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Varderingsresultat

Varderingsperiod: 2014-10-28 - 2014-11-14
Antal svar
Studentantal
Svarsfrekvens

Obligatoriska standardfragor

1. Hur manga timmar per vecka har du i genomsnitt lagt ner pa kursen (inklusive schemalagd tid)?

procent

100

80—

0-10

=B

31-40

2. Vad anser du om dina forkunskaper infor kursen?
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Antal svar: 6
Medel: 30,0
Median: 21-30
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Har ingen uppfattning: 0

Antal svar: 6
Medel: 2,8
Median: 3
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3. Hur har informationen/administrationen i samband med kursen fungerat?
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4. Jag anser att helhetsintrycket av kursen ar mycket gott
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5. Jag anser att kursens svarighetsgrad har varit
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6. Jag anser att kursen har behandlat alla Iarandemal som anges i kursplanen. Om Du markerar (1), (2), (3),
eller (4) ange vilket/vilka larandemal som blivit otillrackligt behandlade.
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7. Betygskriterierna var tydligt formulerade och enkla att forsta
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8. Jag anser att diskussionsklimatet under kursen har varit bra.
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9. Jag anser att nédvandig infrastruktur kring undervisningen som lokaler och utrustning har fungerat
dndamalsenligt.
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Egna fragor



10.
What is the best that you learnt from this course?

10. At the beginning of the course you probably had some expectations on it. Try to recall what they were
and answer the following question: How have your expectations been fulfilled?

10. How did you find the textbook Agios - did you use it? - please comment

10. How did you find the different ways of teaching: Lectures, Theoretical exercises, Lab. exercises,
excursions, exam including proceedings, postersession etc. - please comment

Kursledarens kommentarer

The overall impression of the course scored very well (4,5 in average)- one student wrote: “One of the best courses |
have taken during my almost six years of studies!”. All aspects of the course were also evaluated high — the
discussion climate scored for example 5 by all students, who evaluated the course. This is the 6th time we are
running the course and looking back on the evaluations from earlier years it becomes clear that we have succeeded
in improving how to run the theoretical exercises and case studies by giving better instructions to both teachers and
students so the workload is acceptable and the questions and articles are selected so they lead to interesting
discussions in the groups. The poster presentations were this year followed by a longer discussion on each poster
than earlier, which was appreciated by the students (one wanted to extend this discussion even further). We have
also found a good level for the Integrated Pest Management (IPM) group work, which now is clearly coordinated with
how this topic is addressed at the less advanced BSc.-level. Lectures did not always follow the scheduled plan as
teachers included discussions with the students under their presentations and others probably could reduce the
number of slides to present. However, this was not considered as a big problem by the students when it was
addressed at the oral course-evaluation. Some years ago we were asked to include more diagnostic work which
would include more microscopy — one comment from this year is that there is too much microscopy although the time
set off for microscopy is about the same as the other years. We will probably keep it the same the coming year as it
is important with hands on experience on this for the learning process of understanding fungal systematics,
nomenclature and it is also relevant for understanding the different stages of disease cycles. The topics on rust
diseases, resistance and pathogen/host/beneficial interactions were appreciated. We decided to expand on
interactions based on the evaluation of the course in 2011.

Improvements for next year:

The students suggested inviting guest lecturer from extension services (consultants from “Hushallsselskapet” or
similar institution) for binding the course better to the applied problems in Swedish agriculture. This will be
considered for next year. Another suggestion was to learn more about pesticides (history and types of active
ingredients) — this will be included next year. There was also an interest in having all teachers to shortly present their
own specific research programs. Most or probably all teachers also include their own research in their teaching but
we will next year try to organize a day where teachers will present their own research. Instructions for some of the lab
exercises can be improved - or the exercises may be modified - this will be looked at for next year.

/Dan Funck Jensen, course responsible

Studentrepresentantens kommentarer
The general impression of the course judging from the comments and evaluation grading of the students, is that the
course has succeeded in reaching its goals and also has given new knowledge to the great majority of the course

participants. The literature and the teaching hours were all appriechiated although one student commented saying it
was a lot to read during the course.

The comments made to help improve the course were the following:

Improvement of lab-instructions and preparations from the teachers/lab-supervisors. It was sometimes hard to
understand the purpose and aim of a demonstration lab or an experiment.

Be more accurate in the schedule regarding time of start and end of lectures etc. This was also discussed in the oral
evaluation of the course.

A couple of students wished for more hands-on agronomics in the course. They thought it was too theoretical



although this course is not described as a "field"-type of course. Guest lecturers was suggested from the Swedish
board of Agriculture, hushallningsséllskapet etc.

Often the students also want to hear about the lecturers actual research. It was given in a few lectures and could be
added in others. Maybe a 15 min session per lecturere should be dedicated to this in order to give a lively image of
how plant pathology is worked with in research and maybe how researchers work with farmers or others in the branch.
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