LISTENING BY DESIGN: EXAMINING GAPS IN STUDENT COURSE

EVALUATION FORMS WITH FOCUS GROUP INSIGHTS
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recruitment. Examining how student feedback is collected helps
ensure that evaluation questions are clear, relevant, and
capable of generating meaningful insights.

-Participant 1

Top Tips
Provide guided prompts for specific feedback
questions tailored to aspects like flipped classroom content delivery yielded
valuable insights for refining course design and delivery

“When feedback is
anonymous, | can speak
with no judgement”

Objective

To explore current course feedback approaches by analysing
gquestions and student responses from course evaluation
forms, reflections from an interactive feedback activity on
Miro, and insights from a student focus group. This aimed to
examine how feedback questions are framed, how students
respond across different feedback modes, and how effectively
these methods generate meaningful, actionable insights for
course improvement to inform ‘Top Tips’ for course leads

-Participant 5

“Its rare that when we join a
course we are told changes
have been made based on

previous feedback”
-Participant 2

Incorporate questions on employability and skill development
helpful to include questions about students' confidence in applying skills
developed in professional settings.

Strike a balance between open and closed-ended questions

For example, after asking about the effectiveness of teaching, allow space for
students to elaborate on which aspects they thought were most/least effective.

Conclusion

Student engagement with course feedback depends on perceived
impact and clarity of questions. Focus group insights revealed that
traditional evaluation forms were often seen as a “chore” or “black
hole”, whereas interactive activities like the Miro session generated
richer, more actionable feedback and encouraged proactive class
discussions amongst peers. Demonstrating how feedback leads to
course changes and framing questions clearly on course evaluation
forms can improve both participation and the quality of responses.
Integrating multiple feedback modes and promoting transparency
offers practical strategies for course leads to enhance evaluation
processes and support continuous course improvement

Methods/Analysis

Focus group insights from 5 students

Include open-ended queries on assessment practices
Integrate prompts specifically inviting feedback on assessment methods, especially for new

Focus group questions centralised on students’ perceptions and assessments, to inform future design and adjustments.
motivations around giving course feedback, particularly
focusing on engagement with course evaluation forms and

perceived impact of feedback.

Make feedback visible: show students how their input leads to change
Start the course with “You said, we did” slides showing changes from last year’s cohort.
Mention feedback during lectures: “Last year students suggested X, so we changed Y.” and
provide short updates during the semester about what feedback can and cannot change.
Discuss feedback in class before asking students to complete evaluations.

The Miro activity was an in-class, interactive exercise
conducted with students from courses PU5517, PU5929, and
PU5928, designed to encourage active participation and
generate rich feedback. Responses were collected and analysed
directly from the Miro platform, alongside reflections from
course leads on the quality and actionability of the feedback
produced.
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Qualitative thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) was Thematic Coverage: Miro vs. Standard Feedback

conducted on course evaluation forms from 7 courses to
identify common themes in the questions asked and assess the
richness of student responses, as well as the extent to which
they generated actionable feedback for course leads.
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The qualitative data from seven course evaluations and one

Miro session were analysed using thematic coding for six

4: Thematic Intensity Heatmap.
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