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Mandatory standard questions

1.   My overall impression of the course is:

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 3,4 
Median: 3 

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

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

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 3,6 
Median: 3 

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



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

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 4,5 
Median: 5 

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

4.   The information about the course was easily accessible.

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 4,1 
Median: 4 

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

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

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 3,6 
Median: 3 

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

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

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 4,6 
Median: 5 

1: 0
2: 1
3: 1
4: 2
5: 14



No opinion: 0

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

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 4,1 
Median: 4 

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

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

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 3,9 
Median: 4 

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

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

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 4,2 
Median: 4 

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

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: 18 
Medel: 4,5 
Median: 5 

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

11.   The course covered international perspectives.

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 4,1 
Median: 4 

1: 0
2: 3
3: 0
4: 6
5: 8
No opinion: 1

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

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 32,3 
Median: 26-35 

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

Additional own questions

13.   What was your overall impression of Module 1 - Silviculture in society & research: demands, challenges
and knowledge gaps? Please consider all aspects of the module, lectures, assignments, teachers, etc. Do you
have any suggestions to make it better?



 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 3,6 
Median: 4 

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

14.   What was your overall impression Module 2: Continuous Cover Forestry - Theories, Concepts &
Implementation? Please consider all aspects of the module, lectures, assignments, teachers, etc. Do you have
any suggestions to make it better?

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 3,9 
Median: 4 

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

15.   What was your overall impression Module 3: Modelling forest stand dynamics - Classical Approaches?
Please consider all aspects of the module, lectures, assignments, teachers, etc. Do you have any suggestions
to make it better?

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 3,5 
Median: 3 

1: 0
2: 1
3: 8
4: 6
5: 2
No opinion: 1

16.   What was your overall impression Module 4: Process based models for predicting forest stand
dynamics? Please consider all aspects of the module, lectures, assignments, teachers, etc. Do you have any
suggestions to make it better?

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 3,3 
Median: 3 

1: 2
2: 1
3: 6

 



4: 6
5: 2
No opinion: 1

17.   What was your overall impression of the field trip to Nydala Lake Demonstration Area? Do you have any
suggestions to make it better?

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 3,7 
Median: 4 

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

18.   What was your overall impression of Module 5 - Proposing silvicultural research? Please consider all
aspects of the module, lectures, assignments, teachers, etc. Do you have any suggestions to make it better?

 
Answers: 18 
Medel: 4,0 
Median: 5 

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

19.   Module 5 - Proposing Silvicultural Research - We changed how the multi-step process for the research
proposal was submitted in order to be able to provide more feedback in steps to improve your reading and
writing skills. Was this process and the feedback valuable? Was it OK to have the assignment from this
module running in the background of the course?

Course leaders comments
Thank you for your thoughtful and detailed feedback on the course. We appreciate the time you took to reflect on
your experiences and provide constructive suggestions. Below, we summarise key themes from the evaluation and
outline how we plan to address them moving forward.

Overall Course Structure and Coordination

Raised issues:

1. Lack of coordination between module leaders



2. Unclear structure and scheduling

3. Perceived lack of engagement from some teachers

Our planned actions:

1. Introduce a mandatory pre-course coordination meeting with all module leaders to align content, expectations,
and workload.

2. Develop a clearer course-level structure with explicit links between modules and learning objectives.

3. Reduce ad hoc changes during the course and improve how changes are communicated.

Alignment with Learning Objectives

Raised issues:

1. Limited explicit focus on silviculture outside specific modules

2. Missing or weak coverage of topics such as agroforestry and applied silvicultural decision-making

3. Insufficient emphasis on experimental design and field-based silviculture

Our planned actions:

1. Revisit the learning objectives and ensure each is explicitly addressed within modules.

2. Strengthen the silvicultural framing across all modules, not just selected ones.

3. Add more explicit teaching on experimental design, sampling, and applied silviculture.

Course Content and Teaching Formats

1. Repetition of basic material (especially in Module 1 and CCF)

2. Insufficient depth at the Master's level in some lectures

3. Too much emphasis on labs without enough theoretical grounding in modelling modules (module 4)

4. Some assignments perceived as unclear or unnecessary

5. There is also a clear tension between:

Providing necessary background for international students, while avoiding repetition for students with forestry
backgrounds

Our planned actions:

1. Reduce repetition across lectures by coordinating content between speakers.

2. Set clearer expectations for guest lecturers regarding level and depth.

3. Introduce more structured theoretical components before modelling exercises.

4. Review assignments to ensure each has a clear purpose and aligns with learning objectives.

Workload, Scheduling, and Learning Environment

1. Reported workload (~32 hours/week) is appropriate overall

2. However, long lecture days (9–16) reduced engagement



3. Frequent schedule changes created confusion

Our planned actions:

1. Shorten lecture days where possible.

2. Build in more variation (lectures, discussions, applied work).

3. Improve schedule stability and communication.

Module 1 – Silviculture in Society

Strength: appreciated diversity of stakeholder perspectives

Weaknesses: repetition, overly basic content, limited depth, low engagement

Our planned actions:

1. Provide clearer framing and expectations to guest lecturers.

2. Reduce introductory/repetitive content.

3. Add structured synthesis/discussion components.

Module 2 – Continuous Cover Forestry (CCF)

Generally strong (mean 3.9), and raised issues including

1. Too intensive and lecture-heavy

2. Repetition and unclear relevance of some content

3. Weak integration with Swedish context

4. Concerns about the examination format

Our planned actions:

1. Streamline lecture content and reduce redundancy.

2. Clarify when content is region-specific vs general.

3. Consider introducing more interactive elements (e.g. quizzes, applied cases).

4. Review assessment structure to ensure it meaningfully evaluates learning.

Module 3 – Classical Modelling

Main issue:

1. Group work structure

2. Uneven participation and large group sizes

Planned actions:

1. Reduce group sizes where possible.



2. Introduce mechanisms for individual accountability within group work.

Module 4 – Process-Based Modelling (3PG)

Main issue:

1. Lack of conceptual understanding of the model

2. Too much focus on “using” the model vs understanding it

Our planned actions:

1. Increase focus on underlying model structure and processes.

2. Slow down initial setup and provide clearer step-by-step guidance.

Module 5 – Research Proposal

One of the strongest components (mean 4.0), and students valued:

1. Iterative feedback

2. Relevance for thesis preparation

But there is some tension around timing and workload distribution.

Planned actions:

1. Keep the stepwise feedback structure.

2. Slightly adjust timing of milestones to reduce bottlenecks.

3. Clarify expectations for feedback providers to ensure consistency.

Student representatives comments
One of the main types of comments that appeared frequently for various components of the course was on the
content of the course material. Much of the “early” or introductory content was repeated many times by the various
different course lecturers and guest lecturers. This seems like a relatively easy fix by getting all the lecturers on the
same page. The course convenors have commented that they plan to have a mandatory pre-course coordination
meeting with the module leaders, which would go quite a way in solving this issue. It should also be ensured that
this information is also passed on to the guest lectures, as this is where this issue particularly lay. Other content
issues was its relevance to Swedish forestry and how advanced it was. This will always be a difficult balance since
there are international students with different backgrounds. However, the fact that it is a masters level course means
that more responsibility can be put on students to catch themselves up, as long as it made known in what areas they
should be expected to catch up.

Many of the modules were enjoyed by students, and where there have been issues, it seems that the solutions
proposed by the course convenors should work to improve them. However, most of the comments on the first module
suggest that a slight change in some of the speakers may be neccessary.

It seems that the final assessment was generally enjoyed and appreciated by students, as was the field trip to
Nydala. However, the field trip timing in February is not ideal. If it is possible to move it to later in the course then the
weather may be more conducive to learning.

Other than this, it seems that the suggestions by the course convenors would be welcome and would improve the
course.
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