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1. Description of changes since the last course and decisions already made since last 
course date (if any was made): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. The strengths of the course's according to the students (summary based on quantitative 
results, text responses from the survey and any other evaluation during the course): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
3. The weaknesses of the course according to the students (summary based on 
quantitative results, text responses from the survey and any other evaluation during the 
course): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. The teachers' analysis of the course's implementation and results: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Conclusions and suggestions for possible changes in order to develop the course and any 
decisions already made to develop the course before future course dates: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
6. Other comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


	Text1: GG4070
	Text2: Submarine Geomorphology
	Text3: Sarah Greenwood
	Text4: 26
	Text5: 18
	Text6: 6
	Text7: This was the first time the course was given - course design and content was completely new. 
	Text8: Students were very happy with the course content & design, and their learning & workload. They particularly enjoyed project work and the opportunities it gives for applying and consolidating learning, and practical GIS experience. Literature seminars were engaging and helped develop critical thinking. Guest lectures were appreciated.
	Text9: Students would have liked more guidance on the style of exam questions and what was expected of the project report, and feel that they could have prepared for the exam better had they known more about what skills or knowledge areas were being tested. Some classes overran and therefore class scheduling should be revised. Group discussions in literature seminars were less successful if not all students had read the assigned article. One student would have liked the course to include fieldwork (marine) and one asked for additional classes about tectonic morphology. 
	Text10: Overall, the course ran well on this first occasion. Students enjoyed it and were engaged in classes. The balance of classes and project work, and the different types of theoretical or practical class, seemed right. Guest lectures were interesting and students enjoyed them, so I will invite guest speakers again. Marine fieldwork at the time of year this course is given (Dec-Jan) is not viable, nor would it give much to this course in the time available, since seabed surveying takes time to acquire enough data for the scale of the landforms of interest. Students gain field experience in a later course (Marine geophysical mapping methods). In general, the projects worked well, students got engaged in their independent work and produced good results; a few students struggled to get started and see what was expected of them. Several students struggled in the exam. 
	Text11: I will keep the overall design of the course but make several adjustments:
- timetabling will be revised in light of which classes needed more time
- clearer guidance on project objectives, scope and set up
- emphasise theoretical aspects of classes as well as practical skills, with more guidance on exam style, in order to raise exam (theory, process understanding) performance
- literature seminars in smaller groups rather than full class, to increase participation and engagement


	Text12: 


