
1 - 1. The instructor’s explanation of course requirements

Shalmali Bandyopadhyay

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 9 33.33%

Effective (4) 9 33.33%

Moderately Effective (3) 6 22.22%

Somewhat Effective (2) 2 7.41%

Ineffective (1) 1 3.70%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.85
4.36 4.21 4.30

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.85 1.10 4.00 12776 4.36 1.00 5.00 2738 4.21 1.07 5.00 1163 4.30 1.04 5.00

2 - 2. The instructor's preparation for each class period

Shalmali Bandyopadhyay

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 10 37.04%

Effective (4) 9 33.33%

Moderately Effective (3) 5 18.52%

Somewhat Effective (2) 2 7.41%

Ineffective (1) 1 3.70%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.93
4.42 4.30 4.42

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.93 1.11 4.00 12778 4.42 0.95 5.00 2740 4.30 1.01 5.00 1165 4.42 0.94 5.00

3 - 3 . The instructor’s use of class time

Shalmali Bandyopadhyay

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 12 44.44%

Effective (4) 6 22.22%

Moderately Effective (3) 4 14.81%

Somewhat Effective (2) 2 7.41%

Ineffective (1) 3 11.11%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.81
4.40 4.33 4.48

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.81 1.39 4.00 12760 4.40 0.99 5.00 2736 4.33 1.04 5.00 1162 4.48 0.92 5.00

4 - 4 . The instructor’s way of summarizing or emphasizing important points in class

Shalmali Bandyopadhyay

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 10 37.04%

Effective (4) 3 11.11%

Moderately Effective (3) 5 18.52%

Somewhat Effective (2) 6 22.22%

Ineffective (1) 3 11.11%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.41

4.25 4.03 4.19

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.41 1.47 3.00 12757 4.25 1.11 5.00 2737 4.03 1.22 5.00 1164 4.19 1.14 5.00
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5 - 5 . The instructor's ability to make clear and understandable presentations

Shalmali Bandyopadhyay

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 8 29.63%

Effective (4) 5 18.52%

Moderately Effective (3) 7 25.93%

Somewhat Effective (2) 4 14.81%

Ineffective (1) 3 11.11%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.41

4.24 3.96 4.11

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.41 1.37 3.00 12772 4.24 1.12 5.00 2739 3.96 1.25 4.00 1163 4.11 1.21 5.00

6 - 6 . The instructor's use of examples or illustrations to clarify course material

Shalmali Bandyopadhyay

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 10 37.04%

Effective (4) 7 25.93%

Moderately Effective (3) 4 14.81%

Somewhat Effective (2) 3 11.11%

Ineffective (1) 3 11.11%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.67
4.30 4.10 4.20

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.67 1.39 4.00 12762 4.30 1.07 5.00 2735 4.10 1.18 5.00 1163 4.20 1.14 5.00

7 - 7 . The instructor’s use of challenging questions or problems

Shalmali Bandyopadhyay

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 16 59.26%

Effective (4) 4 14.81%

Moderately Effective (3) 4 14.81%

Somewhat Effective (2) 2 7.41%

Ineffective (1) 0 0.00%

Not Applicable (0) 1 3.70%

4.31 4.28 4.17 4.29

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 4.31 1.01 5.00 12771 4.28 1.05 5.00 2738 4.17 1.11 5.00 1163 4.29 1.02 5.00

8 - 8 . The instructor’s enthusiasm for the course material

Shalmali Bandyopadhyay

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 10 37.04%

Effective (4) 2 7.41%

Moderately Effective (3) 9 33.33%

Somewhat Effective (2) 3 11.11%

Ineffective (1) 3 11.11%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.48

4.46 4.29 4.31

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.48 1.40 3.00 12752 4.46 0.96 5.00 2738 4.29 1.06 5.00 1164 4.31 1.08 5.00

Instructor: Shalmali Bandyopadhyay * 

MATH251: MATH251_004-002_FA2023Course:

2023 Fall EvaluaƟons
University of Tennessee at MarƟn

27/36 (75.00 %)Response Rate:

Page 2 of 7



9 - 9 . The instructor's helpfulness and responsiveness to students

Shalmali Bandyopadhyay

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 7 25.93%

Effective (4) 9 33.33%

Moderately Effective (3) 5 18.52%

Somewhat Effective (2) 3 11.11%

Ineffective (1) 3 11.11%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.52

4.38 4.22 4.33

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.52 1.31 4.00 12771 4.38 1.04 5.00 2736 4.22 1.14 5.00 1164 4.33 1.10 5.00

10 - 10 . The instructor's respect for students

Shalmali Bandyopadhyay

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 12 44.44%

Effective (4) 7 25.93%

Moderately Effective (3) 6 22.22%

Somewhat Effective (2) 0 0.00%

Ineffective (1) 2 7.41%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

4.00
4.54 4.43 4.48

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 4.00 1.18 4.00 12778 4.54 0.90 5.00 2738 4.43 0.96 5.00 1164 4.48 0.95 5.00

11 - 11. The availability of extra help for this class

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 8 29.63%

Effective (4) 5 18.52%

Moderately Effective (3) 10 37.04%

Somewhat Effective (2) 3 11.11%

Ineffective (1) 1 3.70%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.59
4.28 4.15 4.29

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.59 1.15 3.00 12519 4.28 1.09 5.00 2720 4.15 1.16 5.00 1165 4.29 1.10 5.00

12 - 12 . The instructor’s willingness to listen to student questions and opinions

Shalmali Bandyopadhyay

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 12 44.44%

Effective (4) 6 22.22%

Moderately Effective (3) 6 22.22%

Somewhat Effective (2) 2 7.41%

Ineffective (1) 1 3.70%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.96
4.48 4.33 4.40

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.96 1.16 4.00 12754 4.48 0.95 5.00 2735 4.33 1.03 5.00 1161 4.40 1.01 5.00

Instructor: Shalmali Bandyopadhyay * 
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13 - 13 . The information given to students about how they would be graded

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 9 33.33%

Effective (4) 12 44.44%

Moderately Effective (3) 2 7.41%

Somewhat Effective (2) 1 3.70%

Ineffective (1) 3 11.11%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.85
4.38 4.26 4.37

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.85 1.26 4.00 12515 4.38 0.99 5.00 2716 4.26 1.06 5.00 1161 4.37 1.00 5.00

14 - 14 . The clarity of exam questions

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 9 33.33%

Effective (4) 7 25.93%

Moderately Effective (3) 6 22.22%

Somewhat Effective (2) 3 11.11%

Ineffective (1) 2 7.41%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.67
4.21 4.04 4.28

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.67 1.27 4.00 12519 4.21 1.12 5.00 2714 4.04 1.19 4.00 1162 4.28 1.07 5.00

15 - 15 . The exam’s coverage of important aspects of the course

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 12 44.44%

Effective (4) 6 22.22%

Moderately Effective (3) 5 18.52%

Somewhat Effective (2) 2 7.41%

Ineffective (1) 2 7.41%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.89
4.34 4.21 4.35

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.89 1.28 4.00 12513 4.34 1.01 5.00 2713 4.21 1.08 5.00 1160 4.35 1.02 5.00

16 - 16 . The instructor’s comments on assignments and exams

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 8 29.63%

Effective (4) 3 11.11%

Moderately Effective (3) 7 25.93%

Somewhat Effective (2) 5 18.52%

Ineffective (1) 4 14.81%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.22

4.21 3.99 4.15

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.22 1.45 3.00 12505 4.21 1.14 5.00 2718 3.99 1.23 4.00 1165 4.15 1.17 5.00

Instructor: Shalmali Bandyopadhyay * 
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17 - 17 . The helpfulness of assignments in understanding course material

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 9 33.33%

Effective (4) 7 25.93%

Moderately Effective (3) 5 18.52%

Somewhat Effective (2) 3 11.11%

Ineffective (1) 3 11.11%

Not Applicable (0) 0 0.00%

3.59
4.22 4.04 4.18

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.59 1.37 4.00 12489 4.22 1.14 5.00 2717 4.04 1.22 5.00 1163 4.18 1.17 5.00

18 - 18. Rate the quality of instruction in this course as it contributed to your learning

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means

Very Effective (5) 8 29.63%

Effective (4) 8 29.63%

Moderately Effective (3) 5 18.52%

Somewhat Effective (2) 3 11.11%

Ineffective (1) 3 11.11%

3.56
4.29 4.10 4.23

 0           25           50           100 Question UT Martin College Department

Response Rate Mean STD Median UT Martin Mean STD Median College Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median
27/36 (75.00%) 3.56 1.34 4.00 12485 4.29 1.08 5.00 2712 4.10 1.18 5.00 1161 4.23 1.14 5.00

19 - 19. What did you like most about this course?
Response Rate 20/36 (55.56%)

• The note card on quizzes and tests, she posts all her notes,she’s funny , has a personality , gets to know her students , quizzes aren’t bad

• I was actually engaged and interested in learning the material. No work was too hard, but no work was too easy, either. This kept me focused. Dr. Shalmali's explanations of mathematical concepts
were clear and allowed me to understand material a lot more easily than "easier" concepts in my previous lower level math courses. The pacing of the class was also great.

• The instructor is funny.

• I enjoyed the topic covered in this course.

• N/A

• Instructor would answer questions in class and would provide feedback based. Instructor would also show examples of problems in class.

• I absolutely loved Ms. Shalmali. She was a wonderful teacher and pushed me harder to be better than I know I am. She is genuinely a wonderful teacher and I can't emphasis that enough.

• None.

• The instructor is very kind.

• The class itself was a bit hard but it was supposed to be challenging.

• She presented the material in a way that was easy to understand, and she always made sure that we were prepared for quizzes and exams.

• Going over examples in class and allowing time to answer questions over homework. Homework isn’t graded either, so you don’t get penalized for doing your best and learning as you go.

• Instructor was nice and made class enjoyable.

• I liked how she was able to explain complex topics in a easy way to understand, and how notes were posted online if we needed to look back over them.

• The extra examples helped.

• The plethora of opportunities to get help

• I loved her ability to work with us, and it was easy to know what was important.

• I liked the speed of the course and that all he information was covered effectively

• The study guides were helpful

• I did like that the professor was personable.

Instructor: Shalmali Bandyopadhyay * 
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20 - 20. What did you like least about this course?
Response Rate 21/36 (58.33%)

• At first she called on us to answer questions she was doing on the board and we hated it so she stopped ,she can be intimidating sometimes, and won’t answer emails because she says she’s lazy

• There was nothing I disliked about this course.

• The lack of explanation while she was writing out math problems and the lack of extra resources provided to help us learn, such as printed notes, links to youtube videos for further explanation of
hard subjects, etc.

• Some questions were kind of hard to answer.

• I did not like the grading in this course.

• The exams were significantly more difficult than any examples used or given. A significant portion of the semester the days class was canceled leading to wasted time that could've been used to
teach, review, or in some other way prepare students. Especially at the beginning of the semester, alot of the comments on people's personal lives and standing in the class were unwarranted and
seemed unprofessional. Most classes, it seemed like the whole class was doing well just to keep up with copying the notes from the lesson, let alone listen to the instructor and process the material.

• I feel as though I, and many others, had to teach ourselves major parts of the class. Our instructor would explain quite a lot of information in a single lecture period, and this material wouldn't be on
any quizzes or tests. As best as I can put it, she taught with a more theoretical approach, rather than explaining to us how to apply what we've learned. She taught quite fast sometimes, rushing
through new topics and examples. I've also had a few issues regarding fair grading with Ms. Bandyopadhyay. On quizzes and tests, she gives partial credits for work if the answer is wrong or partially
correct. After receiving a "Zero" on a quiz, and comparing my answers to my peers, I found that I had near the same amount of work on the page. I brought my issue up to her, and was told that "I
was being graded harder because I was doing well in the class" I find this type of grading unethical, as I was graded to a completely different standard.

• The amount of class material. That is no way Ms. Shalmali's fault, It was just a lot of material to cover so to get in the grove to get that done was a big adjustment.

• None.

• Quizes only had a few questions so if you messed up on something it was easy to lose a lot of points

• Don't really have any complaints.

• The book only gives answers for the odd questions, so I don’t know if I’m right or not on the even ones.

• Nothing specific at the moment that I can think of

• Course content difficult to understand and overall harder to retain.

• How many days that we missed.

• The instructor cancelled class too much for me to retain the information enough.

• it’s hard

• Sometimes the quizzes would be hard because it’s hard to know what to study for sometimes and what questions will be asked.

• Nothing in particular

• The amount of quizzes

• I did not like the lack of true instruction in this course.

Instructor: Shalmali Bandyopadhyay * 
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21 - 21. What suggestions do you have for improving this course?
Response Rate 20/36 (55.56%)

• Dressing a little more professional

• Printed notes, graded homework, more feedback before the quiz or exam, a better textbook that doesn't have typos.

• I would recommend a student teacher outside of the classroom providing students with extra help.

• N/A

• Instead of doing large problem examples, and explaining the steps, maybe try using what we currently know in some smaller examples, gradually adding more steps. Also, please take more time to
explain lecture material. Instead of rushing through the lecture to show examples, explain the material while doing examples. (A well explained, single example would be more beneficial than 4
rushed examples). Our instructor was hard to contact outside of class. While I've never gone to her during office hours, attempting to email her, or message her on canvas, has always been a futile
effort. I have never gotten a response from her using either of these methods.

• Not really any.

• None

• Better explanations of material

• Nothing. The course was fine.

• Maybe do some harder examples in the class rather than put it as homework.

• Use a calculus book that gives all the answers so that we can check if we are correct or not.

• Maybe allowing a “try it yourself” question at the end of some class periods (if time allows) then go over it in class? There isn’t much I can think of saying. But PLEASE let her teach Calculus 2! Or
even 3. I got through this course at least partially because she was my professor. She knows what she is doing and is open to questions and class input. She also isn’t monotone and seems happy
to teach. We need her in the higher level classes! I have asked some of my classmates and they agree also.

• More thorough explanations and strategies to memorize formulas.

• Having exams only cover one chapter, instead of fewer but longer exams.

• None.

• None

• Easier to prepare for quizzes

• None

• More examples

• I would suggest better walking through the problems and steps of how to do the work. It was more given to us in a "here it is" style and expected to learn it from there. And multiple examples would
be better as well as not every problem would be worked the same way. It would also be helpful to have class in this course since learning math is very hands-on, it is hard to learn when class is
always canceled.

Mean of Means Calculations Mean

A - Course Organization and Planning 3.75

B - Communication 3.72

C - Faculty/Student Interactions 3.77

D - Assignments, Exams, and Grading 3.64

Instructor: Shalmali Bandyopadhyay * 
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