oW n-(ersm) Counie. CakR on # ke o dor s 2

was a bit problematic since the classes were hybrid, and it was impossible to (,SW\L be e,vxaﬁla) TR &hk
have the same amount of attention to both in person students and students (bS. Ve

online. i T by b i

Slides areqnd were helpful when | went over the lectures afterwards to brush up my understanding of the material. 31:‘

Loctures were on the whole iiSHUGHVE RGVAIUEDIS 1o UNderSIanag Gontent:)

lecture quality was decent

there was so much work to do, but most of it was trivial and uninteresting which was very frustrating. | wish there werge fewer, more
difficult problems instead. \,\h\ 030( on g

The course i- However, it could be better if the instructor can evenly distribute the workload during the semester.
Most workload (homework, reading assignment, final exam, and group project) are heavily concentrated in the last four weeks,
which is quite unreasonable. In addition, the instructor could re—organize the materials and make them fit the timeframe of the
course to prevent holding extra lectures in tutorials and during office hours.

It is just like the name of this course, an introduction. | think the pace of this class is so slow that the instructor have no time to cover
enough topics. He spent so much time answer all the questions during the lecture. And the accent of the instructor make this class
a little bit hard for me to follow on time. Besides, | think the instructor did not prepare enough for this class. He could not make this
class interesting and sometimes he will pause a while to think about the topic. Sometimes, he cannot answer students' question.
Therefore, | don't he prepared enough for this course and he could did better if he try hard. However, | think he is a good professor
with kindness.

Overall, the quality of the instruction was good. Considering the global pandemic, Professor Farahmand was very accommodating
for people not able to attend lectures in person. The assignments were great
for learning, but it would have been helpful to discuss more practical matters during lecture as this would have greatly shortened
the time required to do the assignments. The main downside of this course was its organisation. There was very little work to do for
over two months (just two assignments) and a tremendous amount of work in the last 4 weeks (2 assignments, a project proposal,
a project, a test and the reading assignments). Better organisation would have made the experience much more enjoyable.

The course structure and expectations arfElear.
The instructor did his best to facilitate the course.

Qualty ofinstruction was good and the QNS <"
the workload was extremely heavy. | think we could've done without the take home test and/or the reading assignments. Or we

could've had 2-3 reading assignments instead of 5. | felt that too many deliverables for this class all came within 2 weeks of each
other, which was a lot to handle. | would've also liked more coding questions than math questions in the assignments, which
would've had more real-world application learning. Otherwise, it was a good course and | liked the dual delivery and processed

youtube videos. (Piazza Waslaniexcellentitooliior getting questions answered and concepts explained.
The professor wa bout the material and @plainediitWell However there was a ton of assignments near the end
which made the course abnormally work heavy near the end (two homework assignments, a project, and reading assignment etc).

Lectures were interesting and | enjoyed them but found it challenging when the professor sometimes had 4 hours worth of lecture
in a given week.

The course i (i.e. there are many ML topics to cover), but the lectures where quite slow, which translated in
extra lectures and reduction of material. | thin and they helped me confirm my knowledge.
However, | think there were too many evaluations that are very time consuming and not adding much to my knowledge.

The lectures are not organised well. There is no flow in the lectures. Delivery of lecture could be improved a lot.

o

Also, | think it is very very strange to have both "Flnal Test" “Group Projects", "Reading ASS|gnments and "4 Big Homework“ ALCM} d_k

'*—5' é‘igjab/\\

For example, an introduction to a new topic would be better done if the context is informed first, and then moving into all possible
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Comments

options for doing a particular task and then coming to why the method we will discuss is better. basically an overall picture before
going specific.

Further, it's best if the examples solved arent from some internet paper/online course which is anyway available. Sometimes basic
concepts were being stressed but important key concepts were left out!

it does make us feel that only topics are being taught and no reference to the importance
| think overall the course is instructive, but sometimes feel less organized.

The professor was_ and you could tell that he cared about teaching the material to the students. He Was.
an i udents had.

He's mindful in terms of slowing down in case we don't
comprehend the materials. He always arrived on time and he even offered lectures (via Zoom for everyone to watch at their
convenience) out of the time of the schedule in order for us to get all the materials covered. | think this course should be assigned
three hours and not only two. 'I 0{7‘(‘&-

The quality of instruction wa Dr. Farahmad did very well in explaining the course material and answering related
questions. This is quite challenging given the high course capacity and the mixture of online and in person teaching pattern.

The content is good, but the instruction quality can be improved if there the depth of each topic can be maintained well.

8. Please comment on any assistance that was available to support your learning in this course.

Comments

We used zoom, piazza, markus, and the instructor had an email which So these resources were
good. Perhaps setting up an official social media platform would be good for students to talk with each other as well. N¢; aufe %,Q

Teaching team really tred their best to accommodate any assistance students might need. exady.
The course was conducted in hybrid mode, and @liTEpeTSONIECHires Werelrecardadito helpIStudents vino ierentable atend ey

classes on campus due to COVID-19.

*he tutorials were also great, although some had to be
cancelled to use the time slot for extra lectures.

Average response time was good.

TAs, Reocrds, Homeworks, etc
As well as teacher assistants that are supportive, we are able to ask our questions on Piazza and get helpful feedback there.

Piazza was a great platform; the instructor responded to our questions on Piazza in time—
“ince we can discuss about the course content among ourselves.

The assistance is good

There was a lot of assistance available.

Assistance includes lectures, assignments, online resources, TA, and some materials the professor posted.
Piazza feedback was great. TA sessions for project feedback were helpful

Office hours and Piazza were both very helpful.

The professor always answered doubts and the TAs were very helpful

The tutorial about the math and statistics that are needed for this course is quite helpful. It would be much better if you can also give
us a list of the required math and statistics material so that we can study the list by ourselves.

. The Piazza and
in—pers uestions were all very welcomed and it felt like a very conducive learning environment overall.

None. 7\

TAs are very helpful in terms of explaining homework problems.
watch many other videos and resources from google

None.

Online resources and youtube recordings

tutorial is helpful, wish there was more tutorials

The lecture slides are very detailed and well-organized
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Comments

Homework, Slides, TAs, recordings

The TA office hours helped in the project discussion

Instructor had a lot of office hours and there was plenty of assistance provided. In that sense the course was outstanding.
Professor Farahmand was

project, which was much—appreciated.
Piazza was very helpful. | often found questions | had were already posted there and the prof was very good at answering them.

| didn't need assistance.

Youtube, Stanford open classes

The office hours were helpful in solving doubts

The TA office hours were useful

The office hours and tutorials with TAs were helpful.
| Recording is helpful

(TRETASJof the course were @fyifielpfiil and accommodated to student's needs
TA sessions, specially for the project-—related discussions, were very helpful

n clarifying doubts. Instructors were also active on
Piazza which was great.

| turned to some other public courses online from Stanford and CMU when | cannot understand the topic in our course.
Office hours, project consultation sessions and tutorials were available for support. There was no problem at all on this end.

| think the course was very tricky to facilitate due to its hybrid structure. Furthermore, the course consisted of students of varying
background: some with much more experience in machine learning than others. | think it might have been difficult to balance the 'S

course with less experience and it made the course a little more challenging.

office hours and tutorial classes as well as Piazza posts were helpful.

The professor provided weekly office hours and

Not much. assistance was bad on Piazza! Questions asked on homework-related doubts were just responded to with ambiguous
replies! Homework questions could be made a lot clearer with respect to deliverables! A newbie into the subject would not know the
packages and places where packages are expected to be used and where they expect it not to be used ( for each question! We {*
were left to guess what to be used where and at times a different expectation by the instructor made us rework our assignments
completely! ( Homework — 3 for example! ). for example, again for someone who does not know much about precision and recall,
and ROC specifically, asking us to build a ROC curve for a multiclass classification will need some understanding of what is reaIIy .

know from undergrad. the intuition of r2score and ROC is what | expected to understand here. Qm(ws. AL

2
The questions asked on the piazza were answered with a repetition of what is given in the homework instruct|on instead of clarifying

the doubt.

The TAs were approachable during the tutorials and helped a bit to know what is required of us.

The workload probably can be better organized, for example, spread the reading through all the term. The end—semester workload
is too intense.

The tutorials | think are a very rushed, it's impossible for the TAs to offer a good
tutorial in 1 hr.

I_

TAs are not helpful at all Nc\'g,\{( O\ME M;cl bx&’ xig WQ\$! {éggw T e 0"&‘/\ ATAAL‘A-S e
qonlme through the course's Piazza webS|t e course instructor/TAs were very T <o 4o 4
responsive. Office hours were provided on regular basis; additional office hours were provnded for assistance with our course Nsu" J_h

06% ey

Piazza and TA's did a good job
chie

14

depth of the assignment/content to make it engaging for some and yet not too overly challenging for others. | think | came in the 5

[y

WA

-E (44 % ‘ i \ 3‘ g .j- C@V\S‘.‘L‘( J;Q

the understanding behind ROC. same with R2score and a few others. The class only talks of MAE and MSE each time ,iLWhICh we /, (
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Part B: Divisional Items

Scale: 1-Not At All 2 -Somewhat 3 - Moderately 4 -Mostly 5 - A Great Deal

Summary

Question :
Mean Median

FAS001 The instructor (Amir-massoud Farahmand) generated enthusiasm for learning in the course. 4.0 4.0

Scale: 1 - Very Light 2 - Light 3 - Average 4 - Heavy 5 - Very Heavy

Summary

Question :
Mean Median

FAS002 Compared to other courses, the workload for this course was... 4.0 4.0

Scale: 1-Not AtAll 2 -Somewhat 3 -Moderately 4 -Mostly 5 - Strongly

Summary

Question

Mean Median

FASO003 | would recommend this course to other students. 4.0 4.0
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Section 2: Response Distributions and Additional Statistics

This section provides detailed response distributions.

Mean: The mathematical average. This measure is the most sensitive, and can be greatly affected by
extreme and/or divergent scores.

Median: The middle value when all responses are ordered. This measure is less affected by extreme
and/or divergent scores.

Mode: The most frequently occurring score.

Standard deviation: A measure of the "spread" of the data.

Part A: Core Institutional Items

1. |1 found the course intellectually stimulating.

5 A Great Deal (39) | 42%
4 Mostly (33) | 36%
3 Moderately (14) 15%
2 Somewhat (6) 7%
1 Not AtAll (0) | 0%
[ Total (92) ]
50% 100%
Statistics Value
Mean 41
Median 4.0
Mode 5
Standard Deviation 0.9

2. The course provided me with a deeper understanding of the subject matter.
|

5 A Great Deal (45) | 47%
4 Mostly (38) | 40%
3 Moderately (5) 5%
2 Somewhat (G) 6%
1 Not At All (1) 1%
[ Total (95) ]
0 50% 100%

Statistics Value
Mean 4.3
Median 4.0
Mode 5
Standard Deviation 0.9
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3. The instructor (Amir-massoud Farahmand) created a course atmosphere that was conducive to my

learning.

5 A Great Deal (39)
4 Mostly (34)

3 Moderately (12)
2 Somewhat (7)

1 Not At All (3)

[ Total (95) ]

Statistics

Mean

Median

Mode

Standard Deviation

41%
36%
13%
7%
3%

50% 100%

Value
4.0
4.0

1.1

4. Course projects, assignments, tests and/or exams improved my understanding of the course material.
|

5 A Great Deal (
4 Mostly (

2 Somewhat
1 Not At All
[ Total (9

Statistics
Mean
Median
Mode

Standard Deviation

43)
33)
3 Moderately (13) |
(4)
(1)
4) ]

46%
35%
14%
4%
1%

50% 100%
Value
4.2
4.0
5
0.9

5. Course projects, assignments, tests and/or exams provided opportunity for me to demonstrate an
understanding of the course material.

5 A Great Deal (43)
4 Mostly (35)

3 Moderately (10)
2 Somewhat (3)

1 Not At All (3)

[ Total (94) ]

Statistics

Mean

Median

Mode

Standard Deviation

46%
37%
11%
3%
3%
50% 100%
Value
4.2
4.0
5
1.0
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6. Overall, the quality of my learning experience in this course was....

5 Excellent (28) | 29% — % 2:00\& Q-: \VY\R)‘(b\/t'_z % EL:\/\ Yraf_
4 Very Good (34) | 36% e\aj ¢ \cc S
3 Good (21) | 22% \ai\w\t Y5 wA (e\w\wmng_(@f‘t X2
2 Fair (10) 11%
1 Poor (2) 2%
[ Total (95) ]
0 50% 100%
Statistics Value
Mean 3.8
Median 4.0
Mode 4
Standard Deviation 1.0
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Part B. Divisional Items

The instructor (Amir-massoud Farahmand) generated enthusiasm for learning in the course.

5 A Great Deal (34)
4 Mostly (37)

3 Moderately (16) |
2 Somewhat (3)

)

]

1 Not At All (3
[ Total (93)
Statistics
Mean
Median
Mode

Standard Deviation

| 37%
| 40%
17%
3%
3%

50%

100%

Value
4.0
4.0

1.0

Compared to other courses, the workload for this course was...

5 Very Heavy (
4 Heavy (
3 Average (
2 Light
1 Very Light
[ Total (2

27)
42)
24)
(2)
(0)
9)1]

Statistics

Mean

Median

Mode

Standard Deviation

28%

44%

25%
2%
0%

50%

100%

Value
4.0
4.0

0.8

| would recommend this course to other students.
- |

5 Strongly (33) | 35%
4 Mostly (37) | 39%
3 Moderately (16) | 17%
2 Somewhat (8) 8%
1 Not At All (1) 1%
[ Total (95) ]
0 50% 100%
Statistics Value
Mean 4.0
Median 4.0
Mode 4
Standard Deviation 1.0
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Section 3. Comparative Data

This section provides overall means for given comparators (e.g., division, department) alongside the mean
values for a given course. Note that the comparators are calculated by pooling together all individual
student survey responses (e.g., student responses for all of the courses in a department are pooled
together and the departmental mean responses calculated from that). The provided comparators are thus a
measure of the 'average' student experience for a unit or division; they are not a measure of the 'average'
course in a unit or division. This calculation has the effect of giving large courses more 'weight' in the
calculation of the comparator means. The effect of this on the calculated comparator varies depending on
the relative proportion of large or small courses within a unit or division. As such, the departmental and
divisional comparative mean values provided on course evaluations should not be regarded as an absolute
and definitive benchmark.

For example, if a department offered only two courses, one with 1000 students who all answered 3.5 and
the other with 10 students who all answered 4.5 (so that the means would be 3.5 and 4.5 respectively), then
the departmental mean provided on the course evaluations would be 3.51 since the calculation would be
[(3.5x1000)+(4.5x10)]/1010]=3.51 and not (3.5+4.5)/2=4.

Part A. Core Institutional Iltems
Scale: 1-Not AtAll 2 -Somewhat 3 -Moderately 4 -Mostly 5-A Great Deal

Institutional Composite Mean

Division 4.3 |
Department 4.3
Course 4.2

1.0 1.8 26 34 4.2 5.0

1.1 found the course intellectually stimulating.

Division (SGS) 4.3 |
Department (CSC-5GS) 4.3

Course 4.1

1.0 1.8 26 34 4.2 5.0

2. The course provided me with a deeper understanding of the subject matter.

Division (8GS) 4.3 }
Department (CSC-5GS) 4.2
Course 4.3

1.0 1.8 26 34 4.2 5.0
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3. The instructor (Amir-massoud Farahmand) created an atmosphere that was conducive to my learning.

Division (SGS) 4.4 |
Department (CSC-SGS) 4.3 |
Course 4.0

1.0 1.8 26 3.4 4.2 5.0

4. Course projects, assignments, tests, and/or exams improved my understanding of the course material.

Division (SGS) 4.2 |
Department (CSC-SGS) 4.3 |
Course 4.2

1.0 1.8 26 3.4 4.2 5.0

5. Course projects, assignments, tests and/or exams provided opportunity for me to demonstrate an understanding of the course

material.

Division (SGS) 4.3 |
Department (CSC-SGS) 4.3 |
Course 4.2

1.0 1.8 26 3.4 4.2 5.0

Scale: 1-Poor 2-Fair 3-Good 4-Very Good 5 -Excellent
6. Overall, the quality of my learning experience in this course was:

Division (SGS) 4.1 |
Department (CSC-SGS) 4.0 |
Course 3.8

1.0 1.8 26 34 4.2 5.0
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Part B. Divisional Items
Scale: 1-Not At All 2 - Somewhat 3 - Moderately 4 -Mostly 5 - A Great Deal

9. The instructor generated enthusiasm for learning in the course.

Division (SGS) 4.5 |
Department (CSC-SGS) 4.4 |
Course 4.0

1.0 1.8 26 3.4 4.2 5.0

Scale: 1 - Very Light 2 - Light 3 - Average 4 - Heavy 5 - Very Heavy

10. Compared to other courses, the workload for this course was:

Division (SGS) 3.5 |
Department (CSC-SGS) 3.6 |
Course 4.0

1.0 1.8 26 3.4 4.2 5.0

Scale: 1 - Not At All 2 - Somewhat 3 - Moderately 4 - Mostly 5 - Strongly

11. | would recommend this course to other students.

Division (SGS) 4.1 |
Department (CSC-SGS) 4.0 |
Course 4.0

1.0 1.8 26 34 4.2 5.0
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Section 4: Formative Data

These items are optional items which you selected from the item bank during the question
personalization period. Note that the results from these items are only reported to you as they
are primarily intended to function as personal formative feedback.

C-2. The course instructor (Amir-massoud Farahmand) explained concepts clearly.
|

5 A Great Deal (29) | 32%
4 Mostly (39) | 43%
3 Moderately (15) 16%
2 Somewhat (8) 7%
1 Not At All (2) 2%
[ Total (91) ]
0 50% 100%
Statistics Value
Mean 4.0
Median 4.0
Mode 4
Standard Deviation 1.0

K-3. Course group work improved my understanding of the course material.
|

5 A Great Deal (34) | 36%
4 Mostly (36) | 38%
3 Moderately (17) 18%
2 Somewhat (4) 4%
1 Not At All (3) 3%
[ Total (94) ]
0 50% 100%
Statistics Value
Mean 4.0
Median 4.0
Mode 4
Standard Deviation 1.0
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X-14. *Overall, the quality of support the teaching assistant provided in this course was:
|

5 Excellent (18) | 19%
4 Very Good (38) | 40%
3 Good (26) 28%
2 Fair (10) 11%
1 Poor (2) 2%
[ Total (94) ]
0 50% 100%
Statistics Value
Mean 3.6
Median 4.0
Mode 4
Standard Deviation 1.0
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