
CONSTRUCTION OF A QUESTIONNAIRE TO 
KNOW THE TRANSPARENCY IN THE EVALUATION 
OF THE LEARNING OF ENGINEERING STUDENTS 
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2. Objetives 

Construct an questionnaire about the 
transparency  of the evaluation methods. 

Conduct expert validation of the questionnaire. 

Conduct a pilot study with students of degrees 
of engineering applying the questionnaire.  

Analyze the reliability and validity and 
determined improvements. 
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Literature review  

1) Transparency (Alvárez-Rojo et al. 2011). 

2) Rating information level (Burton 2016., Pérez 
et al. 2017., Wood, et al. 2008). 

3) Evaluation modalities (Yaniz y Villardón, 2012). 

4) Feedback from teachers  (ENQA, 2015., 
Villamañe et al. 2017). 

5)Etc. 
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