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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2012– 2013
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

LUBS / Business School

Subject(s):

MGMT

Programme(s) / Module(s):

LUBS1150
LUBS2185
LUBS2195
LUBS2780
LUBS2785
LUBS2790
LUBS3050
LUBS3885
LUBS3970
LUBS3980
MECH2640

IT & Communication Skills I
Mathematics for Business
Intro Modelling for Mgmt 2
Information in Organisations
How Managers Make Decisions
Corporate Responsibility
Info Mgmt in Organisations
Management Decision Making
Fundamentals of Operations Mgt
Operations Management
Economics & Management

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

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?

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 intended learning outcomes were appropriate for the content of the programme(s) and the level of the
award(s). Standards are appropriate for the relevant award(s).
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.

Aims and intended learning outcomes were appropriate for the general business/management benchmark
and are equivalent across other similar modules/programmes/institutions with which I am familiar.
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.

Across the modules I was responsible for, a range of assessment methods were used which were appropriate
for assessing students’ achievement of the intended learning outcomes. From the student performance
demonstrated by the material I have reviewed, I would infer that the teaching, learning and assessment
methods are of high quality. As expected there was a range of performance by students - the excellence of
some of the material reviewed reflects well on both the students and the module teams.
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.

Yes – students were given adequate opportunity to demonstrate their achievement of the aims and intended
learning outcomes.
As I am reviewing modules across a range of programmes it is not easy to comment on a cohort in the
standard sense of a particular year for a particular programme. This caveat notwithstanding, students in a
number of modules showed strengths in the numerical aspects of some modules (eg modelling for
management and operations management). As with cohorts/students elsewhere, there was scope for some
students to enhance their ability to analyse/evaluate as part of their responses to their assessments; and in
their courseworks to provide accurate/consistent good practice regarding citation/referencing conventions.

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.
No particular comments to make here.

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.

Discussions with colleagues demonstrate the impact of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching.
For example regarding the modules relating to decision making and operations management.
LUBS2785

How Managers Make Decisions

LUBS3885

Management Decision Making

LUBS3970

Fundamentals of Operations Mgt

LUBS3980

Operations Management

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
I have acted as mentor to a new External Examiner. This has worked well – I made contact with my mentee
and we were able to communicate via e-mail and also met in person at the Validation Day prior to the
Assessment Board. No issues arose from our discussions – but having that communication channel available
is potentially valuable.
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 – the materials provided were appropriate, and sufficient, for me to act effectively as an External
Examiner.
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 – the materials provided (eg module handbooks, marking criteria etc) were appropriate and facilitated my
role as External Examiner.

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 – I was provided with draft examinations/assessments as appropriate. The nature and level of the questions were
appropriate overall. In the very small number of cases where I raised some points regarding the paper/assessment,
module teams engaged with me in a collegiate way and explained and/or revised the paper/assessment to my
satisfaction.
It is worth noting that my overall impression was that I made fewer comments regarding enhancements to the assessment
instruments than in the previous year – reflecting my greater familiarity with the modules/process but also (I think) that
comments I made last year were then ‘embedded’ into the assessment instruments for this year. So evidence of good
practice in that my comments have been acted upon (last year) but also ‘taken forwards’ to this year.

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 – the volume and selection of the sample of students’ work sent to me for review was sufficient for me to have
confidence in my evaluation of the standard of student(s) work. The sample of work sent to me covered the various
assessments undertaken by students; and spanned the range of marks awarded (eg from ‘fails’ to ‘1*’).

13. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Not applicable.

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?
Administrative arrangements were satisfactory, including the operation of the Board of Examiners. I was able to attend
the Board of Examiners and was satisfied with the recommendations of the Board.
st

In particular the Validation Day prior to the Board was extremely valuable. This was something 1 tried this year and I
think it worked very well. The benefits were, inter alia:





‘Bounding’ the period for review of work;
‘Receiving’ the work largely in one lot rather than receiving/returning multiple deliveries by post (or travelling with a
significant weight of materials!);
Having the opportunity to have ‘real time’ discussions on any issues with module teams/programme leaders and
others as appropriate;
The opportunity to meet more informally with colleagues at LUBS but also fellow externals to build trust and
collegiality.

Depending on how much material had been sent out in advance of the Validation Day (and the number of scripts to be
reviewed) some externals appeared to have more to review on the day than others. Perhaps it is worth considering
facilitating the opportunity for externals who have more materials/or who wish to – to start reviewing even earlier in the day
(or afternoon prior to the full Validation Day). This may not be required by every external or every year – but, for my own
part, I was aware of still reviewing materials towards the end of day well after others had finished. With a ‘deadline’ of the
(excellent) meal looming! I realise this starts to break down the bounding of review all to the one day/normal office hours
and increases the burden for administrators, but it may be worth at least considering having the potential for just a bit
more time on the day (or afternoon the day before) which may make a difference for some externals and some years
(depending on the volume of materials to be reviewed). Just a thought.

15. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Yes – appropriate procedures were in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical evidence.
This was done in a way to ensure a fair and appropriate discussion of the issues.
Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
My experience continues to be positive: administrative/academic staff engaged very effectively with me, promptly providing me
with materials and answers to any questions I had.
As noted above I thought that the Validation Day worked very well and is a format well worth continuing for future years.

30 August 2013
<>
Reference: External Examination Report 2012-13
Dear <>
Thank you for your report as external examiner for the academic year 2012-13 in respect of the
Management programmes.
I am pleased to note that you found everything to your satisafaction in terms of process, paperwork and
content. In particular, thank you for your positive comments about the teaching and learning quality
evident in the course materials you examined. We are proud of our students' achievements but it is always
nice to have our own good opinion of them confirmed by external parties!
With regard to your comment on the amount of work some examiners had to get through in the day before
the meetings, I agree that it would be nice to have some way of alleviating this - but also that it is
important that there are boundaries to the external examining period. There are a number of factors we
might consider to improve this: as a division, we are increasing the number of modules where submission
of coursework is online only, so there are some areas where you could look at coursework online before
coming, without having to get mail deliveries or carry papers around. Equally, we could invite those
examiners with a heavy load of modules to come earlier, although I realise this poses its own problems
for timing during exam season. It would be nice to ensure that module loads are evenly spread amongst
examiners, so everyone had the same amount look through (and we could time dinner accordingly!) - but,
unfortunately, the diversity of expertise does not allow for this, even without considering the varying
speeds at which people get through the work. If you do have a preference on how you would like to view
work earlier (here in Leeds, or online, or via the postman) do let the programme manager know so we can
try to accommodate it. Overall, the feedback we have received in relation to this new approach has been
very positive and we will look to repeat this format next year.
On behalf of the Division may I again thank you for your suggestions and for your comments on our
modules, our programmes, and our examining. We greatly appreciate the assistance you have given to us,
and I look forward to meeting you once more at next year’s examination board.
Yours sincerely

<>
Dean, Leeds University Business School

LUBS UG10
Academic Quality and Standards Team
Received 1 August 2013

The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2012– 2013
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

LUBS / Business School

Subject(s):

MGMT

Programme(s) / Module(s):

LUBS0070
LUBS1090
LUBS1170
LUBS1885
LUBS2020
LUBS2150
LUBS2660
LUBS3004
LUBS3070
LUBS3080

Introductory Management
Personal Tutorials for Mgmt
Introduction to Management 1
Business Practice
From Study to Work
People in Organisations
Principles: Corporate Strategy
Entrepreneurship & Innovation
Strategic Management
Business Strategy

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

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

I have no areas of concern requiring urgent attention

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

Academic Quality and Standards Team
Received 1 August 2013
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.

Aims, Intended Learning Outcomes, and the structure and content of the programmes are
commensurate to the level of the award
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.

I am confident that the aims and intended Learning Outcomes meet all expectations and are
comparable with other institutions

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.

Assessment methods vary from module to module. Assessment instruments are appropriate, but I would
welcome more diversity in the approach to assessment particularly in this digital age.
Standards of marking guidance vary and a little more detail would help particularly where there are more than
one member of staff in the marking team. There are good processes in place for moderation, and care is
taken to ensure consistency of standards for students. Student performance, on the whole, is very good,
which is a credit to the teaching teams.
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.

Marks were generally good (please see comments in (3) above) and show good conceptual understanding of
the subject areas. There is a broad spread of marks which gives me confidence in the structure of the
teaching and assessment in allowing for sufficient differentiation. Case studies allow for some application of
concepts to practice. There is opportunity to develop application through greater 'real-time' practical
involvement with organisations, which I would welcome.
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.

These are mature modules and as marks are reasonably strong they would appear to be developing
appropriately.

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 currency of the content of the modules isn't in question from a theoretical viewpoint. There are examples
of group work which engage students in conducting research in a practical sense. Again, the involvement of
'real' business issues (not just as guest lecturers) would offer some added value in terms of currency and
practical relevance.
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

Academic Quality and Standards Team
Received 1 August 2013
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.

All information required is provided; the staff at LUBS are always helpful and supportive if I have any queries.
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, the supporting information is always provided. Admionistrative support is always effective and efficient.
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?
Drafts were provided, I had very few comments to make and these were not substantial in nature. I am
confident that these are passed on to the appropriate staff and taken into consideration.
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. The new arrangements worked well. Although it can be a long day at Leeds going through all the work at
once, it is helpful in terms of ensuring consistency and having access to LUBS staff to answer any queries,
should they arise.
13. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
I did not assess any dissertations.
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?
The administrative arrangements were very efficient. The logistics of the two days were well considered, and I
was made to feel very welcome. The support available over the two days was sound. It was good to meet with
LUBS staff in a less formal environment, but I would welcome specific introductions/opportunities to talk with
the teaching teams/leaders of the particular modules I deal with. I was satisfied with the recommendations of
the Board, but a number of us did express some concerns about how to ensure consistency in the approach
to mitigating circumstances.
15. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Procedures were in place, but as mentioned in (14) above, there was some debate about how equity could be
assured in the consideration of mitigating circumstances. The potential for inconsistency became apparent
this year. It did not cause a problem as the people attending the Board were able to resolve the issue to
everyone's satisfaction on the day, but this needs consideration for the future.

Other comments

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

30 August 2013
<>
Reference: External Examination Report 2012-13
Dear <>,

Thank you for your report as external examiner for the academic year 2012-13 in respect of the
Management programmes.

I am pleased to note that you were so happy with the administration of the exam boards and paperwork,
and that you felt the modules to be appropriate overall, with several areas of good practice highlighted.

With regard to your comment on the lack of diversity in assessment methods, I am happy to assure you
that the Business School is having a drive towards more electronic and otherwise new methods. I am
pushing the change slowly but surely and hope that you will see at least a little more variety next time!

I thought that your idea of being particularly introduced to module staff was a good one, and will raise
this with colleagues. We did ensure that all staff were either in the building or had left numbers where
they could be contacted. I also liked your suggestion of including more real business involvement and
will raise this with colleagues; it is a shame that you didn’t see the Management Consulting module,
where students tackle a real consultancy issue in a workplace, but I must admit that is a small module. We
do have a number of projects operating to extend our students’ interaction with real businesses, but these
tend to be value added rather than as part of modules.

With regard to your comment about the processes for considering mitigating circumstances at the main
exam board, which was raised by other examiners, the issue has been raised at the faculty level and is
under consideration at the relevant boards.

As you are aware, in response to feedback from previous years we invited External Examiners to the
Business School on the day prior to Exam Board in an attempt to allow examiners dedicated time to
scrutinise assessed coursework and exam scripts. The feedback we have received in relation to this new
approach has been very positive and we will look to repeat this format next year.
On behalf of the Division may I again thank you for your suggestions and for your comments on our
modules, our programmes, and our examining. We greatly appreciate the assistance you have given to us,
and I look forward to meeting you once more at next year’s examination board.

Yours sincerely

<>
Dean, Leeds University Business School

