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How to answer
1. Please put a clear marking with black or blue pen, in this way: o e O
2. Unless you have been instructed otherwise, - - = disagree strongly/very bad: - = disagree/fairly bad;

+/- = neither agree nor disagree; + = agree/rather good; ++ = agree strongly/very good; na = not applicable.

Course content A R S n/a
1. It was an interesting course. i 0 e S o S e . o B o
2. The learning objectives were clear to me. D2 Q) Y YO [
3. The relevance of this course to the programme was clear to me. 03-0 O O O O 3
4. | learned a lot from this course. gy O QO O O o
5. The study materials (books, readers, etc.) were clear and informative. Do N S S ST &
6. For me, the level of this course was O too low O just right O too high O n/a
7. The total study load of this course was in proportion to the O too low O just right O too high On/a
number of credits (EC) -— = #/- 4+ ++ n/a
8. Overall rating of the quality of the content of this course e e e S B o
Course organisation i T S R - n/a
9. The course information was clear and up to date. oy @ O O O o
10. This course was well-organised. (If you disagree, please explain at the open s Oy O O O o
questions on the back of this form.)
Student commitment R i R n/a
11. 1 was able to keep up with the material well during the course. | i@ e = S S R o
12. Percentage of classes attended O0-32% O 33-66% O 67-100% O n/a

13. Estimated time spent in hours on out-of-class study per week 004 O48 O812 ©O12-16 O>16hrs On/a
(i.e. excluding face-to-face instruction)

Lecture teacher e 7 A n/a
14. The teacher explained the material clearly during the lectures. |7 S e S e S IS @
15. The teacher encouraged students to think about the material. ViEie ) e e e it & S © O
16. The teacher made a clear distinction between main points and side issues. -G @O O 6 ©)
17. The teacher's command of English was adequate. MO O QO O (&
18. Overall rating of the teaching qualities of the teacher e 6 O S (=
Exam b2 - +/- + ++ n/a
19. I knew clearly in advance what to expect in the exam (via exercises, =yt o), T Qe ©) @)
practice tests, study instructions, etc.)
20. The exam was a good indicator of what | had learned in this course. AL e o Ey ey O O O
(If you disagree, please explain at the open questions on the back of this form.)
21. The exam questions were clear. P o VIR > S > R b S <)
22. The time allowed to take the exam was sufficient. 22006 Qe o
23. In my opinion, the level of the exam was O too low O just right O too high O n/a
24. Overall rating of the exam o @ e e Sl o Wl o
 Tutorials SR e S R n/a
tutorials were useful and worthwhile. TR T S S (@)
lot from tt rials. SR o > W e o
i ' was generally O too low O just right O too high O n/a
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Please answer the open questions below. You may also use the space to explain your answers or give
~ further comments. Your answers will be reported to the course coordinator literally.

What do you think was good about this course?

What suggestions for improvement can you make?
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