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Mandatory standard questions

1.   My overall impression of the course is:

 
Answers: 7 
Medel: 4,7 
Median: 5 

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

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

 
Answers: 7 
Medel: 4,7 
Median: 5 

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



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

 
Answers: 7 
Medel: 4,4 
Median: 5 

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

4.   The information about the course was easily accessible.

 
Answers: 7 
Medel: 3,9 
Median: 4 

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

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

 
Answers: 7 
Medel: 4,6 
Median: 5 

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

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

 
Answers: 7 
Medel: 4,7 
Median: 5 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 1
4: 0
5: 6



No opinion: 0

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

 
Answers: 7 
Medel: 4,7 
Median: 5 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 1
4: 0
5: 6
No opinion: 0

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

 
Answers: 7 
Medel: 3,8 
Median: 3 

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

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

 
Answers: 7 
Medel: 4,7 
Median: 5 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 1
4: 0
5: 6
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: 7 
Medel: 4,8 
Median: 5 

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

11.   The course covered international perspectives.

 
Answers: 7 
Medel: 4,0 
Median: 4 

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

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

 
Answers: 7 
Medel: 27,7 
Median: 16-25 

≤5: 0
6-15: 0
16-25: 4
26-35: 0
36-45: 1
≥46: 1
No opinion: 1

Course leaders comments
Seven students took part in the course and all of them answered the survey. It was a very international group that
showed interest for the course content and contributed to a very nice atmosphere in the classroom.

Overall, the course received a grade of 4.7. Several students wrote that they enjoyed the course and that the
different teaching activities (lectures, labs, study visits, project work, and meet the author seminars) supported their
learning well. They also thought that the learning objectives matched well the content of the course (average: 4.7).
Regarding the assignments, they found that the level of difficulty and the time to complete them was appropriate.
The inclusion of AI as a learning partner in some of the assignments was highly appreciated and helped them
understand better how to use AI for different tasks.

The students also pointed out several areas of improvement. They noted that some teachers did not post their



presentation the day before the lecture, making note taking more difficult for some students. We will make sure to
remind the lecturers to do so next year. While they found that information about the course was easily accessible on
the Canvas page, they highlighted that the lab module could be made clearer, especially regarding instructions for
the lab report. Some students struggled with the computer labs, finding that the pace was too high at times. One
exception was the phylogeny lab, which ran over a full day compared to half a day the year before. We will consider
allocating more time to the other lab exercises too and using programs that have interfaces rather than an R script,
as many students are not familiar with R and the point of this course is to learn about data analysis and not how to
program the analyses.

Student representatives comments
Overall, student feedback from the course was positive, noting that they gained something from the course and that
the course environment and structure were good for their learning. Constructive comments focused on some
communication issues in various parts of the course and the difficulty of bringing together students with different
backgrounds for a course. 

Students thought the meet-the-author seminars were a cool opportunity and beneficial to the course. Several
students noted that it was sometimes hard to get the conversation to flow for a variety of reasons (advanced papers,
different approaches by the visiting author, lack of preparation), so they suggested some sort of structure for the
conversation to improve the activity. 

Assignments were appropriately challenging, with some students being challenged more than others, especially if
they were not used to this type of assignment or the timeline. The project was easier and had clearer expectations
compared to the lab report. Supervisor/instructor feedback and peer review were both appreciated.

The lab portions of the course were well-received. The varying backgrounds of the students affected how they
perceived the lab components, with some students noting that the wet lab included some repetition for them, while
others struggled with new skills and procedures. The computer labs were noted to be a good introduction to the
programs that were used. Some students noted that it was easier because we were following pre-written scripts for
the most part, and others said that added to their confusion because there was less explanation of where the data
came from and what each step was for. 

Communication issues raised by students in the course evaluation focused on the posting of lecture slides and lab
(and lab report) information. It was noted that some instructors did not post slides the night before, as was the
expectation of the course. This made it more difficult to follow those lectures, especially because most of the
students were non-native English speakers in the course. For the lab and lab report, there was a detailed lab
compendium, but some parts were not updated or fully explained. Expectations for what should be included in parts
of the lab report were sometimes not clear, especially if students were not familiar with writing this type of report. 

Feedback on the integration of AI in the course was positive. Students appreciated seeing how it could be utilized as
a tool for finding literature and evaluating writing, including students who do not usually utilize AI tools. Some
students noted that discussing the downsides of using AI tools would be a helpful perspective to include. 

While this summary focuses on the constructive feedback that students offered, the overall feedback on the course
was very positive. Feedback was focused on making the course smoother so that future students can get even more
out of the course, and instructors can improve upon the already positive experience in the course.
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