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Respondents: 1
Answer Count: 1

Answer Frequency: 100.00%

Please note that there is only one respondent to this form: the person that performs the course analysis. 

Course analysis carried out by (name, e-mail):
Elias Flening, flening@kth.se

DESCRIPTION OF THE COURSE EVALUATION PROCESS 
Describe the course evaluation process. Describe how all students have been given the possibility to give their opinions on the 
course. Describe how aspects regarding gender, and disabled students are investigated.

The course evaluation was conducted as a structured and integrated part of the course, with the course evaluation board being picked at the 
start of the course, meeting formally 2 times during the course, and informally several more times.

DESCRIPTION OF MEETINGS WITH STUDENTS
Describe which meetings that has been arranged with students during the course and after its completion. (The outcomes of these 
meetings should be reported under 7, below.)

2 meetings with the course evaluation board during the course, and several during. An informal meeting afterwards was also had.

COURSE DESIGN
Briefly describe the course design (learning activities, examinations) and any changes that have been implemented since the last 
course offering.

This is a project design course using a CDIO inspired PBL structure, Please see the course memo VT2024 for further details on the design. As
this was the first time I gave the course, no major changes was made from when I took it over.

THE STUDENTS' WORKLOAD
Does the students' workload correspond to the expected level (40 hours/1.5 credits)? If these is a significant deviation from the 
expected, what can be the reason?

Yes.

THE STUDENTS' RESULTS
How well have the students succeeded on the course? If there are significant differences compared to previous course offerings, 
what can be the reason?

The success of the students in this course is reflected in the final course fair were they show the result of their work, as well as their capacity 
to learn from their mistakes in working in groups. I was very satisfied on both accounts for most of the groups, with very few exceptions. I could
not find any major differences from previous years.

STUDENTS´ANSWERS TO OPEN QUESTIONS 
What does students say in response to the open questions?

The overwhelming majority of the students strongly recommend future students to start working on building their robots as early as possible, 
and to not make it to difficult. That they liked the structure of the project. 

SUMMARY OF STUDENTS' OPINIONS 
Summarize the outcome of the questionnaire, as well as opinions emerging at meetings with students. 

Apart from a generally positive experience with the course, students particularly appreciated the hands-on nature of their work, the creative 
freedom to solve self-defined problemms, and to design and build their own robots, and the collaborative group work. Many students 
highlighted, both in survey and in meeting them, the well-structured feedback process and iterative assessments as significant strengths that 
supported their learning and improvement. 

However, students also identified areas for improvement. They noted challenges with the timing of some lectures, such as those on group 
dynamics and sustainability, which were scheduled too late to be effectively applied in the project. A recurring theme in the feedback was the 
lack of structured support for technical tools like Arduino, CAD, and 3D printing. This, however, is not a course in those things per se, so in 
regards to development of the course... something less "directed" might be good here. Some students also expressed a need for clearer 
instructions for assignments.

OVERALL IMPRESSION 
Summarize the teachers’ overall impressions of the course offering in relation to students’ results and their evaluation of the 
course, as well as in relation to the changes implemented since last course offering.

This was the first time I gave the course, so I cannot make any extended comparison, but in discussions with colleagues who have been active
in several rounds, the students performed towards the learning objectives specified with no clear drift anywhere from the year before... but 
again, this is difficult to quantify at the best of times. 

ANALYSIS 
Is it possible to identify stronger and weaker areas in the learning environment based on the information you have gathered during 
the evaluation and analysis process? What can the reason for these be? Are there significant difference in experience between:
- students identifying as female and male?
- international and national students?
- students with or without disabilities?

No, nothing along these three categories has emerged from the data itself, but I think that those students who has support from FUNKA and/or
who expresses a specific cognitive need for structuring support should be given such, but with the caveat that this must be instigated by the 
student. An improvement could be to say in the beginning of the course, and on the front canvas page, that such support can be provided if 
there is a specifiable need.

PRIORITIZED COURSE DEVELOPMENT
What aspects of the course should be developed primaily? How can these aspects be developed in short and long term?

Integration of the sustainability and ethics part of the course. These parts are somewhat "add-on", at the moment, which is not good. I plan to 
discuss this issue in January with colleagues Anders Rosén and Barbro Fröding who are experts in this and who want to contribute to the 
course again.



OTHER INFORMATION
Is there anything else you would like to add?

No.
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