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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: GG7009
	Text2: Ocean-climate interaction through geologic time
	Text3: Agatha de Boer
	Text4: 14
	Text5: 13
	Text6: 4
	Text7: The practical in which students summarize and compare specific papers in the literature was removed, because this can now be done with AI at home. It was replaced with an in-person assessment. 

In previous years, students gave individual presentations. In 2026 there were more students, so that such presentations would not fit in the original schedule. More weight was therefore put on the written reports in the final grade. 

As planned, the python programming component was removed from the final project and replaced with a simpler data analysis tool, in order to increase the emphasis on the science. A pass-fail Panoply practical was added to help students prepare for the final exam. 
	Text8: Students expressed appreciation of the lecture content. 
Several really liked the final project, and as before also the distribution of the grade across multiple assignments. 
	Text9: There were no generally expressed weaknesses in the course. 

One student in particular had difficulty with the instructions of all the assessments.

The number of hours worked on the course varied from 6 to 240 hours/week. Hopefully both these numbers as typos, as both are unrealistic.  
	Text10: The students showed interest in the content of the course and engaged in in-class discussion. They submitted good assignments and overall performed very well. 


 


	Text11: It was suggested by one student that more help is offered on the final assignment before it is handed in. However, two such sessions were provided during the course and in the final such session, only 4 of 14 students attended. This suggests that more such sessions are not in general needed, but it may be useful to move such a session forward to be closer to the submission deadline. Also, for next year, the students could receive a compilation of the feedback that was provided to the student projects this year. 

Several students ignored specific instructions on length limits in the answers to assessments. When offering the course next, the consequences on the grading of breaching length limits will be explained before, to ensure transparent grading. 
	Text12: The changes to the course assignments meant that in 2026 is was very grading intensive and extensive feedback was provided after the course ended and after the course survey came out. It is difficult to assess how much students engaged with such feedback after the course has ended and the summer holidays have started. 

In the time of AI, it is a growing challenge to develop home assessments that develop and test individual deeper learning. Courses at the Master level may have to undergo continued changes to adapt to these challenges. 



