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Evaluation report

Evaluation period: 2026-05-31   -   2026-06-21 
Answers 5
Number of students 16
Answer frequency 31 % 

Mandatory standard questions

1.   My overall impression of the course is:

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 3,4 
Median: 4 

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

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

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 3,8 
Median: 4 

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

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



 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 4,4 
Median: 5 

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

4.   The information about the course was easily accessible.

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 4,2 
Median: 4 

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

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

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 4,0 
Median: 5 

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

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

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 5,0 
Median: 5 

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



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

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 3,8 
Median: 4 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 2
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: 4,2 
Median: 5 

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

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

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 3,6 
Median: 4 

1: 0
2: 1
3: 1
4: 2
5: 1
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: 5,0 
Median: 5 

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

11.   The course covered international perspectives.

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 4,4 
Median: 5 

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

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

 
Answers: 5 
Medel: 17,5 
Median: 6-15 

≤5: 0
6-15: 3
16-25: 0
26-35: 0
36-45: 1
≥46: 0
No opinion: 1

Course leaders comments
I have reviewed the course evaluation for 2026. We had fewer responders this year than in previous course
iterations (31%). The main dissatisfaction students had with the course this year was a feeling of too much breadth
without sufficient depth into any one topic. This is an ongoing challenge for this course that covers such a broad
subject area. Certain students also expressed interest in learning about other topics not covered currently (e.g.,
invertebrates). The course focuses on harvested wildlife populations, but I can look into including a guest lecture
about inverebrates that provide essential services / ecosystem services that support these populations. Some
students felt that there were too many asisgnments/tasks, while others felt there was too little work. The literature
reviewing part was suggested to be presented earlier, and more directly linked to mamagement - which I can adjust
easily for next year. Things that students liked about the course this year were the special topics lectures (like
wildlife management case studies). They also liked certain (and different) aspects of all the main modules, but still
had suggestions for areas that we could go more in depth on that I will consider for next year. 



Student representatives comments
General summary:

Students appreciated the interesting topics, especially the special modules, but felt the course lacked depth
and practical application.
Many found the course too repetitive, with insufficient lectures and practical tasks, especially in areas like
invertebrates and international perspectives.
The international module was criticized for being disconnected and lacking interaction, with suggestions to
focus more on species management and international collaboration. The fish and ungulate modules received
mixed reviews; the fish module was considered useful but narrow, while the ungulate module needed more
realistic models.
The data and communication module was viewed as less relevant for first-year students, with some finding it
disconnected from core course themes.

Student Experience and Learning Environment

Overall impressions were moderate, with median ratings around 4; some students felt knowledge gained was
limited.
The course was seen as somewhat disorganized, with information difficult to access and multiple overlapping
tasks.
The social environment was praised for inclusivity, and facilities received mixed ratings, with Wi-Fi issues noted.
The course assessments were generally viewed as fair but could be more challenging to promote deeper
learning.

Sustainability and International perspectives

Sustainability was briefly addressed, with students noting limited coverage and superficial treatment.
International perspectives were underwhelming; students wanted more collaboration and real-world examples.

Additional Feedback

Students suggested restructuring modules, reducing redundant tasks, and increasing interaction.
Recommendations included clearer organization, more practical assignments, and broader international and
species management content.
Overall, students called for more in-depth, applied learning, practical training, and better integration of course
components.
Grading of assignments was seen as worthy of improvement.

Course representatives reflections

I personally have gained valuable knowledge through parts of this course, I appreciated the structure of separated
modules covering differing aspects of fish and wildlife management. However, I have to agree with the respondents
that I wanted more in-depth and applied knowledge, as well as meaningful assignments, nevertheless I can't help but
think of this as perhaps being a symptom of highly motivated students answering the survey. I would have wished for
in actual wildlife managers to be more involved in the course and guest lectures from renowned experts in wildlife
management (e.g. John DC Linnell, Graham IC Kerley). Something that several coursemates have communicated to
me throughout the course was a perceived lack of real world applicability. Overall, I experienced the course as is as
fitting into the iteration of the programme that I have been attending.
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