Evaluation KJM1140 - 2024
This year, we were unlucky with the lecture times (should best both be before the labs and kolloquia), which did not allow the same smooth course organization as in the years in 2022 and earlier. Additionally, we were unlucky with a heavy snowstorm at the first lecture, which let many students miss important information. Together, this set the stage for a difficult semester, where some students (especially those not attending lectures and kolloquia, and not reading Canvas messages) were confused about the course organization and rules. It did not help that questions were mostly taken up with the education leader rather than with the course responsible. Thus there is clearly room for improvement to get back to the good organization of the earlier years, where the course times were more suitable and many more students attended the kolloquia (this year scheduled on Friday afternoon).
This being said, the students who did attend the lectures and kolloquia rated them highly (4 out of 5). Especially well liked were the mentimeter and quiz questions (5 of 5), but also the exercises during the lectures were appreciated (4 of 5). The (voluntary) poster session was also rated very highly (5 of 5). Unfortunately, not all students could attend. As an alternative, we offered peer-reviewed lab reports, which were of varying quality and less popular compared to the poster session. The wet labs also received a favorable rating (4 of 5), whereas the PC labs were only rated good (3 of 5). Natalia Mojica was mentioned by several students as dream teacher, and Irene F. Crnic’s effort as teaching assistant was equally honored. What was noted as especially positive by the students was the strong commitment of all teachers (which they experienced as unusual). 
The overall course rating was good (3; 35%), with a Gaussian curve spanning from poor (1; 12%) to outstanding (5; 12%). There was a great consensus that the workload was appropriate (60%). However, the final exam was experienced as too difficult by many students. Especially, the first question was deemed too difficult, and it is probably a good idea to give the students an easy start. However, all students who failed could not answer a marker question that was very similar to the lab report, confirming that these students did not have a minimal understanding of the subject. On the positive side, there were also 2 As and 3 Bs and quite a few Cs. The make-up exam was oral.
We evaluated the course continuously during the course, meeting the student representatives on four occasions, and with an anonymous web-based questionnaire (nettskjema).
Summarizing, we received both positive and negative comments about this year’s course. Our main concern remains the placement of this course, together‒and overlapping‒with other courses that have a very high workload. This also gives us unfavorable teaching times, now 2 years in a row. Follow-up meetings with individual teachers have already taken place; a final evaluation meeting with all teachers is yet to be held.
55% of the students passed the final exam, with 27% obtaining the highest grades (A or B), and 27% receiving good grades (C or D). After the make-up exam, the pass rate was 66%, with 38% good grades (C or D).
