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Course analysis: MJ2514, District Heating and 
Cooling, Spring 2024 (VT24) 
Changes made since previous course offering 
Almost all the recommendations from the students combining course council and course 
evaluation from VT23 were integrated into the course in VT24, namely: 

o Workload: it was re-calculated and verified that the students’ expected workload is 
safely within the hours for the 3 ECTS. It was decided to explain the expectations more 
clearly at the introduction lecture, emphasizing the project work is a group work, where 
each member should contribute sufficiently in both modelling and report writing, to 
avoid overburdening other members.  

o PRO (project work) description was further refined for better clarity, and was 
introduced more already at the course introduction lecture, and also was introduced 
earlier during the software tutorial sessions 

o The instructions were modified and refined for the in-class discussions (seminar) 
sessions.  

o The Q&A session start was still maintained at the top of the hour, to ensure 1 hour 
sessions for the students. As the sessions were recorded and the students could still 
join when they could within the given hour, it was deemed sufficient, while making the 
best use of the industry teams’ time that was given for free  

o More freedom was indeed possible even in VT23, where this was explained more 
clearly at several instances through the course, that they can discuss with the teachers 
and decide if in doubt, concerning the technical solutions that can be chosen in the 
project work 

o The word length required for the project work report was shortened from 8000-10000 
words to be 4000-6000 words, and was explained that this is negotiable if needed, 
especially if some groups want to have more details. 

o The teachers were available more at the scheduled PRO group work sessions where the 
students were working on the PRO work in their groups, to help with Q&A on-site  

o It was communicated that students are welcome to contact the teachers also in-
between the Q&A sessions if they have critical problems, while the questions’ 
submission deadlines were meant to allow sufficient time for the industry team to 
prepare for the questions better.  

 

Compilation of course evaluation results (required) 
The course evaluation, despite several reminders and deadline extensions, only had 7 
respondents out of 36 participants. A course council was also appointed within the first 2 
lectures of the course (2 students who volunteered) with whom two meetings were held and 
sought their feedback. In these meetings, feedback was sought from the council and also their 
peers who they have communicated with. The council also provided us with a summary of 
their reflections and suggestions. These are besides the normal course activities where the 
course responsible met the students for all scheduled sessions (lectures, tutorials, Q&A 
sessions, final seminar and even some self-study lab sessions), and the examiner also joined 
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for the majority of these. As a whole, the feedback concerned both positive feedback and 
requests for improvements. 

The students have appreciated e.g. the: 
- Industry Interaction: The interaction with several industry guests was highly 

appreciated. It provided concrete examples of the technologies, opportunities to 
exchange ideas with professionals, and potential contacts for our future careers. 

- Project Autonomy: giving a large dree of freedom to work as a team to seek solutions, 
exchange ideas and compare solutions) 

- Supporting teaching team: The teaching team was very available and willing to help 
solve any problems we encountered 

The students requested the following main aspects to be improved: 
o More robust functionality of the software used. (This was mainly due to a some issue 

that arose in VT24 after a software update, that sadly was bad timing). 
o More frequent and accessible software support (possibly additional to the 4 scheduled 

online Q&A sessions). Face-to-face tutorials were also requested, with the software 
company 

o Move the course offering to period 3 from period 4 (which was the current case), as the 
final project work deadlines were clashing with too many projects at the end of P4 

o Allow more time between the final project seminar and the final report submission, 
enabling the students to update the report including the feedback from the seminar 

o Have more aligned communication between the different teachers, when supporting 
the students on software and PRO related questions 

Course coordinator's reflections on what has worked well and what can be developed 
in the course  
As the 2nd time this course was offered, the course did quite well. The students’ enrollment 
increased to 36 (who completed the course, with initial 38 registered, from 27 the previous 
year), indicating it possibly was received well. We have several industry lectures from relevant 
key stakeholders, which was appreciated a lot. Additionally, we have a commercial company 
sharing and teaching their software for free for the course, typically coming to KTH at least 
once to offer one of the tutorial face-to-face (trips also paid by themselves), while the rest 
online. However, due to a serious accident, one of the commercial software teaching team 
members fell seriously ill and could not join any of the teaching sessions, and the company 
team thus could not travel for their intended face-to-face tutorial. Those teachers nevertheless 
did a great job despite being 100% online. The KTH teaching team supported their online 
session, this year with 2 dedicated on-site teachers managing the audio-video, screen 
projection and also live Q&A during each tutorial. However, having all 4 tutorials fully-online 
may have affected the students’ interests towards the tutorials. Whereas, this software is 
central for their PRO work completion. This was an inevitable challenge we encountered just 
this course offering.  

The students needed to submit, besides the final group report, a group reflection and also an 
individual (confidential) reflection on what worked well and what did not, in their group 
work. This was very useful to evaluate the contributions, when grading students individually. 
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Overall, the students’ participation in the lectures and tutorials declined over time, 
particularly in-class (as there was an online link meant mainly for recording the sessions). 
Quite a few students did miss some of the four tutorials (on the software tool they should use 
for PRO work), and it was evident that they were not able to perform well just by following the 
recorded versions of these tutorials. Thus, it was decided at the next course round to 
emphasize to them the importance of joining these sessions face-to-face, on-site, and to allow 
no recording of lectures (but still to go ahead with Tutorials and Q&A sessions, as they should 
function as guides for the students to try out the software also by themselves). 

What can be developed concerning the student feedback received concern: moving the course 
to P3 (start of the term) if possible; ensuring more robust functionality of the software used 
(with more trouble-shooting before course start); allow additional questions sharing with the 
software team if critical questions and issues arise during the project work sessions (groups’ 
own work) between the scheduled Q&A sessions; allowing more time between the final project 
seminar and the final report submission, enabling the students to update the report including 
the feedback from the seminar; and aligning the teachers’ communication more between the 
different teachers, when supporting the students on software and PRO related questions. It 
was decided however not to add more than 4 Q&A scheduled sessions as the company’s time 
is limited, where they offer support for free. For the same reason, no more face-to-face 
tutorials were requested with the software company, however it was decided to plan, if the 
schedule allows (per KTH scheduling), for a week that they may be in Stockholm for other 
work meetings, so that they can try to be there face-to-face at least once but maybe twice.  

Summary of changes to be introduced for the next course (required)  
Inputs from both course evaluation and course council feedback were considered when 
refining the course for the next offering in VT25. As the course analysis had very few 
responses, the course council recommendations were combined with a strong emphasis, into 
the updating plan for the next course round. Majority of the recommendations (except those 
that were limited per details earlier) from the students combining course council and course 
evaluation were integrated into the course in VT25, namely: 

o Check with the program coordinators and try to move the course offering to period 3 
from period 4 (which was the current case), as the final project work deadlines were 
clashing with too many projects at the end of P4 

o Perform more careful troubleshooting of the software used and the PRO database files 
given were done prior to the course.  

o More frequent communication that the Q&A sessions’ questions submission has a 
deadline to ensure the software team has sufficient time to prepare for the Q&A 
sessions, while for other critical questions in-between Q&A sessions, the students are 
always welcome to share additional questions through Canvas and/or by email.  

o Several times through the course, remind the students, the importance of: joining the 
lectures and particularly the tutorials on-site face-to-face; starting the PRO work early; 
and ensuring each and every group member should work on both software tasks and 
report tasks, as otherwise it would negatively affect their grades.  

o Allow more time (~5 days) between the final project seminar and the final report 
submission, enabling the students to update the report including the feedback from the 
seminar 
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o Have more aligned communication between the different teachers, when supporting 
the students on software and PRO related questions 

 

Brief comment on result of examinations 
The course overall has very good results, with 39% of the students getting A’s, 36% B’s and 
25% C’s with no D-F. Thus it appears that everyone fulfilled the ILOs well. 
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