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	Response 1
	
	
	

	
	
	value
	norm
	conclusion

	Number of respondents
	10
	n/a
	n/a

	
	
	
	
	

	Assessment of overall aspects
	
	
	

	
	
	value
	norm
	conclusion

	q1_1
	Foreknowledge adequate 2
	100%
	55 – 65%
	+

	q1_2
	Time spent in comparison to EC given
	80%
	n/a
	n/a

	q1_3
	Course is valuable for study
	6,9
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q1_4
	Level of course 3
	100%
	55 – 65%
	+

	q1_5
	Objectives clear
	7,1
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q1_6
	Objectives met
	6,9
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q1_7
	Objectives examined
	6,6
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	
	
	
	
	

	Organization
	
	
	

	
	 
	value
	norm
	conclusion

	q2_1
	Availability of information
	8,0
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q2_2
	Construction of the course
	7,2
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q2_3
	Teaching materials (i.e.: book, reader)
	7,4
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q2_4
	Coherence within the course
	6,9
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q2_5
	Coherence with the total study programme
	7,4
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q2_6
	TeleTOP
	8,3
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	
	
	
	
	

	Performance of lecturer Halffman
	
	
	

	
	 
	value
	norm
	conclusion

	q3_1
	Teaching in general
	8,1
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q3_2
	Communication and social skills
	7,8
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q3_3
	Explanation of course specific subject material
	7,8
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q3_4
	Giving feedback
	7,6
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q3_5
	Level of English (if applicable)
	9,0
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	
	
	
	
	

	Performance of lecturer Amerom
	
	
	

	
	 
	value
	norm
	conclusion

	q4_1
	Teaching in general
	6,4
	5,5 – 6,5
	+/-

	q4_2
	Communication and social skills
	7,6
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q4_3
	Explanation of course specific subject material
	6,7
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q4_4
	Giving feedback
	6,9
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q4_5
	Level of English (if applicable)
	7,7
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Lecture
	
	
	

	
	 
	value
	norm
	conclusion

	q6_1
	Percentage attended
	84%
	55 – 65%
	+

	q6_2
	Useful
	7,3
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q6_3
	Judgement
	7,6
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	
	
	
	
	

	Tutorial
	
	
	

	
	 
	value
	norm
	conclusion

	q7_1
	Percentage participated
	79%
	55 – 65%
	+

	q7_2
	Useful
	5,5
	5,5 – 6,5
	+/-

	q7_3
	Guidance
	5,8
	5,5 – 6,5
	+/-

	q7_4
	Judgement
	6,0
	5,5 – 6,5
	+/-

	
	
	
	
	

	Project
	
	
	

	
	 
	value
	norm
	conclusion

	q8_1
	Percentage participated
	83%
	55 – 65%
	+

	q8_2
	Learned a lot
	7,1
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q8_3
	Guidance
	6,7
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q8_4
	Sufficient space and means
	7,7
	5,5 – 6,6
	+

	q8_5
	All members of group had equal share
	6,3
	5,5 – 6,5
	+/-

	q8_6
	Judgement
	6,7
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	
	
	
	
	

	Examination
	
	
	

	
	 
	value
	norm
	conclusion

	q10_1
	First attempts
	100%
	n/a
	n/a

	q10_2
	Type is appropriate 
	8,5
	5,5 – 6,5
	+

	q10_3
	Level of test 3
	83%
	55 – 65%
	+

	
	
	
	
	

	Overall judgement
	
	
	

	
	
	value
	norm
	conclusion

	q11_1
	Overall judgement
	7,1
	5,5 – 6,5
	+


1 The questionnaires are given to all the students that have made the exam.

2 Percentage respondents that have chosen the option “adequate”.

3 Percentage respondents that have chosen the option “exactly right”.

Remarks:

· The course is graded very positive. Only the tutorial is just on the norm.

Open questions

Following is a summary of the answers to the open questions. Between parentheses is the number of respondents mentioned. When this is not mentioned, the number of respondents is one.

Strong points:

· Every two weeks presentations (2)

· Good discussions on the progress of the paper

· Lecturers

· Feedback

· Idea of combining theory and practice: application to case (2)

· The high relevance of theory and subject material in the project case; good match.

Suggestions for improvement:

· When there were no presentations, it wasn’t very useful

· A progress report every two weeks is too much. Maybe it’s a good idea to spend more time on linking the theory to the paperwork

· More feedback in tutorial (2)

· More relation between theories in lecture and practice case.

· Project: if workgroup is not well functioning, there is a problem with the “one-grade-for-all” system

· Coherence of the tutorial lectures to the main structure. I did not know what to expect in these lectures or why we did the activities at that specific time.

Open questions and statements added by the lecturer(s)

	 
	Absolutely Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Absolutely Agree

	The practice-based examples made the course subject extra insightful
	0%
	0%
	30%
	50%
	20%

	Theory and practice were well balanced
	0%
	0%
	20%
	50%
	30%

	The assignments and projects were useful for understanding the subject better
	0%
	0%
	10%
	70%
	20%


Open question 1: Was the project too structured, not enough or just about right? 

· Ok / just right (4)

· More time for lectures on the Richardson book could be a good idea

· Maybe a second feedback point for the paper would be helpful though

· Attention regarding paper not very clear

· Idea of project (analytical vs. descriptive) could have been clearer

Open question 2: Did we provide enough materials and resources for the project? (What should be added?) 

· Enough / positive / yes (4)

· Most difficult part of group project is making the group ‘work’. Setting was fine.

· Yes, but Rose did not add anything much and in my opinion could safely be dropped.

· The start of the project was difficult due to the large amount of information available. It might be a nice idea to give some introduction texts on the fishery policy.

· Perhaps: submit a real proposal + feedback so you know you’re on the right track with the research question.

Response of lectuter(s)

So far, there has been no response by the lecturer(s) about this report.

Summary

The course is graded very positive. Only the tutorial is just on the norm. Also the group work in the project seemed difficult because sometimes not all the members of the group had an equal share in the work. Students gave a few suggestions for improvement of the course.
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