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EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2013– 2014
Part A: General Information

Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

History

Subject(s):

Medieval History

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Undergraduate History (including Institute for Medieval Studies and Joint Honours)

Awards (e.g. BA/BSc/MSc etc):

BA

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner
Completed report
The completed report should be attached to an e-mail and sent as soon as possible, and no later than six weeks after the relevant
meeting of the Board of Examiners, to exexadmin@leeds.ac.uk.
Alternatively you can post your report to:

Head of Quality Assurance
Room 12:81, EC Stoner Building
The University of Leeds, Leeds LS2 9JT

Part B: Comments for the Institution on the Examination Process and Standards
Matters for Urgent Attention
If there are any areas which you think require urgent attention before the programme is offered again please note them in this box
N/a

Only applicable in first year of appointment
Were you provided with copies of previous relevant External Examiners’ reports and the response of the School to these?

N/a

For Examiners completing their term of appointment
Please comment on your experience of the programme(s) over the period of your appointment, remarking in particular on changes
from year to year and the progressive development and enhancement of the learning and teaching provision, on standards
achieved, on marking and assessment and the procedures of the School
N/a

Standards

1.

Please indicate the extent to which the programme Aims and Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) were
commensurate with the level of the award


The appropriateness of the Intended Learning Outcomes for the programme(s)/modules and of the structure and content of
the programme(s);
 The extent to which standards are appropriate for the award or award element under consideration.
The Intended Learning Outcomes are wholly appropriate for all of the modules I have seen. I continue to be impressed
with the range and scope of the medieval history provision in the school, and by the intellectual rigour of the programme.

2.

Did the Aims and ILOs meet the expectations of the national subject benchmark (where relevant)?

3.

Please comment on the assessment methods and the appropriateness of these to the ILOs

4.

Were students given adequate opportunity to demonstrate their achievement of the Aims and ILOs?

5.

For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment on
the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum



The comparability of the programme(s) with similar programme(s) at other institutions and against national benchmarks and
the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications.
Yes. The programme is comparable with History programmes in other leading UK universities in terms of its quality, range
and expectations of the students (including that of my own institution).



The design and structure of the assessment methods, and the arrangements for the marking of modules and the
classification of awards;
 The quality of teaching, learning and assessment methods that may be indicated by student performance.
The assessment methods employed in the modules I have seen are well designed and appropriate. There is a greater
emphasis on coursework at level 3, which helps to prepare students for postgraduate study. The quality of much of the
work that I have been sent this year, along with the full and helpful feedback given to students, indicates a high level of
teaching in the school. Second marking has been carried out thoroughly and this ensures comparability of assessment
across modules. I noticed some inconsistency in the application of over- and under-length penalties, which might be
addressed by the school.


The academic standards demonstrated by the students and, where possible, their performance in relation to students on
comparable courses;
 The strengths and weaknesses of the students as a cohort.
Students are given every opportunity to demonstrate their achievement of the learning outcomes. The standard of the
rd
cohort is high, with the large majority of 3 years achieving 1sts or 2.1s. The quality of dissertations was particularly good,
a marker of the excellent research training being given to students over the course of their studies.

N/a

6.

Please comment on the nature and effectiveness of enhancements to the programme(s) and modules
since the previous year

It would be particularly helpful if you could also identify areas of good practice which are worthy of wider dissemination.
I am not aware of any major changes over the past 12 months, at least in the parts of the programme which I have seen.

7.

Please comment on the influence of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching

8.

Where the programme forms part of an Integrated PhD, please comment on the appropriateness of the
programme as training for a PhD
N/a

This may include examples of curriculum design informed by current research in the subject; practice informed by research;
students undertaking research.
The medieval history modules relate directly to staff research interests and expertise, and this specialist and up-to-date
knowledge is evident in the curriculum, reading lists and feedback given to students. Students are encouraged and
directed in their own research through longer essays and dissertations, and this is being done very effectively.

ExEx Report Form 2013-14

Page 2 of 4

For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

9.

If you have acted as a mentor to a new External Examiner or have received mentor support please
comment here on the arrangements

N/a

The Examination/Assessment Process

10. The University and its Schools provide guidance for External Examiners as to their roles, powers and
responsibilities. Please indicate whether this material was sufficient for you to act effectively as an
External Examiner.

Whether External Examiners have sufficient access to the material needed to make the required judgements and whether they
are encouraged to request additional information.
The External Examiner Handbook is a helpful guide to procedures and the examiners’ role. There were, however, some
ambiguities in the school’s discretionary guidelines which caused difficulties in the Mitigating Circumstances meeting this
year. I understand that the school has been working to address this issue so that similar difficulties do not arise again.

11. Did you receive appropriate documentation relating to the programmes and/or parts of programmes for
which you have responsibility, e.g. programme specifications or module handbooks, marking criteria?

The coherence of the policies and procedures relating to External Examiners and whether they match the explicit roles they are
asked to perform.
I received a range of helpful information this year, including module handbooks and the school undergraduate handbook.

12. Were you provided with all draft examination papers/assessments? Was the nature and level of the
questions appropriate? If not, were suitable arrangements made to consider your comments?

Yes: all draft assessments have been sent in good time, including re-sit papers. Exam papers and coursework questions
have all been well designed, and pitched at an appropriate level.

13. Was sufficient assessed / examined work made available to enable you to have confidence in your
evaluation of the standard of student work? Were the scripts clearly marked/annotated?
rd

Yes, in almost every case – although I received only two scripts for a couple of 3 year modules, and found it difficult to
get a full sense of how the module had been taught and received from such a small sample. All the scripts I’ve seen have
st
nd
been clearly annotated, and where relevant the dialogue between 1 and 2 markers in arriving at a final grade has been
helpfully signalled.

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Very much so. I have again been impressed by the range and quality of medieval history dissertations, with several
imaginatively designed projects which show a strong understanding of state-of-the-art research.

15. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of the
Board of Examiners? Were you able to attend the meeting? Were you satisfied with the recommendations
of the Board?
Yes. The process has been well managed, by the school secretary, exams officer and head of school. The Board of
Examiners was carried out professionally and its recommendations took full account of the views of external examiners
and I believe that all the outcomes were fair.

16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Yes.

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
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I continue to be concerned about the university’s policy to award a minimum mark of 20, even for students who have submitted
no work for an assignment. As last year, I have seen instances this year where a student has passed a module while completing
(to a very modest standard) only half of the expected workload, and this does not seem a satisfactory outcome. I’ve also noticed
this year that this policy is having an inflationary effect on the assessment of lower quality work across the school, since staff
have (understandably) come to the conclusion that if no work at all is worth 20, then a couple of (often largely irrelevant)
paragraphs in an exam must be worth 30 or 35. There is a real possibility, therefore, that students who have not met the
learning outcomes of a module will still pass that course as a result of the 20-90 scale.
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2013– 2014
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

History

Subject(s):

History

Programme(s) / Module(s):

International History and Politics

Awards (e.g. BA/BSc/MSc etc):

BA

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner

Completed report
The completed report should be attached to an e-mail and sent as soon as possible, and no later than six weeks after the relevant
meeting of the Board of Examiners, to exexadmin@leeds.ac.uk.
Alternatively you can post your report to:

Head of Quality Assurance
Room 12:81, EC Stoner Building
The University of Leeds, Leeds LS2 9JT

Part B: Comments for the Institution on the Examination Process and Standards
Matters for Urgent Attention
If there are any areas which you think require urgent attention before the programme is offered again please note them in this box
. No

Only applicable in first year of appointment
Were you provided with copies of previous relevant External Examiners’ reports and the response of the School to these?

For Examiners completing their term of appointment
Please comment on your experience of the programme(s) over the period of your appointment, remarking in particular on changes
from year to year and the progressive development and enhancement of the learning and teaching provision, on standards
achieved, on marking and assessment and the procedures of the School

Standards

1.

Please indicate the extent to which the programme Aims and Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) were
commensurate with the level of the award



2.

Did the Aims and ILOs meet the expectations of the national subject benchmark (where relevant)?


3.

The comparability of the programme(s) with similar programme(s) at other institutions and against national benchmarks and
the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications.

Please comment on the assessment methods and the appropriateness of these to the ILOs



4.

The appropriateness of the Intended Learning Outcomes for the programme(s)/modules and of the structure and content of
the programme(s);
The extent to which standards are appropriate for the award or award element under consideration.
1. Very appropriate
2. Very appropriate

The design and structure of the assessment methods, and the arrangements for the marking of modules and the
classification of awards;
The quality of teaching, learning and assessment methods that may be indicated by student performance.
1. Fine
2. Excellent

Were students given adequate opportunity to demonstrate their achievement of the Aims and ILOs?



The academic standards demonstrated by the students and, where possible, their performance in relation to students on
comparable courses;
The strengths and weaknesses of the students as a cohort.
1. Comparable
2. Judging from the scripts that I read, IHP has a number of students with a good breadth of knowledge and
understanding. I was particularly impressed with the quality of some of the dissertations; indeed I even took some
notes on the sources used by one of them. Overall, the quality of the work was high, with only a few examples of
weak scripts.

5.

For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment on
the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum

6.

Please comment on the nature and effectiveness of enhancements to the programme(s) and modules
since the previous year
It would be particularly helpful if you could also identify areas of good practice which are worthy of wider dissemination.
N/A

7.

Please comment on the influence of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching
This may include examples of curriculum design informed by current research in the subject; practice informed by research;
students undertaking research.
The expertise of individual academics is reflected in the curriculum .

8.

Where the programme forms part of an Integrated PhD, please comment on the appropriateness of the
programme as training for a PhD
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For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

9.

If you have acted as a mentor to a new External Examiner or have received mentor support please
comment here on the arrangements

The Examination/Assessment Process

10. The University and its Schools provide guidance for External Examiners as to their roles, powers and
responsibilities. Please indicate whether this material was sufficient for you to act effectively as an
External Examiner.
Whether External Examiners have sufficient access to the material needed to make the required judgements and whether they
are encouraged to request additional information.
Yes

11. Did you receive appropriate documentation relating to the programmes and/or parts of programmes for
which you have responsibility, e.g. programme specifications or module handbooks, marking criteria?
The coherence of the policies and procedures relating to External Examiners and whether they match the explicit roles they are
asked to perform.
Yes

12. Were you provided with all draft examination papers/assessments? Was the nature and level of the
questions appropriate? If not, were suitable arrangements made to consider your comments?
1.Yes 2. Generally, and in the few exceptions suitable arrangements were made to consider my vcomments.

13. Was sufficient assessed / examined work made available to enable you to have confidence in your
evaluation of the standard of student work? Were the scripts clearly marked/annotated?
Yes, but see below about 69% scripts

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Yes. to both questions

15. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of the
Board of Examiners? Were you able to attend the meeting? Were you satisfied with the recommendations
of the Board?
Yes to all questions

16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Yes

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
I would like to thank colleagues in the School of History for their hard work, and particularly <> for <> exemplary efforts. The
process of sending and receiving scripts was, as ever, very smooth, which certainly made my job as External Examiner very
straightforward.
Page 3 of 4
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Looking back over this year's examination process, I am struck by how well the IHP programme appears to be working. Reading
the scripts of various types, IHP emerges as an extremely interesting programme. The combination of international history and
international politics makes for an intellectually coherent and satisfactory programme.
Over the last few years the job of the External Examiner has become a little easier, but also more frustrating. We are no longer
permitted to challenge marks on individual scripts, to act effectively as third markers, but merely comment on the standard of
marking as a whole. This year, there were certainly some scripts over which I could have taken issue with the grades given by
the first and second markers, but only by a few marks in either direction. Overall I was very happy with the accuracy and
consistency off the marking, and offer my warm appreciation to colleagues on this account. However, on a few occasions I
would have liked to have had more information on how divergent marks were reconciled. I would urge markers always to spell
out how compromise marks were arrived at. I have no rooted objection to splitting the difference between two marks, but if that
is what has happened markers should say so. As in previous years I would urge colleagues to type comments wherever
possible, or at least make doubly sure that handwritten remarks are legible. Having had recent experience (2006-13) of teaching
at another Russell Group institution, I would say that the marking of IHP scripts is consistently slightly more generous than
marking at the <>.
As discussed at the examination board, I think it would be helpful if the ambiguity surrounding borderline 2:i/First Class marks
was removed. Personally, I believe a mark of 69 should be seen as the highest 2:i mark, but there is a danger that they are
becoming regarded as Firsts. I request that scripts with a mark of 69 be sent out to the External Examiner, as these are potential
'Firsts'. I also suggest that the various relevant passages in the undergraduate handbook, which are rather confusing and at
least at first sight contradictory, are brought together in a simple, easy to use one page guide.
In sum, in the course of this year's examination process I detected a few minor but no major problems with the IHP programme,
and a large number of positives. It is a programme of which the School of History and the University of Leeds can be proud.
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2013– 2014
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

History

Subject(s):

History

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Awards (e.g. BA/BSc/MSc etc):

BA

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner

Completed report
The completed report should be attached to an e-mail and sent as soon as possible, and no later than six weeks after the relevant
meeting of the Board of Examiners, to exexadmin@leeds.ac.uk.
Alternatively you can post your report to:

Head of Academic Quality and Standards
Academic Quality and Standards Team
Room 12:81, EC Stoner Building
The University of Leeds, Leeds LS2 9JT

Part B: Comments for the Institution on the Examination Process and Standards
Matters for Urgent Attention
If there are any areas which you think require urgent attention before the programme is offered again please note them in this box

There are no matters that should preclude the programme being offered again but note the comments on assessment
in answers below.

Only applicable in first year of appointment
Were you provided with copies of previous relevant External Examiners’ reports and the response of the School to these?

N/A
For Examiners completing their term of appointment
Please comment on your experience of the programme(s) over the period of your appointment, remarking in particular on changes
from year to year and the progressive development and enhancement of the learning and teaching provision, on standards
achieved, on marking and assessment and the procedures of the School
N/A

Standards

1. Please indicate the extent to which the programme Aims and Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) were
commensurate with the level of the award


The appropriateness of the Intended Learning Outcomes for the programme(s)/modules and of the structure and content of
the programme(s);
 The extent to which standards are appropriate for the award or award element under consideration.
The ILOs were entirely appropriate to the School of History’s modules and for the degree of BA .

2. Did the Aims and ILOs meet the expectations of the national subject benchmark (where relevant)?


The comparability of the programme(s) with similar programme(s) at other institutions and against national benchmarks and
the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications.
Yes, I found these to be entirely consistent with expected national standards and my experience teaching at the
Universities of <> and <>

3. Please comment on the assessment methods and the appropriateness of these to the ILOs


The design and structure of the assessment methods, and the arrangements for the marking of modules and the
classification of awards;
 The quality of teaching, learning and assessment methods that may be indicated by student performance.
I found the criteria laid out for module objectives, skills and knowledge outcomes, and assessment methods, to be
admirably clear. As with last year, I was impressed with the obvious care with which these were delivered and how, in
some cases, they were carefully tailored to non-standard methods of assessment.
An exception was HIST FOAR2000, in that the assessments did not seem to correspond exactly to what was proposed in
the module outline. Students produced individual outputs in some cases although the outline, as I read it, appears to state
that the outputs aside from the reflective logs would all be collectively produced (and amount to 60% of the mark). I
actually think it is preferable that this level of collective group marking is not reached, as it seems rather too high.
However, the method of assessment could do with some further elaboration in this case. See also comments in 4.

4. Were students given adequate opportunity to demonstrate their achievement of the Aims and ILOs?


The academic standards demonstrated by the students and, where possible, their performance in relation to students on
comparable courses;
 The strengths and weaknesses of the students as a cohort.
I found the academic standards to be high and entirely commensurate with equivalent institutions in the material I saw.
There was perhaps a little generosity in some of the dissertation marking, but this was perhaps ‘using the full range’ and
the difference between a very strong mark and a stratospheric mark. There was nothing in this regard that caused me
concern in nearly all courses that I saw, aside from usual quibbles. Student work was frequently impressive and clearly
they received high standards of guidance and feedback.
I remain concerned that in some courses, HIST FOAR2000 in particular this year, a majority of marks were (at least in
theory) awarded for group endeavour with no discrimination between members of the group. This does not seem to me to
give individual students adequate opportunity to demonstrate achievements and differentiation in attainment, even though
teamwork is an essential part of the activity that comes under assessment, and (I reiterate from last year) collective
preparation and outputs are to be encouraged in history degrees both as a mode of working within the discipline and for
employability reasons.

5. For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment on
the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum
N/A

6. Please comment on the nature and effectiveness of enhancements to the programme(s) and modules
since the previous year
It would be particularly helpful if you could also identify areas of good practice which are worthy of wider dissemination.
N/A

7. Please comment on the influence of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching
This may include examples of curriculum design informed by current research in the subject; practice informed by research;
students undertaking research.
It is clear that current literature and research feeds widely into learning and teaching in this department, and that modes of
teaching encourage students to undertake their own research projects, most obviously in the case of the dissertation, but
in other modules too. However, see also the answer to (12) below. I felt that there remains some evident hazard in
involving students in the design and execution of research projects themselves, both in terms of students undertaking
projects for which it was unclear that was sufficient expert supervision, and also some unevenness in marks

For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

8. If you have acted as a mentor to a new External Examiner or have received mentor support please comment
here on the arrangements
N/A

The Examination/Assessment Process

9. The University and its Schools provide guidance for External Examiners as to their roles, powers and
responsibilities. Please indicate whether this material was sufficient for you to act effectively as an
External Examiner.


Whether External Examiners have sufficient access to the material needed to make the required judgements and whether
they are encouraged to request additional information.
The School has been efficient and responded quickly and clearly to queries, although it would be welcome if deadlines
could both be set out as far in advance as possible, and also repeated whenever relevant material is sent.

10. Did you receive appropriate documentation relating to the programmes and/or parts of programmes for
which you have responsibility, e.g. programme specifications or module handbooks, marking criteria?


The coherence of the policies and procedures relating to External Examiners and whether they match the explicit roles they
are asked to perform.
Yes.

11. Were you provided with all draft examination papers/assessments? Was the nature and level of the
questions appropriate? If not, were suitable arrangements made to consider your comments?
Yes. The nature and level of questions was in general appropriate, and adequate opportunity was provided for the
suggestion of revisions. In some cases there were extended and fruitful discussions.

12. Was sufficient assessed / examined work made available to enable you to have confidence in your
evaluation of the standard of student work? Were the scripts clearly marked/annotated?
In general this was, at last year, satisfactory. The feedback was clearly set out and of high quality, although on occasion I
felt there was some inconsistency in the use of the feedback tables.

13. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Dissertations were again a beacon of good practice and excellence. I was very impressed indeed by the quality being
delivered here; presentation, fluency, analysis, engagement with primary sources, level of independent research
displayed. Again, I found here a serious level of expectation and achievement of which the School can be proud.

14. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of the
Board of Examiners? Were you able to attend the meeting? Were you satisfied with the recommendations
of the Board?
Yes. I was able to attend the meeting, and that was conducted with scrupulous clarity and efficiency. I was happy with the
recommendations of the board.

15. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Yes, careful and due consideration was given to all mitigating circumstances according to the information available to the
board.

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form

My reservations about the system of second marking applied remain the same as last year.
I would also like to express some concern about the course HIST FOAR2000. This is, in many ways, an
admirable course and indeed produced some excellent work although the projects are clearly demanding.
Yet I also felt there were some relatively large discrepancies in the actual level of attainment in outputs
awarded similar marks, which seemed very generous at times. This is perhaps a product of assessing
projects that are very different in conception and execution, but also where the effort required just to
acquire basic information, preceding analysis, can greatly differ between projects. These are the generous
interpretations. Some of the material I saw had strong marks when I thought the substantive content and
analysis really rather weak, even if it was in situations where information was possibly difficult to
acquire. I also felt that some of the projects embarked on were poor in conceptualisation or were testing
hypotheses that anyone familiar in the field would immediately know to be false. This raises the question
of whether in some cases the appropriate supervision is available for topics on a course where there is
already quite large scope for students going awry because of the uncertain nature of the research process,
as opposed to more standard class-taught courses. I would suggest that these issues are tightly monitored
and that this may entail some greater restriction or pre-design of projects on students’ behalf.

From:
Sent: 30 October 2014 18:45
To:
Cc:
Subject: External Examiner's Report

Dear
Thank you for your report as external examiner to our BA programme, which was sent to me last
week. I am pleased that you are, with one exception, happy with our programme and commend the
standards of our assessment, as well as being impressed with the quality of the students’ work. I note your
point about the notification of deadlines, and I shall ask the office to be more punctilious about this in
future.
The reason that I did not respond immediately was that I have had some discussion with the colleague
who co-ordinates HIST FOAR 2000, concerning the marking of which you expressed some reservations,
even if you note that it is ‘in many respects, an admirable course’.
The substance of the response that I received from
but it seemed better to give you the full version of what
summarise it, and omitting some of the nuance and detail.

is as follows. I apologise for its length,
had to say rather than my trying to

‘The groupwork (poster presentation and final project output) does allow for individual variability in
the marks. For the poster presentation we mark their presentation separately from criteria about the
structure of the presentation, design of the poster, and scholarly apparatus. For the final output, where
there is individual separation of material, these are marked distinctively. This may not have been clear last
year as the marking criteria were developed after the module document was produced and in extensive
consultation with staff involved. This year, we have much more experience of such marking.
On the projects themselves and their outputs, we have learnt a lot from last year. The module has to be
deliberately flexible to account for the variety of ways that students could engage with research projects
and what they intended to produce. This year, we are introducing clearer models - either a wholly
integrated project output or an 'edited collection' model with a group introduction / sections and individual
contributions. Which is chosen depends on the project and the students.
On the range of marks, there is likely to be some bunching of marks as these students are likely to be
achieving good academic marks already. Students have to apply to be on the module (it is a requirement
1

that they have 2i marks from the 1st year and have to provide a statement of relevant experience,
motivations, and skills), and this module is likely to attract those that are high flyers.
There may be a more fundamental point here, in that this is a multi-, and sometimes inter-disciplinary,
module - it is not a HIST module (although it can have history projects in it). The final outputs were first
marked by the project leaders, and so their marks reflect the expectations of that discipline and the training,
skills, and knowledge, that they are expected to have in their 2nd year. This did raise some interesting
differences - linguists have a much more forthright engagement with theory than those from religious
studies, where practical and ethical considerations were one of the primary concerns. There is potentially a
danger is applying historical approaches (and knowledge) to a fundamentally different project in
conception, as it was part of the Community Religions Project that is run by TRS. I don't think we can doubt
the ability of project leaders, as they were all linked to live research projects that they were working on.’
I hope that this has answered your concerns. I shall ask
and those others teaching on this module
to reflect upon your comments, and to make their criteria more explicit. Please do not hesitate to
communicate further if you still have worries about this module.
Finally, may I thank you once again for all your work and for the care and conscientiousness you have
shown as our external examiner, and offer my congratulations for your chair – which has, I think, been only
recently awarded.
With best wishes,

Professor of Medieval History,
Head of School,
School of History,
University of Leeds,
Leeds LS2 9JT.
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