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Victor Amelkin

I have taught a number of undergraduate-level Computer Science courses at the University of California,

Santa Barbara (UCSB) as a Teaching Assistant (TA). I have taught CS40 – Foundations of Computer Science

course for three quarters, with the maximal enrollment of 35 students. My responsibilities included preparing

lecture material for the discussion sections, leading the discussion sections (lecture-style problem solving on

the blackboard, accompanied by Q&A), and grading. I have also taught CS32 – Object-Oriented Design and

Implementation course for two quarters, with the maximal enrollment of 22 students. Here, I had more re-

sponsibilities than is typically expected from a TA, including designing the syllabus for the discussion section

(with the subsequent preparation of all the related lecture and code materials) and creating homework assign-

ments (together with the subsequent evaluation and grading of the homeworks). My teaching evaluations for

undergraduate courses have always averaged between good and excellent (see Page 2 for details).

Additionally, I have taught as a TA a PhD-level course CS211B – Numerical Simulation for one quarter,

and, perhaps more importantly, taught as an instructor a one-day mini-course on linear algebra, graphs, and

spectral graph theory within the Network Science Bootcamp. This bootcamp annually enrolls approximately

12 PhD students—most having computer science background—entering the UCSB’s interdisciplinary Network

Science Program. As an instructor for the section of the bootcamp, I was responsible for the end-to-end design

and delivery of the course material (lectures and code).

Given my teaching experience and scientific expertise, I can teach most undergraduate-level courses on

computation fundamentals, algorithm design and analysis, network science, a general course on foundations

of data science, or a more specific applied elective course on social and economic networks. I can also teach

graduate-level courses and organize research seminars on network science, from theoretical (network algorithms,

models for social and economic networks, network dynamics and control, games over networks) to hands-on

(data science of networks).

I succeeded at teaching a diverse set of courses due to having a unique combination of skills coming from

the diversity of life experiences: knowledge of theory (coming from my training as a computer scientist and,

prior to that, as an applied mathematician), knowledge of applied machine learning (having had a number of

research internships in industry), and knowledge of systems and software design (due to 5+ years of working

on large-scale software engineering projects in industry).

Additionally, I put a lot of effort into my teaching. For example, for the Foundations of Computer Science

course, functioning as a teaching assistant, I used to supply undergraduate students with a range of extracur-

ricular materials, among which the tutorial on functional incompleteness was especially appreciated by the

students (see Page 2) and is still among the top most searched for on the Web.

I am also a proponent of inclusivity in teaching. One initiative that I proposed while serving on the un-

dergraduate curriculum committee at UCSB was the homework assignment design system, per which students

receive longer homework assignments, yet, are free to focus on a subset of problems of the type and difficulty

that best fit their academic goals. For example, students who just need a firm grasp of the course material and

a passing grade can focus on solving, say, 70% of medium-difficulty problems, while other students may opt

to focus on a smaller number of harder problems, and a couple of students may venture to target a research

problem (in all cases, potentially, for the same course grade). This establishes multiple tracks for a course’s

completion, and is especially helpful in courses cross-listed in the syllabi of multiple departments. Such a system

recognizes a variety of educational objectives, and provides every student with the opportunity to succeed.
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Teaching Evaluations

This is a summary of teaching evaluations I received as a Teaching Assistant for teaching undergraduate

classes at the Department of Computer Science at the University of California, Santa Barbara (evaluations

were not collected for my teaching the graduate-level course on linear algebra and graphs as an instructor).

The original raw evaluations are available at https://victoramelkin.com/ta/ucsb-ta-evals/. The scoring

scale used in the evaluations is:

1 – excellent 2 – good 3 – average 4 – fair 5 – poor

Each score is the average over all reporting students in the class that I taught, and next to it is the Computer

Science Department’s average score over time. Student comments are provided exactly as reported.

CS40 – Foundations of Computer Science – Summer, 2015 – 35 students – [Raw Data]

Responsibilities:
preparing discussion section materials, leading discussion sections (lecture-style),

grading homeworks, proctoring and grading exams, holding office hours.

– TA’s overall performance in helping you: 1.7 (dept 1.7)

– Overall evaluation of the TA: 1.9 (dept 1.7)

– TA’s interest and enthusiasm: 1.6 (dept 1.7)

– TA’s preparation: 1.4 (dept 1.7)

– TA’s clarity and precision of speech: 1.8 (dept 1.9)

– How well does your TA seem to know the subject: 1.4 (dept 1.6)

– How well is the TA able to answer student questions: 1.9 (dept 1.8)

Students’ Comments:

– “Very enthusiastic about subject material. Discussions help broaden my knowledge; it was not just

repetition of lectures. I felt comfortable asking questions.”

– “Really liked how he provided extra info (functional completeness notes were interesting)”

– “Has good knowledge of the course, but needs clearer speech and louder voice”

– “Practice better time management”

– “well-prepared, knowledgeable, good teacher”

– “Victor was overly strict with his grading. I believe that understanding the material is more important

than nitpicking the small details. Also could be a little bit hard to follow during section. Otherwise,

he was a decent TA.”

CS40 – Foundations of Computer Science – Summer, 2013 – 11 students – [Raw Data]

Responsibilities: same as above

– TA’s overall performance in helping you: 1.4 (dept 1.7)

– Overall evaluation of the TA: 1.5 (dept 1.8)

– TA’s interest and enthusiasm: 1.4 (dept 1.7)

– TA’s preparation: 1.4 (dept 1.7)

– TA’s clarity and precision of speech: 2.0 (dept 1.9)

– How well does your TA seem to know the subject: 1.3 (dept 1.6)

– How well is the TA able to answer student questions: 1.5 (dept 1.8)
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CS40 – Foundations of Computer Science – Spring, 2013 – Unknown Enrollment – [Raw Data]

Responsibilities: same as above

– TA’s overall performance in helping you: 1.6 (dept 1.6)

– Overall evaluation of the TA: 1.6 (dept 1.7)

– TA’s interest and enthusiasm: 1.6 (dept 1.6)

– TA’s preparation: 1.4 (dept 1.7)

– TA’s clarity and precision of speech: 2.0 (dept 1.9)

– How well does your TA seem to know the subject: 1.6 (dept 1.6)

– How well is the TA able to answer student questions: 1.4 (dept 1.8)

CS32 – Object-Oriented Design and Implementation – Summer, 2013 – 22 students – [Raw Data]

Responsibilities:

preparing lab section lectures and code; leading lab sections (lecture-style and Q&A

while students code in class); evaluating code and grading homeworks and exams;

holding office hours.

– TA’s overall performance in helping you: 2.6 (dept 1.7)

– Overall evaluation of the TA: 2.3 (dept 1.8)

– TA’s interest and enthusiasm: 1.6 (dept 1.7)

– TA’s preparation: 1.6 (dept 1.7)

– TA’s clarity and precision of speech: 2.3 (dept 1.9)

– How well does your TA seem to know the subject: 1.5 (dept 1.6)

– How well is the TA able to answer student questions: 3.1 (dept 1.8)
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