ANDREW RICHMOND

Teaching Evaluations

The following pages contain all of my teaching evaluations, plus all the comments I received informally for
courses without evaluations. Due to the pandemic and an error in Columbia’s course management system,
there were no evaluations for courses in Summer 2020 (Company Failures [TA|, Metaphysics [Instructor])
or Summer 2022 (Ethics [Instructor]), and one set of evaluations (Philosophy and Psychology [TA], Spring
2020) was self-administered.

The figures below summarize the evaluations. Figure 1 plots my scores on the question “What is your
overall assessment of the effectiveness of Andrew Richmond?” for each course. Figure 2 tracks the average
of those scores over time (top), and then plots all of my evaluations together as one data set (bottom).
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&MCOU RS EWORKS Program Evaluation System

Title: A&S Fall 2017 Standard Evaluation Dates: 12/04/2017 - 12/14/2017

Course: PHILV3252_001_2017_3 / PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE & Responses: 7/18 - 38.89%
MIND

Instructors: Christopher A.B. Peacocke Number of Participants: 18
Enrollment of All Students: 20

TA Graph Report for: Andrew Tyler Richmond

1  What is your overall assessment of the N=6
effectiveness of the teaching assistant?
1 Poor | 0 (0%)
2 Fair I o0(0%)
3 Good 0 (0%)
4  Very good 0 (0%)
5 Excellent 6 (100%)
6 N/A 0 (0%)

Median 5 Interpolated Median 5.00Mean 5.00 Std Dev 0.00
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&MCOU RS EWOR KS Program Evaluation System

Title: A&S Fall 2017 Standard Evaluation Dates: 12/04/2017 - 12/14/2017
Course: PHILV3252_001_2017_3 / PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE & MIND Responses: 7/18 - 38.89%
Instructors: Christopher A.B. Peacocke Enrolliment of Registered Students:18

Enrollment of All Students:20

TA Comments Report for: Andrew Tyler Richmond

Q1 What are the strengths and weaknesses of your teaching assistant (discussion section
leader, lab section leader, grader, or other assistant) as an instructor, and how might his or
her teaching be improved?

He responds quickly to questions via email. He is flexible on office hours. He gets to the heart of what's
important and is patient in making sure we understand the material. He is a MUST SEE given the prof's

teaching style.

He was very helpful, eager to assist students, was always present in class.
He was super nice and accessible

Teaching assistant was amazing. Very helpful and made it very easy to understand concepts. Also made
himself very available to meet.

Our contact with Andrew was largely limited to his office hours, but I attended those frequently and they were
very rewarding. He seemed to be much better than Professor Peacocke at answering questions and explaining
difficult material. He had an excellent command of the subject matter of the course and was consistently
personable and patient.



Columbia University: Barnard College

Spring 2018 - Barnard Teaching Assistant Evaluation

Course:
Instructor:

Response Rate:

PHILUN1401_001_2018_1 - INTRODUCTION TO LOGIC

Andrew Richmond *
38/62 (61.29 %)

1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?

The overall effectiveness of the teaching assistant

Andrew Richmond

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
Poor 1) 1 2.63% |
4.08
Fair ) 1 2.63% |
Good 3) 7 18.42% | M
Very Good (4) 12 31.58% | A
Excellent (5) 15 39.47% | N
N/A 0) 2 5.26% |
0 25 50 100 Instructor
Response Rate Mean STD Median
38/62 (61.29%) 4.08 1.00 4.00
1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?
The TA's ability to clarify course material
Andrew Richmond
Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
Poor 1) 1 2.63% |
4.03
Fair (2) 3 7.89% [ |
Good 3) 6 15.79% | Il
Very Good (4) 10 26.32% | Il
Excellent (5) 16 4211% | .
N/A (0) 2 5.26% |
0 25 50 100 Instructor
Response Rate Mean STD Median
38/62 (61.29%) 4.03 1.1 4.00
1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?
The TA's effectiveness in answering questions
Andrew Richmond
Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
0,
Poor (1) 1 2.63% | 414
Fair (2) 0 0.00% |
Good (3) 8 21.05% |
Very Good 4) 10 26.32% | N
Excellent (5) 16 42.11% | .
N/A (0) 3 7.89% [ |
0 25 50 100 Instructor
Response Rate Mean STD Median
38/62 (61.29%) 4.14 0.97 4.00
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Columbia University: Barnard College

Spring 2018 - Barnard Teaching Assistant Evaluation

Course:
Instructor:

Response Rate:

PHILUN1401_001_2018_1 - INTRODUCTION TO LOGIC

Andrew Richmond *
38/62 (61.29 %)

1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?

The TA's ability to raise challenging questions

Andrew Richmond

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
Poor 1) 1 2.63% |
4.00
Fair (2) 2 5.26% |
Good 3) 6 15.79% [ |
Very Good (4) 10 26.32% | N
Excellent (5) 13 34.21% | I
N/A (0) 6 15.79% [ |
0 25 50 100 Instructor
Response Rate Mean STD Median
38/62 (61.29%) 4.00 1.08 4.00
1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?
The TA's feedback on your work
Andrew Richmond
Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
Poor 1) 1 2.63% |
4.00
Fair ) 1 2.63% |
Good 3) 7 18.42% | M
Very Good 4) 10 26.32% | N
Excellent (5) 12 31.58% I
N/A (0) 7 18.42% [
0 25 50 100 Instructor
Response Rate Mean STD Median
38/62 (61.29%) 4.00 1.03 4.00
1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?
The TA's ability to stimulate student participation
Andrew Richmond
Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
Poor 1) 1 2.63% |
. 3.94
Fair 2) 2 5.26% |
Good 3) 7 18.42% [ ]
Very Good 4) 10 26.32% [ ]
Excellent (5) 12 31.58% | N
N/A (0) 6 15.79% | W
0 25 50 100 Instructor
Response Rate Mean STD Median
38/62 (61.29%) 3.94 1.08 4.00
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Columbia University: Barnard College

Spring 2018 - Barnard Teaching Assistant Evaluation

Course:
Instructor:

Response Rate:

PHILUN1401_001_2018_1 - INTRODUCTION TO LOGIC
Andrew Richmond *
38/62 (61.29 %)

1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?

The TA's feedback on assignments and examinations

Andrew Richmond

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
0,
Poor (1) 1 2.63% | 415
Fair (2) 0 0.00% |
Good 3) 7 18.42% | M
Very Good (4) 11 28.95% | N
Excellent (5) 15 39.47% | NN
N/A (0) 4 10.53% [ |
0 25 50 100 Instructor

Response Rate Mean STD Median

38/62 (61.29%) 4.15 0.96 4.00
1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?
The TA's ability to communicate effectively with students
Andrew Richmond
Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
Poor 1) 1 2.63% |

4.09
Fair ) 1 2.63% |
Good 3) 8 21.05% | N
Very Good 4) 9 23.68% | I
Excellent (5) 16 42.11% [ ]
N/A 0) 3 7.89% [ |
0 25 50 100 Instructor
Response Rate Mean STD Median
38/62 (61.29%) 4.09 1.04 4.00

2 - Please provide any comments on the teaching assistant's effectiveness

Andrew Richmond

Response Rate

[ 10762 (16.13%)

« | found the TA generally helpful, however, | feel that he could have made himself a little more approachable. Once | arrived at his office hours without a specific question,
rather just seeking to learn from others' questions and discuss the material more generally. The TA, however, told me to wait outside the office (the door of which was
already open) until the student with whom he was already doing practice problems had finished asking questions. | was struck by this because it seemed antithetical to the

purpose of open office hours and | am sure that | would have benefitted from the practice they were doing.

« He always gave constructive advice when | was stuck at the homework, however, he could try to improve his ability to clarify course material. It seemed like he was often

confused himself.

* Quick to understand students, questions and very accessible and approachable. Explained concepts in a clear and concise manner!

« very patient and good
« very available and prompt.

« Kind and helpful, enthusiastic!

« Andrew was always ready to help, and seemed to genuinely enjoy the material. He was a good guide to help derive an answer, rather than just give it. | hope our paths

cross again.

« two thumbs up for when he had to teach a whole class. and thanks for the review sessions!

*N/A

« overall it is good
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Columbia University: Arts & Sciences
A&S Fall 2018 Standard Evaluation

Course: PHILUN3601_001_2018_3-METAPHYSICS: PHILUN3601_001_2018_3 - METAPHYSICS
Instructor: Achille Varzi
TA: Martina Botti,Andrew Richmond * ,Nataliia Rogach

Response Rate: 38/75 (50.67 %)

1 - What are the strengths and weaknesses of Andrew Richmond (discussion section leader, lab section leader, grader) as an instructor, and how might Andrew
Richmond's teaching be improved?

Response Rate [ 3175 (4%)

« Clearly had a good understanding of the course content. Discussions were informative and fun.

» Andrew Richmond's strengths is his ability to explain difficult concepts in a manner that was easy to follow. Andrew's teaching methods need no improvement as his ability to answer the questions
with clarity in relationship to the material was excellent. The ability of Andrew Richmond to generate enthusiasm and facilitate discussions with the quality of strong and positive feedback was
fantastic.

» Andrew is very nice and approachable. He makes the recitation very casual, but it could be better if the recitation is more structured.

2 - What is your overall assessment of the effectiveness of Andrew Richmond?

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses
Excellent (5) 4 100.00% | I
Very Good (4) 0 0.00% ||
Good 3) 0 0.00% |
Fair (2) 0 0.00% ||
Poor (1) 0 0.00% |
0 25 50 100 Question
Response Rate Mean STD Median
4/75 (5.33%) 5.00 0.00 5.00
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Columbia University: Arts & Sciences
A&S Spring 2019 Standard Evaluation

Course: PHILUN3251_001_2019_1-KANT
Instructor: Patricia Kitcher
TA: Matthew Heeney,Andrew Richmond *

Response Rate: 31/59 (52.54 %)

1 - What are the strengths and weaknesses of Andrew Richmond (discussion section leader, lab section leader, grader) as an instructor, and how might Andrew
Richmond's teaching be improved?

Response Rate [ 2/59 (3.39%)

« Great feedback on papers and excellent at communicating details about the course.

» Good Feedback. The essays are anonymized, which is a good thing in essence, but it doesn't allow the TAs to track or chart progress in the student's work.

2 - What is your overall assessment of the effectiveness of Andrew Richmond?

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses
Excellent (5) 5 35.71% | 407
Very Good (4) 5 35.71% | .
Good 3) 4 28.57% | N
Fair (2) 0 0.00% |
Poor (1) 0 0.00% |
0 25 50 100 Question
Response Rate Mean STD Median
14/59 (23.73%) 4.07 0.83 4.00
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Columbia University: Arts & Sciences
A&S Fall 2019 Standard Evaluation

Course: PHILUN3701_001_2019_3-ETHICS
Instructor: Carol Rovane
TA: Yarran Hominh,Andrew Richmond *

Response Rate: 16/29 (55.17 %)

1 - What are the strengths and weaknesses of Andrew Richmond (discussion section leader, lab section leader, grader) as an instructor, and how might Andrew
Richmond's teaching be improved?

Response Rate | 6/29 (20.69%)

« Andrew was a really helpful TA. He made himself very available to meet with every student for as long as they needed and was flexible with scheduling. His discussion sections were always
centered around what we, as students, did not understand and he was sure to answer every question as thoroughly as he could. There were very rarely quiet moments in his discussion section and
we were always engaged with the topic.

« Andrew is an incredible TA. He is truly gifted at facilitating discussions. He went so so far above and beyond in helping me. He was so generous with his time. He was able to set up appointments to
meet me outside of his normal office hours, and made the whole group feel welcome. He was prompt and helpful in answering emails. But most importantly, | feel like his feedback was detailed and
helpful. | have no background in this style of writing, and he was able to help me understand how to take on a new style. We had a lot of writing so | imagine this was not an easy task to provide all
the students with this much thought.

« Andrew was such a great TA! | really appreciate the time he took to meet with me one-on-one and discuss my questions and thoughts and his attentiveness to emails. He did a good job of
explaining ethical views in simplified, structured representational form (like diagrams) that | found super helpful. No matter how simple or how challenging the question, he always answered it
thoroughly in such a way | could understand. Comments on papers were also clear and help me spot my weaknesses in philosophizing and in writing.

« Led engaging discussions and was very good about making himself available to help.

» Andrew was great in the sense that he let us try to develop our own arguments and debate with each other when we wanted to about the philosophical topics at hand. However, | believe he should
improve by explaining some of the key concepts in more detail and in a clearer way in class.

» Andrew is a fantastic TA. Not only is he smart, hardworking, easy to get a hold of, and earnestly interested in teaching; he's also just a real nice guy. 10/10

2 - What is your overall assessment of the effectiveness of Andrew Richmond?

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses
Excellent (5) 6 66.67% | I 4.44
Very Good (4) 1 1.11% |l
Good (3) 2 22.22% [ ]
Fair (2) 0 0.00% |
Poor 1) 0 0.00% ||
0 25 50 100 Question
Response Rate Mean STD Median
9/29 (31.03%) 4.44 0.88 5.00
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TA Evaluation - Andrew Richmond (Spring 2020) [ Y% @ © «‘33 : o

Questions Responses e

Accepting responses .

Summary Question Individual

On a scale of 1-5, what is your overall assessment of the effectiveness of Andrew Richmond?

2 responses

@ 5 - Excellent
® 4 - Very Good
@ 3 -Good

® 2 -Fair

® 1-Poor

What are the strengths and weaknesses of Andrew Richmond as an instructor, and how might his teaching be improved?

2 responses

Andrew gave helpful, constructive feedback on assignments. | felt that he was available at all times for guidance with regards
to the course.

| thought the session that Andrew led directly was engaging, and his comments on papers were detailed and insightful.



Philosophy of Psychology (TA) Feedback

No official evaluations because the university didn’t administer due to COVID. In addition to the google
form, the instructor solicited comments by email, all three of which are reproduced below.

1. Comments for Andrew:
— Extremely clear and accessible communication skills

« His presentation was very engaging (I liked that he had our questions in the notes and broke
them up by topic) He had effective examples and graphics

« Elaborate and thorough written communication (his emails are always very thorough and
helpful)

x Direct, concise and precise verbal communication
— Good listener

x He does a great job at tying to decipher what we are trying to say and to provide feedback
or commentary that is relevant and useful

x Great person to talk my ideas through in office hours

— Constructive feedback on papers (both in Kant class and in this class)

2. Andrew was often a one-man show for he was the only Teaching Assistant, yet he had all of the
logistics squared away nicely. Andrew has displayed a great amount of knowledge about cognitive
science and was always a very useful resource whether I had questions about the readings or topics
outside the scope of the syllabus. Andrew recommended sources for my research paper that proved
to be necessary in order for my argument to stand firmly. Andrews organization, communication,
and expertise made him an ideal Teaching Assistant. I recommend Andrew highly.

3. Your organization, communication, and grasp of the material made the course very manageable
during such a tumultuous time. I also appreciate your source recommendations for my final paper I
believe they tied in very well.



Columbia University: Barnard College
Summer 2021 A - Barnard Evaluations [Barnard Lecture/Seminar

Evaluation]

Course: Cognitive Science and Philosophy-PHILUN2655_001_2021_2 - COGNITIVE SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY
Instructor: John Ross Morrison

TA: Noah Betz-Richman,Andrew Richmond *

Response Rate:

36/53 (67.92 %)

1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?

The overall effectiveness of the teaching assistant

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
Poor 1) 0 0.00% | 4.42 4.29 421
Fair (2) 2 10.00% [ |
Good (3) 0 0.00% |
Very Good (4) 5 25.00% [
Excellent (5) 12 60.00% | I
N/A (0) 1 5.00% |
25 50 100 Question Department Barnard College
Response Rate Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median Barnard College Mean STD Median
20/53 (37.74%) 4.42 0.96 5.00 69 4.29 0.99 5.00 731 4.21 1.00 5.00
1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?
The TA's ability to clarify course material
Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
Poor (1) 1 5.00% | 4.40 4.92 4.92
Fair 2) 1 5.00% |
Good 3) 0 0.00% |
Very Good 4) 5 25.00% | .
Excellent (5) 13 65.00% ]
N/A (0) 0 0.00% |
0 25 50 100 Question Department Barnard College
Response Rate Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median Barnard College Mean STD Median
20/53 (37.74%) 4.40 1.10 5.00 69 4.22 1.01 5.00 731 4.22 0.98 5.00
1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?
The TA's effectiveness in answering questions
Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
Poor 1) 1 5.00% | 4.40 4.24 4.24
Fair (2) 1 5.00% |
Good 3) 0 0.00% |
Very Good (4) 5 25.00% | .
Excellent (5) 13 65.00% | I
N/A (0) 0 0.00% |
0 25 50 100 Question Department Barnard College
Response Rate Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median Barnard College Mean STD Median
20/53 (37.74%) 4.40 1.10 5.00 69 4.24 0.99 5.00 731 4.24 0.97 5.00
1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?
The TA's ability to raise challenging questions
Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
Poor ©) 1 500% |0 428 a7 419
Fair 2) 0 0.00% ||
Good 3) 3 15.00% [ |
Very Good (4) 3 15.00% [ |
Excellent (5) 1 55.00% | N
N/A (0) 2 10.00% [ |
0 25 50 100 Question Department Barnard College
Response Rate Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median Barnard College Mean STD Median
20/53 (37.74%) 4.28 1.13 5.00 69 4.17 1.04 5.00 731 4.19 1.03 5.00
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Columbia University: Barnard College
Summer 2021 A - Barnard Evaluations [Barnard Lecture/Seminar

Evaluation]

Course: Cognitive Science and Philosophy-PHILUN2655_001_2021_2 - COGNITIVE SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY
Instructor: John Ross Morrison

TA: Noah Betz-Richman,Andrew Richmond *

Response Rate:

36/53 (67.92 %)

1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?

The TA's feedback on your work

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
Poor 1 1 5.00%
Q) ° ! 3.95 4.06 4.15
Fair (2) 2 10.00% [ |
Good (3) 4 20.00% [ ]
Very Good (4) 3 15.00% [ |
Excellent (5) 10 50.00% | I
N/A (0) 0 0.00% |
0 25 50 100 Question Department Barnard College
Response Rate Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median Barnard College Mean STD Median
20/53 (37.74%) 3.95 1.28 4.50 69 4.06 1.1 4.00 731 4.15 1.04 5.00
1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?
The TA's ability to stimulate student participation
Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
Poor (1) 1 5.00% |
i 4.00 4.00 4.11
Fair 2) 1 5.00% |
Good (3) 2 10.00% [ |
Very Good 4) 3 15.00% | W
Excellent (5) 7 35.00% [ ]
N/A (0) 6 30.00% [
0 25 50 100 Question Department Barnard College
Response Rate Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median Barnard College Mean STD Median
20/53 (37.74%) 4.00 1.30 4.50 69 4.00 1.10 4.00 731 4.1 1.08 5.00
1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?
The TA's feedback on assignments and examinations
Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
Poor 1 1 5.00%
) o |0 4.05 4,09 4.16
Fair (2) 2 10.00% [ |
Good (3) 3 15.00% [ |
Very Good (4) 3 15.00% | I
Excellent (5) 11 55.00% |
N/A (0) 0 0.00% |
0 25 50 100 Question Department Barnard College
Response Rate Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median Barnard College Mean STD Median
20/53 (37.74%) 4.05 1.28 5.00 69 4.09 1.16 5.00 731 4.16 1.06 5.00
1 - How would you rate your teaching assistant in the following areas?
The TA's ability to communicate effectively with students
Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses Means
Poor (1) 0 0.00% | 4.50 4.30 4.6
Fair 2) 1 5.00% |
Good 3) 1 5.00% |
Very Good (4) 5 25.00% [
Excellent (5) 13 65.00% | I
N/A (0) 0 0.00% |
0 25 50 100 Question Department Barnard College
Response Rate Mean STD Median Department Mean STD Median Barnard College Mean STD Median
20/53 (37.74%) 4.50 0.83 5.00 69 4.30 0.98 5.00 731 4.26 0.97 5.00

Page 2 of 3



Columbia University: Barnard College
Summer 2021 A - Barnard Evaluations [Barnard Lecture/Seminar

Evaluation]

Course: Cognitive Science and Philosophy-PHILUN2655_001_2021_2 - COGNITIVE SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY
Instructor: John Ross Morrison

TA: Noah Betz-Richman,Andrew Richmond *

Response Rate: 36/53 (67.92 %)

2 - Please provide any comments on the teaching assistant's effectiveness

Response Rate | 12/53 (22.64%)

« great TA, gives good feedback and is knowledgeable
« very patient in illustraing problems unclear to us
* Thank you for all your help and accommodations this semester! I'm super grateful

« It would've helped if our graded assignments were returned with the rubric filled out to have a better sense of where we were lacking and what needed to be improved the most. Comments were
helpful at times but the rubric would have broken it down better.

* | have attended one of his office hours, and his answers made me understand class concepts and homework assignments better. He is very helpful in office hours which assisted in my learning.
Both TAs alert the professor when there are questions or discussions among students studying remotely, which | felt was really helpful as well. Andrew also provide good feedback on my
assignments which help me understand where | didn't do so well.

* Gives great feedback, and is very reachable and easy to talk to in office hours!

» Andrew is also very helpful in and out of classroom! He helped me a lot in my study process. | want to thank him for spending extra time out of lecture to answer my questions :)
« Very good TA, gave all necessary feedback and was generally available and helpful.

« This academic relationship was centered around control and authority. Andrew is a manager. Not a leader.

« Andrew was very accommodating with office hours and extra help and was very responsive to emails. During class, he was always ready to jump in with clarifications and additional commentary. |
was happy to receive high marks on my assignments, but | would have appreciated a little more constructive feedback.

« very effective

« Andrew has a superb grasp on the subject matter!

Page 3 of 3



Columbia University: Arts & Sciences
A&S Fall 2021 Standard Evaluation

Course: PHILUN3411_001_2021_3 - SYMBOLIC LOGIC: PHILV3411 _001_2021_3_ 124711
Instructor: Tamar Lando
TA: Samara Burns,Anthony Marsh,Andrew Richmond * ,Selina Wang,Petru Rosu,Jonathan Tanaka

Response Rate: 44/90 (48.89 %)

1 - What are the strengths and weaknesses of Andrew Richmond (discussion section leader, lab section leader, grader) as an instructor, and how might Andrew
Richmond's teaching be improved?

Response Rate [ 1790 (1.11%)

» Andrew did a really nice job before the strike happened. I'm sad that | didn't get to see him more around in the second half of the semester.

2 - What is the overall teaching effectiveness of Andrew Richmond?

Response Option Weight Frequency Percent Percent Responses
Excellent (5) 4 44.44% [ ] 411
Very Good (4) 3 33.33% |
Good 3) 1 11.11% [ |
Fair (2) 1 11.11% [ |
Poor (1) 0 0.00% |
0 25 50 100 Question
Response Rate Mean STD Median
9/90 (10.00%) 411 1.05 4.00

Page 1 of 1



FEthics (Instructor) Feedback

No evaluations because of a mistake in the university’s course management system. Below, I reproduce
the one comment I received by emadl.

Hello Professor,

I just wanted to say thank you so much for everything during Summer A! It was so special to have a
two person class, and your encouraging attitude made me feel so comfortable contributing to discussion,
despite the small environment, and even when it was just one-on one. I found the material so interesting and
engaging, and thanks to you I feel like I developed a pretty solid overview of Ethics, while also developing
my analytical skills. So overall, this is to say that I really loved your class! Thank you again!

Best wishes,

[Student Name]



