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Evaluation report

Evaluation period: 2025-03-17   -   2025-04-07 
Answers 5
Number of students 8
Answer frequency 62 % 

Mandatory standard questions

1.   My overall impression of the course is:

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 3,0 
Median: 3 

1: 1
2: 0
3: 2
4: 2
5: 0
No opinion: 0

2.   I found the course content to have clear links to the learning objectives of the course.

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 3,6 
Median: 4 

1: 0
2: 1
3: 0
4: 4
5: 0
No opinion: 0



3.   My prior knowledge was sufficient for me to benefit from the course.

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 4,2 
Median: 4 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 1
4: 2
5: 2
No opinion: 0

4.   The information about the course was easily accessible.

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 3,6 
Median: 4 

1: 0
2: 1
3: 1
4: 2
5: 1
No opinion: 0

5.   The various course components (lectures, course literature, exercises etc.) have supported my learning.

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 3,2 
Median: 3 

1: 1
2: 0
3: 2
4: 1
5: 1
No opinion: 0

6.   The social learning environment has been inclusive, respecting differences of opinion.

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 4,2 
Median: 4 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 1
4: 2
5: 2



No opinion: 0

7.   The physical learning environment (facilities, equipment etc.) has been satisfactory.

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 3,4 
Median: 4 

1: 1
2: 0
3: 1
4: 2
5: 1
No opinion: 0

8.   The examination(s) provided opportunity to demonstrate what I had learnt during the course (see the
learning objectives).

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 3,6 
Median: 4 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 2
4: 3
5: 0
No opinion: 0

9.   The course covered the sustainable development aspect (environmental, social and/or financial
sustainability).

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 3,0 
Median: 4 

1: 1
2: 1
3: 0
4: 3
5: 0
No opinion: 0

10.   I believe the course has included a gender and equality aspect, regarding content as well as teaching
practices (e.g. perspective on the subject, reading list, allocation of speaking time and the use of master
suppression techniques).

 



 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 4,3 
Median: 4 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 1
4: 1
5: 2
No opinion: 1

11.   The course covered international perspectives.

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 4,4 
Median: 4 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 0
4: 3
5: 2
No opinion: 0

12.   On average, I have spent … hours/week on the course (including timetabled hours).

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 24,0 
Median: 16-25 

≤5: 0
6-15: 1
16-25: 2
26-35: 1
36-45: 1
≥46: 0
No opinion: 0

Additional own questions

13.   What do you thing about the moment "Factsheet"?

13.   What do you thing about the Student lectures?

13.   What do you think about Problem Based Learning (PBL) exercise?



13.   What do you think about the exercise Processing and evaluation of home made dairy products?

13.   How would you rate the overall quality of the external lectures?

13.   Any specific suggestion would you like to give like new topic or new practical or study visits for
introduction in the future.

Course leaders comments
5 out of the 8 students participated in the course feedback (62%). The overall rating of the course 3 out of 5 (median
3), lower than last year's score of 3.6. Prior knowledge was sufficient for the course (4.2), while alignment of the
course content with the course learning objectives and information accessibility about the course received a score of
3.6. There is a good suggestion to name the lecture by topic and not by date, which we will implement next year.
Social learning environment received 4,2 while physical learning environment received 3.4 (cold rooms in Biocentrum
was a complaint). Examination received a score of 3.6, while international aspects (4.4) and gender aspects (4.3)
scored well. Student complained about time (3 hours) and too many questions for the final exam.

The students spent 16-25 hours per week on the course, like last year. Positive feedback was received for the PBL
exercises, factsheet, student lecture, processing and evaluation of homemade milk products. Several students
suggested incorporating a visit to a factory. There was complaint about different quality standard of lectures by
different teachers and few classes (meat and fish) was not appreciated by many students.

In summary, the course evaluation should be considered while planning the course for next year. There was
increased satisfaction around student lecture, factsheet presentations, PBL exercise, home based milk lab. For future
improvements, perhaps we should consider better planning of the course lecturer engagement and student centred
activities.

Student representatives comments
Overall, the course was quite well recieved with course leaders and teachers invested in making it a good
experience. The course leaders were easy to communicate with and they held a occasion for oral feedback at the
end of the period. The course had changed leaders since the past years so they were eager for us to point out
potential improvements.
The whole purpose of the course was a bit unclear to some students, as how "food technology" was defined did not
always match the contents of some parts. This is mentioned by students, as they percieved some lectures to be
irrelevant, or of poor quality. A more obvious red line through the content can therefore be wished for. There were
however multiple modules that were greatly appreciated by the students for their content as well as the method of
learning.
Regarding the exam, some comment that there was too little time in comparison to the amount of questions. This
however might have already been adressed in the re-exam, by reducing the amount of questions.
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