
Course Evaluation
FYS-GEO4520 - Introduction to thermodynamic geomodelling

fall 2008
Lecturer: Iouri Podladtchikov

Fysisk Fagutvalg

19. november 2008

1 = Bad
2 = Not completely satisfying
3 = Satisfying
4 = Better than just satisfying
5 = Very good

FFU’s impression

This course is followed not only by students signed up to take it (first-years), but also by students who have
previously taken the course (guest students). Guest students keep taking the course because it seems that the
curriculum changes from semester to semester, and the guest students are then able to resume where they left
off when they themselves were first-years. In fact, from what we gather, some of the guest students have taken
the course more than twice.

For practical purposes, we have made a clear differentiation in this report between these two groups of stu-
dents. All answers have two numbers; the leftmost number is the (average of the) first-years’ answers, while
the rightmost number is the (average of the) guest students’ answers.

It is very clear that this is an unconventional course, lectured in an unconventional way. The answers show
both positive and negative views on this matter. First, there is the continuous change in what is being lectured:
first-years report having trouble keeping up because of this. We have not managed to conclude the nature of the
change in the curriculum – whether the curriculum is merely being updated as the old methods are outdated,
or whether the curriculum becomes more and more advanced.

A prominent view among the students, is the great lack of structure in the course. There seems to us to be
very poor information about what the curriculum consists of, and what will be taught in the lectures. These
lectures can last for a very long time, far beyond shedule, and several students agree that they are inefficient.

The course’s web page is never and has never been updated. It does not even state who the lecturer is. The
language of instruction is listed as Norwegian, but it is in fact English.

Notably, however, most ratings are above merely satisfying.

The conclusion of our report, is that the course needs (a) more structure and information, (b) more informa-
tion about the curriculum. But we also feel that this evaluation is insufficient, and that to truly understand
the situation, a different and more thorough type of evaluation is necessary. We have evaluated it as a typical
course on this institute, and it really is not.
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1 = Bad, 2 = Not completely satisfying, 3 = Satisfying, 4 = Better than just satisfying, 5 = Very good

General Information

• I’m a program-student/ follow the suggested course-plan

4-0 2 Yes 0-5 2 No

• This semester I plan to acquire the following number of credits

1-2 2 >30 1-1 2 30 2-1 2 <30

• How often do you check out the homepage for this course?

0-0 2 Every day 1-1 2 Every week 0-1 2 Every month 3-3 2 Never

a My academic theory-background for taking this course 2,33 3,8
b My academic practical-background for taking this course (lab) 3 4
c Difficulty of the course (1 = too easy, 5 = too hard) 4 3,4
d Amount of required work in FYS-GEO4520 compared to other courses 3,33 4
e Amount of work achieved compared to what was expected 3,25 4,2
f Attendance to the lectures (1 = rare, 5 = often) 5 4,8
g Attendance to the groups (1 = rare, 5 = often) 4,75 4,75

The organization of the course

(Lectures and internet-pages)

a Information about the obligatory assignments 3,25 -
b Information about the performance of the mid-term exam 4 -
c Information about the performance of the final exam 3,5 4,6
d Information about the performance of work in the lab 3,33 -
e Information in advance about the lecture’s subject before you attend it 2,5 2,4
f Internet-pages for the course as a source of information 3 3,2
g The lecturer as a source of information 4,25 5
h The correspondence between the information given and the practice 3,25 3,2
i Overall impression of the organization of the course 3 3,2

• Do you have any other/complementary comments on the organization of the course?

The Lectures
a Proceeding of the lecture (1 = slow, 5 = quick) 3,5 2,8
b The ability of the lecturer to motivate 4,25 4,6
c Information on how the knowledge is appliedr 3,25 4,2
d Lecturer’s presentation of the curriculum 3 3,5
e Lecturer’s use of the blackboard 4,25 4,4
f Lecturer’s use of his/her voice 4,25 4,8
g Coherence (sammenheng) in the lectures 4,33 4,2
h Lecturer’s answers to given questions 4,5 4
i Is the lecture-room suited for its purpose? 5 5
j Overall impression of the lectures 3,5 5
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1 = Bad, 2 = Not completely satisfying, 3 = Satisfying, 4 = Better than just satisfying, 5 = Very good

• Do you have any other/complementary comments on the lectures?

First-years:

– The lectures last too long (up to 8hrs). Also, they are quite difficult, and it is hard for students who
have not followed the course previously to keep pace.

Curriculum/literature

• Comments regarding the curriculum and literature used in the course

First-years:

– Confusion regarding whether or not there actually exists any form of written material related to
what is being lectured.

Guest students:

– Apparently, there is a list of literature that might be useful, and students can discuss with the
lecturer and choose what literature might be best for their individual learning.

Other

• List 3 positive things about this course

First-years:

– Good lecturer

– The more experienced students help the first-years understand. Enlightening discussions.

– Good social interaction.

Guest students:

– Useful and relevant knowledge of a high level obtained quickly.

– Very research relevant.

– Interesting and motivating, students feel like part of the group.

• List 3 negative things about this course

First-years:

– The pace is too high

– Poorly organized, no structure

– The curriculum isn’t defined properly.

– The lectures last too long.

Guest students:

– Geologists taking the course feel confused when the lectures take on heavy math and physics, while
the physicians taking the course feels the same way when the lectures focus on the geology.

– At times quite chaotic, fast progression.

– The course is somewhat ill-structured.
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