
Urban Forestry - management of urban forests and trees
LK0378, 20045.2526
 15 Hp
Pace of study = 100%
Education cycle = Advanced   
Course leader = Björn Olof Wiström 

Evaluation report

Evaluation period: 2026-01-11   -   2026-02-01 
Answers 19
Number of students 35
Answer frequency 54 % 

Mandatory standard questions

1.   My overall impression of the course is:

 
Answers: 19 
Medel: 4,1 
Median: 4 

1: 0
2: 1
3: 2
4: 10
5: 6
No opinion: 0

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

 
Answers: 19 
Medel: 4,6 
Median: 5 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 1
4: 5
5: 13
No opinion: 0



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

 
Answers: 19 
Medel: 3,9 
Median: 4 

1: 0
2: 1
3: 5
4: 8
5: 5
No opinion: 0

4.   The information about the course was easily accessible.

 
Answers: 19 
Medel: 3,9 
Median: 4 

1: 2
2: 1
3: 2
4: 5
5: 9
No opinion: 0

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

 
Answers: 19 
Medel: 4,3 
Median: 5 

1: 0
2: 1
3: 2
4: 6
5: 10
No opinion: 0

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

 
Answers: 19 
Medel: 4,7 
Median: 5 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 1
4: 3
5: 13



No opinion: 2

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

 
Answers: 19 
Medel: 4,6 
Median: 5 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 2
4: 4
5: 13
No opinion: 0

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

 
Answers: 19 
Medel: 4,5 
Median: 5 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 2
4: 5
5: 12
No opinion: 0

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

 
Answers: 19 
Medel: 4,8 
Median: 5 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 0
4: 4
5: 15
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: 19 
Medel: 4,6 
Median: 5 

1: 0
2: 0
3: 2
4: 4
5: 12
No opinion: 1

11.   The course covered international perspectives.

 
Answers: 19 
Medel: 4,3 
Median: 5 

1: 0
2: 1
3: 2
4: 6
5: 10
No opinion: 0

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

 
Answers: 19 
Medel: 37,2 
Median: 36-45 

≤5: 0
6-15: 0
16-25: 0
26-35: 6
36-45: 12
≥46: 1
No opinion: 0

Course leaders comments
Course evaluation 

Overall, the course seems to be appreciated by the majority of students with median scores of 4 to 5 on all
categories. However the low number of answers makes it hard to draw strong conclusions from the material, a bit
disappointing from course leader perspective given the efforts made in encouraging students to fill it in. The written
comments are partly also rather conflicting between different students with e.g. some really appreciating the Canvas
structure and some having problems with it. Based on the oral and written course evaluation the most aspects of
improvement need to be directed towards some restructuring and realignment of Canvas, Task Descriptions and
order of some teaching activities. The overall balance between Urban Tree vs Urban Woodlands seems to be
appreciated by students but the order of some teaching activities could be re-structured.

 



Suggested Points for improvement:

Include lecture or other teaching activity focusing additional of writing and alignment of vision, goals and strategies

Consider including additional aspect about trade-offs among different species

Check and adjust task-descriptions structure and placement on Canvas

Move some of the Urban Tree parts to latter in the course.

Make sure to make the information on the Pruning Seminara and related material clearer.

Try to give some more space in the schedule for the last part of the course after the holidays

Continue to evaluate the structure of main tasks and hand-ins in relation to the holidays

Continue to Stress the need for taking supervision and two-way communication

Consider Including excursion about multifunctional forestry or some more practical exercises

Check an update the reading instructions in relation to Basic Forestry lectures.

Include reminders during the course about the need of two-way communication in relation to common course
language, group work and that not all readings are mandatory.

Consider Include reflecting seminars as part of finalizing the main projects.

Student representatives comments

Overall, the course was well liked, but with only 54 % of students answering the evaluation it leaves some room for
further questions. Below the evaluation questions are divided into positive ratings and divisive ratings, with
comments for improvement underneath each. The general opinion was very positive though.

MOST POSITIVE RATING WERE FOR:

- that the course has included sustainable development. 

This was very highly voted! But could also be linked to earlier more sceptical comments about biases from lecturers
about using exotic species due to heat and drought, rather than also emphasising the ecological perspectives. Would
be valuable if this was complemented from other perspectives, as species choice was quite a large part of the final
tasks.

- three questions regarding course contents, course objectives and examinations that were highly voted: the
connection between the course contents and learning objectives, and how well the course content has
supported students' learning, as well as a good match between learnings and what examinations asked for.

The lectures, excursions, seminars and activities were very well liked. Especially the diversity of teachers, subjects
and activities was praised. Certain suggestions regarding the pacing of things – coppice lecture and activity earlier
(to be used in the task). A few lectures were not as information filled or held the same high pedagogical level as
others (one example being the lecture about grazing in urban areas, which was highly anticipated but of which at
least the first half was very unclear).

Two comments were about too short time to fulfil the tasks, which I also heard many complain about in the
classroom. Multiple comments asked for a more thorough introduction of the main tasks/cases earlier, perhaps with
examples, so that one would be able to put the lectures into a framework of use earlier. One suggestion could be to,
after maybe the first lecture-filled week, do a little dive into the tasks, possible ways to use management plans, and
possible types of jobs for urban forestry. (But maybe not go too deep into the management plans too early, so
students don't lose track of lectures/readings which are relevant for the subject, but might not fit into a management plan.)

Regarding literature: Some comments, which were also talked about in the class during the course, about some
literature being too much or stressful to get through – one specific example being the many papers before intro to
forestry for landscape architects early on. (This though seemed to be a miscommunication with the new lecturers, so
perhaps not a proper issue.) Many complimented the extensive resources available, though quite many also
lamented the short time to use said resources for the final reflection task.



- the course touched upon gender and equality perspectives.

Though this received a bit lower ratings, and certain comments about the applicability of the subject and certain
lecturers. During the first week we had lectures about both fear and children's perspectives, but thereafter it wasn't
mentioned much.

- inclusivity in the social learning environment.

This question received some interesting comments which were recognisable from the classroom discussions also –
a good, open and diverse climate, but with certain lecturers being quite dominant and also so much reading that the
students themselves didn't get so much time *during* the course to process, discuss, and explore their own
standpoints – this was “saved” until the tasks, and the presentation of these don't quite allow the deeper questioning
of standpoints.

Some comments were about the language – that sometimes groups talked only in Swedish, or lecturers who couldn't
find a certain word in English would sometimes say it quickly in Swedish and then move on when it wasn't very
important, but the non-Swedish speakers don't actually know if it was something important they missed or not. But it
was praised in the classroom that the course leader explicitly encouraged all students to talk English, pointing out
that even if a whole group spoke Swedish/Dutch/German, maybe someone close by wants to participate and won't
feel welcome! This could perhaps be repeated a bit into the course, with the reasons why. (the course leader's
introductory social standard was very nice, also about sickness etc. Felt like it gave a good expectation and sense of
security in the classroom!)

- physical environment

Positive, but some asked for booked computer rooms to more easily exchange analysis info and advice between
groups while working.

MORE DIVERSE OPINIONS REGARDING:

- the accessibility on the web-portal,

Mosly positive, but also 1/5 of answers scored 1-3. Some links and instructions could be hard to find, inside a pdf or
canvas announcement, instead of in the assignment.

- if one's pre-knowledge was sufficient, 

Mostly positive, but some lower ratings also, and many comments about this – the amount of forestry was surprising
for many, which is understandable considering how few of the students this year were from forestry backgrounds.
Those that were though, were valuable additions to the classroom discussions. Something that was talked about in
the beginning of the course, and that one comment mentions, is that some sort of glossary of terms would be really
nice in the beginning – maybe as a group exercise, that we can discuss different terms – such as coppicing,
pollarding, thinning, forest vs woodland, harvesting, and other very commonly used forestry terms.

- international perspectives.

Positive, but emphasis on Swedish conditions natural as our cases were Swedish sites.

- time spent on the course.

This one was interesting, because as far as the discussions in the classroom went, the opinions were very differing –
seeming to depend on what the students were used to “full time studies” meaning before this course, which also
seemed to depend both on which courses the student had taken before, but also if the student were international
exchange student and from which school. Some thought it was “just standard level, as usual” whereas others
thought it was quite overwhelming and stressful. As a student representative, I received some messages from some
very stressed students, who thought the workload was too much. Possibly it's worth to emphasize what “full time
studies” means in this course, as not all are used to so much scheduled time, as well as continuing to emphasize
that all students can choose their own level of engagement. A possible future student worried about the course load
could maybe ask to see an earlier schedule to get an idea about if it matches their what they're used to. If it's higher,
it's still worth pointing out that some students felt it was more intensive than they were used to, but in a way that
encouraged them to go deeper quicker – so it's not necessarily stressful even if it's more!

OVERALL:



OVERALL:

A good, intensive and informative course. With many lectures and excursions, a varied depth of readings, and a mix
between some practical activities and written assignments – which were divided between early stages in groups, and
final stages individually. The course leader is open to suggestions and discussions, but also sees that all changes
affect unevenly, as students have differing needs.
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