
Geol 464 schedule, 2019 {Tuesday 11:00 meetings} 
 

Topic: Big submarine eruptions: example Havre 2012 

 

week date topic 

1 26 Feb Submarine rhyolite; Kano, Stewart, Kokelaar 

2 5 Mar Kermadecs (Wright survey identifying Havre; Jutzeler, Carey EOS)  

3 12 Mar NO MTG. Virtual field trip (1) 

4 19 Mar NO MTG.  Virtual field trip (2)  

5 26 Mar Pumice raft – Bryan, White,  

6 2 Apr Big pumice blocks – von Lichtan, Mann  

7 9 Apr Ash and lapilli – Allen, Kokelaar 

8 16 Apr NO MTG. BORLAND 

 
23 Apr EASTER BREAK 

9 30 Apr Havre now: Carey  [Exercise due] 

10 7 May Havre now: Manga, Rotella 

11 14 May Havre now: Mitchell 

12 21 May Havre now: Murch 

13 28 May Discussion, Tutorial 
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Mark weighting: 
 
30%  internal report due 30 April 
70% Final examination during exam period 
 
Note: what you learn during the internal exercise will be further assessed during the Final examination, so 
the time spent on it should equal more than 30% of working time for the paper.  
 
Additional work:  
 
(1) You will each independently undertake some "virtual field trips" to Havre, taking advantage of the vast 
archive of images and video from the research cruise to the volcano. Two weeks are allotted to this, and 
should take notes, collect images, and assemble information. 
 
(2) You will write a short report, on an aspect of the Havre observations you will have made, informed by 

the readings to that point about processes and related volcanoes.  

 

Report instructions and marking: 

The purpose of this report is to use your own observations, from the virtual field trip and from the high-

resolution bathymetry, in combination with information from readings about similar eruptions elsewhere, 

to provide your own interpretation of what you've seen. You'll see in the reading list other papers about 

Havre, which we'll look at later. Don't just parrot what they say – some of the interpretations conflict, and 

hence some must be incorrect. 

Report length: ~1,500 words NOT including references, figures, or figure captions. 

Report due date: 30th April; hard deadline.  

Report mechanics: Give adequate information about the eruption to place your observations into 

context. Indicate the focus of your field observations, summarise them clearly, and use them to support 

your conclusions. Use short, direct, unambiguous sentences and paragraphs. Use diagrams to convey 

information. Annotate, label, and caption these so that a reader can understand what they're 'saying' 

without having to read the report text. Use appropriate citations to support your text; order citation 

strings by publication year, not alphabetically. Make your reference list complete and consistently 

formatted. Any web references must include date of access. 

 

Marking guide on following page.  



 

% 

 

Description 

 A+ 

90-100 

 

Outstanding work.  

 Reader quickly understands observations presented, which are most important, and how 

they support your conclusions.   

 Displays an exceptional degree of understanding of topic, including strengths and 

weaknesses of methods, and potential solutions to unsolved interpretive problems 

 Abundant evidence of broad reading/research, beyond assigned paper readings.   

 Professional presentation. Images appropriate and the text polished.  

A range   

80-89 

 

Very good work.  

 Reader can understand the observations presented, the most important are signalled in 

some way, and they clearly support the conclusions.   

 Perceptive, focused treatment of issues presented in a critical and scholarly way.  

Evidence of reading/research outside the material presented, although not necessarily 

comprehensive.  

 Good presentation. Typing errors minimal. Figures generally appropriate but some could 

be better. Layout appropriate but could be slightly better. 

B range 

65-79 

 

Adequate to good work. 

 Reader can understand the observations presented, the critical ones are presented 

acceptably, and they are consistent with or support the conclusions.  

 Shows a competent knowledge and understanding of the subject, with few or no major 

gaps or omissions. Displays some originality of thought, and some evidence of 

reading/research outside the material presented in the programme. 

 The observations and arguments employed are largely accurate, although 

misunderstanding and errors may be present (but unrecognised by the student).  

 Grammatical errors may be common. Some figures un-informative. Layout may not be 

appropriate. 

C range 

 50-64 

 

Unsatisfactory work (pass).  

 Reader is challenged to understand the observations presented, the critical ones are poorly 

presented or absent, and they are linked poorly or incorrectly to conclusions drawn.  

 Limited depth and breadth of general knowledge and understanding of the subject.  

 The methodology employed will contain flaws. The understanding of the methodology is 

limited and there are obvious deficiencies and omissions. 

 Data collection is minimal. Interpretation limited. There are errors and obvious omissions.  

 Little or no evidence of any reading/research outside the material presented in the 

programme.  

 Numerous flaws in grammar, structure and presentation.   

<  50 

 

Fail  

 Observations are inconsistently or incorrectly presented, or absent. Observations linked 

poorly or incorrectly to conclusions drawn.  

 Knowledge and understanding of the subject are fragmentary, with a very basic level of 

understanding but other aspects displaying fundamental errors and omissions. Virtually no 

evidence of any reading/research outside the material presented in the programme.  

 Little analysis of data undertaken, and no interpretation of that data. 

 Many inadequacies in presentation: typing mistakes abundant, sentences incomplete, 

figures inappropriate. 

 

 


