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Student feedback Analysis for the years 2017-18 to 2019-20

Based on the survey for the course content, students found the course content to be
deep (average score between 3.5 and 4) and relevant (average score between 3.75 and
4). They felt that the learning value was high (average score between 3.75 and 4) .

Similarly, results for the syllabus and teachers section show that students felt the syllabus
was clear and well prepared (average score between 3.75 and 4) . The teachers were also
well prepared (average score between 3.75 and 4) and communicated effectively
(average score between 3.75 and 4).

Overall, the student survey for academic year indicated that the students were satisfied
with both the course content and the teachers.

Here are some specific details from the charts:

+Course Content

Depth of the course content: 3.75

Extent of coverage of the material: 3.75
Applicability/Relevance of the course content: 4.0
Learning Value in terms of knowledge and skills: 3.75
Clarity and relevance of the reading materials: 3.75
«Syllabus/Teachers

o Syllabus was clear and easy to understand: 3.75

How much of the syllabus was covered in the course: 3.75
Teacher was well prepared for the classes: 3.75
Teacher was able to communicate effectively: 3.75
Teacher encouraged students to participate in class: 4.0
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Based on above insights, though the survey results are overwhelmingly positive, we’ve
identified the following areas we feel we can improve upon.

Course Content

Depth of the course content: Although students rated this well (3.75), there is always
room to see if the content can be made even more in-depth. Are there current events,
new research findings, or other details that could be incorporated?

Extent of coverage of the material: Similar to course content depth, see if there are ways
to cover more material without sacrificing depth. This could involve using different
teaching methods or providing supplemental materials.

Applicability/Relevance of the course content: While students rated this highly (4.0),
review if there are ways to make the material even more relevant to students' lives and



Count

Count

future careers. Can real-world examples be incorporated? Can guest speakers from the
field be brought in?

Syllabus/Teachers

Syllabus clarity and ease of understanding: While students rated this well (3.75), it is
always a good idea to get feedback from students on how the syllabus can be improved.
Is the language clear and concise? Is the organization logical?

Coverage of syllabus material: While students rated this well (3.75), see if there ways to
ensure that all or most of the syllabus material is covered. This could involve time
management strategies or adjusting the amount of material covered.

Teacher preparation: Students rated this highly (3.75), but there is always room for
improvement. Do teachers attend workshops or conferences to stay up-to-date on the
latest teaching methods and content?

Teacher communication: While communication was rated well (3.75), see if there are
ways for teachers to improve their communication skills. This could involve using a variety
of teaching methods, encouraging questions from students, and providing feedback in a
timely manner.

Encouragement of student participation: Students rated this highly (4.0), but there may
still be ways to get even more students to participate. This could involve using
collaborative learning techniques, providing opportunities for students to present their
work, and creating a safe and inclusive classroom environment.
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Feedback on Faculties

Feedback on all faculty members was overwhelmingly positive and there was no statistically
significant difference among peers. Feedbacks of individual faculty members were shared with
them so that they can address any areas they may deem necessary.
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