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Instructions for course analyses at LIME
The course analysis is intended for students and should be written with them in mind. 
The course analysis should:
1. Be based on the course evaluation.
2. Be published on the public course website no later than one month after the course has ended.
3. Be shared with the students who have just completed the course via Canvas, email, or another appropriate communication channel.
4. Be communicated to students on the introductory day of the following year's course, highlighting any changes that have been implemented based on the previous year's course evaluation.
5. Be shared with the Education Committee and discussed in other forums where student representatives are present (for example, programme committees where the course forms part of a degree programme).
Who is responsible for what?
The Course Leader is responsible for writing a course analysis based on the responses to the course evaluation survey and submitting it to the Course Administrator no later than one month after the course has ended. In addition, the Course Leader is responsible for communicating the course analysis to the relevant students within one month of the course ending. The Course Leader must also inform students, during the first session of the course, of any changes that have been implemented since the course was last delivered, based on the findings of the previous course analysis.

The Course Administrator is responsible for publishing the course analysis on the course website no later than one month after the course has ended and for ensuring that course analyses are submitted to the Education Committee. The analyses should be uploaded to the Education Committee's "Course Analyses" folder in Teams.

[bookmark: _Toc459375828]Course analysis (for courses at LIME)
The course analysis is part of the quality assurance at KI and should be completed by the course director within one month after the end of the course. This document aims to communicate the course director’s reflections on the course evaluation to the students. 
	Course code
4BP052
	Course title
Bioentrepreneurship
	Credits
5

	Semester 
(VT/HT-yr)
HT 2026
	Dates
From 26-08-30 to 26-10-06



	Course Director
Hanna Jansson
	Examiner
Madelen Lek

	Potential other teachers in charge of larger parts of the course
N/A
	Other participating teachers/lecturers 
Anna Birgersdotter



	Response rate on course evaluation
60%


	Other methods for student influence (in addition to the course evaluation) 
Mid-course survey


	The course analysis was communicated to the students of the course on the following date: 
26-11-03

	The course analysis was communicated to the LIME educational committee on the following date: 26-11-03



1. Description of any changes implemented since the previous course occasion based on the feedback of former students

The course has become slightly longer and with this the learning outcomes were adjusted, now including academic writing and feedback. Three new workshops (storytelling, academic writing, and feedback) and a new examination (oral presentations) were added. This year some ‘practice exercises’ (quizzes) were also removed to give more space for readings, and the reflective learning journal assignment was updated with new questions.
2. Brief summary of the students’ evaluation of the course (note that no quotes from the open answers in the course survey should be copied into this document. This part should not be longer than half a page)

According to the students’ quantitative responses, the opportunities for active learning were rated positively (mean 5.6, median 6). In the comments, the variety of different activities was highlighted, particularly the discussions with both peers and teacher. Most students felt included and respected during the course (mean 5.7, median 6). The opportunity to reflect on what had been learned during the course received the highest ratings (mean 5.8, median 6), and this was in the written comments exemplified with the reflective learning journal. Most students also thought that the course content was clearly based on scientific research (mean 5.2, median 5). In the comments, reading social science articles was highlighted as valuable for learning.
The statement that the course as a whole was good received lower ratings (mean 4.7), although the median remained relatively high (median 5) and the written comments were positive. The lowest ratings concerned whether the examination(s) were generally considered to assess both knowledge and skills relevant to the course (mean 4.4, median 4), with responses more spread compared to other questions. Some comments explained this with the lack of opportunities to practice particularly academic writing before the examination. 
Suggestions for improvement primarily concerned academic writing where the need for more support and additional practical exercises were mentioned. Some students suggested a clearer connection to life sciences, others to further vary the questions in the reflective learning journal.
3. The Course Director’s analysis of the feedback from the course evaluation and the results of the course (this part should be an analysis of the results, not only a summary of the mean values. This summary should be directed to the students and not longer than a page)

The high ratings for active learning and opportunities for reflection reflect the course’s blended learning approach and emphasis on reflective learning. Many students appreciate the opportunity for interaction offered by the learning journal, although the teacher noted that not everyone makes full use of them. The positive ratings for research-based content also suggest that previous efforts to make the scientific foundation of the course, including its social science perspectives, more explicit have had a positive effect.  
This was the first year with specific learning activities on feedback and academic writing. Overall, these changes appear to have worked well, but comments suggest a need for more practical writing exercises and clearer alignment between the academic writing learning outcome, course content and examination. While the main purpose of the individual written report remains to explore bioentrepreneurship, academic writing now has a more explicit role. The examination results were good, but it needs to be communicated more clearly that this is an introduction to academic writing, with further development expected throughout the programme. 
The reduction in the number of practice exercises also appears to have had a positive effect, with fewer comments than in previous years concerning the workload and pace of the course. 
3.1 Strengths of the course
· The course lays a foundation for the rest of the programme by introducing bioentrepreneurship as an academic field, providing theoretical perspectives intended to be revisited throughout the programme and explored in greater depth in the degree project. 
· The blended learning approach combines the theory with a variety of learning activities, providing opportunities for discussion, practical application and peer-to-peer learning.
3.2 Weaknesses of the course
· As the first course at the programme, balancing the introduction of new content and learning approaches with students’ expectations of a stronger life science focus remains a challenge.
· Coordinating deadlines with a parallel course remains a challenge for managing student’s workload.
4. The course director’s conclusions and any suggestions for changes for next year’s course (remember that this document is directed to the students)

· Make minor revisions to the reflective learning journal questions.
· Review the individual written report instruction to clarify the link to the academic writing learning outcome.
· Clarify the process related to the selection of the contemporary life science related article for the individual written report addressing misunderstandings (partly from information by previous students).
· Explore the possibility of adding practical academic writing exercise.
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