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Number of registered students: 15  

 

Grade 

No of students 

exam re-exams 

5 1 0 
4 4 1 
3 6 1 
U 4 4 

Blank 0 0 

  
 
 
Evaluation 

I. Summary 
Answer count: 7 
Answer frequency: 47% 
 
Short summary of the course evaluation:  
Overall the students were very pleased with course, it is perceived by all seven 
students as useful and important and by five students as interesting and well-
structured. Generally, students appreciated the quality and quantity of lectures, 
laboratory projects and literature but found the quantity of exercises to be low. 
Teachers and lab assistants were found to be available, helpful and 
communicative which aided efficient information transfer and created a positive 
atmosphere between teachers and students. Feedback on some lab reports took 
though too long time which should be avoided next time. 
 

II. Teacher´s comments 
The overall experience is that the course worked well. The course is found to be 
very relevant to the student programmes and the examination reflected the 
syllabus of the course.  Small adjustments for improvements are planned for next 
time.  
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III. Suggested improvements next time the course is given  
The chromatography exercises will be revised, we will discuss ... FFF. 
A lecture putting recent research in analytical chemistry into perspective will also 
be given. 
 

IV. Evaluation of improvements since last time the course was given  
In order to motivate the students to pay extra efforts in the lab reports, the 
students were given the opportunity to collect extra marks to be transferred to 
the final exam provided that a passing grade on the final exam was achieved. 
Besides a report guide the students were equipped with a report assessment 
criteria matrix. Depending on the number of marks that were achieved on the 
first submitted version of each report, the students were able to earn extra marks 
that could be added to the final exam. According to the assistants the first version 
of the reports was much better than previously when no assessment criteria were 
applied. Less time was devoted on structural details to bring the reports to a pass 
and more time could be devoted to conceptual feedback.  
This extra marks improved the final grade for two students (upgraded from 3 to 4 
and from 4 to 5). 
 

V. Student representatives´ comments 
Overall, this is a well-structured course with a lot of necessary theory in analytical 
chemistry. The labs could preferably be more interactive so the students will get a 
better practical understanding of the instruments. GC lab needs more lectures than 
the other labs so it would be better for the students according to us, if it would be 
possible to have as the third lab. This has also been discussed with the teacher.  
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Course evaluation KASN05 HT18

Respondents: 15
Answer Count: 7

Answer Frequency: 46.67 %

Grade the quality and quantity of the following four alternatives   

Quality -  Lectures   
Lectures Number of Responses
Very Low 0 (0.0%)
Low 1 (14.3%)
OK 0 (0.0%)
Good 4 (57.1%)
Very good 2 (28.6%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Lectures 4.0 1.0



Quality -  Exercises   
Exercises Number of Responses
Very Low 0 (0.0%)
Low 2 (28.6%)
OK 2 (28.6%)
Good 1 (14.3%)
Very good 2 (28.6%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Exercises 3.4 1.3

Quality -  Lab projects   
Lab projects Number of Responses
Very Low 0 (0.0%)
Low 1 (14.3%)
OK 0 (0.0%)
Good 6 (85.7%)
Very good 0 (0.0%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Lab projects 3.7 0.8



Quality -  Literature   
Literature Number of Responses
Very Low 0 (0.0%)
Low 2 (28.6%)
OK 1 (14.3%)
Good 2 (28.6%)
Very good 2 (28.6%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Literature 3.6 1.3

Quantity -  Lectures   
Lectures Number of Responses
Very bad 0 (0.0%)
Bad 0 (0.0%)
OK 1 (14.3%)
Good 3 (42.9%)
Very good 3 (42.9%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Lectures 4.3 0.8



Quantity -  Exercises   
Exercises Number of Responses
Very bad 1 (14.3%)
Bad 3 (42.9%)
OK 3 (42.9%)
Good 0 (0.0%)
Very good 0 (0.0%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Exercises 2.3 0.8

Quantity -  Lab projects   
Lab projects Number of Responses
Very bad 1 (14.3%)
Bad 0 (0.0%)
OK 1 (14.3%)
Good 1 (14.3%)
Very good 4 (57.1%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Lab projects 4.0 1.5



Quantity -  Literature   
Literature Number of Responses
Very bad 0 (0.0%)
Bad 1 (14.3%)
OK 2 (28.6%)
Good 2 (28.6%)
Very good 2 (28.6%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Literature 3.7 1.1

Comments
There should be more seminars as it was with sample preparation. They helped to understand the theory and apply it. In case of 
chromatography lectures there was too much theory in the lectures and  no seminars at all but these would be very useful.
I really liked the lectures. This is the first time ever that I, as a 5th year student, have had the motivation to attend almost 100% of the 8 a.m. 
lectures. It also really felt like they defined the course contents in a good way. The lab projects were fun and not as ridiculously long as some of
the ones in the basic course. The GC/MS lab (engineering) could have been better; the system was dirty and not much could be done with the 
data. (We analysed theoretical spectra from online sources instead.)
I wish there would have been a couple more exercises. 
The labs were quite un-interactive since we just pressed a couple of buttons and waited for the results. However, I guess that is simply how it 
works in the working life as well. The mass spectra for the different hexanols from the GC/MS were very difficult to interpret. Perhaps the lower 
limit for the m/z range can be lowered in order to make identification of the hexanols easier?



How did the information/communication work during the course?   

Teacher availability   
Teacher availability Number of Responses
Very bad 0 (0.0%)
Bad 0 (0.0%)
OK 1 (14.3%)
Good 4 (57.1%)
Very good 2 (28.6%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Teacher availability 4.1 0.7

Assistants availability   
Assistants availability Number of Responses
Very bad 0 (0.0%)
Bad 0 (0.0%)
OK 2 (28.6%)
Good 3 (42.9%)
Very good 2 (28.6%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Assistants availability 4.0 0.8



Lab instructors availability   
Lab instructors availability Number of Responses
Very bad 0 (0.0%)
Bad 0 (0.0%)
OK 2 (28.6%)
Good 3 (42.9%)
Very good 2 (28.6%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Lab instructors availability 4.0 0.8

Communication between the teachers   
Communication between the teachers Number of Responses
Very bad 0 (0.0%)
Bad 0 (0.0%)
OK 1 (14.3%)
Good 3 (42.9%)
Very good 3 (42.9%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Communication between the teachers 4.3 0.8



Information on live at lund   
Information on live at lund Number of Responses
Very bad 0 (0.0%)
Bad 0 (0.0%)
OK 1 (14.3%)
Good 1 (14.3%)
Very good 5 (71.4%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Information on live at lund 4.6 0.8

Comments
Hafiz had his dissertation (the PhD thing) during the labs which meant that it took quite a long time for him correct the reports. Can someone 
else correct the reports if something similar would happen again?

How much have you participated in the following three alternatives?   

Lectures   
Lectures Number of Responses
Less than 25% 0 (0.0%)
26 - 50% 2 (28.6%)
51 - 75 % 0 (0.0%)
76 - 90% 3 (42.9%)
91- 100 % 2 (28.6%)
Total 7 (100.0%)



Mean Standard Deviation
Lectures 3.7 1.3

Exercises   
Exercises Number of Responses
Less than 25% 2 (28.6%)
26 - 50% 1 (14.3%)
51 - 75 % 1 (14.3%)
76 - 90% 0 (0.0%)
91- 100 % 3 (42.9%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Exercises 3.1 1.9



Lab project   
Lab project Number of Responses
Less than 25% 0 (0.0%)
26 - 50% 0 (0.0%)
51 - 75 % 0 (0.0%)
76 - 90% 0 (0.0%)
91- 100 % 7 (100.0%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Lab project 5.0 0.0

How many work hours have you spent (including scheduled time) on studies in 
the course per week?   

How many work hours have you spent (including 
scheduled time) on studies in the course per week?

Number of 
Responses

Less than 10 1 (14.3%)
10-14 0 (0.0%)
15-19 4 (57.1%)
20-24 1 (14.3%)
25-30 1 (14.3%)
More than 30 0 (0.0%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
How many work hours have you spent (including scheduled time) on studies in the course per week? 3.1 1.2



Was the course literature clear and distinct?   
Was the course literature clear and distinct? Number of Responses
Not at all 0 (0.0%)
Some 4 (57.1%)
Pretty much 1 (14.3%)
Very 2 (28.6%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Was the course literature clear and distinct? 2.7 1.0

Comments
The compendia along with the Harris book felt like enough material for the scope of the course. I also liked the MS book as a reference read for
when I wanted to look deeper into things I didn't understand.
didn't read so much in the book. I got a lot of information from the lectures and the rest a googled/watched clips on youtube. (I find it easier to 
get the information that way and it is easier to remember)
There should be proper litterature on all examined course content. SFC was very unclear

Were the lectures helpful in the learning process?   
Were the lectures helpful in the learning 
process?

Number of 
Responses

Not at all 0 (0.0%)
Not very much 1 (14.3%)
A little 1 (14.3%)
Very much 5 (71.4%)
Total 7 (100.0%)



Mean Standard Deviation
Were the lectures helpful in the learning process? 3.6 0.8

Comments
I think the lectures covered around 80% of what I think you should learn during this course.

Were the exercises helpful in the learning process?   
Were the exercises helpful in the learning 
process?

Number of 
Responses

Not at all 0 (0.0%)
Not very much 2 (28.6%)
A little 2 (28.6%)
Very much 3 (42.9%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Were the exercises helpful in the learning process? 3.1 0.9

Comments
yes indeed!



Were the lab projects helpful in the learning process?   
Were the lab projects helpful in the learning 
process?

Number of 
Responses

Not at all 0 (0.0%)
Not very much 0 (0.0%)
A little 1 (14.3%)
Very much 6 (85.7%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Were the lab projects helpful in the learning process? 3.9 0.4

Comments
yes, they were helpful in most of the ways but also a bit confusing. It was still very good that we had them!
The labs connected theory and reality in a good way and made it easier to understand.

What do you think of the structure and instructions regarding the lab projects?   
What do you think of the structure and instructions 
regarding the lab projects?

Number of 
Responses

Very bad 0 (0.0%)
Bad 0 (0.0%)
Good 3 (42.9%)
Very good 4 (57.1%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
What do you think of the structure and instructions regarding the lab projects? 3.6 0.5



Comments
the GC lab report took twice as long to write that the other two, There was a lot of confusing parts during the lab. It felt that we didn't get all the 
info we needed before the lab to be able to understand everything. Some of the important GC lectures were scheduled after the lab. 
As mentioned, it was kind of boring to just sit and wait but I guess that's how it works.

Did the examination reflect the syllabus of this course?   
Did the examination reflect the syllabus of this 
course?

Number of 
Responses

Very little 0 (0.0%)
Little 0 (0.0%)
Quite good 1 (14.3%)
Good 4 (57.1%)
Excellent 2 (28.6%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Did the examination reflect the syllabus of this course? 4.1 0.7

Comments
But some the question were formulated in such a way that they were hard to understand.  Some of the questions required to apply the theory in
practice but it wasn't done during the courses because there were no seminars.
Very good exam this year, it covered a lot of the things that we learned and really tested ones understanding for different parts of the course. 



Was the course relevant to your program? (6= yes, completely, 1 = no, not at all)   
Was the course relevant to your program? (6= yes, 
completely, 1 = no, not at all)

Number of 
Responses

1 0 (0.0%)
2 0 (0.0%)
3 0 (0.0%)
4 0 (0.0%)
5 3 (42.9%)
6 4 (57.1%)
Total 7 (100.0%)

Mean Standard Deviation
Was the course relevant to your program? (6= yes, completely, 1 = no, not at all) 5.6 0.5

What has been good?   
What has been good?
Good lectures and structure
Labs
I have really enjoyed this course but my favourite part was probably the lab work! The work load felt very reasonable; i learned a lot without 
completely overworking myself. I would love it if more courses were like that.
The labs were very good at helping understand concepts. 
The labs. The teachers. Almost all of the lectures. The exercises, due to the help one could get.
Good lectures. Many lectures meant that nothing was skipped which was good.

What has been bad?   
What has been bad?
Some more excercises would be nice 
Lectures
The field flow fractionation part felt very unclear. There was just one lecture (that was mostly about light scattering anyway???) and I still don't 
feel like I understand the technique at all. I just memorized some facts about how it works and hopefully scored 3 points for it on the exam. 
the scheduling of the different parts. I understand that it is hard to move all the labs one week and rearrange all the lectures due to that there 
are both TLTH and Natfak students that are taking this course. But It would be so much easier if the parts were separated from each other. For 
example, the first part will only contain LC lectures, the second GC, the third MS and so on. And after each part, there was a lab or perhaps a 
dugga. Then, it would be much easier to get a broader and deeper understanding for each part of the course.
The correction of Hafiz labs took quite some time since he had to finalize his PhD.

How can we improve?   
How can we improve?
See above 
Seminars to apply the knowledge, teaching should be based on problem solving and less on theory and memorizing.
Maybe try to incorporate the field flow fractionation part better or remove it and go deeper into something else instead?
Perhaps more exercises related to mass spectrometry. 
see comment above (Q13)
Can someone else correct the reports if the assistants are unavailable?
Proper litterature on SFC. Powerpoint slides is not a good litterature



How would you describe the course? Select as many choices as you would like.   
How would you describe the course? Select as 
many choices as you would like.

Number of 
Responses

Interesting 5 (71.4%)
Stimulating 3 (42.9%)
Well structured 5 (71.4%)
Boring 1 (14.3%)
Entertaining 2 (28.6%)
Important 7 (100.0%)
Usefull 7 (100.0%)
Difficult 4 (57.1%)
Confusing 2 (28.6%)
Total 36 (514.3%)

Mean Standard Deviation
How would you describe the course? Select as many choices as you would like. 5.0 2.6


	Kurssammanställning_KASN05_Ht18
	Report - Course evaluation KASN05 HT18

