Course-Section: EDUC 330 0101 University of Maryland Page 468
Title TCHNG SCIENCE:ELEM SCH Baltimore County JUN 11, 2002
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Spring 2002 Job IRBR3029
Enrollment: 5
Questionnaires: 14 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 5 Mean Ranlk Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 0 2 1 1 10 4.36 702/1398 4.36 4.44 4.27 4.29 4.36
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 1 2 3 3 S rHIGE 11961307 364 43T ALY 8023 D bl
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0 13 0 0 0 0 1 5.00 *#***/1175 i i 4.37 4.26 4.26 L aite!
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 1 0 1 0 1 5 6 4.15 769/1338 4.15 4.47 d.ax 4. 33 4.15
S. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 2 3 0 3 1 §.:3.42 1134/1338 3.42 - 4.11 4.03° "4.02 3.42
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 2 1 1 3 7 3.86 883/1289 3.86 4.38 4.07 4.07 3.86
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 0 4 1 1 1 7. 3.3 123771384 3.43 4,36 4.18 " A4.17 .3.43
8. How many times was class cancelled 0 0 0 0 0 3 11 4379 B05/1394 4.79 A4 B0 4.68 4.70 . 4.79
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 2 0 0 2 3 1 6. 3.98 895 /2375 - 3.9 8.29  4./08 4,00 3.93
Lecture
1. Were the instructor's lectures well prepared a o 1 1 1 3 B 4.14  984/1335 4.14 4.46 4.39% - 4.40 . 4.14
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0 0 0 0 0 0 Tla - 5,00 1/1340 . 5.00° 4.89 4.70 &.70  S.00
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0 0 1 0 2 3 8 '4.21 9820/1338 #4.21  A&4.47 - 4,37 :4.28  4.31
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 1 3 3 7. 4.14 878/1334 4.14 4.42 4.26 "4.29 4.14
5. Did audiovisual technigues enhance your understanding 0 I b 1 a 2 8 4.15 424/1136 4.15 3.93 390 3.92 4.15
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 0 0 1 0 1 3 9 4,36 468/1316 4.36 4.523 - 4.02 ‘4.11 -4.36
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 0 0 0 0 1 X 12 4.79 30571223 4.79 4.71 4.30 4.32 4.79
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 0 0 1 0 0 2031 4L BT A4S /1I98 0 46T 469 Td L T6 0 4039 45T
4. Were special techniques successful 0 4 0 0 2 r § bR W I737 768 i4.50 -4.2% - 3.99 -4.03 - 4.50
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 0 0 1 0 1 3 5 4.36 82/ 182 4.36 13.43 4.25 4.16 4.36
2. Were you provided with adeguate background information 0 o o o 1 1 12  4.7% 334 185 . 4.79 S 3.64 . 4.20° 4.26  4.79
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 0 0 0 0 0 1 13 4.913 21/ 181 4.913 4.46 4.35 4.33 4.93
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 0 0 0 0 0 3 11 4.79 17} 176 4.79 4.14 4.35 4.32 4.79
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 1 6 ] 1] o 2 5 4.71 AT 260 4 T1 338 4 28 .90 Y
Field Work
1. Did field experience contribute to what you learned 1 0 1 0 2 1 9 4.31 T e A iR b R O L e T S e ke
2. Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria 1 0 1 0 2 3 b S G A1 48 - 3.15: 0 %38 €03 N 3R .18
3. Was the instructor available for consultation 2 3 1 0 0 1 g 4.44 32/ 47 4 .44 4.68 4.60 4.37 4.44
4. To what degree could you discuss your evaluations 2 3 Zz b § 2 0 L A T  Jo RN . N U R AT - SERRC WL 6 SRRE W el B B
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 2 6 [+] 0 ] 1 5 4.83 20/ 40 4.83 4.16 4.27 4.22 4.83
Self Paced
1. Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned 13 1] 0 0 0 "] 1 5.00 #***x/ 35 4kas w2da 4 55 4,11 e
2. Did study gqguestions make clear the expected goal 13 0 0 0 0 ; 0 4.00 *#*x%x/ 19 LR bk 4.68 4.11 * ok k ke
Freguency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 7 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 11 Required for Majors 0 Graduate 0 Major 0
28-55 il 1.00-1.99 0 B 1
56-83 4 2.00-2.99 2 <1 5 General 0 Under-grad 14 Non-major ;i
84-150 5 3.00-3.49 5 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 5 F 0 Electives 0 #### - Means there are not enough
P 0 responses to be significant
I 0 Other 13
(i 0



Course-Section: EDUC 332 0101

Title SCIENCE: SECONDARY SCHO
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN
Enrollment: 4
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General
you gain new insights,skills from this course
the instructor make clear the expected goals
other evaluations reflect the expected gcals
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
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 technigues successful

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
Did conferences help you carry out field activities
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Freguency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons
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Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

Course Dept UMBC Level

Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean
1/1398 5.00 4.46€  ¢.27  4.325
1/1397 5.00 4.33 .21 4.23
1/1338 5.00 4.47 4.20 4.23
1/1338 '5.00 4.1%1 4.903 - 4.902
171289 5,00 4 3B A L0T7 e 0%
11384 5.00 4.86 4T EUET
1/1394 5.00 4.80 4.68 4.70
1734/1375  4.67 . 4.29 . 4.06 4.08
1/1338 5.00 4.46 4.39 4.40
1/1340 '5.00: 4.89 4.70 4.70
1/1338 5.00 4.47 4.27 4.28
1/1334. 5.00 - 4:42 ' 4.26 - 4.29
1/1136 5.00 3.93 3.90 3.92
1/1216 5.00 4.52 4.02 4.11
1/1223 5.00 4.71 4.30 4.32
1 /1223 '5.00. 4.6 4.26 4,39
1) 762 800 4.27 . 3.99.  4£.083
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1/ 49 5.00 4.65 4,52 4.57
1/ 48 5.00 4.38 &.37 4.33
S I SRR AU R TR R R B B o
“ iy 40 5.00 4.16 4.27 4.22
Type Majors

Graduate Major

Under-grad Non-major
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Means there are not enough

responsgses to be significant
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Mean

4.00
2.00
3.00
2.50
2.50
2.50
4.50
4.00

2.00
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4.00
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Course Dept UMBC Level
Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean
1001/1398 4.00 4.44 '4.27. 4.45
1394/1397 2.00 4.33 4.21 4.28
1296/1338 3.00 4.47 4,20 4.30
131471338 2.50 4.11 4,03 4.16
1268/1289 2.50 4.38 4.07 4.23
1360/1384 2540 4.36 4.18 4,19
994/1394 4.50  4.80 4.68 4.73
761/1375 4.00 4.29 4.06 4 .12
133171335 2.00 4.46 4.39 4.49
1240/1340 4.00 4.89 4.70 4.80
1320/1338 250 4.47 4.27 4.38
1311/1334 2.50 4.42 4.26 4.32
496/1136 4.00 3.93 3.90 3.94
1166/1216 2.50 4.52 4.02 4.18
B52/1223 4.00 4.71 4.30 4.52
1141712213 3.00 4.69 4.26 4.50
745/ 762 2.00 4. 27 3.99 4.04
182/ 182 2.50 3.43 4.25 4.54
183/ 185 2.50 3.64 4.28 4.47
136/ 181 4.00 4.46: 4.35 4.68
1637 Vi6 " 3.80  d T FRh 5
1667 167 . 2.00 - 3.36. 4,16 4.44
is/ 49 4.00 4.65 4.52 4.62
34/ £ 4.00 4.38 4.37 4.49
e 1 AR T S P e R T ] e W
27/ 45 4.00 4.21 4.23 4.28
Type Majors
Graduate 2 Major
Under-grad 0 Non-major
####% - Means there are not enough

responses to be significant
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Course-Section: EDUC 623 0101 University of Maryland
Title INSTRUC STRTGY TEACH 8 Baltimore County
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Spring 2002
Enrollment: 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 0 0 0 1 0 1
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 0 . | 0 0 0 ' §
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 2 0 0 1 0
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 0 0 1 1 1] ]
8. How many times was class cancelled 0 0 0 0 0 ; b 3
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 0 0 0 0 i 0
Lecture
1. Were the instructor's lectures well prepared 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0 0 0 0 & 0 1
3, Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
4, Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0 0 b o 0 ¥ 0
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0 1 0 0 0 : 0
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 0 0 4 0 0 h ! 0
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 0 0 1 0 0 0 n
4. Were special technigues successful 0 1] 1 0 1 0 0
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material o ] 1 0 0 1 0
2. Were you provided with adeguate background information ] ] 1 0 0 1 0
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities '] 0 1] 0 1 0 1
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 0 0 1 0 i 0 0
Field Work
1. Did field experience contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 0 0 i ]
2. Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
3. Was the instructor available for consultation 1 0 0 1] 0 1 0
4. To what degree could you discuss your evaluations 1 0 0 '] 1] 1 0
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 [+] 0.00-0.99 [+] A 2 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1. 98<1.9%9 0 B 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 E 0 General
84-150 ] 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad 2 3.50-4.00 2 F 0 Electives
P 0
L 0 Other
2 0



Course-Section: EDUC 629 0101

Title INST STRAT:TCHNG SEC S
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN
Enrocllment: 2

Questionnaires: 2

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2002

Frequencies

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 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
Weéere 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 technigues 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 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
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Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons
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Instructor
Mean Rank
4.50 512/13
4.00 964/13
4.50 403/13
4.50 294/13
4.50 280/12
4.00 945/13
5.00 1/13
5.00 1/13
4.50 685/13
5.00 1/13
4.00 938/13
4.50 559/13
2.50 823/11
4.50 336/12
5.00 1433
4.50 537/12
4.50 a i e Y DR
4.50 49/
5.00 1/
4.50 3s¢
5.00 1/
4.50 27/
4.50 e i
4.00 34/
5.00 1/
4.00 27/
4.00 217

Course

Mean
98 4.50
97 4.00
38 4.50
38 4.50
89 4.50
84 4.00
94 5.00
75 5.00
35 4.50
40 5.00
EX:] 4.00
34 4.50
45350
16 4.50
X3 8L NS
23 4.50
62 4.50
8§72 4.5
67 5.00
67 4.50
0. 800
74 4.50
49 4.50
48 4.00
47 5.00
45 4.00
40 4.00
Type

.46
.89
.47

[
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.71
.69
27

o b b b

.76
At & |
.69
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<38
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21
.16
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E.00
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Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

Graduate

Under-grad

HH#4

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
L 4.45
4,21 4.28
4.20 4.30
4.03 4.16
4.07 k23
4.18 4.19
4.68 4.73
4.06 4.12
4.39 '4.49
4.70 4.80
4.27 4.38
4.26 4 .32
3.90 3.94
4.02 4.18
4.30 4.52
4.26 4.50
3 .59 4.04
4.74 4.81
4.70 4.80
4.59  4.64
4.62 4.70
4. 18 4.42
4.52 4.62
4.37 4.49
4.60 4.78
a.23 4.28
4.27 4.44
Majors
Major
Non-major

Means there are not enough

responses to be significant



Course-Section: EDUC 623 0101 University of Maryland
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.85
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Level
Mean

4,34
4.18
4.28
4.21
4.13
4.26
4.27
4.76
4.16

4.46
4.77
4.29
4.26
38T

4.06
4:35
4.36
4.05

3.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00

Title INSTRUC STRTGY TEACH S Baltimore County
Insatructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Fall 2001
Enrollment: 3
Questionnaires: 3 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Freguencies
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 5
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals ] 0 0 0 1 191
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0 1 1 0 0 ] 1
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 1] "] 1 0 1 1
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 1 0 1] 2
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 ] 0 1 ] 1] 2
8. How many times was class cancelled ] 0 0 0 0 0 3
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness "] o 0 0 1 0 2
Lecture
1. Were the instructor's lectures well prepared 2 0 0 0 1 0 0
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 2 0 0 0 ] 0 1
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 2 0 0 0 1 0 0
4, Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 2 0 0 0 1 0 0
5. Did audiovisual technigues enhance your understanding 2 0 0 1 0 0 0
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 2 0 0 ] 1 0 "]
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 2 ] 0 0 1 0 0
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 2 0 0 0 0 1 0
4. Were special technigques successful 2 0 0 0 0 1 0
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons

00-27 g} 0.00-0.99 0 A 2 Regquired for Majors
28-55 0 1-00-1.99 0 B 1
56-83 [1] 2.00-2.99 ] C o General
B4-150 0 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad. 2 3.50-4.00 3 F 0 Electives
P 0
1 0 Other
r 0

Instructor Course
Mean Rank Mean
£.337 . T13 /1489 %33
4.00 969/1489 4.00
3.00 1231/1272 ° 3.00
3,67 1175/1401 3,67
4.00 748/1412 4.00
4,33 "434/1348° -4.33
4.00 953/1473 4.00
5.00 1/1487 5.00
4-.33 °4T1/31472  4.33
3.00 1364/1408 3.00
5.00 1/1412 5.00
3.00 1332/1404 3.00
3.00:1234/1402 .3.00
2.00 1193/1214  2.00
3.00 1184/1344 3.00
3.00 3123171337°%:3.00
4.00 841/1335 4.00
4.00° 405/ B3IT - 4.00

Type
Graduate

Under-grad

HiHH -

Non

-major

Means there are not enough

responses to be significant



Course-Section: EDUC 330 0101 University of Maryland

Title TCHNG SCIENCE:ELEM SCH Baltimore County

Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Fall 2001

Enrollment: 21

Questionnaires: 18 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequencies

Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 B
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 2 2 0 g 7
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 1 3 5 3 6
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals RN 5 0 0 0 0 3
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 1 3 0 3 6 5
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 1 2 3 1 7 4
6. Did written assignments contribute to what ¥You learned o 1 1 3 4 4 5
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 0 4 2 2 3 ¥
8. How many times was class cancelled 0 4] 0 0 0 0 .18
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 0 0 1 1 7 3 6
Lecture
1. Were the instructor's lectures well prepared 16 0 0 0 1] 0 2
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 15 0 0 [+] 0 0 3
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 16 0 0 0 0 0 2
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 16 0 0 0 0 0 2
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 15 0 0 0 0 0 3
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what ¥You learned 10 0 1 o 1 3 3
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 10 0 0 2 0 i 1 5
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 10 1] 2 0 1 1 4
4. Were special technigues successful 10 2 0 1 0 3 2
Field Work
1. Did field experience contribute to what You learned 16 ] '] o 1 1 bl
2. Did you clearly understand yYour evaluation criteria 16 0 0 1 ] 1 0
3. Was the instructor available for consultation 16 1 0 0 0 - 0
4. To what degree could yYou discuss your evaluations 16 0 1 ;i 0 0 0
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 10 Required for Majors 0
28-55 1 1.00-1.99 0 B 8
56-83 = 2.00-2.99 3 c 0 General 0
B4-150 [ 3.00-3.49 8 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 3 F 0 Electives 0
P 0
T 0 Other 17
: g 0

Page
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Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
303 IAPS/14e9 " .83 5 437 4. 23 4.33 ) 3. 8%
3«86:1278 /3889 3,56 -4 .34 L 06 4. 14 3. 68
5.00 %Ea+ /12372 - tnew - 4. 850 " 4.247 6,21  Shud
3.59 1213/1401 3.-59 4.34 4.17 4.16 3.59
3.47-1135/1412 3.47 4.00 4.01 3.98 3.47
.53 1134/1346 '3.53 . 4.33 4.05 4.03 32 53
3.39 1322/1473 3,359 A4.34 &.1B -A.07 °3.39
5.00 /I8 T 5000 499 4,80 46T 5 ol
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3.63 1082/1335s 3.63 4.59 4.18 4,17 3.63
&.00° a05S BaT A.00 Te3N 3 90 3, 9801 0k
3.50 whxx/f L | ok k ok 4.43 3.83 3.97 et
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TYpe Majors
Graduate 0 Major ]
Under-grad 18 Non-major 3
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responses to be significant



Course-Section:

Title
Instructor:
Enrocllment:

Questionnaires:

[T I IS Y. T R O S

w ol W b

Wb

pid field experience contribute to what you learned
pid you clearly understand your evaluation criteria

EDUC 330 0101

TCHNG SCIENCE:ELEM SCH
BLUNCK, SUSAN

14

ek

Questions

General

Lecture

Discussion

Field Work

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

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2001

student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
pid the instructor make clear the expected goals
pid the exam gquestions reflect the expected goals
. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals
pid 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

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

To what degree could you discuss your evaluations

1
2
1. Was the instructor available for consultation
4
B

. Did conferences help you carry out field activities

00-27 0
28-55 1]
56-83 3
84-150 7
Grad 0

Freguencies

HFoOoDOoOODOOOO
cooOHOoOOHEOOO
ScorOoOODOODOO
ScorOoOoOoOO0OO
oOoOHNMHOKROO
momNmbmoeono g

L RS RS RS
o000 o0
coOocoo
[- - -N-N-
cooocoo
===l

s b b e
coooo
(=N~ =]
o000
(=T =T =T =]
o WwN

LS N RS RS e |
HEHFOO
HOoOoOHO
(=T == =]
cooow
o NN

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades Reasons
A 10 Required for Majors
B 1
c 0 General
D 0
F 0 Electives
P 0
I o Other
? 0

-
[RRT NS VHENAeEN®ROWNS

o =3 N

N S

10

Instructor

5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
4.75

4,71
4.57
5.00
4.86

4.00
3.50
4.67
3.67
3.33

Course
Rank Mean
341/1315 4.64
483/1315 4.45
l‘!l’t/llz’) * ok k ok
487/1257 4.40
635/1266 4.09
545/1177 4.18
999/1306 3.90
1/1315 5.00
273/1306 4.50
1/1262 5.00
1/1261 5.00
1/1256 5.00
1/1253 5.00
105/1073 4.75
214/1152 4.71
48571153 &4.57
L1540 . 5 .00
g1/ 703 4.86
33/ 45 4.00
is/ 45 3.50
23/ 3B 4.67
36/ 40 3.67
i1/ 34 3.33
Type
Graduate
Under-grad
#Hus -

11

R N
]
=

« BT

.48

o e B e

.68
- -

PSS

o T

= EF 2
37
4,92

o
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UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean

4.25 4.32 4.64
4.21 4.23 4.45
4,28 4,31  weses
4.19 4.25 4.40
4.05 4.04 4.09
4.08 4.11 . %.18
4.20 %, 38:.°3.990
4.66 4.67 5.00
4.07 4.11 4.50
4.42 4.46 5.00
4.70 4.72 5.00
4.27 4.31 5.00
4.28  4.30 S5.00
3:91-73.99 4,75
4.04 4.14 4.71
4.39: %.35:4.87
& 29T RS R R
4.04 - 4,13 " 4.86
4.36 4.32 4.00
4.02 4.086 2+50
4.53 4.60 4.67
4.36 4.37 3.67
080 el 3. 33
Majors
Major 0
Non-major 0

Means there are not enough

responses to be significant



Course-Section: EDUC 332 0101

Title SCIENCE: SECONDARY SCHO
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN
Enrcllment: 4

Questionnaires: 2

Questions

Bal

University of Maryland

timore County
Spring 2001

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Page
JUN 16,

2

436
001

Job IRBR3029

Did
. Did
.o-Did

Did
Was
How
How

W e o e

Were
Did
Was
Did
Did

(5, B R PV X

Did
2. Were
Did
Were

Credits

General
you gain new insights,skills from this course
the instructor make clear 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

Lecture
the instructor's lectures well prepared
the instructor seem interested in the subject
lecture material presented and explained clearly
the lectures contribute to what you learned
audiovisual technigues enhance your understanding

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

=HoOoODoOCoOoOOO

RN

L

Frequencies
NA 1 2 3 4
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 x 2
0 0 0 0 k
0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 ] 1
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 : 0
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1

Frequency Distribution

Reasons

oNOHHKHON

ococo+-O

NN

EoN PV o

= oo

W W B B

.00
.00
-00

.00
» S0

Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades
0 0.00-0.99 0 A 3
0 1.00-1.99 0 B 0
] 2.00-2.99 0 5 0
X 3.00-3.49 7 D o
0 3.50-4.00 0 F 0
P 0
I ]
? ]

Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level
Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean
4.67 312/1315 4.67 4.48 4525 4,32
4.00 9Y2/1315 4,00 4.35 4.21 4.23
4.33 568/1257 4,33 4.47 4. 19 4.25
4.33 438/1266 4.33 4.21 4.05 4.04
4.33 42371177 4.33 4.33 4.08 4,11
3.67 110471306 3.67 4.38 4.20 4.18
4.67:  802/1315 >4 .67 . 4,82:4.66 . 4.67
4.00 739/1306 4.00 4.22 4.07 s
4.00 1019/1262 4.00 4.57 4.42 4 .46
5.00 1/1261 5.+ D0 4.B8B 4.70 4.72
4.00 901/1256 4.00 4.48 4,27 4.31
3:00-1186/1283 - 3.00 4,853 4,28.; 4.:30
4.00  :498/1073  4.00. 4.05..3.91. '3.98
5.00 1/1152 5,00 4.55 4.04 4.14
5.00 1/1153 5.00 4.72 4.29 4.35
5.00 p 37 Ju e K71 Ml g bl T o e e 1 bl T )
4.50 “YT0f 703 :°8.580 4,32 -4.048,4.13

Type Majors
Graduate 0 Major
Under-grad 3 Non-major
##4#4# - Means there are not enough

responses to be significant



Course-Section: EDUC 623 0101

Title INSTRUC STRTGY TEACH S
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN
Enrcllment: 2

Questionnaires: b

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2001

Frequencies

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Page 455
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LTI I - O R N

s B

W N e

o W

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 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
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

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

(=0 =N = == == - ]

el el

oo oo

e

NA 1 2 < ; 4
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 3 1
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 & 0
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 ] 0
0 0 0 0 :
0 ] ] 0 1
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1
] 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 1
[¢] 0 0 0 0
0 0 L 0 0
] 0 0 b 0

Freguency Distribution

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades

WwHUmOoOow P
ccococooON

Reasons
Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

NN oMo =T =

oo+ oo

Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
450 452/31315 450 4. 48 4,25 440 4. 50
3.50 1166/1315 3.50 4.35 4.21 4.30 3.0
4.50 3155/1257 4.50 4.47 4.19 4.28 4.50
4.00 -684/1266  4.00 . &4.21 '4.05 4.20 ".4.00
450 “ 270/ 4,50 433 4,08 4,24 4. 50
4.00  910/1306 4.00 4.38 4.20 4.29 4.00
5.00 1/1318 5. 00 4. B2 ¢ . 660 4 81500
4.50 273/1306 4.50 4.22 4.07 4.24 4.50
.00 101971262 - 4.00..8.57 4,42 ‘4 54 -4.00
5.00 1/1261 5. 00 4.88 4 .70 4.79 5.. 00
5.00 1/1253 5.00 453 4.28 4.39 5.00
4.00. 498/1073.  4.00 . &4.05. ;3,91 .:3.98- 4.00
4.50 331/1152 4.50 4 .85 4.04 4.29 4.50
5.00 VLIRS 00 AT A 20 RE O ETG0
5.00 1/1150 < 5.00 . 4.68 4.29.::74,55 .5.00
4.50 170/ 703 4.50 4.32 4.04 4.00 4.50
4.00 33/ 45 4.00 4.37 4.36 3.95 4.00
4.00 29 F: 88 4. 00 386 €502 38T 400
5.00 b i ety - Sl T N SAR L R Bhols’ N B S
2.00 1 e s W e St b O e st T Bl R 1
.00 32/ 34 3. 00 4.52 4.40 4.50 3.00

Type Majors
Graduate ;i Major 0
Under-grad 1 Non-major 1
#### - Means there are not enough

responses to be significant
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Course—Section; EDUC 629 0101 University of Marylang Page g45¢
Title INST STRAT:TCHNG SEC g Baltimore County i JUN 16, 2001
Inatructor: BLUNCK, SuUsan Spring 2001 Job IRBR3029
Enrollment: 5
Questionnaires: 4 Student Coursge Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Questions NR nNa ;i 2 3 4 5 Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
Genera}
1. Dig YOu gain pey 1nsights,skills from thig Course 0 o o 0 1 1 24,28 734/1315 4,354 49 4.25 240 4.25
2. Dig the lnstructor make clear the BXpected goals 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 4.25 705/1315 4.25 4.35 LR T 4.3¢0 4.25
3 Did the exam Questionpg reflect the €Xpected goals 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 5.00 13129 5. 00 4.57 4.28 4.38 5.00
4 Did other evaluations reflect the eXpected goals 0 0 0 0 0 : ] «; 4.75 155/1257 4 .75 4.47 4.19 4.28 4.75
5. Did 48s8igned readingg Contribute to what You learneg 0 [¢] 0 1 s p 4 1 3.5¢0 103?/1256 3.50 LR | 4.05 4520 3.50
6 Did Written assignments contribute to what You learnegd 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 3.75%5 B82/1177 3.78 4.33 4.08 4,24 3.
7. Was the grading S8ystem clearly €Xplaineq 0 0 ] '] 2 '] 2 4.00 910/130¢ 4.00. 4,39 4.20 4.329 4.00
8 How many timeg was clagg Cancelle 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 4.50 885711315 4.50 4,82 4.66 4.81 4.5¢0
9 How would yoy grade the Ooverall teaching effectiveness 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 e T 532/1306 4,25 4,22 4.07% L 425
Lecture
1. Were the *HBtructorig lecturesg well Prepareg 1 0 0 0 ¥ 1 14 00 1019/12632 4.00 4 .57 4200 ey 4.00
2. Dpid the lnstructor Seem lnterestegqg in the Subject 1 V] 0 0 0 1 2 4.67 844/1267 4.67 4 .gg 4.70 4.79 467
3. wWas lecture Mmaterjia) Presenteg and €Xplained clearly X 0 0 [¢] 1 b L 1084/125¢ 3.67 4.48 4.27- "4 "3g 3.67
4. Did the lectureg Contribute to what ¥You learneg 1 '] 1] ] 0 2 1&gy 679/1253 $.33: g e g 4.28 4.939 4.33
5. pid 2udiovigyg] techniques enhance Your understanding 1 0 0 4] 1 2 O adlisn 724/1073 .87 g 05773 ‘99 3.98 3.697
Discussion
1. Diq Cclasg discussions contribute to what You learned 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 5.00 1/1152 5.00 4.55 4,04 4.29 5.00
2. Were all Studentg actively encouraged to Participate 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 5.00 1/1153 5.00 4.72 4.29 4.55 5.00
3. bid the instructor encourage fair anpg Open discussion 0 0 0 0 1 1 Sl T €77/1159¢ 435"y 68 4.9 4.55 4,25
4. Were Special technigueg Successfy) 0 [+] [+] o ] 3 1 "¢ .25 298/ 703 4.25 :'g. 33 4.04 4 g9 4.25
Laborator :
1. Dpig the 1ap increage understanding of the Materia] 3 1] 1 ] 0 0 0“1 . 0p 166/ 166 1.00 4,33 430473 l.00
2. Were You Provideg with adequate background information 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.00 e 2. 00 4.55 45 )a 4.06 5. 00
3. Were necessary Materialg Available for 1ap activitieg 3 1] o "] 0 0 1708 1/ 161 5.00 4. 94 4.33 4 .54 5.00
4. Dig the 1ap instructor Provide dssistance 3 0 : 0 0 0 0 e 161/ 1632 l.00 4.00 4.23 - 4 ¢s 1.00
Seminar
3 Were assigned topicsg relevant to the 4nnounced theme 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 4.00 - 4.00 4.48 4.57% 4.54 4.00
i Was the lnstructor available for individua] attentiop 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 5.00 1/ 88 5.00 4. 57 4.68 4.686 5.00
3. Diqg research Projects Contribute to what You learneg 3 0 0 0 [¢] i b 0 4.00 45/ 83 4.00 g4 53 s S 54 4'.-0:0
4. Did presentations Contribute to what ¥You learnegqg 3 0 0 o 0 0 1.8 .09 1/ 70 5. 00 .43 7 g g9 £.44 5 . 0p
5. Were Criterijiga for 9rading Made clear 3 0 I 0 0 0 0 1.00 68/ 68 l1.00 3,583 4.04 3.90 1.00

Field work
1. Dpig fieldq €Xperience Contribute to what ¥You learneg

3 0 0 1 0 0 0 2.00 42/ 5 2.00 B 4.36 3.95 2.00
2. Dpid You clearly understanpg Your €valuatignp Criteriga 3 0 0 0 i 0 00273 .00 < ) 45 3.00 3.94 4.02 = R 3.o00
£. To what degree Could yoy discusg Your €valuationg 3 0 0 Q-tlify 0 1l . 5,00 1/ a0 5.00 4.39 S 36 g Uy 5.00
Self Paced
1.9 pig Self-pacegq System Contribute tqo what yoy learneg 3 0 0 0 0 0 1l 5,00 1/°" 29 5.00 5:00 A 4O S 5.00
2. Did Study Questiong Make cleayr the €Xpected goal 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 4.00 A vy 4.00 g4, 95 4.58 4,53 4.00
3. Were Your Contactg With the instructor helpfuz 3 o 0 0 0 0 1.5 900 L 5.00 5 00.. 4. 8¢ 4. 6855 04
Frequency Distribution

Creditg Earneq Cum. GPA Expected Gradesg Reasong Type Majors

00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 3 Reguiregqg for Majorg 0 Graduate 1 Major 0

28-55 0 1 00~1.99 0 B 1

56-83 o 2.00-2.99 [¢] 2 0 Genera] ] Under—grad 3 Non—major 0

B4-159 0 3., 00-3 49 1 D o

Grad. 1 3.50-4.00 2 F 0 Electivesg 0 H#ay - Means there AN HOE dnoiich

P 0 respongesg to ha. ~a. .






Course-Section: EDUC 330 0101 University of Maryland Page 494
Title TCHNG SCIENCE:ELEM SCH Baltimore County JAN 22, 2001
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Fall 2000 Job IRBR3029
Enrollment: 23
Questionnaires: 20 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 o 5 Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 i 0 7 7 B3 e R162/1203 e 4 07 4,22 4,27 3965
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 1 2 T g RN SRt e T e BN el B R R b i S - e
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 8 i 0 X 0 - 0 3.33 ***%x/]1168 ***%x 4 .39 4,24 4,25 |**kx
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 1 1 3 4 7 4 3B T1TA/I326: 3 B 38 204 1T 4 2703 53
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 i ) 2 1 6 3 F.43063 1024033207 3. 63" -4 080 401404 |3 B
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 1 4 6 6 3 ::3.80 FL1S/1260 2.30: 4,25 - 4,03 4.04 |3.30
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 0 & 2 9 & 32 275 AB35/TA06 0 (08 S 4 100 4. 16 v Bl 2296
8. How many times was class cancelled L 0 0 0 0 514 - 4.74 vROT/1392 “4.74 4.81 4.67 . 4.66 4,74
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 0 0 0 5 6 54 00 273501379 . 4.00-54.15. 4. .02 401 ja:00
Lecture
1. Were the instructor’s lectures well prepared 0 0 0 2 2 - Hablt by " O [ -l [ 1T Vo W U R W Ll TR e I i &7 il e & R T L
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0 0 0 2 0 1217 ' 4.65  B67f1321 4.65 4.86 4.68B - 4.66 |4.65
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0 0 1 1 3 8 y e DO~ SN+ o (- 1 o T e WEe WL [ S (o J et 1 Y T B 14
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0 0 2 2 o4 . 7 .3.65 3112001316 365 &.33 - 4.04- 4.20 ¥3.65
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0 2 2 2 2 4 7356 AL 10T 3486 3,93 3,83 13,87 -13.56
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 1 0 2 3 2 5 T A3.63 881 1249 3.83 4,363,965 4.02 +3.63
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 1 0 0 0 4 3 12 4.42 591/1246  4.42 4.65 . 4.23° 4.28 4,42
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 1 0 0 2 1 T b e S e b el e o S U R B 4 e B 1 . B w0
4. Were special techniques successful 1 6 1 1 a 5 Bl 392 o ddek- TR 3900 90 3 00 el g6 o 303
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 2 0.00-0.99 0 A 18 Required for Majors 0 Graduate 3 Major 0
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 6
56-83 2 2.00-2.99 1 1 0 General 0 Under-grad 17 Non-major 7
84-150 10 3.00-3.49 7 D 0
Grad. 3 3.50-4.00 10 F 0 Electives 0 #### - Means there are not enough
P 0 responses to be significant
E 0 Other 19
7 0



Course-Section: EDUC 330 0101

Title TCHNG SCIENCE:ELEM SCH
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN
Enrollment: 21

Questionnaires: 18

Questions

2001

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Fall

Frequencies

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Inastructor

Mean

Page
JAN 23,
Job IRBR3029

UMBC Level

Mean

Mean

517
2002

General
Did you gain new insights,skills from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam guestions 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

WO WU WA

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 technigues enhance your understanding

LY O P S

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 technigues successful

W L B

Field Work

cocoocoocooo

16

l6
16
15

10

10
10

16
16
16
16

NA 1
0 2
0 g !

15 0
1 3
& 2
1 1
0 4
0 0
0 1
0 o
0 0
0 ]
0 0
0 0
0 1
0 0
0 2
2 0
0 0
0 0
1 0
0 ad

2 3
2 0
3 5
0 0
0  j
3 1
3 4
2 2
0 ]
X 7
0 0
0 0
0 V]
0 0
0 0
0 1
2 0
0 1
1 0
0 1
X 0
0 0
o b 0

Frequency Distribution

Reasons

Wowes gmo w -

wH =W oo ooo

O e

-
Wk MWW @ 3w o~

B U W

o ooo

3.83
1.56
5.00
3.59
3.47
4.53
3.39
5.00
3.67

5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00

3.88
4.13
3.63
4.00

3.50
3.00
4.00
1.50

Course
Rank Mean
1175/1489 3.83
1278/1489 3.56
iiti/lzjz * ko ok
1213/140% 3,59
1135/1412 3.47
1124/1348 3.53
1322/1473 3.39
1/1487 5.00
1119/1472 .67
t!tt/léua * ok ok W
t:at/1412 * ok ok h
twtt/1404 * ok ok ok
wtta/1402 * ok ok ok
tiit/1214 * ok ok R
784/1344 3.88
ya3/1337 4,13
1082/1335 :3.63
405/ 837 4.00
ii!t/ 53 * & & &
*xxx [ 51 * kKK
*xux [ 41 kwww
*kkw [/ 40 * ok ko
Type

4
4.14

.48
.85
.46
.40
97

[PV O

.42
.58
A
.24

CoE

4.43

4.53
4.46

4.23
4.16
4.24
4.17
4.01
4,05
4.16
4.64
4.02

4.36
4.67
4.20
4.21
3.84

31.94
4.18
4.18
397

3.83
3.97
¢.33
4.20

4.23
4.14
4.21
4.16
3.98
4.03
4.07
4.62
4.00

4.31
4.65
4.16
4.18
3.82

3.96
4.17
4.17
3.96

. TEEL Iy |
3.87
4.53
4.32

Majors

3.67

L
LA
* k& ok
& ok ok ok
L

3.88
4.13
3.63
4.00

* ok ok ok
* ok ok
kkkk
* ok ok ok

1. Did field experience contribute to what you learned
2. Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria
3. Was the instructor available for consultation
4. To what degree could you discuss your evaluations
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 1D
28-55 1 1.00-1.99 0 B 8
56-83 3 2.00-2.99 3 e 0
84-150 6 3.00-3.49 8 D 0
Grad 0 3.50-4.00 3 F 0
P 0
I [+]
? 0

Required for Majors

General

Electives

Other

17

Graduate

Under-grad

LR

Non-major

Means there are not enough
responses to be significant



e riMScLion: BEDUC gai 0101 University of Maryland Page 550
Title INSTRUC sTRTQY TEACH g Baltimore County JAN 23, 2002
Instructor. BLUNCK, SUSAN Fall 2001 Job IRBR3029
Enrollment. 3
Questionnaires; 3 Student Coursge Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequencies Instructor Course Dept uUMBC Level sect
Questionsg NR NaA r i 2 3 4 5 Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
General
1. Did YOou gain neyw insights.akills from thig course 0 0 0 0 1 0 PR BT 713/1489 K gi o o 4.23 4.34 4.33
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 0 0 1 1 14 00 969/1489 4.00 4,34 4164 18 4.00
3. Did the €xam questiong reflect the expected goals 0 1 1 0 0 0 1..3.00 1231/1272 3.00 4.50 4.24 4,29 3.00
L ETHE o L other €valuations reflect the eXpected goals 0 0 0 1 0 1 1l 3.67 1175/1491 3 .67 2,38 4 1n 4,21 3.67
5.. D44 assigned readings contribute tgo what you learned 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 4.00 748/1412 4.00 4.99¢ 4.01 4.13 4.00
6. Did Written assignmentg Contribute tgo what you learned 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 d.33 434/1348 4.33 4.33 4.05 4.26 4. 33
7. Was the 9rading System clearly €xplained 0 0 o 1 '] '] 2 4.00 953/1473 4:.00 4.34 ¢.16 427 4.00
8. How many timesg was clasg cancelled 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 500 1/1487 5.00 4.79 $.645 4,76 5.00
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveneas 0 0 0 0 b 0 28,33 477/1472 4.33 4:.14. -4 g2 $.16 ' ¢.33
Lecture
! Were the instructor's lectures well Prepared 2 0 0 0 ! 0 0. 3.00 1364/1408 3.00 4.4g L35 - 4.8 3.00
2. Did the instructor Seem interestegq in the Subject 2 0 0 0 0 0 P SR 1/A412 "5 ng £.85 2. 87 4.77 s5.900
3. Was lecture material Presented ang explained clearly 2 0 0 0 ¥ 0 0. 3.00 1332/1404 .00 ¢ 3¢ 4.20 4.29 3.00
4 Did the lectures contribute tg what yoy learned 2 0 0 0 1 0 Q.. 3,00 1314/1402 S 0T R g Eoi b 4 R G 1 300
5. Did audiovisya] techniques enhance Your understandlng 2 (1] '] 1 0 1] Q3. 00 1193/1214 2.00 3.99 3.84 3,87 2.00
Discussign
1 Did class d;scusslona Contribute to what yoy learneqd F 0 0 0 1 0 0 3.00 1184/1344 3 .00 4.42 3.94 4.06 3.00
2 Were a1) Studentg actively €ncouraged to bParticipate 2 0 0 0 : 0 0 3.00 1231/1337 3.00 4.s59g o - gt R 3.00
3. 'Did the instructor encourage fajir and open discussion 2 [+] 0 0 0 1 9 - 4.00 B41/1335 4.00 . 4,89 .18 4,368 4.00
4 Were Special techniques Successfyl 2 ] 0 0 0 1 0. -¢.00 405/ g37 4.00 4. .34 3.97 4,05 4.00
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earneq Cum. Gpa Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 2 Required for Majors 0 Graduate 2 Major 0
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 1
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 2 0 General 0 Under—grad 1 Non-major [¢]
84-15¢ 0 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad 2 3.50-4.00 3 F 0 Electives 0 He#y - Means there are not enough
P 0 responses to be significant
I 0 Other 3
? [+]

P




Course-Section: EDUC 689 0201 University of Maryland Page 513
Title ADV SPEC TOP IN EDUC Baltimore County JUL 10, 2000
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Spring 2000 Job IRBR3029
Enrollment: 28
Questionnaires: 20 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Questions NR NA 1 £ 3 4 5 Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 1 0 2 1oAe 8.85 . 39971283 - &.55 -4.3) 4. 26 4.38 A4.55
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 1 0 0 504 858 321 1383 455 420 4. kF 8.25 4. 55
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0 3 2 0 0 4 3L 4020 S69S10TS - 4,29 4 32" 8 .25 4. 38 4. 29
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 0 1 0 0 6 22 .50 32901220 450 438 8 1R 4 244 50
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 1 &k 0 B . 0L2: N 35 380t 8 A% & 148 0 R 18T 3
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 ! 0 1 5903 4.85 S F19/1157 4. 45 4. .21 4.08 & 23 @4.85
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 0 2 0 3 < Jegei SR R SRy B e S T - B B b W A G e N 1 e B 6
8. How many times was class cancelled 0 1 0 0 0 g 18 5. 00 L1281 5.00 4,79 “4.88 4,79 95,00
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness " | 0 1 0 ! gl R AT JONEIIeE & &7 401) 8.05 4. 13 & AT
Lecture
1. Were the instructor’'s lectures well preﬁared 1 0 0 1 0 0 18 4.84 229/1221 4.84 4.48 4.40 4.44 4 .84
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 0 0 0 b 0. 18 ' 4.88% 426/1227  4.89 4. Bl 4.70 4.78 &.889
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 1 0 i 0 1 ek .63 340 12N R 83 &.35 " 4.28 838 483
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 1 i3 0 0 1 116 - 4.83 ~1F0fd2LT &.,33 .26 4.28. 4.30.  &.53
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 3 2 0 0 2 2200400 13y - 9RG. 8 80 . 3.6F 3. 88 .87 4 .00
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 17 0 0 0 1 4 148 - 4.88 1lefL134 '8 88 4.36.--3.85 & 138 68
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 14 0 0 & 0 2 18 & T4 308136 4.78 A.6F 4.25 ‘8.83 " &.74
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 2 0 0 0 1 310 872  JUFFELES 4,02 - &4.65 4. 25 & .4F 4. 72
4. Were special techniques successful 2 1 0 0 0 4 13 4.76 75/ 607 4.76 4.20 '4.03 4.03 .4.76
: Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 1 4 i b | 1 i I S e | T/ 177 40.27 4.3 4,05 4,01 4,27
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 2 0 1 L 0 L ¥ S e AT L 183 8. 50 408 4. 18 4.18° 450
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 1 2 0 0 0 3 14 4.82 287 148 - 4.82 4.5 8.30.4.12 5. .82
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance ;| 1 1 ! 0 - SR . R e 732 112 4.50 4,40, 4,24 :'4.27° 4.50
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified i 4 1 0 0 3041 8,93 54/ 163 4.53 4.38: 4,12 4.13. 4.53
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme 0 0 1 0 0 = S . e et 5l & .85 R.51- 8.0 § .58 & B
2. Was the instructor available for individual attention 0 1 0 1 0 4 14 4.63 28/ 58 - 4.63 -4.19 - 4.55  4.38 4.83
3. Did research projects contribute to what you learned 0 2 0 0 0 4 18  8.18 231 58 8 T8 - A .80 "R 54 .81 A . (@
4. Did presentations contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 . Rl & (OO 21/ 60 4.85 4.51i: 4.60 4.50 :4.8%
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 0 0 1 1 1 20000 & 80 18/ 60 4.:45° 3.713 . 3.95:.3.87 4.4%
Field Work
1. Did field experience contribute to what you learned 0 0 1 0 i ! 2168 4.80 284 81 :'4.80 843 4487 .  84.43 4,80
2. Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria 0 0 0 2 0 b SR LT 18% B0 4. 55% 8§14 4.18. &.15 . 4.9%
3. Was the instructor available for consultation 0 0 Z 0 0 ey - R 17/ 036 4.93 K. 38 .4.43 4§50 4. 53
4. To what degree could you discuss your evaluations 0 0 0 1 2 2 ole 4iny L4035 - 8,85 4,20 4,21 & 16 #5955
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 0 0 0 2 i 3 S LR 7 ] J2 33 K.50 4. 38 . 4.25 4. .07 -4.50
Self Paced
1. Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned 4 0 1 1] 1 ) Al s By e 8/ :20. 4.56: 4.09:°4.19 -3.84 "4 56
2. Did study questions make clear the expected goal 4 1 1 1 ik 012 -4.480 6/ k4 8. 40§23 408 3,81 &, 80
3. Were your contacts with the instructor helpful 4 0 1 1 0 n SR e GREE L0518 R.50  £#.33 .. 4.23 .00 4,50
4. Was the feedback/tutoring by proctors helpful 4 2 i 0 0 d -10." 4.30 8/ 18 -8 .50 8§ 37 4.21...4.03. 4.50
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students 4 2 1 ) 0 1. 11 4:43 B/ 13 . 4. 43 4.38 4.19 4.18' 4.43



Frequency Distribution

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 3 0.00-0.99 1 A 17 Required for Majors 0] Graduate 16 Major 0
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 2
56-83 0 2002 .99 0 General 0 Under-grad 4 Non-major 3
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 0
Grad. 16 3.50-4.00 13

B

C 0

D 0

E 0 ; Electives 0 #4#4% - Means there are not enough
P 0 responses to be significant

% g Other 17



Course-Section: EDUC 623 0101

University of Maryland
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Rank Mean
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UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.28 4.38
- T Bt
4.25 4.38
4.18, 4.24
4.03° 4.19
4.908 . 8.23
4.17 4.18
4.66 4.79
4.05 413
4.40 4.44
8005 0. 18
4.24 4.32
4.24. 430
s L S R
3.85. 413
§.25 % A3
4 25 4. 47
4.03 4.03
Majors
Major
Non-major
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responses to be significant
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Title INSTRUC STRTGY TEACH S Baltimore County
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Spring 2000
Enrollment: 4
Questionnaires: 4 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies
Questions NR NA - Mean
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 4.00
2. Did the 1instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 0 0 1 2 i 4,00
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0 3 0 0 0 0 i %80
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 . 4.00
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 L i R -
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 1 1 2. 8.25
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 0 0 p 1 0 2y
8. How many times was class cancelled 0 0 0 0 0] 1 s . Th
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 0 0 0 1 0 2 1-3d.f5
Lecture
1. Were the instructor's lectures well prepared 0 0 0 i) 0 1 2 4.00
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0 0 0 0 1 0 3450
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0 0 0 0 E ¥ b
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 1 s I:4.08
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0 2 1 0 1 0 g..2.00
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 1 0 < B
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 0 0 0 0 i | 0 3 4. S0
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion B 0 0 1 0 3450
4. Were special techniques successful 0 1 0 0 2 0 2 4.33
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 2 Required for Majors 0
23-55 0 1.00-1.88 0 B 1
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 c 0 General 0]
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad. s 3.50-4.00 1 ; g Electives 0
I 0 Other 3
? 0



Course-Section:
Title
Instructor:

EDUC 332 0101
SCIENCE : SECONDARY SCHO
BLUNCK, SUSAN

Enrollment: 4

Questionnaires: 3

U Bpd
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Woo~NdDU &M=
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Questions

General
you gain new insights,skills from this course
the instructor make clear 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
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 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

Q0000000

PRMNM MM Ll el el Q0000

RS T ST NN ]

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2000

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequencies
1 2 3 4

Frequency Distribution

NA
0 0 0 2 0
0 1 0 2 0
0 0 0 b | 1
0 0 1 1 1
0 0 0 2 0
b 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 .
0 0 0 1 1
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 2
0 0 0 1 2
! 0 1 1 0
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 0]
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 X 0
0 & 0 0 0
0 0 | 0 0
0 1 0 0 0
Reasons
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Course Dept

Page

L 4

o

474
000

J
Job IRBR3028

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 1
2855 0 1.00-1.99 0 B X
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 c 0
84-150 1 3.00-3.49 1 D 0
Grad. 0 3.50~-4.00 i E 0

P 0
;4 0
? 1

Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

Graduate

Under-gr

Mean Mean
3.8F 431
.33 420
] RS
3.00 .4.13
3.8 gl
1080 9411
5.00. 4.78
< o R R
4.00 4.48
S04 ;. §.81
3. 87T .8 35
3.81..-4.20
2.50:5 3.6F
4.50  4.36
500 4.6
S0 A R
4.00 4.20
5. 00:4.51
3.00 4,19
5.00 4.40
5.00 4,51
1.80:3:73
2.00: 4:43
1.00- - 4.1%
2.00 4.33
1.80° §.20
e
0
ad 3

UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
.20 - 4.29 -3 67
4. 17 4,18 2.33
.18 4.25" 4,00
4.03- 404 :3.00
4.08 - §.10 -3.BF
S o B e T
4.66 4.65 5.00
$.85 -4.0% . 381
4.40 .4.39 4.00
o0 4 . 5000
g 28 cnlk 28 ST
r A G B SN, T
3,84 3.9% 2.50
385 8,498 4 50
T L RN
S e R ]
&.03 . 4.:10. " 4.00
470 4.3 -5.00
455 -8.4%+:3.90
4.54 - 4.79-+5.00
4.60 84.86 5.00
3.85 3.63 1,00
447 4.58 3,00
.44 3. 86 1 .00
4.4d5-8.09 200
4.21-:-3.80 -1.00
Majors
Major 0
Non-major 0

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



Course-Section: EDUC 629 0101

Title INST STRAT:TCHNG SEC S
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN
Enrollment: 8

Questionnaires: 8

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 2000

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequencies
=

Instructor

#### - Means there are not enough

Course Dept

Page
1 ERIT

2

502
000

Job IRBR3029

UMBC Level
Mean Mean

4. 284,38
& 4T .25
4254 38
4.18 .4.24
4.03 4.19
4. 08 - 4.23
417 4. 186
4.66. 4.78
405413
4.40 . 4.44
4.70:8.78
4:24 432
4.24 - 4:30
3. 8% 8.8
.85 :4.13
4.25 4.43
4.2%. .4 47
4.03°.4.03
e SR
455 8 48
4. 547 4. .41
4.60 4.50
d. 853 .87
4.47 - 4.43
&.14 -4.15
4,43 4.50
4.21 - & 18
4:257 & 0OF
Majors
Major
Non-major

EPRERNAWE *WHA

WaWwU e

WU

WhaUWa

LSRR8, RE, 4,

Questions NR NA 4 5 Mean Rank Mean Mean
it General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course e ) R Bt ) il B TRl N T e G e B B n R ek
2. Did the 1instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 0 1 3 3 13,90 1114/1288 :3.50 -4.20
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0 7 0 0 0 1 e [ B Ll B i S e Lo T B
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 0 0 0 3 2 3 800 PapFidan - 4.00. -4.33
5. Did 3551?ned readings contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 1 1 2 s e RURER o U W T R 1 O e
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 0 1 3 -8 29 888 15T 4.20 & .21
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 1 1 1 1 3 0 P B e b kL el Bl B BT BT |
8. How man{ times was class cancelled 1 0 0 0 0 2 Ly Yo R o e e S e
8. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 2 0 0 0 0 3 o -0l 2013208 4. 50 4 11
Lecture
1. Were the instructor’'s lectures well prepared 0 0] 0 1 0 5 2 -4.,00 98271221 4.00 4.48
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0 0 0 0 0 0 A 0 ) 1F12ed 9. 00 . 4. 8L
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly Z 0 0 0 o) 2 1 3.67 1084/1218 3 .87 4.35
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 . 2 g3 13 AR LAIZLT 4813 828
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0 2z 0 0 5 1 O 17 Ay 998 3. 1T -3 .67
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 2 B 80 142/1188" .75 - 4.36
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 0 0 0 0 0 0 g :5.00 LAbaan - 500 4,81
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 0 0 0 0 0 0 8§:5.00 18 L23 0 5.00 4,865
4. Were special techniques successful 0 0 0 1 2 2 3. 3.88 400/ 607 3.88 4.20
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme S 0 0 0 0 3 2 4.40 S3) B3 4. A0 4.5]
2. Was the instructor available for individual attention 3 0 0 0 3 1 1'-3.80 58/ .58 B3.80 4.19
3. Did research projects contribute to what you learned 3 0 0 0 0 0 9 940 4 =i98 0 00440
4, Did presentations contribute to what you learned 3 0 0 0 0 1 d-.4,80 ea )= 004 B0 51
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 3 0 1 0 2 1 1320 BEL B0 320 3. 73
Field Work
1. Did field experience contribute to what you learned 6 0 0 0 0 0 25,00 i A% 5:D0 -4 .43
2. Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria 6 0 0 0 0 0 2. 5.08 17 840°5.00..8.14
3. Was the instructor available for consultation ] 0 0 0 0 0 e ia e L/5:3%.-%.00 :4.38
4. To what degree could you discuss your evaluations 6 0 0 0 0 0 2 85.480 1/ 38 5.00 -4 20
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 6 0 0 0 0 0 2::9.00 1f:33 - 5.00:-"4.36
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 : A 8 Required for Majors 0 Graduate 5
2855 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 C 0 General 1) Under-grad 3
84-150 1 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad. 5 3.50-4.00 ps F 0 Electives 0
P 0 responses to be significant
I 8 Other 7
T



Course-Section: EDUC 792P 0201

University of Maryland

Page 525
JUL 10, 2000

Title Baltimore County
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Spring 2000 Job IRBR3029
Enrollment: 3
Questionnaires: 3 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 ean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
: General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0.0 -0 0 2 1:..4.33 683/1288 4,33 .4.31 4 268 '4.38:.4.33
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 0 0 0 2 L 4i33 . 5T6/1283 '4.33 - 4,20 '8 17 . 4.25 4. 33
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0 £ 0 0 0 0 2. 900 L1005 5. 00 &4 324 .25 -4 385 00
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 0 0 0 0 1 e UE N pgheedis W e r e WL G SR [ Lo gl S I Rl R e R
5. Dad asgl?ned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 3 4,00 65571221 4. .00 4..13 '4.03 4.18 400
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 2 1 83,33 103971157 3.33-- 4.2} 4.08 84.23:7°3.33
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 1 0 1 1] 0 1 3:90- E1LL/ERT3 - 3 .50 4. 118 17 & 168" 3.50
8. How many times was class cancelled 0 0 0 0 0 0 o SRR W ¢ 1 Ff1281 5. 00 4.78: 4.68 '§.79 500
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 4,59 2671288 . 4.50 " 4.11, #.085--4.1% 450
Lecture
1. Were the instructor’s lectures well prepared 1 0 0 0 0 0 2:°5.00 171223 %00 4. 48 4. 40 4. 44 +5.00
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0 0 0 0 0 0 b o R L3280 5. 00 4. 8L 4. TO & .76 . %5.00
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0 0 0 0 0 0 3D an L8210 9. 000 35 4 200 8 37 5 00
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0 0] 0 0 0 0 3..5.00 171213 5,00 4,28 “4.24 & 30:°5.00
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0 1 1 1 0 0 S Gt WL B [ W -7 et el T Tt @R 1 Rl L T
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 0 0 0 25,00 1/4194 - 5. 004 .36 '3.85 -4.13.5.00
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 1 0 0 0 0 0 SRR B L1038 - 5.00 “4.61 .4.25 4.43  5:00
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 1 0 0 0 0 0 A 0 10 ArEIRd 5L 00U 85 A 25 g AT 50
4. Were special techniques successful 2 0 0 0 0 0 L= 2007500 820 4,03 4:03°-5.00
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme 0 0 0 0 0 0 3. 5,00 Ly i8d 5 00 - 4.5) 470 -4:57 5 00
2. Was the instructor available for individual attention 0 0 0 0 0 1 278,87 2R B8 4.67 . 4 18 4 855 4. 38 4 87
3. Did research projects contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 1 1 1:4.00 AS i hd 4 B0 880 4258 a4 v 4R
4. Did presentations contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 1 £ ey 34/ 80" 4.67 4.51 .4.60 '4.50 .4.87
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 0 0 0 0 1 1 i Il a0 31580 A 00 -3 73 -3 .85 3874 00
Field Work
1. Did field experience contribute to what you learned 2 0 0 0 0 0 15,00 178 5.00: 4 43 4.4 - 4. 43  5.00
2. Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria 2 0 0 0 0 0 00 df 405 D0 4. 14 - 4. F4 815 '5.00
3. Was the instructor available for consultation 2 0 0 0 0 0 I oaa0u 14360900 8,38 - £ 43" :4.80: .5 00
4. To what degree could you discuss your evaluations 2 0 0 0 0 0 1500 1736 5. 00 4:20 4,21 -§. 18 5.00
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 2 0 0 0 0 0 1:5.00 i/ 33 5.00 - &4.36..°4,25--4.07 5,00
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 3 Required for Majors 0 Graduate 0 Major
28-55 1 1.00-1.99 0 B 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 C 0 General 0 Under-grad 3 Non-major 0
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad. 0 3.50-4.00 1 F 0 Electives 0 #4## - Means there are not enough
P 0 responses to be significant
g g Other 2



Course-Section: EDUC 330 0101 University of Maryland Page 472

Title TCHNG SCIENCE:ELEM SCH Baltimore County JUL 10, 2000
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Spring 2000 Job IRBR3029
Enrollment : 19
Questionnaires: 1§ Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 5 Mean Rank Mean Mean ean Mean Mean
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 2 1| 3 5 9:3.683 1138/1283 3.83 4.31°:4.268 429 3.63
2. Did the instructor make clear the eéxpected goals 1] 0 2 6 5 1 20 2 RN 1259/1283 2 .89 4.20  8.17 4.13 2.69
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 013 0 1 0 0 2 4,00 ***x/1075 xkxx 4.32 4.25 4.25  xxxx
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 0 1 2 4 T 2 3.44 111371220 244 2.33 813 4.20 .3 44
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 3 T 7 2 3..-3.D8 112221221 3 .08 4.13:.'4.03" 8. 08 3.06
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 1 6 5 & 2. ..2.88 112071157 £.88 -4 2] 4.08 410 2.88
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 0 7 2 5 0 £ 2.25 1250/1273° 2.38 4.11 4. 17 4:19. 2 28
8. How many timesg was class cancelle 0 0 0 0 0 o B s B 404/1281 4.94 4.79. 4.66 465 4.94
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 0 1 2 2 7 3 17:2.93 1203/1288 2.93 4.11 4.05 4.07 2.83
Lecture
1. Were the instructor’'s lectures well prepared 0 0 1 3 b 4 353738 1155721221 3.31 4.48 4 40 4.39 3,31
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0 0 0 0 2 3 .11 4.58 8926/1227 4.56 4. 81 8 70 8Tl 4 .58
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0 0 1 5 6 2 2 2.94 118171219 2.94 4,35 4.24 4.2% 2.94
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0 0 2 4 6 2 2 2.88 116471217 2 88 °4.28 4.24 4. 23 2.88
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 1 2 2 1 6 1 3 3,15 828/ 998 3 L5 3BT 3 .94 3 97 5 15
Discussion
l. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 2 0 2 2 4 3 e el | 8935/1134 .2.71 4.36 3.95 4.08 =t feghe B 5
2. Were all students actively éncouraged to participate 2 0 3 0 2 1 8 -3.79. 898/1138 ST A THY g 08 g s 3.79
3. Did the instructor eéncourage fair and open discussion 2 0 2 1 2 3 5..3.57 954/1127 3.57 4.65 4.25 4.35 357
4. Were special techniques successful 2 2 2 Z 1 3 4 3.42 5147 607 3.42 4.20 4.03 4.10 3.42
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme 15 0 1 0 0 0 0 1.00 **xx; B3 saxx 4.51 4.70 4.8] *wxxx
2. Was the instructor available for individual attention 14 1] s 0 0 0 0 1.00 **xx/ .8 kxxx 4.19 4.55 4,41 xxxx
3. Did research Projects contribute to what qu learned 14 1 0 0 0 0 1 5.00 **xx/ 54 xxxx 4.40 4.54 4,79 xxxx
4. Did Presentations contribute to what you learned 15 0 1 0 0 0 U108 REBEL L BD . knkh 4.51 4.60 4.88 *xxx
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 15 0 1 0 0 0 |0 [y T 1 T NERAS BE ki 3.73 3.95 3,63 xxx
Field Work
I Did field experience contribute to what you learned 14 0 1 0 i 0 0 2.00 **x*xx/ 4] xxxx 4.43 4.47 4.58 xxxx
2. Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria 14 0 2 0 0 0 0 1.00 **xx7 40 sxxx 4.14 4.14 3.9 Hxxx
3. Was the instructor available for consultation 14 0 2 0 0 0 9 R T T KRR e 30, Kikkk 4.38 4.43 4.09 xxxx
4. To what degree could you discuss your evaluations 14 0 2 0 0 0 0 1.00 **xx;/ 3§ sxxxx 4.20 4.21 3,90  xxxx
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 14 0 2 0 0 0 0 1.00 **x*xx7 33 sxxxx 4.36 4.25 4.32 xmx»
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 ;b A 11 Required for Majors 0 Graduate 0 Major 0
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B
56-83 3 2.00-2.99 1 General 0 Under-grad 16 Non-major i
84-150 8 3.00-3.43 4
Grad. 0 3.50-4.00 6

4
C 0
D 0
E 0 Electives 0 ###8% - Means there are not enough
P 0 responses to be significant
g g Other 15
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UMBC Level

g2 4 20
. 354 .08
425  4.71
4,18 4. 14
Jd.98 3,98
4.06 4.04
4.14 4.04
4.68 4.64
4.01 3.95
4.35 "4.28
4.66 4.62
4.18  4.11
4.20 4.14
381339
3.89 °3.88
4.16 4.08
4.:15: 4 OF
3.91 3.88
4.05 4.10
o e B
4.36 4.40
4.18 4.04
4.51 4.49%
4.46 3.78
4.41 4.25
4.42 4.63
4.04 3.79
4,82 . 4.72
43073 8BS
4.:93 8. 23
4.45 4 .33
&.42 . 3.87
428 4 03
o S i b
4.12 2.75
R O e
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Mean
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Title TCHNG SCIENCE:ELEM SCH Baltimore County
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Fall 19499
Enrollment: 12
Questionnaires: 12 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies
Questions NR NA
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 0 1 s 1 8
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 0 1 2 3 6
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 1 8 0 1 0 0 s
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 0 0 0 2 3 7
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 s g 7
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 1 3 8
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 0 i 3 2 2 4
8. How man{ times was class cancelled 0 0 0 0 0 ) i b
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 2 0 0 0 2 2 6
Lecture
l. Were the instructor’s lectures well prepared Z 0 0 0 X 2 T
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 2 0 0 0 0 0:10
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 2 0 1 0 0 3 6
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 2 0 0 0 3 0 7
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding " 1 1 1 2 1 4
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 11 0 0 0 2 3 6
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 1 0 0 0 0 2 9
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 1 0 0 0 1 1 9
4. Were special techniques successful 1 0 0 0 | 3 7
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 9 ) 0 0 1 0 1
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 9 0 0 0 2 0 1
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 9 0 0 0 0 0 3
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 11 0 0 0 1 0 0
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme 9 0 0 0 1 0 2
2. Was the instructor available for individual attention g 0 0 1§ 0 0 2
3. Did research projects contribute to what you learned 9 0 0 0 0 0 3
4. Did presentations contribute to what you learned 9 0 0 0 0 0 3
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 9 0 0 1 0 0 2
Field Work
1. Did field experience contribute to what you learned 9 0 0 0 0 1 2
2. Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria 10 0 0 0 1 0 1
3. Was the instructor available for consultation 10 0 0 0 3 0 1
4. To what degree could you discuss your evaluations 10 0 0 0 0 1 1
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 10 0 0 0 1 0 i
Self Paced
1. Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned b | 0 0 0 1 0 0
3. Were ﬁcur contacts with the instructor helpful 1E 0 0 0 0 1 0
4. Was the feedback/tutoring by proctors helpful 11 0 0 0 0 0 1
5. Were there enough proctors for all the students i it 0 0 0 0 1 0



its Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades

Reasons Type Majors
£, 0 0.00-0.99 1 A 6 Required for Majors 0 Graduate 4 Major 0
a5 o] 1.00-1.99 o] B 4
83 1 2.00-2 .99 0 C 0 General 0 Under-grag 8 Non-major 1
150 2 3.00-3.49 4 D o}
6 4 3.50-4.00 4 F 0 Electiveg 0 ##84 - Means there are not enough
P 0 responses to pe significant
;[) 0 Other 12
7 1
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Frequencies
£

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Instructor

Course Dept
Mean Mean

JUN 2

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
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W=D & Wh) =

U s L) P =

BWMN =

Cre

rse-Section: EDUC 330 0101
le TCHNG SCIENCE:ELEM SCH
tructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN
ollment: 18
stionnaires: 8

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 man{ 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 tﬁe 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

WoOoOO0oo0OoOOo

0 b s s

(G RS S 5]

Frequency Distribution

NA 2
0 0 1 = 0
0 1 2 0 i
5 0 0 0 b1
0 1 0 i 2
0 1 0 1 b
0 1 0 1 4
0 3 z 0 1
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 P
0 0 0 2 0
0 0 0 0 1.
0 0 0 1 3
0 0 0 3 0
1 1 2 3 0
0 0 0 ) 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 2
Reasons

NooMMNWEMN AU

OppwoaW

[=YATAL SN

PUINWWEBWEE

NoE bbb

wuu

dits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades
-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 5
=S85 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 2
B2 1 2.00-2.99 0 C 0
=150 3 3.00-3.48 3 D 0
ad. 0 3.50-4.00 2 & 0

P 0

I 1]

? 1

Required for Majors
General

Electives

Other

Mean Rank
4.13 789/1248
3.63 1041/1246
4. .67 24071057
4.00 781/1183
3.88 764/1191
3.75 - 845/1127
PR3- 200 f1237
500 1/1243
4.20 491/1230
443 85T L1188
4.86 - 451/1185
4.29 - B822/1191
41473771187
2.00 8942/ 959
4. .33 dedfiiEN
5.00 171118
5.00 1/1116
3.67 4861/ 648
Typ
Graduate
Under-gr

###4 - Means there are not enough

4.13: 4.41
3.88: 4.27
4.87  4.57
4.00 4.40
2.388 410
= e v M,
Z2.09 4,20
5.00 4.80
8.20 .8 29
g 43 - 4. 45
4.86 4.82
£.29:: 8. 42
4.14 :4.33
2.00 .3.82
4.33 4.44
$5.00 4.74
5 00 470
3.87 433
e
0
ad 8

4.28 -4.28
4:15 4 17
4.22..4.26
4.18 4.23
4.02. 4.07
4.08 4811
ey e
4.66 4.68
Bl 4 08
435 4.38
4678 6T
4284 .2%
420 23
3.85 -3.90
J.80.:3.95
el e i
420 422
3.96 4.02
Majors
Major
Non-major

responses to be significant



%ggrse-Section: EDUC 623
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Instructor:
Enrollment:
Questionnaires: 5

0101
le INSTRUC STRTGY TEACH S
BLgNCK, SUSAN

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 19989
Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequencées

Instructor

Mean

Course Dept

JUN 2

Page

1
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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

man{ 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

[=lelelslelelelele]

oocooo

O000

NA

0 1
0 2
4 0
0 7
0 0
0 0
0 3
0 0
0 1
0 0
0 0
0 0
0
0 3
0 0
0 0
0 0
i 0

Frequency Distribution

1 i
0 0
0 1
0 1
1 2
2 2
1 0
0 0
1 0
2 0
0 0
2 2
“ 0
3 0
1 1
0 1
0 1
0 ik
Reasons
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Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 3
28-55 0 1.00-1.88 1] B 2
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 o} C o]
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 2 D 0
Grad. 2 3.50-4.00 2 F 0

P 0
& 0
? 0

Required for Majors

General

Electives

Other

ank Mean Mean
1204/1246 3.20 4.41
118571246 3.00 .4.27
###4# /1057 #H##4 4.57
1186/1183  .2.80 4.480
8924/1191 - 3.60 4.10
Tro2yL127 2.8 4,22
1225/1237.:1:80- 4 20
171283 - 5.00: .8 .80
Tlies230: ' 3.20 8,29
1100 /1192 3404 45
1710195 5. .00 4.82
21331081 -3 08442
111771187 - 3.00 - 4.33
942/ 959 2.00 3.92
17473119 3.60 4.44
549/1118 4.40 4.74
650/1118. - 4.20..4.70
3187 648 4.00 4.33
Type
Graduate 2
Under-grad 3

#### - Means there are not enough

UMBC Level
ean ean
4,28 °4.32
§ik9  BLdd
Nk iG]
4.18 4.25
&.02 - 4.11
4.06 4.24
4.15 4.22
4 .66 4.74
T SR e
&4.35; 437
487 8T
4:20 4.28
LR e S
d.85 3.84
3.93 4.11
4.24 4 .44
4.20 4.43
3.96 4.09
Majors
Major

Non-major

responses to be significant
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Course-Section: EDUC 629 0101 University of Mar¥land Page
Title INST STRAT:TCHNG SEC S Baltimore County JUN 24,
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Spring 1999
Enrollment: B
Questionnaires: 6 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level
Questions NR NA 1 3 ean Rank Mean ean ean ean
General
1.:Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 0 0 0 1 S5 8. 88 1221288 K. 83 4 4) A .24 4.82
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals h § 0 0 0 0 0 a5 0 Sr12808 5 00 8,27 &Y 420
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0 5 0 0 0 0 15,00 #98%/1057 - $i48% - 4 .57 4.22.-8.31
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals & 0 0 0 0 0 9 900 143183 .-5.00 4,40 "4 18 & 25
5. :Dig assi?ned readings contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 4.80 SA LI -4 .80 4 kR 02 4 1L
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 0] 0 1 4 4.80 BSsLi27 - 4.80 4 22 408 4.24
7. Was the grading system clearly explained i) 0 0 0 0 3 2 8.80 &T8/1237 440 '4.20 4 15. 'K 22
8. How man{ times was class cancelled 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 - 5.00 1/1243 5,00 4.80 4.66 -4.74
8. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 2 0 0 0 0 0 . - R T 171230 5. 00 4. 28 % 01415
Lecture
l. Were the instructor’'s lectures well prepared 1 0 0 0 0 0 b0l 11192 5. 00 -8 45 - &.35 -4 37
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 0 0 0 0 0 5. 500 11185 5. DO 4 82 4B -4.75
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 1 0 0 0 0 0 S 500 LE191 "5 .00 4 424 20 4 28
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 0 0 0 b 5.0 Ly118% 5 00 4.33 ' 4.20 8§ .21
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 3 0 0 0 0] 1 4 4.80 1/ 958 & 803 82 3.85..3.94
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 0 0 0 S 5an IaL0am 5,00 4. 843 93 " 4.11
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate X 0 0 0 0 0 5 oh 00 L4118 - 9.00 4. T4 4,24 :8.44
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion it 0 0 0 0 0 555,00 1/1116 5.00 4.70 4.20 4.43
4. Were special techniques successful 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 500 1/ 8688 5 @0 4,33 3.86:4.08
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 4 Required for Majors 0 Graduate 4 Major
28-55 0 1.00-1.88 0 B 1
56-83 0] 2.00-2.99 0 C 0 General 0 Under-grad 2 Non-major
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 1 D 0
Grad. 4 3.50-4.00 - F 0 Electives 0 ##4# - Means there are not enough
P 0 responses to be significant
% g Other -



Course-Section: EDUC 792V 0101

Title

University of Maryland
Baltimore County

Page
JUN 24,

483
1999

Job IRBR3029

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
q.248 4,32
4:15 ~4.22
4:18  4.25
408 %11
b T8I e e ¥ !
e
4.66 4.74
4. 01 4.15
& BT L &.75
4.20 4. 26
| e e
3.83 4,11
4.20 4.43
2L 4 .07
472 & 84
4.53 4.67
4.46 4.52
831 & 33
§.22 4. 27
" B b DAY G e
4.11 .56
3.58-°4.00
4.10- 4.00
4.02 - 4.00
3.53 - 4.80
Majors
Major

Non-major

Sect
Mean
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Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Spring 1999
Enrollment: 1
Questionnaires: 1 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies Instructor Course Dept
Questions NR NA 4 Mean Rank Mean Mean
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 oB 0N 151246 5.00: 4 81
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 0 0 0 0 i:.5.00 171248 5.00 4.27
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 0 0 0 0 0 1500 1/1183 . 5.00 &.40
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 0 1500 Lriigl. b 4f . &, 1o
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 BT 171327 5.00: 8.22
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.:.5.00 112387 5. 00438
8. How man{ times was class cancelled 0 0 0 0 0 0 1500 1/1243  5.00° 4.:80
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 0 0 0 0 0 0 15,00 LA1Za0: - 5 0l 4. 29
Lecture
. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0 0 0 0 0 0 1. 500 171195 . 5.00,: 4.82
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0 0 0 0 0 0 1500 1715891 b 00 - 4. 42
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:5:00 YILET 5. .0U 4. 33
: Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 0 Toas g 171118 :'5.00: 4.44
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 0 0 0 0 0 0 L. e 171116 .-5.00 4,70
Laboratorg
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 0] 0 0 0 0] 0 1 500 Lraagl 500 9,00
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme o} 0 0 0 0 0 1500 O e e - el o | MREL B f
2. Was the instructor available for individual attention 0 0 0 0 0 0 X 5. 00 Lo - Sog o 4 81
3. Did research projects contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.00 1/ 435,00 4. .84
4. Did presentations contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 0 Lo 0 1/ &1 500 & 44
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:.35.00 Lr-o-gTren O 8 B
Field Work
3. Was the instructor available for consultation 0 0 3 8100 1/ 27 5.00:  4.68
4. To what degree could you discuss your evaluations 0 0 0 0 SRR L 28 5.00° 4. .82
Self Paced
1. Did self-paced system contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 5 g 1/ 3 .5.00 5 00
2. Did study questions make clear the expected goal 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:%.00 1/ 6500 500
3. Were ﬁour contacts with the instructor helpful 0 0 0 0 0 0 L 500 if 6900 5. 00
4. Was the feedback/tutoring by proctors helpful 0 0 0 0 0 0 15,00 Ly 85,00 500
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 0 Required for Majors 0 Graduate
28=55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 1
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 C 0 General 0 Under-grad
84-150 el 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad. 0] 3.50-4.00 0 F 0 Electives 0 #### - Means there are not enough
P 0 responses to be significant
% 0 Other 1
7 0



Course-Section: EDUC 330 0101

Title TCHNG SCIENCE:ELEM SCH
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN
Enrollment: 13

Questionnaires: 12

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Fall 19938

Freq;encies

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

UBwr -

2 CIP)

MW=

Credits Earned Cum. GPA

WO~ AWM

General
Did you gain new insights, skills from this course
Did the 1instructor 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 man{ 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

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
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Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons
Required for Majors
General
Electives
Other

[
U= o NENO-NO O RO

——
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12

Instructor

Course Dept
Mean Mean

JAN 2
Job IRBR3029

"33

Mean Rank

475 2111328
3.92 948/1328
2.00 ####/1111
4.67 188/1249
4.33 44271259
4.75 103/1186
3.08 121271323
4. 92 498/1327
4.40 34571284
4.50 °:552/1260
5.00 171253
4.40 523/1237
4.40 593/1233
3.56 8643/1004
§.58 223/1207
4.82° 12971203
4,83 18671205
4.75 33/ 122
5.00 ####/ 59
3.00 ##88/ 47
4.00 ##4#4,/ 40
3.50 ##u#4%/ 63
5.00 ####/ 42

Graduate

Under-gr

#### - Means there are not enough

275 K.423
S.8% - 3 F
##H# 4.58
4.67 4,44
4.33 - 4.10
Q1S 4. 35
e IR L e o
4.92 4.88
4.40 4.24
4. 50" '} 42
5.00 4. .86
4.80° 4.32
480 4. 32
3583 4P
.58 88D
4.92  4.63
4. 83 4.80
4. 7S 437
#8484 4.61
#4484 4 .34
#i44d 4.58
#4429
#4484 4.38
e
0
ad 1

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.23; .23
4,13 4.08
4.20:4.18
$.13. 4.12
G024 95
4.02.:83.98
442 . °4.05
4.66 4.62
3.98.3.98
&.28 4. 23
4.66 . 4.62
.18 4. 3]
&. 156 - 4. 15
e
2.89 -3.49
T8 Ty gSoi B
By g B
3.90 3.85
3.94 4.17
#.027 418
&30 &Y
3.99 4.48
300 4 28
Majors
Major

Non-major

responses to be significant
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Course-Section: EDUC 623 0101 University of Maryland Page
Title INSTRUC STRTGY TEACH S Baltimore County JAN 29,
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Fall 1998 Job IRBR
Enrollment: 7
Questionnaires: 6 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level
Questions NR NA s Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean ean
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 0 0 0 1 So4088 AT /LISE8 < A-R3 4.43° 4,23 .°4.39
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 4007887 /1328 4 00 &.27 . 6:13° 8. 1T7
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 500 $888/1111% %888 4.58 420 4.3%
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 0 0 0 i | 2 il TR SR W e [ R O e Bl B 1 R e i e e |
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 3 2 b 3.8 835 1258 3 BY - 4.10:-4.02. .4 11
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 2 &g 0l o 19301488 4 687 4. 354,08 . 4:28
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 0 2 0 2 0 oo B0 lgd L 1380 3 08 4 1T 4 12 4. 14
8. How many times was class cancelled 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 5.00 L1238 -5 00 -4 8%~ 4.88.: 4.81
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 1 0 0 = 1 B e s L 0 et 7 it T Ly e e L ke ST
Lecture
1. Were the instructor's lectures well prepared 2 0 0 0 2 1 &o-Fo e - T0SL1280 3 15 o4 .42 428 .4 .30
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject h? 0 0 0 0 0 55,008 L1293 508 8 88 4868 &.78
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 2 0 0 0 1 2 Lo q. 00~ B1LF123T 4. 00 4,327 4. 14" 4,17
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 2 0 0 1 0 1 200 SleS1238 4. 00 4,32 4,18 4. 18
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 8 | 0 0 2 L3 50 he2,1004: . 3.90 - 3 87 377 3.65
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 R 80 J1Z/120F 8 B0 - 4 .82 - 3.89. 411
2, Were all students actively encouraged to participate 1 0 0 0 0 0 5.-5.00 Lyiauyd: .00 4,83 8, 17 4.4]
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 1 0 0 0 0 K CEER R Ee ) e 1R B MR S e B s B
4. Were special techniques successful 1 1 0 0 0 1 4435 83/ Fud 8. FS 40T 3 20 8. 8T
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 4.00 R###/ 65 #H### 4.35 4.33 4.49
2. Was the instructor available for individual attention | 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.00 ####/ 68 ###% 4.08 4.30 4.41
3. Did research projects contribute to what you learned 3 0 0 0 0 0 1..5:00 8488/ 62 BU8% 4. 17 .4.21 .4 .22
4. Did presentations contribute to what you learned 5 0 0 0 0 0 1. '5.00 4484/ 74 4488 4.29 ' 4.13 4.33
5. Were criteria for grading made clear - 0 0 0 0 0 ool Se8sl 083 4888 3 .92 53 30" .3.88
Field Work
1. Did field experience contribute to what you learned 4 0 0 0 0 1 i< -d:50 284580 450 - 481 3.98 4,58
2. Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria 4 o} 0 o} 1 1 9 .3.50 a8/ A&7 3,604,334 4,02 4.29
3. Was the instructor available for consultation 4 1 0 0 1 0 0 -3.00 #4488/ 40 4848 4.58 4.30 4.71
4. To what degree could you discuss your evaluations 4 0 1 1 0 0 0 1.50 guy - 63 - 1.50 " 4.:29 3.98 4:15
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 2 0.00-0.99 0 A 5 Required for Majors 0 Graduate . Major
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
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 0 D 1]
Grad. 2 3.50-4.00 3 r 0 Electives 0 ###4 - Means there are not enough
P 0 responses to be significant
% g Other 4



Course-Section: EDUC 629 0101

Title INST STRAT:TCHNG SEC S
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN
Enrollment: 5

Questionnaires: 4

Questions

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
assi?ned readings contribute to what you learned
written assignments contribute to what you learned
the grading system clearly explained
How many times was class cancelled
How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness

Do BLWh
o
'™
(= B

Lecture
. Were the instructor's lectures well preﬁared
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

U B P =

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

PRI N

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

Ul B =

S l=lslelelalelal=]

[=]=]l=le) 00000

o000 0o

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 1998

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Frequencies
1 2 3

Frequency Distribution

NA 4
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 s
3 0 0 0 0
0 0 B -0 0
0 0 L & 0 1
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 13
0 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 1
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 1
1 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 1 1
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
5 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 1 0 0
1 0 0 3 0
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 1 1

Reasons
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Instructor

Mean
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Page 469
JUN 15, 1998
Job IRBR3029

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 2
28-55 0 1.00-1.88 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0
84-150 1 3.00~3.49 0
Grad. 2 3.50-4.00 3

Required for Majors
General

Electives

Other

Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
an Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
I03/1184 875 8 40 -4 % 4 47 & ThH
32371183  4.50-4:3484 'A.14. 4.26 "4.50
17996 000 4,26 832 54 27 5 10
1713122 5.00--4.38 - 4.1% -4.28 5.00
60271122 - 4.00 - 4.168 4.00 4:18 4.00
171052 500 ~4.22 4 07 4.28 '5.00
58571170 4,25 4.22 - 8.15 4.31 4:25
941 /1183 4,25 -4 .64 " 4.67 4.716 . 4.25
172176 5,00 4,26 4. 004,205 00
8571132 4.25 - 4.50 '4:35- 4.43 . &.25
1/1140 500 -4 .88 4. 67 4,80 5.00
395 /1136 4. 50 4:84 419 4 .33 .4 .50
LIEFTIAE . & 15 . &322 4. 218,38 8,78
UL B0 4 673,003,880 °.3.79. 4. 87
SESLLEED - 8 .25 452 - 3 88 4 23 &. 25
1A1070 5,00 4 .71 4.22  4.48..5:00
141058 5. 004 67 -4 18" 4 51500
L2 BRd - 4 504 3T 3,08 420 350
28/: 48 :4.50 .9.58 -4 34 4.8 4 50
<P eaer e Sl ey G b e Dl R B Gl el
32/ 48, 4.33 448 4. .28 &4.31 4,33
pi- e R o e T SR G R L T B i
o) 8l 4. 25 3. 898, 8. 05400 4725
Type Majors
Graduate 2 Major 0
Under-grad 2 Non-major 3

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



Course-Section: EDUC 623 0101 University of Maryland Page 464

Title INSTRUC STRTGY TEACH S Baltimore County JUN 15, 1998
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Spring 1998 Job IRBR3029
Enrollment: 7
Questionnaires: 7 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Questions NR NA 1 2 3 4 5 Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
General
1. Did you gain new insights, skills from this course 0 0 0 o} 3 § 0 PR TP R B LA B N S B o R B TR e AR 4]
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 0 0 1 0 RIS i e | 6 BT e A Sy T G e T e B o B
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0 5 0 0 0 0 2. -5.00 2890 5. 00 8 28 - RN 9T RO
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol 1 1713122 5,00 "4:38 4.18 426 .5.00
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned Z 0 0 0 2 1 204 00 802 1190 0D A IR 408D A .16 400
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 2 0 0 0 1 0 4 4.80 18471052 =4 80 - 4 25 4 OF 4.28 2 4:60
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 2 0 0 0 0 2 354,80 1 261/1178 4.60°.4.22 8. 15 4,31 460
8. How many times was class cancelled 2 0 0 0 0 4 L4200 87071183 °4.20 . 4.84 4. 82 4.78 - 4:20
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 4.886 SZSLIIFE B 8B -4 .26 4 D04 20 4886
Lecture
l. Were the instructor’'s lectures well prepared 1 0 0 0 0 0 g ..5.80 L1132 5.00.. 4.50 4. 35 4. 435 .00
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1 0 0 0 0 0 B 5,80 171140 5 .00  4.89  4.67 4.80 - 5.00
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly it 0 0 0 0 L S T e S e B G- TR W e S LGS B B s T el
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 0 0 0 & 5.00 1136 5.00 0,32 §. 21 §:39:95:00
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 1 i 0 0 3 0 2.3 800495/ 879 2,80 -3:86  3.80: 3.719 .9.80
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 0 0 1 S 483 D8/1070 . 483 4 .52 :3.94 423 <483
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate I 0 0 0 X 0 A0 R8I0 4 BT T .22 4 AR 48T
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 1 0 0 0 0 0 & 5,00 171058° 5.00 . 4.87 -4.18 . 4.51  5.00
4. Were special techniques successful 1 0 0 0 0 i a4 h8 034582 883 4537 03,99 4,20 %83
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 5 0 0 0 0 0 e W LS l68 05 00 4 .82 § & 418055 00
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 5 0 0 0 0 0 2..5.00 LA:188 b 00 . 4.08 3 (20817 5:00
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities D 0 0 0 1 1 O-3.850- 124/ 164..3.50 -3.82 14.00- 4 05 '3 80
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 5 1 0 0 bl 0 0 3.00 ####/ 165 ###% 3.31 4.11 4.00 ##ss
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified o 0 0 0 1 0 100 s0/.182 - 4.00- -394 3.98. 4.20 -4.00
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.00 ####/ 48 ##4# 4.56 4.34 4.56 ###s
3. Did research projects contribute to what you learned 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.00 ###4#/ 46 #### 4.46 4.28 4.31 ####
4. Did presentations contribute to what you learned 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.00 ###8/ 52 #4444 4.54 4.31 4.40 #ié#
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 3.00 ####/ 52 #### 3.94 4.05 4.00 #uus
Field Work
1. Did field experience contribute to what you learned 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 5.00 14035 - 5.00 8. 8074 58 440 5 06
2. Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria 4 0 0 0 0 1 oy T T/ 284 -8 67 -4.29. 4. 11 4. 121 8 87
3. Was the instructor available for consultation 4 0 0 0 0 1 2 .87 12/ .29 "8 .BF . 4:59= 8. 19 4.58] & 67
4. To what degree could you discuss your evaluations 4 0 0 0 2 0 e - L8y 31 3,61  4.020 3,77 23550 ‘237
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 4 0 0 0 0 i 2  4.87 29 RUGT 8,23 2. 81 4. 30 4 87
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A 6 Required for Majors 0 Graduate 4 Major
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 0

56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 [ 0 General 0 Under-grad 3 Non-major 0



Course-Section: EDUC 330 o0l01

Title TCHNG SCIENCE:ELEM SCH
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN
Enrollment: 20

Questionnaires: 17

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 1998

Frequencies
1 3

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

JUNPTE?

1

4386
998

Job IRBR3028
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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

S e e e e e Yy

LS RS RS N E RS, )

b s s

oo oOoouvoo
(=l=lolelolelele]e]
OO~ 0000OOK
OO0O0O-NOO~O
BONWDWOMNMN

~2OOC0O0OO
l=lelele]
oDo00
(ol ol ol =T =]
FMNOO

[=]=le]w]
o000
nNoow

wooo
oooo

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons
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Required for Majors
General

Electives

Other

Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level
Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean
22471184 8,69 480  A:25° ‘4. 27
e B 9 R0 o TN e . A R T e T
#4444/ 996 H#Bus 4.26 4.22 4.21
RLL 122 4. 81 %38 498 4,22
34571122 4 .38 '4.16. 4.00:.4.00
12271052 - & .89 4. 22 407 . 4.08
1891178 & B9 & 22 4 (5 & 07
8441183 4 .44 "4 B4 “4.67  4.70
SIALLTe. AT 4 2604 00754 .02
98/1132° 4.92 4.50 4.35 '4.236
171348 :5.00 4. .88 4.67 - 4.66
12411368  4.83 "4 A4 . §.19 "4 1R
20871138 AT6T - & 324,80 .21
decl 848 -8 X408 9l -3 80 3 -BE
1021070 4. 381 &4 .52 3 94 4.60
L1070 B .80 4.1 4.2 4 20
1/1058 -5.00 4 .87 4.18 4.24
62/ 532 4.85 - 4.37:.3.99.-:4.09
Type Majors
Graduate 0 Major

Under-grad 17 Non-major

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



Course-Section: EDUC 332 Digl University of Maryland Page
Title SCIENCE : SECONDARY SCHO Baltimore County JUN 1?,
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Spring 1998
Enrollment: 4 :
Questionnaires: 4 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level
Questions NR NA 1 2 a 4 5 Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean
/- General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 0 0 ik 3 0395 101571134 .3 .75 4. 40  4.25 "4.°27
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 3.87  963/F183 - 3.67 4.34 4. 148 4. .12
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0 3 0 0 0 1§ 04700 68J7 996 4. 00 4.26: 422 4.21
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 0 0 0 0 3 D F ey T B R el e RO el B e
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 1 2 1 0. 300102971122 3.00 - 4.18"° 4 90 - 4.00
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 o} 4 g 4005851052 4 00 8.22  3.:07.° &4 09
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 0 0 0 2 L 13 .0 QIR/LLIT9 878 & 22 8015 & .0F
8. How man{ times was class cancelled 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4.00 1085/1183 4.00 4.84 4.87 4.70
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 0 0 0 0 1 2 (e ol B S A BN B S S e B i Bl
Lecture
1. Were the instructor's lectures well prepared 0 0 0 0 0 0 k500 11182 . 85000 4 504,35 8 38
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0 0 0 0 0 0 & 500 /1340 500 - 488 §.67:- 4. 88
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0] 0 0 0 0 1§ 3 405 8311367 4 75 4 48 4 194018
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 50 4381136 4. .50 -4.32 +8:21 4. 2%
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0 1 0 0 1 2 Q-3 el S0 BEY 2 68 380 3,803 88
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 1 S g ln 1330108 4 TS 8. .52 394 4,00
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 5.00 Y A0 5. 00 8 FY R, 22Tl 31
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 0 0 0 0 0 1 B Ry e ded L G ) e G o O R S L i |
4. Were special techniques successful 0 1 0 0 1 0 SR 3305 ThEe 4033 4 .37 3.99 800
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme 1 0 0 0 0 1 v G e/ A8 8 874 56 & 34 3,58
2. Was the instructor available for individual attention 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 .-5.00 Lr~oR8: 5 00 & 337 4 2833 BT
3. Did research projects contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 0 1 0 L0833 387 746 4,33 8.46:  4.28...2 .78
4. Did presentations contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 0 0 0 3. 500 AR bt il 0 |1 N i SRR R ) R
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 4.00 B/ B2 4 0B -3.08. 4,05 3 90
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
Q=27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 4 Required for Majors 0 Graduate 0 Major
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 0 ;
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 . 0 General 0 Under-grad 4 Non-major
84-150 4 3.00-3,49 3 D 0
Grad. 0 3.50-4.00 1 F 0 Electives 0 ##4#% - Means there are not enough
P 0 responses to be significant
I 8 Other 4
?
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Course-Section: EDUC 330 0101

Title TCHNG SCIENCE:ELEM SCH
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN
Enrollment: 20

Questionnaires: 14 )

Questions \

Fall

1997

Frequencies
1 2 .

University of Maryland
Baltimore County

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Instructor

Course
Mean

Page

JAN 2

4865
1998

Job IRBR3029

UMBC Level
Mean Mean

Sect
Mean

-------- e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e b e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

U LR

BON -

U B LM N WM NaWwMN -

LS, - /S N

Doo~NDUN AW =

General 1
Did you gain new insi?hts,skill$'from this course
Did the instructor make clear the expected goals
Did the exam gquestions 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 man{ 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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Mean Rank

4.64 279/1287
3.64 1030/1267
4.00 ###4#/1056
4.07 687/1191
4.00 62471203
4.38 33451117
3.23 11511258
5 .00 1/1268
4.18 51171256
4.36 70871197
5.00 1/1214
4.09 75171198
4.18 70T /1195
3.80 511/ 840
e e I
4.77  246/1172
4,62 337/1164
4.7 -Z281) BH1
5.00 ###%/ 207
5.00 ##4#/ 210
5.00 ###%/ 207
5.00 ####/ 202
5.00 ####/ 195
5.00 ###%/ 67
5.00 #4484/ 62
5.00 ###4#,/ 47
5.00 ####/ 58
5.00 ####/ 58
3:.20 28731
3.00 28/ .30
4.50 137429
3.60 A6 22
4.00 I9f 19
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4.13 - 4.08
3.99 3.85
4.07 - 4.03
4.13 4.02
4.68 4.69
3.99 3.92
4.38 4.28
4.66 4.58
4:17°4.08
4,19 4810
3.80 3.78
3.90 ..3.87
4,18 4.13
A 150 % 07
3.3 3.83
3.99: 3.95
4.04 4.02
428 ' 4.28
4.14 4.06
3.94 3.83
4.52 4.34
4.35% 4.09
4.18 '3.81
4.33 4.13
342 3.00
4.31 4.386
< B A W B
431 4,82
4. kL &2k
4.39  4.37
4.40 4.72
4.43 4.80
4.48 4.30
4.79 4.88
4.60 5.00
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Frequency Distribution

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 10 Required for Majors 0 Graduate 0 Major 0
28-55 (o} 1.00-1.99 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 General 0 Under-grad 14 Non-major 3
84-150 5 3.00-3.49 3
Grad. 0 3.50-4.00 6 Electives 1 ##4##4 - Means there are not enough

responses to be significant
Other 12
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Course-Section: EDUC 623 0101

University of Maryland

Page 494

Title INSTRUC STRTGY TEACH S Baltimore County JAN 28, 1998
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN g Fall 1997 Job IRBR3029
Enrollment: 9
Questionnaires: 7 7 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
d i Frequencies Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Questions \ NR NA 1 2 Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
: General ik ¥
1. Did you gain new insights,skillé from this course 0 0 0 0 1 2 482 1 SI6 /1287 .43 . 4.28 - 4.248 % 324 49
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 0 0 2 1 N4, 29 H8L/126T 4. 20409 8 114,08 % 29
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals D 0@ 00 8 Dedy 803 n383Y 1181 o8 43 4:20 8. 13 4 14 843
5. Bid asgl?ned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 | 1 2 3 4.00 624/1203 ' 4.00- 4.08 3.89 4.01 - 4.00
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 1 0 3 S q:la: - SI3LLELT - 4 14020 -4 0T 4.19 414
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 0 0 2 2 0 3 WdeT 1048 /1258 35T 403 - 4.13 4,15 3.57
8. How many times was class cancelled 0 0 0 0 0 0 -2 e 11868 5. 00 4 86 4 .68 4. T7 '5.00
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 3 0 0 0 0 3 1 8 2 A83 1256 4 25 "4 .07 3 88 4 .00 -4 .25
Lecture
1. Were the instructor’'s lectures well prepared 0 0 0 0 1 4 & :0.14 84271187 4. 14 . 4.286 '8 .34 4.3]1 4148
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 1] 0 0 0 0 0 s o O Lfi2ld 590 4.83. 4 66 4,71 ::5.00
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0 0 o} 0 o} 4 d:-8.43 48R/ L108. 4. 43 -4 .27  &.-11 :4.19 . 4:.43
4, Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 & PR e L el b L e R e 5 R T i (R B I e
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0 1 0] 0 L 3 R R i (Rt e A 0 SRS T U SR B8 MG 1 AR Sy e R VR I
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 0 2 STl ISUALLTR - T A 40 3 0D 8 008 71
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 0] 0 0 0 0 0 15,00 L0725 00" 489 4. 18 438500
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 0 0 0 0 0 0 T a0 L/1384" 5.00 - 4.80  4:15 4.38 5.00
4. Were special techniques successful 0 0 0 0 0 0 by - T LE. Bal bbb 4. 18 3 838 0L 500
Laboratory
1. Did the lab increase understanding of the material 5 0 0 0 0 0 2.5 00 L/5207 5. 005485 3 .89 -3 845 00
2. Were you provided with adequate background information 5 0 0 0 0 0 oA T ) Lfs218 500 3 8F 4048 3,80 500
3. Were necessary materials available for lab activities 5 0 0 0 0 0 p RGE R R | 17 207 5088 . 4:00 :4.28 4.00:5.00
4. Did the lab instructor provide assistance 5 1 0 0 0 0 1:-5.00 2988/ 202 #84%  3.45 4.14 4 .06G. #5kE
5. Were requirements for lab reports clearly specified 5 0 0 0 0 8] 2 5.00 L 199, 9500 -4 24 3. 94 4. 15 5 00
Seminar
1. Were assigned topics relevant to the announced theme 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.00 #8484/ B7 #4488  4.45  4.52 4.52 $ahé
2. Was the instructor available for individual attention 6 0 o 0 0 0 L 5. 00 WRd#/ B2  #88% - 4.52 4.35:-4.35 4%
3. Did research projects contribute to what you learned 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 S.00 #34%/ 47 #4884 4.33 4.18 4.18 #3248
4, Did presentations contribute to what you learned 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.00 #8847/ 58 ##4% 4.36 4.33 4.36 #iss
5. Were criteria for grading made clear 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.00 ###%/ 58 #H##H# 3.81 3.72 3.74 #4444
Field Work
1. Did field experience contribute to what you learned 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.00 ####/ 31 #4844 4.46 4.31 4.30 #u#4#s
2. Did you clearly understand your evaluation criteria 6 0 0 0 0 0 1:°5.00 #4884/ 30  BH4#%  -3.73. 382 -3.43: R%8R
3. Was the instructor available for consultation 6 0 0 0 1 0 0. -3:00 48RS 29 S8R '4.39 °4.3]7°4.10 .  EREE
4. To what degree could you discuss your evaluations 6 0 0 0 4] 1] 15008800722, B888 ~3.0890: " 4.11:- 3. T5 HEEE
5. Did conferences help you carry out field activities 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.00 ####/ 19 ####% 4.35 4.39 4.83 ##4s
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type Majors
00-27 1 0.00-0.99 0 A i Required for Majors Graduate 5 Major 0
28-55 0 1.00=1" 99 0 B 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 c 0 General Under-grad s Non-major 0
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Course-Section: EDUC 823 0101

University of Maryland

Instructor

Mean Rank
4.50 41771251
4,33 5341251
4.00 739/1048
4.33 470/11723
J. 27 1081180
340 974/1104
3.00:1149/1243
5:00 1/ 1251
480 15371235
4.50 573/1204
4.83..513/1208
4.17 70271204
4. 17T -T58 L1205
4.00 376/ 860
4,60 211 L1ARD
4.80 234/1164
4.80 200/1150
&2 2087 081
Typ
Graduate
Under-gr

#### - Means there are not enough

Course Dept
Mean Mean

&, 50 -4 5F
4,33 432
4.00 4. 43
e e i B
o A B e U e
I ST e e
3,004,112
5.00: 4. .88
4.60 4.19
4.50 4. .44
4.83 4.86
4. .10 °4.36
4.17.:4.348
$.00:2. .87
4.60 4. 46
4.80 4.69
4.80 4.66
4.20  4.34
e
7
ad 4

Page
JAN 22,

Job IRBR
UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.23 '4.39
4:1L. -4 .18
S ey
4. 13 4. 25
4:02 4,14
4. 05 420
&, 12 8. 22
4,689 4:T2
3.88:54:15
LW e B g
&:.68.4. 17
" e
4.20 4.24
po 7 o g s ) 5
39354 09
4.23.4.:38
407 4.4
3,96:4.10

Majors
Major

Non-major

responses to be significant
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Title INSTRUC STRTGY TEACH S Baltimore County
Insfrictor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Fall 1996
Enrollment: 8
Questionnaires: 6 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies
Questions NR NA 2§ 2 3 4 =
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 0 0 0 4 2
3. Did the exam gquestions reflect the expected goals 0 4 0 0 0 2 0
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 0 0 0 1 2 3
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 2 1 0 0 3
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 1 0 0 1 1 3 0
7. Was the grading system clearly explained R 0 0 0 3 1 3 i
8. How many times was class cancelled 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 0 0 0] 0 & 3
Lecture
1. Were the instructor's lectures well prepared 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0 0 0 0 0 1 3
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0 0 (0] 0 0 -] 1
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0 0 0] 0 1 3 Z
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0 0 0 0 1 4 ik
Discussion :
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned i 0 0 0 0 2 3
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 1 0 0 0 0 1 4
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 1 0 0] 0 0 i 4
4. Were special techniques successful 1 0 0 0 1 2 2
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
00-27 2 0.00-0.99 0 A 4 Required for Majors
28-55 0 1.00-1.98 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. 2 3.50-4.00 5 F 8 Electives
P
1 0 Other
4 0]



Course-Section: EDUC 330 0101

Title TCHNG SCIENCE:ELEM SCH
Instriucter: BLUNCK, SUSAN
Enrollment : 19

Questionnaires: 14

Questions

Frequencies

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 1986

LS AT N

WM

Credits Earned

Required for Majors

Do~ & Wk =

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
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

Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades
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Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Instructor
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Page 438
JUN 4, 19896
Job IRBR3029
Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
12051218 2°93 4 45 4 27 > 4.23 72 .93
TL8a 14t 2.93 4 35 &.18 8 11..2.88
BEHH#/1023 HH### 4.59 4.24 4 20 #HH#
L1100 L8 03 D8 80 4 L8162 08
B84y1156  '3.50.4.268 - 4,095 4 04 350
1051/ 18ye  2.93 4.3F 4,094 07 -2.483
I197 1207 ~ 1593 4. .38 417 4.14::1:.93
B84 LA 480 -4 TR A T 872450
i094/12313 -3 .21+ -4.30 . 4.00-.3.96 3.21
2122711633 15 0 48 8 38 . 4.35 315
834/1174 4.48° 4. 86  4.63. 4:6B. 4 48
112171158 . 2.68. ' 4.39 4,20 '4.19 2 69
P121/0058 262 A4 80 ~4.2) A1l 262
P RTS8 L e e T S TR
A0S ALAPF 2.6 A A8 3. 937388 1 2:B7
Sar/L1R8. 3050 4. 71 4. 28 4,25 350
A e G i e Bl T T G ¢ T R B T o
e df i e 0 I R T o G S0 e BT T R
Type Majors
Graduate 0 Major 0
Under-grad 14 Non-major 0

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



Course-Section: EDUC 332 0101

University of Maryland

Page 441
JUN 4, 1996
Job IRBR3029

Instructor Course Dept UMBC Level Sect
Mean Rank Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
400 B85/1218 4.D00 "4:45 4. 27°-4.23 " 4.00
06T LOLSFL2A8 - 3 85, 4. 35 A 1B 4 X1 )3 BT
4.0 733/1144 - 4.00 4.40 -4.18- 4.16.4.:00
4.33 41871158 -~ 4.33° 4 .26 4.09.  4.04  4.32
323 IGO0 3 .33 48708 084 073 33
2.0 LIS A120T 2 87 410 & 17410 2 67
S R ey o Wi Iy G e b e N o R el G O b I
oo el o b B DR gt ke 1 BT GO e RS O s
4.87:-400/1163 4. .67 . 4.49 :4.38 54.35: 4.87
200 L1178 500 4 884,68 4.66 .5.00
4.8 2B /1158 4. BT 8§39 400 419 B 67
4678 30LS1158 A4.67 4.40  4.21 & 17 4 67
g, Q1) drliel: 500 88 3.931 3 967 5700
5.00 L1228 5.00 g Ll A28 8,255 Q0
5.00 £y/112% 5. 904 61 -4.20:°4.20 5. 00
400320 588 4.00.. 4. 31 4,09, °4.15. 400

Type Majors
Graduate 0 Major 0
Under-grad £ Non-major 0
##4## - Means there are not enough
responses to be significant

Title SCIENCE : SECONDARY SCHO Baltimore County
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Spring 1996
Enrollment : 3
Questionnaires: 3 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies
Questions NR NA 1 2
: y General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 0 0 1 i i
2. Did the 1instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 0 0 1 2 0
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 0 0 0 0 £ 0
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 } € ¢} 2
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 2 1 0
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0 0 1 h 0 0 1
8. How many times was class cancelled 0 0 0 0 0 iz 1
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 0] 0 0] 0 0 1 2
Lecture

1. Were the instructor’'s lectures well prepared 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0 0 0 0 0 0] 3
J. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0] 0 0 8] 0]  ; 2

Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 2 0 0 0 0 0 1
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 2 0 0 0 0 0 1
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion s 0 0 0 0 0 1
4. Were special techniques successful 2 o} 0 0 0 il 0
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons
~27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 1 Required for Majors

28-55 0 1..00-1.88 0 B 2

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 E 8 Electives

I 0 Other
T 0



JUN

Page

1

469
996

Job IRBR3029

UMBC Level
Mean Mean
4.27 4.44
}. 18 < 4.24
4284 33
4.18. 4.24
4.09 4.24
4:09 - 4.25
o B il S
R S
4.00 4.17
4.38  4.52
4.68 4.78
4.20:-4.31
a4.21 4,35
2805 3 EG
g8 -8
4.24 4.48
4.20 4.44
4.09 4.07
Majors
Major

Non-major

#### - Means there are not enough
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Course-Section: EDUC 623 0101 University of Maryland
Title INSTRUC STRTGY TEACH S Baltimore County
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Spring 1996
Enrollment: ¥
Questionnaires: f Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies Instructor Course Dept
Questions NR  NA 1 2 3 4 Mean Rank Mean Mean
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0] 0 0 0 0 1 Bl 88 108 /1218. 4 .86 4. 45
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 0 0 2 1 o d: 20 HT8/1218 - 1.29 4.35
3. Did the exam questions reflect the expected goals 0 4 0 0 I 1 l1: 4.00 '706/1023 . 4.00  4.59
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 1 0 0 0 3 1 4 4.50 308/1144 4.50 4.40
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 )5 1 T L e W T e B A
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0] 0 0 0 2 2 SR A e L 0 T O S e
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0] 0 0] 1 1 2 300 - 812/1207 - 4. 00 4.18
8. How many times was class cancelled 1 0 0 0 0 1 e R e e ST B e TR e SRR W
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 1 0 0 0 0 . SO TN s 0 e e TR O - .
Lecture
1. Were the instructor’'s lectures well prepared 2 0 0 0 0 i 4 4.80 243/1163 4.80 4.49
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 2 0 0 0 0 0 5500 171174 5.00 4.86
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 2 0 0 0 0 2 3460 326/1158 4.80 -4.38
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 2 0 0 0 0 0 D Aohy 171158 :-5.00..:4.40
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 2 1 0 1 1 1 L3 o Ban /808 " 3.50 3 96
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 2 0 0 0 i = Lo ol 88011274008 .48
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 2 0 0 0 2 0 Jui 820 -G0S L L1 4 2050 T
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 2 0 0 0 0 1 4. 4.80 202 1121 4 80 - 4.6]
4. Were special techniques successful 2 0 0 0 0 2 Fo4. 60 14370 598 4.60  4.31
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type
00-27 2 0.00-0.99 0 A 7 Required for Majors 0 Graduate 4
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 0
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 c 0 General 0 Under-grad 3
84-150 1 3.00-3.49 0 D 1]
Grad. a4 3.50-4.00 7 r 0 Electives 0
P 0 responses to be significant
% g Other 7



Course-Section: EDUC 629 0101

Title INST STRAT:TCHNG SEC S
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN
Enrollment: 6

Questionnaires: 5

W~ Db =

Vs WMN -

BLON

L8 =N % N

CIrD

Credits Earned Cum. GPA

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

Self Paced
Did study questions make clear the expected goal
Were your contacts with the instructor helpful

O~ —=000

(o {e]lole =00

WwWwpWwWw

4
4

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Spring 1996

Frequencies
1 2 3
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Frequency Distribution

Expected Grades

Reasons

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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Instructor

Course Dept
Mean Mean

Page
JUN 4,
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1996

Job IRBR3029

UMBC Level

PRLOUWVWPWWE
M
wu

WapUMW
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w

BUAS
o
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DHTTOOm
~O00000OM

Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

Mean Rank
4.20 - 742/1218
3.60 1041/1218
3.60 982/1144
4.25 489/1156
3.00 103471078
3.50 1061/1207
4.50 884/1217
4.25 [ 431/1213
3.40 1092/11863
5.00 1/1174
4.25: 63641158
28 ol fi15s
3.00 796/ 908
400 S50r1127
4.60 444/1129
500 171121
4.00 326/ 598
4.50 53/ b4
4.50 e Wil b
1.00 #8444/ -51
4.00 477 81
350 48/ 65
4.00 88 21
4.00 ####/ 28
Typ
Graduate
Under-gr

#### - Means there are not enough

4.20 . 4.45
3.60 435
3. 68 440
4:25- 4 .26
3. 005 4. 37
3.50:4.18
4.50 478
42l s
3.40  4.49
5.00 4.86
425 438
4.25 +4.40
i J L R M
4.00. 4.48
3.60::4.71
5.00 "4 .51
400 4.3}
4:50- 4:53
4.50 :4.73
##44 4 .50
4.00 4.24
3.80°".4.39
Ba#e 4.75
#8448 4 .21
e
4
ad ;

4.27 4.44
418 4.24
4. 18 . 4.24
4.09: 4.24
4.08 4. 25
41T 413
4.71 . 4:80
4.00. 4. .17
4.38 . 4,52
4.68 4.78
420 4.31
4.21.:4.35
3.87  3.86
3,94 418
£ 280 .43
4.20 4.44
4.09 4.07
Ao Fn g P2
ol .
4. 554 52
4alc 4. 85
3:89,:.:3.83
4,58 880
4.46 4 .37
Majors
Major

Non-major

responses to be significant



Course-Section: EDUC 330 0101 University of Maryland
Title TCHNG SCIENCE:ELEM SCH Baltimore County
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN Fall 1985
Enrollment : 16
Questionnaires: 13 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
Frequencies Instructor
Questions NR NA Z 3 Mean Rank Mean
General
1. Did you gain new insights,skills from this course 0 0 0 h 6 2 &g B 1124 1 3.69
2. Did the instructor make clear the expected goals 0 0 1 6 3 2 12890125441 2.69
3. Did the exam questions reflect ihe expected goals 0 B 0 3 2 2 3 3.88 848/1 3.88
4. Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals 0 0 1 2 5 “ 3..3.31.-1124/1 3.31
5. Did assigned readings contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 0 i} 2 55 388 - T43 L 3.82
6. Did written assignments contribute to what you learned 0 0 0 2 6 4 i e [ [ 3.3l
7. Was the grading system clearly explained 0] 1 4 > 3 1 12,33 12T L1 2.33
8. How many times was class cancelled 0] 0 0 0 0 013 5. 00 1Bk 5.00
9. How would you grade the overall teaching effectiveness 4 o} i 1 2 5 3. 22 115801 2.22
Lecture
l. Were the instructor's lectures well prepared 0 0 0 1 3 5 43,982 10167123 3.0z
2. Did the instructor seem interested in the subject 0 0 0 0 1 1 e &t S L Sele o B | 4. 85
3. Was lecture material presented and explained clearly 0 0 0 2 2 = 4.:.3.62:1053/123 3.62
4. Did the lectures contribute to what you learned 0 o} o 4 4 3 S e iy b e - W 2 M
5. Did audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding 0 0] i 0 4 5 3..3.69 5527 95 3.69
Discussion
1. Did class discussions contribute to what you learned 3 0 1 1 4 3 13020 afarl 3.20
2. Were all students actively encouraged to participate 4 0 0 0 4 2 4 - 800 T 11 S] 4.00
3. Did the instructor encourage fair and open discussion 3 0 1 1 4 b 3..3.40 1034/1 3.40
4. Were special techniques successful 3 1 0 1 3 3 23,070 451F 3.67
Frequency Distribution
Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades Reasons Type
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A 11 Required for Majors 0 Graduate
28-55 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 2
5060 0 2:00-2-99 2 C 0 General Under-grad
84-150 7 3.00-3.49 6 D 0
Grad. 0 3.50-4.00 3 E 0 Electives 0
0
I 0 Other 12
? 0

###% - Means there are not enough

Course Dept
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Mean ean
4.26::4.30
C I Wy
&. 23 :4:18
&5 l20
 Thls R R
407 8. 12
4.16° 4 186
4.68%8 - 4.70
3-98 3. 85
837 4:38
4.69 4.66
4.197 418
A 22 &2l
F.18 376
3.88 7387
4208817
4,15 413
o 8 i B
Majors
Major
Non-major

responses to be significant

WUNWWWWMNI W
NOWWOWodd
NOWKHMNF@WOW®

WWWaWw
=]
(o]

WwWwhaWw
IS
=1



Course-Section: EDUC 623 0101
Title INSTRUC STRTGY TEACH S
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN
Enrollment: 8
Questionnaires: 7
Questions
General

BWN - (S F - A TN

BWN -

Do~ UESWN -

Did you gain new insights,skills from this course.
Did the 1instructor make clear the expected goals

Did the exam gquestions reflect the expected goals

Did other evaluations reflect the expected goals

Did a551?ned 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

—O00000000

oOQoO CO0000Q

DD D

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Fall

1995

Frequencies

Frequency Distribution

NA
0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 4 1
0 0 0 1] 3
0 0 0 2 2
0 0 0 0 2
0 1 0 2 2
1 4 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 1 2
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 2 2
0 0 0 0 5
3 0 0 2 2
0} 0 0 1 2
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 i
1 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 i
Reasons

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire
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F- 05 -

Instructor

Course Dept
Mean

bR

[P

- R

B R

QOFNONWEW
UVOWHWHhOO

Credits Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades
00-27 0 0.00-0.99 0 A o
2855 0 1.00-1.99 0 B 2
56-83 0 2.00-2.99 0 C 0
84-150 0 3.00-3.49 0 D 0
Grad. 7 3.50-4.00 5 F 0

P 0
1 0
1 0

Required for Majors
General
Electives

Other

ean Rank Mean
AL 2V L2 4]
71104471277 3.71
.57-..293/1092 '4.57
.14 646/1204 4.14
Ak kaufl32n o4 11
.57 9849/1144 3.57
00 1264/1272 2.00
00 11211 5.00
67 88/1262 4.67
.43 B72/71238 4.43
.00 /1243 '5.00
711008 /1238 3. .71
297 .693/1227° 4.29
50 634/ 956 3.50
43 314/1199 4 .43
00 171204 5.00
86 150/1192 4.86
50. .132/. 683  4.50
00 #4#%/ 223 H#ukd
00 #4444/ 224 Hu4d
00 #4444/ 218 +Haud
00 #H###/ 219 H#H44
Type
Graduate
Under-grad

###4 - Means there are not enough

0

Page 472
JAN 23, 1996
Job IRBR3029
UMBC Level Sect
Mean Mean Mean
2808 30 8 T
TEr i e e b
C By oo B
.19 -8 157414
LR R g B |
.87 - 4.18°:3.57
4186 414 200
4.88 4.76 5.00
3838 410 4.8T
4.37 '4.32 ' 4.43
4.89.-4.74..5.00
&1 4. 1% 901
4.22 4.18  4.29
.08 3,87, 3.5
3.88. 4.05 4.43
4,20 & 375 .00
e Ll e e TR
3.83: 3:87 -4.50
4.17 - 4.65 . #8388
4.16 4.60 ##44
4.36 4.61 ##H4##
4.29 4.55 4#Ek%
Majors
Major 0
Non-major 1

responses to be significant



Course-Section: EDUC 330 0101

Title TCHNG SCIENCE:ELEM SCH
Instructor: BLUNCK, SUSAN
Enrollment: 18

Questionnaires: 16

Questions

University of Maryland
Baltimore County
Fall 19986

Frequencies

Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Instructor

Course Dept
Mean Mean

Page
JAN 22,

1

436
937

Job IRBR3029

Was
How
How

Woo-OUE WM -
o
-
=%

Were
Did
. Was
Did
Did

VB WN -

Did
Were
Did
Were

BWNE-

Credits

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

Lecture
the instructor’'s lectures well prepared
the instructor seem interested in the subject
lecture material presented and explained clearly
the lectures contribute t~ what you learned
audiovisual techniques enhance your understanding

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

NOOOOO0OODO0OO

s

Wwwww

Frequency Distribution

Earned Cum. GPA Expected Grades

NA

0 0 0 4 4
o] 0 | 2 4
14 0 0 0 0
0 0 2 1 7
0 0 ] 3 5
1 i 5 1 3 7
0 1 5 5 2
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 6 4
0 0 0 1 8
0 0 0] 0 0
0 0 0 6 )
0 0 2 3 4
3 1 0 3 4
0 h g 4 4
0 0 0 2 5
0 0 0 3 5
0 0 2 0 8

Reasons
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PAOWW~-DMN oo
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e L= =

Mean Rank

3,25 - T00/1251
3.94 842/1251
5.00 ####/1048
4.06 698/1173
813 584/1180
Q. el 8511104
3.06 114471243
5.00 L/1251
386 - T80 L1235
433 - F28 41808
980 1/1208
3.87 885/12D4
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