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PART A: GENERAL INFORMATION
Subject area and awards being examined:
School

of:

Faculty

of

Subject(s):

Microbiology

Biological
Sciences
Programme(s) / Module(s): Microbiology; Microbiology
with Virology; Microbiology with Immunology; Medical

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

Microbiology; Microbiology in Relation to Medicine

The completed report should be attached to an e-mail and sent as soon as possible, and no later than 6 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. 1. All Year 3 exam scripts and project assessments should be double marked – this is common good practice in

all the institutions I am familiar with. This is particularly necessary due to the introduction of a new course
structure for Microbiology programmes. I found that some of the marks awarded to some questions were too low
and did not reflect the length and depth of the answer nor did they often match the positive comments made by the
assessor at the end of the question.
2. The Advanced Topics in Microbiology 1,2 and 3 mode of delivery for year 3 is a good way to deliver thought
provoking subjects and allows for student centred learning. I think it is important to avoid the outcomes seen for
MICR 3120, where there were 11 fails out of 77 students, by ensuring students are provided with guidelines as to
what they will be examined on. This could be a bullet point list given at the end of the module highlighting the
major themes they should address for the examination.

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?

Yes

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?
•
•

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.

This was the first year of a radically altered microbiology course with new modules delivered for all three years. It is clear that
the new course has been largely a success with strong performances at all levels. The new course structure is certainly of a
commensurate standard with other Russell Group Universities I am familiar with.
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.

The programmes provide an excellent vehicle for delivering high quality microbiology courses from years 1 to 3 and
there is clear evidence of a measured approach by which year 1 material is enhanced by more difficult concepts in
years 2 and 3 so that by the end of year 3, students have been brought up to the latest cutting edge concepts of the
subject.
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.

A range of teaching methods are used that provide the students with a stimulating course at all levels. It was
particularly pleasing this year that results for students taking modules in years 1 and 2 yielded a significant number
achieving first class marks. In my report for last year I had raised this as an issue whereby the achievements of
students had not been commensurate with the type of good quality student intake that the University Leeds has.
As noted above, I believe that all year 3 exam scripts and project assessments should be double marked not just a
selection as happens now. This would ensure a more rigorous assessment process and ensure fairness of
treatment to all students.
Some of the marking below ca 50% was particularly fierce and there seemed to be a lot of very low marks given to
year 3 exam answers. Some of the model answers I received seemed to be very rigid and if students failed to hit all
the points they received low marks. Model answers may need to be less restrictive at year 3, particularly with the
move this year to more student centred learning for the topics modules which will produce answers placing different
emphasis on a subject depending on what a student has learnt and/or found interesting.
Year 1 and 2 module results were better this year but for some reason MICR 2221 and 2222 rated not as well as
others with only 2 first class marks of 86 students for 2221 and 5 of 93 for 2222
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.

The performance at level three was good across most programmes although for the year 3 Microbiology with
Virology cohort the final results were weighted towards the 2:2/3 end of the scale with only 2 students being
awarded a 2:1 out of a class of 10 students. This might reflect the student intake to this programme but is
something the course organisers should be aware of.
The results for the Microbiology in Relation to Medicine programme were outstanding with all 6 students on this
programme being awarded a first class degree. This programme provides intercalating medical students with a
course highly relevant to their discipline. Hopefully these results will encourage future medical students to
intercalate and study this programme.

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. 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 think the staff have done an excellent job in re-vamping the Microbiology programmes and I think that they have
produced a wide ranging course which uses a range of appropriate delivery and assessment methods. The year 3
Advanced Topics format is particularly praiseworthy and provides a mode of teaching that must be stimulating for
both student and lecturer.
7. 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 laboratory project dissertations I read this year were again excellent and reflected research done in well found
laboratories that were pursuing high quality work. Overall I thought that this year the “dry” projects I saw were more
challenging than last year and were therefore more commensurate with the possibly more time demanding
laboratory ones.

The Examination Process
8. 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.

I received all the draft papers and information in a well ordered process that gave me sufficient time to review them
and make comments.
9. 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?
•

The coherence of the policies and procedures relating to external examiners and whether they match the explicit roles
they are asked to perform.

YES
10. Was sufficient assessed/examination work made available to enable you to have confidence in your
evaluation of the standard of student work?
YES
11. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of
the Board of Examiners?
YES
12. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and
medical evidence?
YES

For Examiners involved in Mentoring Arrangements
If you have acted as a mentor to a new external examiner or have received mentor support
please comment here on the arrangements.

Other Comments
Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form.
Student perception:
Included for reference although because of the low numbers of students I saw these views may not be representative:
Year 1 students (I saw only 2) were extremely positive about the University and their courses.
Year 2 (3 students) Total satisfaction with the University and the staff with **** receiving particular praise. They feel that there is
too much MCQ assessment and would like more essay type exercises for which they would like some direction and practice.
Year 3 (4 students) Felt strongly that some questions on the 3120 paper had been unfair by asking about topics that had not
featured strongly in the lecture content.
Workload – wise would prefer to have had the Skills for Microbiologists course in semester 1.
Felt that marks for some of the continuously assessed work wwere variable and highly dependent on the staff member marking
it. They also felt that there was variable supervision of the dry projects - especially the grant proposal in that some supervisors
provided examples of proposals whilst others expected the students to get on with it.

RESPONSE TO EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
Faculty of Biological Sciences | Undergraduate School

External Examiner:
Programme Area:

BSc Microbiology

Academic Year:

2010/11

Date of Response:

15 July 2011

As a P rogramme L eader and representing the staff involved in Microbiology teaching I would li ke to than k
again in
role as External Examiner, producing a thorough report and working with us in
the design of the new Mi crobiology Degree programme, particularly with regard to examinations a nd managing
student expectations. We are very pleased with his overall assessment of the degree and its implementation.
As stated in
report, the deg ree has changed at all three l evels in t he 2010/2011 academic
session, and we have integrated into the degree changes as a result of comments made in
and the previous
External Examiners’ reports, particularly with regard to selection and delivery of third year projects.
We convened a Micro P rogramme m eeting o n th e 20 th July 2011 to discuss hi s re port. Below a re our
responses to the points that are made in his report for the 2010/2011 academic session (in italics) and require a
response.
Matters for Urgent Attention

Point 1

External Examiner’s Comment: All Year 3 exam scripts and project assessments should be double
marked – this is common good practice in all the institutions I am familiar with. This is particularly
necessary due to the introduction of a new course structure for Microbiology programmes. I found
that some of the marks awarded to some questi ons were too low and did not reflect the length and
depth of the answer nor did they often match the po sitive comments made by the assessor a t the end
of the question.

Resp

onse: We have considered the f easibility of d ouble marking all thi rd year exam transcripts and
whilst we can see the merits of this, we think logistically this may not be feasible, especially given the
plan to m ove all (1 st, 2 nd and 3 rd year) examinations to the same time. We also note that we are a
unitary Faculty Undergraduate School a nd as such the same student experience has to be ensured
for all stu dents takin g Micro mo dules. We n ote th at all proj ect asse ssments are al ready second
marked. Con cerning examinations, given
comments this yea r and in previous years,
we will recommend to second mark al l failed papers and carry on second marking a proportion of
papers at other levels. We are also seeking more guidance from the Un dergraduate School in what
to award for the 0 to 4 0 range. Additio nally, we will be implementing pre-exam marking meetings to
ensure that we a re all a ware of the m arking criteria and corre ct annotation of scripts. We are al so
proposing that the second marking will be blind and will present a mark using grade criteria e.g. mid2.1, high-1st. This reflects the reality that the primary marker is the expert in the field for the particular
question.

Point 2

External Examiner’s Comment: The Advanced Topics in M icrobiology 1,2 and 3 mode of delivery
for year 3 is a good way to deliver thought prov
oking subjects and all ows for student centred
learning. I think it is important to avoi d the outcomes seen for MICR 3120, where there were 11 fails
out of 77 students, by ensuring students are provided with guidelines as to what they will be examined
on. This could be a bullet point list given at the end of the module highlighting the major themes they
should address for the examination.

Resp

onse: After the results for MICR3120 were made available and strategies discussed with
in February 2011 we focused on managing student expectations for the other two Advanced
Topic modules. The final results for these modules were higher than for MICR3120. We attribute this
to both the students b eing more info rmed on the nature of the examinat ion and perhap s stud ent
uptake on the sessions that were put on for practising questions and exam technique, which was very
poor for MICR3120. For the academi c session 2011/2012 we have put in place introductory lectures
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for each of the Advanced Topics where students will be informed of the nature of the topic, the work
required and the examina tion format e tc. In term s of our internal examinati on pro cesses we will
ensure that the que stions set are app ropriate to the module cont ent and in g eneral will ai m to se t
questions that represent two or more lectures of a given ATU.
Standards
Point 3

We have worked ha rd to i ncrease th e standards at Year 1 and Year 2 by introducing 40 credits of
microbiology specific skills modules in each year an d removing in course assessments from taught
modules. As noted above we will plan to second mark all scripts that are rated as fails. As discussed
and i n con sultation with
at Level 2 we will move t o a m odified end of mod ule exam
format where students will have a compulsory MCQ (40% of the final exam mark) and a choice of one
essay questions out of four or five (60% each). This will help increase student choice and allow them
better op portunity to demonstrate their kno wledge o f the entire module, an d provide fu rther time to
write a detailed essay.
With rega rd to the lo wer marks o btained fo r MI CR2221 a nd MICR2222, molecular virology an d
medical imm unology, re spectively. T hese mo dules a re compulsory fo r mi crobiology stud ents and
optional fo r others. Fo r t he n ext aca demic session we will make all students mo re aware of the
necessity to do back ground reading, especially for non-micro students. For MICR2222, two possible
causes were identified by the imm unology team fo r the lower marks. Fi rst, the time to answer three
rather co mplex immunolo gical e ssay questions wa s very short (30 min utes this rath er t han 40
minutes from the previous years). Second, students were OK in "reproducing" factual knowledge but
there was cl early a la ck of "unde rstanding" with rega rd to t he mo re complex immu nological
interactions. Therefore we plan more e -learning and example qu estion "traini ng" oppo rtunities and
"discussion" for the next module. Also, we hope that reorganising the examination format at Level 2
will also give a better opportunity for students to demonstrate their knowledge.

Point 4

The stude nts doing Microbiology with Virology were ge nerally of poo rer int ake an d p erformance
quality than the others. A number had done several resit examinations at Years 1 and 2, or the entire
year. We a re very ple ased with th e results of the students for Microbiology in Relation to Medicine
and h ave re cruited 15 st udents onto this for th e 2011/2012 academic session. We f eel that
integration of the m edical students into the d egree cohort helps raise the academic expectations of
the other students.

Point 7

We have taken special care in redesigning the third year project module with this being handled as a
unitary Mi crobiology, Biol ogical Scie nces a nd Bio chemistry module. We feel this has resulted in
increasing the overall standard of a project and allows the students more choice in third year projects.

Other Comments
In response to some students wanting the third year skills module in semester 1, this was moved to semester 2
in response to previo us student feedback to allow them more time in seme ster 1 to fo cus on their dissertation
projects. For this reason we will keep the skills module in semester 2.

Programme Leader
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26 September 2011

Dear
EXTERNAL EXAMINER REPORT 2010/11: BSc Microbiology
Many thanks for your effort s during the year and you r constructive report on the prog ramme. It is great to
see the hard work of staff reflected in the positive comments you have made about the new programme.
Regarding your comments on do uble marking of exa mination scripts, as
stated thi s would b e difficult
(from a workload perspective) to roll out across the e ntire Faculty. However, in the light of your comments
we are changing our current proce dures in several area s of assessm ent whi ch will go some way to
addressing your concerns. We a re g oing to m oderate/double ma rk at lea st 2 0% of all scripts in cluding all
failed scripts. We are al so wo rking on giving staff more guidance in assigning ma rks in the range bel ow
40%. I hope to be able to keep you updated of these developments. I am gla d that you found the research
projects of high quality and that our efforts to make dry projects more equivalent have been successful.
I am very ple ased you commented positively on the re vamped structure of the Microbiology programme and
the introduction of the A dvanced Topic modules. This has involved a huge amount of work from dedicated
staff who will be very encouraged by your comments.
I look forward to seeing you in April next year and if you have any queries, please let me know.
Yours sincerely,

Faculty Director of Undergraduate Student Education

Faculty Director of Undergraduate Student Education

