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Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Biological Sciences / Centre for Sport and Exercise Science

Subject(s):

Sport and Exercise Sciences

Programme(s) / Module(s):

SPSC1031 Motor Control: Foundations of Learning
SPSC1216 Intro to Psychology
SPSC2031 Motor Control: Learning Environment
SPSC2114 Applied & Social Psychology of Sport 1
SPSC2240 Human Motor Development
SPSC2305 Drugs in Sport
SPSC2308 Motor Control 2
SPSC2307 Motor Control
SPSC3032 Motor Control: Research Issues
SPSC3211 Land, Water & Air Based Activities
SPSC3318 Exercise & Psychological Health
SPSC3327 Contemporary Perspectives in Sport Psychology

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

BSC Sport & Exercise Science
BSC Sports Science & Outdoor Activities
BSc Sports Science in Relation to Medicine
BSc Sports Science and Physiology

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
.
None.

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


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 (ILOs) remain appropriate for each level of the programme. There is clear progression
from a focus on familiarity with concepts and demonstrating core competencies at Level 1 to demonstrating a broader
range of conceptual understanding and range of competencies at Level 2 to deploying a range of critical analysis skills
and conducting an extended project / dissertation at Level 3.

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 Aims and ILOs for each level remain appropriate for the subject and, so far as I am familiar, are consistent with other
institutions running similar courses. As mentioned in my 2011 report, the programmes embrace more than two of the five
study areas set out in the QAA benchmark statements for Sport Programmes.

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 good variety of teaching and assessment methods are used at each level and these are appropriate for the specified
ILOs of each module with an increasing focus on critical appraisal from Level 1 to Level 3. Multiple Choice Questions
(MCQ) and short answer assessments form the basis of exam assessments for most modules at Level 1, there is
increasing use of essays at Level 2 (in conjunction with MCQs), and all exams at Level 3 use essay assessments. A good
variety of coursework assessments are used across the three levels, including individual and group reports, group
presentations, poster presentations and round table discussions. Collectively, these encourage the research-led 'feel' of
the courses.
While there is some expected variability in the amount of feedback given, marking and moderation procedures remain
rigorous and, in some cases, the level of feedback provided is exceptional. Module leaders make good use of the marking
proforma and provide balanced feedback that students should find useful. In addition, students are able to benefit from
feedback for exam assignments, which will be particularly helpful early in their course.

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 of students is comparable to other institutions with which I am familiar. Within each cohort, there is some
excellent work and several graduates have outstanding grade profiles. There are also several examples of excellent
dissertations that may well contribute to peer-reviewed publications in due course. This is an excellent reflection both on
the opportunities presented to students, their engagement with the process, and the high level of supervision given.

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.
A real strength of the course continues to be the focus on providing students with dissertation topics that have the
potential to be impactful and align closely with staff research interests. Many students clearly engage with the process and
produce work of high quality. This ensures that a good proportion of dissertations have the potential to contribute to the
research-led ethos of the Faculty and University.

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.
As per Point 6, there is a strong research culture in the Centre and this is reflected throughout the course. The teaching
team are passionate about their research and this is reflected in the early focus on critical appraisal and especially in the
choice of topics for students' final year dissertations.

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

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.
Yes- it was sufficient.

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- comprehensive.

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 teaching and administrative team do an excellent job in providing the relevant information in a timely manner.
The nature and level of questions was appropriate and I was able to provide feedback to be considered by the team.

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?
Yes

13. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Yes- all of these were as expected.

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?
I attended the final exam board and the operation of the Board of Examiners was exemplary. I endorsed the
recommendations of the board.
As last year, we discussed the vague University criteria for applying academic discretion when deciding degree
classification in borderline cases. I am concerned that the vague criteria are open to being interpreted differently by
different groups within the faculty and across other faculties. I feel strongly that this is an issue that should be addressed
at University level in order to ensure consistency across all its courses. Specifically, the University should review and,
where appropriate, revise the criteria to ensure there is clear, unambiguous guidance to course teams on this matter.

15. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Mitigating circumstances were considered separately, prior to the final exam board. Following discussions last year, the
course team changed the procedure for dealing with mitigating circumstances so that they were dealt with during the year
in which they occurred. The feedback was that this was welcomed and had simplified the process.

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
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Dear
On behalf of the Sports and Exercise Science team I would like to thank you for your exceptionally positive
comments regarding our variety of teaching and assessment methods, adherence to published assessment
criteria and the research ethos that permeates our Sport and Exercise Science programme. We were very
pleased that you noted that collectively, these provide an excellent learning experience for our students.
Following a full programme review, we have worked exceptionally hard to ensure that a variety of learning
opportunities and assessments are used at each level, providing our students with ample opportunity to develop
the necessary scientific, discipline specific and generic skills, which as you note, prepare them well for
employment or in particular postgraduate study at the end of their degree.
We very much appreciate you highlighting the many ways in which our students benefit from the amount and
the quality of feedback that is available to them especially in light of the sector wide concentration on this issue.
Currently we hold two exam feedback sessions, one early in semester 1, and one in the middle of semester 2.
Due to recent changes that permit our level 3 students to resit exams in the August after their third year of
study, starting next academic year we will also be holding another feedback session over the summer period to
provide them with a further opportunity to clarify aspects of their performance and help guide their revision.
While you also noted that there was consistent and fair marking across our programme which are standardised
in line with our Faculty’s Code of Practice on Assessment (COPA), feedback concerning our research project
marking highlight one area of inconsistency with respect to how the proforma is used and the depth of feedback
provided to our students. Following subsequent discussions the Sport and Exercise Science team have agreed
to amend the presentation of our proforma so staff have the opportunity to highlight specific excerpts to help
provide clarification with respect to the final mark that is awarded. We also intend to use a separate
assessment criteria for library based projects as of next academic year which will be approved at Faculty level
and included in our COPA for the next academic session.
Once again we are exceptionally pleased by your overwhelming praise for the ‘research informed/led’ nature of
the course and how this has permeated module content, assessment, and our level three research projects. As
you note giving our students the opportunity to undertake a research project that is closely aligned to staff
research interests is a real strength of our degree programme and we are extremely proud that you consider
the dissertation process an ‘excellent reflection both on the opportunities presented to the students and the high
level of supervision given’ particularly considering the constraints on our time and our high student numbers.
With respect to the bands of discretion, as outlined in our discussion in the classification board we do follow the
Code of Practice on Assessment Section 3.13.2.1 (Academic Discretion). It was pleasing to see you highlight
that the manner in which the board apply the criteria for academic discretion as consistent, but we as a staff
also agree with your assertion that these criteria can be open to differing interpretations by students and staff
both within and across degree programmes. Based upon the recommendations of both our external examiners I
raised this as an issue in our Faculty Examinations Officers meeting last academic year. The outcome of this
meeting was that this academic year (12-13) all examinations officers were to attend other programme
examination meetings to ensure that all meetings are dealing with similar cases in a common manner; we will
report back on these meetings in due course. In this meeting it was also highlighted that the criteria outlined in
our COPA to determine the class of degree when considering borderline cases, are intended only to inform the
Exam Board of which factors may be taken into account in reaching a judgement on an individual case and not
intended as a set of objective pre-conditions which must be satisfied to justify uplift to the higher degree class.
It was also noted at this meeting that as a Faculty we had moved away from using too many objective
conditions as it was thought to curtail academic discretion.

Page 1 of 2

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

In light of your recent report and our open academic discussions at our Classification Board, the Sport and
Exercise Science staff also support a thorough review of the criteria outlined in our Faculty COPA to be
considered at borderline cases. I must clarify that the criteria set out in our COPA are developed at Faculty
level. Whilst the University does make provision for examiners to use their discretion (based upon academic
considerations) to determine the class of degree to be awarded in borderline cases it imposes no specific
criteria to support this decision. Thus, it is again at Faculty level that an internal review of the criteria and the
circumstances in which they are applied must be undertaken. I am pleased to inform you that prior to the new
academic year the discretionary criteria will be thoroughly reviewed and refined, and I look forward to outlining
the changes made at our next meeting.
Finally, I hope you accept our thanks for all your hard work and diligence throughout this year as external
examiner. We very much appreciate the time and effort this involves, and look forward to working with you
again next academic year.
Yours sincerely,
Examinations Officer
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Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Biological Sciences / Sport Sciences

Subject(s):

Sport Sciences and Physiology

Programme(s) / Module(s):

BS-SPSC/INT; BS-PHYSL+SP; BS-SP&EXS
SPSC2201; 2213; 2218; 2302; 2304; 3061; 3211, 3301, 3315; 3316; 3321; 3326; 3328

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

BSc

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
.

Not applicable

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?

Not applicable

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

Not applicable

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 programmes are well set with minor modifications year-on-year. There is clear evidence that programme aims are
appropriate and intended learning outcomes in modules were entirely commensurate with the level of the award. The
progression of aims and outcomes from year to year is sound and there is consistency between awards and within levels.
As stated last year the students get an excellent learning experience in well designed and assessed modules.
I am happy to confirm that the standards are appropriate for the degree awards under consideration.

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 aims and ILOs are relevant to national benchmarks and compare favourably to a range of institution where I have
taught or externally examined.

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.
The design and structure of the assessment matrix seems sensible although it is always good to revisit this from time-totime to compare courses. Levels and areas. To my viewing assessment styles are varied and linked to ILOs although it
may be time to look at how much and how pervasive MCQ type assessments are. Student clearly get chance to develop a
range of academic and communication skills through the assessment diet.
The organisation and arrangements for marking is sound and evidence of second marking and moderation (where
appropriate) is clearly evidenced. In a small group there is limited discrepancy as might be expected but where difference
exist the groups discuss issues openly with each other and the external examiners. I do not detect any major assessment
load or turnaround issues.
As noted in previous reports the student performance is variable as would be expected but there is much evidence of high
quality attainment across all courses and pathways. Good work is almost uniformly associated with reading (and thus
broad referencing), critical appraisal and good communication skills. Engagement as ever is variable and a good predictor
of success. Some student work in the project area (where I concentrated my efforts this year) is exemplary and preparing
those students well for publication and PGR work.

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.
This again pertains to comments made above but I have no doubt that student achievement can be very good and the
highest performing students match up well against the best I have met in other institutions around the UK.
Again as noted above – the major strength of the good students seems to be reading and then the ability to critically
appraise, assimilate the information and then communicate. The poorer students “fall at the first hurdle” by seemingly
engaging in little reading.
In project work it seems that the poorer students lose their way, read little and do not develop scientific communication
skills. Most importantly they rarely ask for help.

5. For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment on
the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum
Not applicable

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.
The courses have been changed in only small ways since the last Award Board and external examiner reports as most of
the comments made by myself and <> were targeted at generic and Faculty/University level issues (band of discretion
etc.). These issues were discussed by the School team and taken upwards but the same problems and concerns were
raised again at the recent Award Board and require serious consideration beyond the School.
There are multiple areas of good practice in terms of content, delivery and assessment but the key one for me is the
research-led nature of the project work that some students engage and thrive in. Good preparation generally for life after
a degree but excellent preparation for those who want to move to postgraduate study.

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.
As noted in last year’s report Sport Science at Leeds University is like many good institutions, in that the curriculum is a
mixture of required elements for professional benchmarking and a research-led content that is illuminated by the
scholarship of its own staff. This is clear in many modules and more importantly in final year dissertation choice where
good students can (and do) get an exceptional learning experience working with staff research teams. The allocation to
group projects in areas of expertise exposes students to cutting edge research as it happens as well as getting this
information in subsequent lectures.
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

Not applicable

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 External had excellent access to all relevant material and course documentation. <> and colleagues are thanked as
are <> and <> support staff.
Any additional information requested was provided and there was healthy, open and constructive discussion between
externals and academic staff.

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.
All documentation was provided as expected and we were called upon to help resolves a few issues that had arisen in the
normal process of assessment. In nearly all cases we were, in essence, providing a confirmatory voice/opinion to the
decisions provisionally made by internal staff.
One specific issue arose though of “coherence and policy/procedures” that is a University issue and that relates to
discretionary decisions for raising students in the next degree category. We make the following points again;
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

We think they were used consistently by Sport Science staff at the Board and did prompt much debate and
reflection – with care then taken to review cases
The criteria are vague and vaguely interpreted.
There is evidence that criteria are interpreted differently in different Schools across the University
Some criteria can be taken as positive by one interpretation and negative by another interpretation
Some criteria are not independent of each other
There is no seeming order or explicitly direction related to interpretation although implicit criteria must be and are
developed.

The School and University have chosen a vague approach to this area to generate open academic discussion. This is
laudable but at odds to what is happening elsewhere in the sector. The University opens itself up to significant appeals.

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 all papers were provided in draft. They were largely appropriate and all comments were seemingly adopted in final
versions by staff.

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?
There was a substantial amount of work available.
confidence in my outcomes/conclusions.

I could not get through it all but I viewed enough for my own

Scripts were clearly marked/annotated although the nature, depth and breadth varied somewhat as did the use and
comments on feedback sheets. This point was made to the team at the Award Board to consider internally.

13. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
The choice of subject varied but reflected staff and student interests and expertise. The choices were all within the
general area of Sport science so were highly appropriate. Topics covered different parent disciplines as well as topics in
elite sport and health/rehabilitation.
The assessment levels were appropriate.
I noted one issue for consideration and that is the use of reviews and meta-analyses as projects choices. How students
are prepared and “tooled-up” for these and how the assessment is matched onto to empirical work in terms of parity. I am
sure the team will review this issue closely.

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?
th

I attended the meeting on Wednesday 19 June and the administrative arrangements were excellent.
The progress and running of the Board were exemplary in terms of open, honest and fair academic discourse.
I am satisfied with all the recommendations of the Board.

15. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Yes – clear a-priori reference to mitigating circumstances and medical evidence was noted. Students were treated fairly
and appropriately.

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
No other issues are noted.
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Dear
The Sports and Exercise Science team would like to thank you for your exceptionally positive comments
regarding the excellent learning experience we offer our undergraduates. The staff in Sport and Exercise
Sciences have again worked exceptionally hard over this past academic year to produce a research-led degree
that we believe has excellent standards. Thus, it is very satisfying to receive your comments that once again
acknowledged our well-designed modules, innovative teaching, and the variety of assessments used across our
programme. In addition, your highlighting of the research-led nature of the project work as an area of good
practice which serves our learners well for either further study or employment was very well received.
As outlined in your report, our assessment strategies are varied and linked to the Intended Learning Outcomes
of each module enabling our students to develop a wide range of academic and communication skills. Over the
years we have worked exceptionally hard to ensure that a variety of assessments are used at each level and
that the marking procedures are rigorous and standardised in line with our Faculty’s Code of Practice on
Assessment (COPA). Based on your recommendation the programme group will once again consider our
assessment strategies and particularly the progression of assessment across levels 1-3. This year, the review
will not only serve to map our assessment to our programme learning outcomes to ensure alignment, but will
also concentrate on the type of assessment used in examinations, and the pervasiveness of MCQ assessments
within each sub discipline across each level. Within this review we shall also concentrate on ensuring parity
with respect to the time allocated to each examination and how this varies with type of assessment as per your
comment with respect to our draft examination scripts.
Once again we appreciate your comments with respect to our feedback procedures and the ways in which our
students benefit from the amount and quality feedback that is available to them. As a group we will consider
your comment that at times the nature, depth, and breadth of feedback varies, but feel that it is not appropriate
to be overly prescriptive with respect to what and how much feedback is given to our students. Furthermore,
the feedback students receive is often preceded by feed-forward given once the assessment is set, as well as
group/generic feedback outlined in a lecture (usually week 11), and may also be accompanied by feedback
delivered via the VLE (video, podcast). In light of this, I will ask module managers to make it clear when and
how feedback is provided in their module handbooks, such that it is more visible to both yourself and our
students. In addition, I will remind module mangers to communicate with their teaching team with respect to
how marking proformas should be used and annotated.
In line with other comparable institutions our curriculum is designed not only to meet professional benchmarks
but also to be research-led and informed. Your report outlined the ways in which not only are our modules
designed to deliver a research-led content, but that our dissertation topics are aligned to staff research interests
and that this serves to deliver an exceptional learning experience for our students, where they are exposed to
cutting-edge research. One of the learning outcomes for the research project module is to write a report on a
piece of research in the area of sport and/or exercise science in the format of a journal article. With this in mind
the staff feel that the use of reviews, systematic reviews and meta-analyses are entirely appropriate project
choices and equitable in terms of scientific rigour when compared to more experimentally driven research
projects. However, we do acknowledge that our students may need further support to undertake a significant
piece of work in these formats and further support for staff that supervise and/or assess these types of projects
will be provided. Finally, to ensure that the assessment of reviews and systematic reviews can be matched to
empirical work in terms of parity we also intend to use separate assessment criteria for projects of this nature
which will be approved at Faculty level and included in our COPA for the next academic session.
We are very pleased that you consider some of the research projects undertaken by our students are
exemplary, of publication standard, and prepare them well for postgraduate study. As you highlight, often the
performance of students depends on reading widely, engagement with the research project and development of
good scientific and communication skills. However, in your report you also note that there is variable student
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performance, and weaker students struggle to develop critical thinking skills, engage in little wider reading and
exhibit poorer writing skills – this is a persistent problem for all programmes of course. Over the last two years
we have worked hard to develop and refine our level one and two modules that specifically provide focussed
learning opportunities to develop generic transferable skills, such as scientific writing, presentation skills, critical
thinking and analysis. These are assessed as part of these modules and students are encouraged to meet with
their personal tutor on a one-to-one basis to specifically discuss their performance in these areas in addition to
seeking clarification on feedback and support regarding how to improve. As our students pass through both of
these modules (as our current level 2 students have) this gives plenty of opportunity (alongside their other
module work of course) to develop the necessary skill base they require to meet their academic potential and
repeatedly reinforce the skills of good research and communication as well as allow weaker students to
specifically concentrate on developing these key skills.
With respect to the bands of discretion, as outlined in our discussion in the classification board we do follow the
Code of Practice on Assessment Section 3.13.2.1 (Academic Discretion). It was pleasing to see you highlight
that the manner in which the board apply the criteria for academic discretion as consistent, but we as a staff
also agree with your assertion that these criteria can be open to differing interpretations by students and staff
both within and across degree programmes. Based upon the recommendations of both our external examiners I
raised this as an issue in our Faculty Examinations Officers meeting last academic year. The outcome of this
meeting was that this academic year (12-13) all examinations officers were to attend other programme
examination meetings to ensure that all meetings are dealing with similar cases in a common manner; we will
report back on these meetings in due course. In this meeting it was also highlighted that the criteria outlined in
our COPA to determine the class of degree when considering borderline cases, are intended only to inform the
Exam Board of which factors may be taken into account in reaching a judgement on an individual case and not
intended as a set of objective pre-conditions which must be satisfied to justify uplift to the higher degree class.
It was also noted at this meeting that as a Faculty we had moved away from using too many objective
conditions as it was thought to curtail academic discretion.
In light of your recent report and our open academic discussions at our Classification Board, the Sport and
Exercise Science staff also support a thorough review of the criteria outlined in our Faculty COPA to be
considered at borderline cases. I must clarify that the criteria set out in our COPA are developed at Faculty
level. Whilst the University does make provision for examiners to use their discretion (based upon academic
considerations) to determine the class of degree to be awarded in borderline cases it imposes no specific
criteria to support this decision. Thus, it is again at Faculty level that an internal review of the criteria and the
circumstances in which they are applied must be undertaken. I am pleased to inform you that prior to the new
academic year the discretionary criteria will be thoroughly reviewed and refined, and I look forward to outlining
the changes made at our next meeting.
Finally, I would like to thank you for all of your hard work and diligence throughout this year as external
examiner. We very much appreciate the time and effort this involves and look forward to your continued input
next academic year.
Yours sincerely,
Examinations Officer
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