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S ta n d a rd s
I can confirm that the intended learning outcomes for the programme as evidenced by the modules I
examined are commensurate with the level of the award. The academic standards of the programme
meet the requirements of awards being made at this level according to established national benchmarks.
As s e s s me n t Me th o d s
In general, the assessment methods are rigorous and varied. There is a reduced use of the formal
examination at level 2 & 3 which I would support. This provides students with the opportunity to develop
their critical reading and referencing skills and to learn to write extensively to a word limit and deadline.
However, this form of assessment places a higher workload on to assessors than the formal
examination. The team does exceptionally well in handling the pressures of assessing while meeting
high standards of providing the students with good quality and detailed feedback. The work showed the
full range from very strong to quite weak and the marks awarded generally reflected this accurately. It
was good to see the full range of marks allocated although at the stronger end, it was not clear to me
how the differences between scripts of very high quality were arrived at, resulting in large differences in
final marks awarded. While I saw some excellent work well recognised through detailed feedback and
marking of the scripts, I had a few concerns that the team may wish to address.
As s e s s o rs ’ c o mme n ts & fe e d b a c k
In general, there was evidence of good constructive feedback and often quite precise advice offered.
This is important, particularly at level 2 when students need careful instruction on best strategies for
improving and strengthening their work. It is especially noticeable and pleasing that comments on even
the best work offer advice on improvement. I would suggest the team continue and even try to
strengthen this aspect of feedback.
There seems to be some unevenness in individual marking methods: some assessors annotate the
scripts lightly; some heavily; some not at all. When the scripts are annotated heavily, it is sometimes
difficult for the external examiner to read the work. Also, I would suggest that it is much more difficult to
provide useful constructive and formative feedback through the use of such annotations and the practice,
while pointing out errors to the student, can take the form of rather ambiguous statements or marks or is
less than readable. On the other hand, I can understand why the team wish to use annotation, in the
students’ interests. However, I would suggest there needs a little more consistency in approach.
In one module (3901) a frequent comment made by the assessor in the feedback is ‘researching
inadequately’ via a reference to ‘primary texts’ which seem to be understood as journal based articles.
This is somewhat confusing as such articles are normally considered to be secondary texts. Since
students were penalised rather heavily for this, it is an issue of definition that needs addressing.
The form used to provide feedback allows the assessor to comment directly on how well the student has
met the relevant assessment criteria. This is excellent practice and provides the student with a clear
justification for marks received. However, the use of the form results in a style of feedback that is a mix
of impersonal statements (in relation to the assessment criteria) followed by a shorter, summative, more
personal statement. This practice is entirely understandable given the time factor in marking large
numbers of scripts, however, students comparing their feedback will recognise the mechanistic approach
to the comments. It would be interesting to know how they regard this, especially if one compares the
very little difference in remarks made to one student who passes and another who fails.
The scripts I examined demonstrate that students with English as a second language are often penalised
through their lack of clear expression. This is an issue that the team may wish to consider - how far
expression should be taken into account given the students’ demonstrated engagement with the
literature?
Ma rkin g a rra n g e me n ts a n d mo d e ra tio n
While I was able to confirm the marks allocated, I was a little concerned about the decision to fail some
of the work I examined and wondered about the strategy of moderation used. Moderation clearly occurs
through double marking of scripts that the first marker has failed but I could not see evidence of how the
two markers may or may not have agreed and reconciled. I was also concerned that one script marked
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at a bare pass had not been second marked. Similarly, I could not see evidence that borderline firsts had
been second marked, which I would recommend.
The dissertations appear to be marked by the supervisor. I wondered had the team reflected on the
value of making the marking process anonymous?
La te s u b mis s io n s
I understand that the University has a policy that operates on late submissions. However, from the data I
was provided with, it was possible to observe that, in general, students are submitting one day late. It
appears, also, that it is by and large the weaker students who do so. I wonder if the team might reflect on
this regarding its impact on weak to average students’ grades and its overall value.
The q u a lity o f te a c h in g , le a rn in g a n d a s s e s s m e n t me th o d s th a t ma y b e in d ic a te d b y s tu d e n t
p e rfo rma n c e.
Overall, I examined a full range of work including some exceptionally good work that exceeded what
might be expected at undergraduate level. This demonstrated not only talent and insight but also the
strength of the support and guidance that had been received. Feedback was full and was characterised
by constructive and detailed comments. The dissertation clearly allows even the weaker students to do
relatively well and the best students to present superb work. It is a very strong element of the
programme and demonstrates well the degree to which research is understood based on its integration,
through various routes, into the entire programme.

Th e Exa m in a tio n P ro c e s s
I was provided with full information as to my role as external examiner for the programme and material
was forwarded to me in very good time by an efficient administrative team. The policies and procedures
appear to be appropriate.
A proportion of examined work was sent to me. The selection was sufficient for me to have confidence in
my evaluation of the standard of work and sufficient for me to observe and comment upon the
assessment procedures used. Throughout, the administrative arrangements have been excellent and
entirely appropriate. As a new examiner, I was inducted well into the process. The examination appeared
to deal well with matters of students requiring mitigating circumstances to be taken into consideration
and the management of extension requests on medical and other personal grounds.
Oth e r Co mme n ts
P le a s e us e this box if you wis h to make any furthe r comme nts not covere d e ls e whe re on the form.

This year, I did not have an opportunity to meet with any students. I would appreciate an
opportunity to do this next year. I also would appreciate the opportunity to see some module
evaluations by the students if possible.
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2010– 2011
PART A: GENERAL INFORMATION
Subject area and awards being examined:
School of:

Education

Programme(s)

/

Module(s):

Subject(s):
EDUC1172;

EDUC1602;

Childhood Studies

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

EDUC3805; EDUC3903; EDUC2003; EDUC3550

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.

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?

Yes I was.

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.

It has been a pleasure to work alongside the team over the last 4 years. It has changed over this time in
positive ways with a focus on supporting students through high quality teaching and learning and
consistently high and timely assessment and feedback. Through staff changes there have been some shifts
in focus and content but these have added to the overall programme strengths and in particular to the
interdisciplinary identity of this programme in Childhood Studies.
The work reviewed over this time has been consistently of a high standard and certainly comparable with
other high quality Childhood Studies programmes of which I have knowledge. Assessment processes
have always been rigorous and fair and feedback generally very good. I would encourage the team to
focus on providing more detailed guidance on how students can further progress in the subject with
explicit statements provided in assessment feedback that support ‘feed forward’ in student learning and
attainment.
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.

Very much so.
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.

There are no benchmark statements for Childhood Studies and it is clear that the programme is mapped against
those for Education. Similar programmes have also used the Early Childhood Studies benchmark statements and
this may be something the team could think about as there is less focus on young children (pre-school) on this
programme than others available. However, I would also like to add that although this programme is delivered in a
School of Education I think they have achieved a very good balance overall in respect of the interdisciplinary nature
of Childhood Studies.
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.

There are some very interesting assessment formats used, particularly those with a reflective learning component
and these are to be commended e.g. in 2602- I have discussed with the unit convenor how the approach used
could be developed further to develop student’s critical engagement with their reflections and these comments
were positively received. Otherwise, most of the work reviewed was in the format of two essays (often one was a
report and one an essay) per unit. This seems like a good balance and offered students opportunities to
demonstrate different knowledge and skills.
The marks achieved are of a very good standard with some outstanding critical and theoretically engaged work in
st
the 1 class.
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 I believe they are.
As with most cohorts the stronger ones showed evidence of wider reading and critical engagement with topics,
whilst the weaker students were very descriptive and there was little evidence of reading beyond core readings. I
did note some difficulties in exposition from students for whom English was clearly not their first language and
raised this as an issue for the team to consider how they responded to such difficulties.
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. 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.

Consistency on feedback forms used and in lecturers clearly linking their feedback to the assessment criteria and
ensuring the comments made reflected the grade given.

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.

Students undertake research in their final year dissertation but I only reviewed one this year which was a third class
piece of work so it is difficult to generalise in respect of whether they all have empirical experience. There are also
opportunities for students to survey peers and interview peers in other units which I reviewed which seemed to be
well executed by students on the basis of work reviewed.

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.

Yes- excellent and timely information and guidance provided by the University and programme.
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 at the beginning of the academic year- all very thorough and in plenty of time.
10. Was sufficient assessed/examination work made available to enable you to have confidence in your
evaluation of the standard of student work?
Yes- although in some units I seemed to receive quite a bit of work e.g. 10 sets of two essays for one unit- I am not
sure if this many was necessary. Whilst I only received one dissertation (this year- having received more in
previous years) and one student’s work for the two year 1 units- it would have helped to have the allocation
explained.
11. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of
the Board of Examiners?
Yes very thorough.
12. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and
medical evidence?
Yes from what I could see/ understand.

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.
N/A

Other Comments
Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form.
I would just like to add that I have been very well supported by the administrative team over the course of being an external
examiner and have always found them to be helpful and very efficient. As this is my final year as external examiner I would also
like to wish the Childhood Studies team well in continuing to develop this high quality and stimulating programme.
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