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Mandatory standard questions

1. My overall impression of the course is:
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| found the course content to have clear links to the learning objectives of the course.
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3. My prior knowledge was sufficient for me to benefit from the course.
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4. The information about the course was easily accessible.
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5. The various course components (lectures, course literature, exercises etc.) have supported my learning.
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6. The social learning environment has been inclusive, respecting differences of opinion.
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7. The physical learning environment (facilities, equipment etc.) has been satisfactory.
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8. The examination(s) provided opportunity to demonstrate what | had learnt during the course (see the
learning objectives).
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9. The course covered the sustainable development aspect (environmental, social and/or financial
sustainability).
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10. | 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).
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11. The course covered international perspectives.
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12. On average, | have spent ... hours/week on the course (including timetabled hours).
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Additional own questions

13. What lecture(s) did you find the most interesting and why?
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13. What seminar(s) were the most interesting, challenging or sparked the most thinking?



Course leaders comments

No comments from the teacher

Student representatives comments

Out of the 29 students registered on the course, 17 (58%) answered the course evaluation.

Overall, the course was seen as good, with an average rating of 3.8. The lectures were interesting and the practical
parts enjoyable. However, some students felt the course was a bit unstructured and at times hard to navigate. It
wasn't always clear how different parts of the course were connected to each other. The timing of assignments was
also mentioned as a potential problem. The written assignment at the end of the course raised some confusion
among a few students, as well as others thought the individual study visit could take place earlier in the course.

The students seem to have had an overall sufficient prior knowledge with a mean of 4.1, although two students
mentioned that they did have some problems understanding the details of some parts of the course, which caused
some stress.

Regarding the information accessibility about the course, this had an average score of 3.9. However, some students
pointed out that while the information could be found, it was often not clearly explained. A common concern was the
messy structure of instructions on Canvas, especially regarding the Literature Review Project. It was also noted that
preparation materials for seminars were sometimes shared close to the seminar taking place, which had a negative

effect on students time management.

The course components received mixed feedback regarding how well they supported student learning, with an
average score of 3.7. Some students felt that the lectures, course literature, and exercises were helpful, especially
for those returning to the subject after a long break. However, several noted that not all lectures felt directly relevant
to the course objectives, and some of the discussions and seminars were seen as too long or repetitive. The
Literature Review Project was again mentioned as confusing, not clearly tied to the course goals, and focused too
much on finding the "perfect" article rather than promoting critical thinking. It was also mentioned that allowing
different groups to work on the exact same topic or article led to repetitive presentations and unfair conditions during
discussions. Lastly, time management during presentations and seminars was highlighted as an issue, with
presentations running over time and breaks being cut short as a result.

The social learning environment in the course was rated very positively, with an average score of 4.7. Some
students appreciated hearing various perspectives during seminars, study visits, and presentations, noting that this
enriched their understanding and made the learning experience more engaging. Some even described the
atmosphere as motivating and productive. However, a few students suggested there could have been more
structured discussion or debates to better explore differing viewpoints - especially in comparing housing systems
across different countries and cultures. One student also noted concerns, though unrelated to the course structure
itself, that frequent lateness and disruptions by a few peers affected the learning environment.

A few students noted recurring technical issues in the lecture halls, such as malfunctioning projectors. Poor air
quality in some rooms was also mentioned, with comments about the rooms feeling stuffy or lacking fresh air.
Despite these issues, the overall impression of the physical environment was positive, with an average score of 4.3.

The examination received mixed feedback regarding how well it allowed students to demonstrate what they had
learned in relation to the course objectives. The average score was 3.7. Some students felt that the written
assignment offered a good opportunity to apply knowledge, but that the oral part of the Literature Review Project
was less effective. Several commented that this project focused too much on evaluating scientific articles rather than
showing understanding of the connection between animal welfare and nutrition. Some felt they could complete the
exam tasks using prior knowledge or article reading, with little need to engage with the course lectures.

Students reported spending an average of 30.7 hours per week on the course, including scheduled activities. The
most common time range was 26—35 hours. Some students reported a heavier workload, with some dedicating over
45 hours per week to keep up with lectures, assignments and reading material. One student shared that the fast

pace and large volume of instructions made it difficult to stay on top of things, even requiring study time on weekends.

Students highlighted a variety of lectures as particularly interesting, often based on either personal interest, novelty of
content, or the quality of the lecturer. Many appreciated lectures that focused on less familiar species or systems,
such as reindeer, fish, cats, dogs and sheep. These topics were seen as refreshing and informative because they
are less commonly covered. The reindeer lecture stood out for several students due to its uniqueness and relevance
to the Nordic coountries. Lectures on feeding newborn cattle, pigs, horses, and poultry were also frequently
mentioned, especially when the teacher was clear, engaging, and used visuals or practical examples.

The seminars that students found most interesting, challenging, or thought-provoking included those that required
critical thinking, discussion, and an understanding of complex topics. The Evidence-Based Practice seminar stood
out as the most challenging for many students. It required a deep dive into statistical analysis and discussion of

potential outcomes, which sparked critical thinking and was useful for later projects in the course. Other seminars



that received praise included those on sustainable animal production, where students appreciated the global
perspective on animal production and the relevance of the articles discussed. The case study seminar was also
noted for its challenging nature, though some students felt their group managed to complete it quickly. The Feeding
Behaviour seminar and the production systems seminar were both seen as highly relevant to practical applications,
helping students understand the effects of early nutrition on calves and offering a broader view of production systems.
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