SSP003
ACADEMIC QUALITY AND STANDARDS TEAM
RECEIVED BY E-MAIL 04.09.2012

The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2011– 2012
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

School of Sociology and Social Policy

Subject(s):

Social Policy

Programme(s) / Module(s):

BA Social Policy
BA Social Policy and Sociology
BA Social Policy and Crime

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

BA

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

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

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

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

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

Standards

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

The appropriateness of the Intended Learning Outcomes for the programme(s)/modules and of the structure and content of
the programme(s);
• The extent to which standards are appropriate for the award or award element under consideration.
ILOs, structure and content of programmes and modules are highly appropriate, as are standards.

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 ILOs fit with national subject benchmarks and with the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications. The
programmes are comparable in aims and ILOs with similar programmes in institutions of a similar standing in the UK HE
system, as well as exhibiting distinctive features which emerge from the particular themes of the social policy and
sociology research conducted in the School.

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.
Arrangements for the marking of modules and classification of awards are of a high standard: processes are sound and
fair; marking is appropriate and consistent; and second marking and moderation are transparent. The design and structure
of assessment methods are highly appropriate to the ILOs. There is increasing diversification year on year within the
assessment mix. This includes longer pieces of assessment at Level 3, as well as independent research-led assessments;
such opportunities for students to stretch themselves are to be welcomed. Student performance is very high, with a good
proportion of first class and 2:1 work, and few thirds and fails. I have a strong level of confidence that the quality of
teaching, learning and assessment methods is high.
Recommendation: allocation of marking on the dissertations is changed so that the dissertation supervisor is the second
marker and not the first marker.

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 academic standards of the majority of students and in the majority of modules are very high with a high proportion of
first class and 2:1 work, and few thirds and fails. There were a couple of modules this year though in which performance
appeared to be below par – few firsts and/or a preponderance of 2.2s over 2.1s. One of those was the Social Policy
rd
dissertation – 1 first, 8 2.1s, 7 2.2s, 1 3 and 2 fails. This is a considerably lower performance than last year, and
considerably lower than for the Sociology dissertation this year. There are no obvious structural reasons, however, for this
apparent under-performance. Thus, the centrally organised support provided by the Dissertation Co-ordinator is excellent,
and arrangements for dissertation supervision seem appropriate. The pattern of performance may, therefore, be a cohort
effect.
I was impressed that students frequently worked within an interdisciplinary framework, undertook policy analysis in a
conceptually informed way, and demonstrated an awareness of current policy issues, as well as leading research in the
field. There is also a strengthening international dimension to students’ work. ‘Weak students’ were not reading
sufficiently. Exam techniques, in terms of timing and legibility of writing, were also quite poor among ‘weak students’.

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.
Overall, the programme curriculum is becoming more international year on year. This is the result of new modules with a
distinctly international / global focus, as well as the inclusion of such perspectives within existing modules.
One of the challenges for social policy teaching relates to the shifting political and policy context. After so many years of a
New Labour government, we now have the Conservative / Liberal coalition and ‘new’ policy debates and agendas… - and
new material to teach to our students. In the main, I felt that module content had responded to this political/policy shift, but

there were one or two exceptions where I felt that content and reading could be a little more ‘current’.
I saw the dissertation module booklet for the first time this year, and found it excellent. I note the lecture series that runs
as part of the module too; this looks very useful indeed, and is an example of good practice.
Feedback was, as throughout my time as external, impressive for both essays and exams. I think that the School has
feedback spot on in terms of the level of detail, its relevance and constructiveness. I think that the policy of giving
individual feedback on exam papers is an excellent one. In times of increasing student expectations for quick turn-around
of work, the School is doing an excellent job in aspiring to and achieving such high standards in student feedback.

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.
There was strong evidence in every module I looked at of lecturers’ own research in the field of social policy informing
curriculum design and learning and teaching, and this is an excellent feature of the programmes / modules I examined at
Leeds. It is also apparent in the module content that staff is informed of relevant current research being undertaken
elsewhere in the UK and internationally. I also saw some excellent final year dissertations, containing original research
and collectively drawing on a range of research methods, as well as other modules in which students undertook
independent research as part of an assessment. Module co-ordinators and programme leaders are clearly informed about
relevant pedagogical research, and take account of this in their practices: assessment methods and feedback are some
examples of this.

For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

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

The Examination/Assessment Process

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

Whether External Examiners have sufficient access to the material needed to make the required judgements and whether
they are encouraged to request additional information.
Access to relevant materials 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.
I received all necessary documentation.

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?
I was provided with all draft examination papers and assessments. The nature and level of questions was appropriate, and
in the few cases where I had minor comments and/or requests for clarification, the module convenor responded promptly
and appropriately.

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?
I received a sufficient quantity and range of student work.
As noted above, the quality of written feedback to students on both assessed and examined work was excellent.

13. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
There was a wide range of topics undertaken for the dissertations. Subjects chosen were highly appropriate to the degree
programmes. In particular, many of them were very topical and relevant to contemporary debates in social theory and
policy.
The method and standard of assessment in dissertations were appropriate, although I would make the following specific
recommendation: allocation of marking on the dissertations is changed so that the dissertation supervisor is the second
marker and not the first marker.

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 high efficient for the whole process. I attended the Board of Examiners meeting,
which was run in a satisfactory manner, and I was satisfied with the recommendations of the Board.

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

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
No further comments.

Academic Quality and Standards Team
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2011– 2012
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

School of Sociology and Social Policy

Subject(s):

Sociology

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Sociology
Sociology and Social Policy

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

BA

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

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?

No.
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.
All aims and learning outcomes were commensurate and appropriate with the level of 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.
Yes.

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 are appropriate and marking is of a consistently high standard.

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.

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

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

7. Please comment on the influence of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching
This may include examples of curriculum design informed by current research in the subject; practice informed by research;
students undertaking research.
There is a high level of research-led teaching and this underpins a varied range of modules across the programmes.

For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

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

The Examination/Assessment Process

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

Whether External Examiners have sufficient access to the material needed to make the required judgements and whether
they are encouraged to request additional information.
Yes.

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

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

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

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.

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

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

Other comments

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

Thank you for the opportunity to act as external examiner, which has been an enjoyable experience. I am
grateful for the careful organization of the process, and to <<>> in particular for her conscientious
administration.
I am extremely positive about all of the modules I examined, and about the degree programmes that are
offered. The School is obviously a great place to be a student and the enthusiasm for a wide range of
sociological areas was palpable in all of the work I looked at. All staff should be commended for
producing and sustaining an excellent environment in which to study social science.
My key points are:

•
•
•
•
•

There are a wide range of excellent modules available to students;
All of the modules are well conceived in terms of the content and the methods of assessment;
Marking is very consistent;
Feedback is of a very high quality.
Dissertation work shows that a thriving research culture in the School translates into
undergraduate work that is theoretically and methodologically rigorous.

I have two concerns and these both relate to marking:
1. For some of the modules I examined (two in particular) I question whether the higher marks in the
first class range were appropriate. Some work marked 75-78 appeared to be marked too low when
compared to work awarded marks in the lower 70s and higher 60s. I provided detailed feedback
on these two modules separately. I would urge all markers to use the full range of marks and to
award work that they recognize to be excellent/outstanding a higher range of marks. (Some staff
are clearly willing to use the full range of marks and award excellent work marks in the high 80s. I
commend this practice).
2. I am concerned that the marking sheet used for Level 3 essays does not sufficiently relate to the
Marking Criteria given to students in their Level 3 Handbook. On the marking sheets, the criteria
'excellent', 'very good', 'good', 'satisfactory', and 'unsatisfactory' are used but these do not map
directly on to the Marking criteria for Level 3 essays. For instance, to gain a mark at 80-90
according to the Marking Criteria students must produce 'outstanding work' that demonstrates
inter alia 'an excellent grasp'. It is unclear in the Marking Criteria whether 'outstanding' and
'excellent' are synonymous for band 80-90 or if 'excellent' is one aspect of 'outstanding' work. If
they are synonymous, anything marked consistently as 'excellent' on the marking sheet should
gain a mark in this band (and should therefore be marked over 80). If 'excellent' is not
synonymous with 'outstanding' then they should be appropriately differentiated in both the
Marking Criteria and marking sheet. In all of the other bands of the Marking Criteria there is no
reference to any of the criteria found in the marking sheet. My concern is that this leads to
confusion over how the marking sheet relates to the Marking Criteria and vice versa. How is a
student who is consistently marked as 'very good' on the marking sheet to understand where this
fits in the Marking Criteria? Is 'very good' a 60-69 or 70-79? The relationship between the
marking sheet and Marking Criteria for Level 3 should be reviewed and amended to ensure
consistency between them. Amendments could take the form of replacing the criteria used on the
marking sheets with the graded bands used in the Marking Criteria (so 'excellent' is replaced by
'80-90') or the Marking Criteria could be re-written to reflect the criteria used on the marking
sheets. I further suggest that an audit of consistency between marking sheet criteria and Marking
Criteria in handbooks is undertaken for Level 1 and 2.
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2011– 2012
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

School of Sociology and Social Policy

Subject(s):
Programme(s) / Module(s):

The Sociology of Gender
Gender, Race and Culture
Ethnicity and Popular Culture
Emotions, Power and Contemporary Society
Research Methods
Protest and Social Movements
Racism and Ethnicity Studies
Dissertation

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

BA

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
.

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.

All the courses I examined had been carefully designed and thought through to enhance
the student’s learning experience and provide employability skills. The learning outcomes
for the modules are clearly specified and highly appropriate as well as the standards.
A vibrant range of contemporary themes at the intersection of Sociology and Social Policy
and Social Policy and Criminology are provided for the students. The programmes at Leeds
require students to contend with cutting edge socio-political issues around race, ethnicity,
sexuality and gender, social movements and research methods. The research interests of
the school drive the teaching and comprehensiveness is achieved in the curriculum across
Sociology and Social policy.

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 programme adheres to the QAA benchmarks set for Sociology and Social Policy and
the standards accomplished in curriculum design and instruction compare favourably with
similar programmes in the Russell Group Universities.
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 range of assessment between modules and within modules is rigorous and a credit to
the university. Phased assessment deployed by the staff encourage students to engage
with the full range of issues rather than be instrumentally selective and the diversity of
assessment shows that staff are engaging with the employability agenda. Students are
given clear guidelines on how to complete an assessment and the marking arrangement is
detailed highly appropriate to the IL0s. The quality of the feedback provided to students by
staff is exemplary. The feedback process is an area of good practise, full comments, typed
in many cases, by the first marker, dialogue between first and second marker and a system
of direction to study support aids provide a detailed and robust framework of guidance and
support.
Student performance was impressive with some excellent results a good proportion of firsts
most getting 2.1 and a few 2.2 and thirds which is a testament to the quality of teaching and
learning and commitment of academic staff. I would encourage staff to use the full range of
marks, as some excellent pieces of work could have been marked higher. The best
students produced analytically sophisticated, some even theoretically innovative, and for
the dissertation it was pleasing to see students using primary data gathering techniques.
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 modules I saw produced excellent results of very high quality work comparable with
students in other leading UK universities. Outstanding students are thriving in a positive
learning environment and are encouraged by motivated and dedicated staff. Able students
are engaging with cutting edge issues and debates in a theoretically informed manner. I
was pleased to see that some students adopting primary data collection techniques for their

dissertation demonstrating a sophisticated understanding of the discipline.

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.

The feedback provided by staff is exemplary. Full comments, quite often typed, by the first
marker, evidence of a dialogue between first and second markers and a system of study
aids support provide the framework for truly detailed advice and support to students.
Teaching at Leeds is research driven and this is visible from the module content.
Contemporary topics are conceptionaly engaged with such as race and ethnicity, gender
studies, and social movements and students are given hands on approach to research
methods, which is linked to the dissertation.
The dissertations cover abroad range of topics, good students engaging in primary
research and it is clear that students engage with sociological process and practice as well
as content.

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.

See above comments.
For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

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

The Examination/Assessment Process

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

Whether External Examiners have sufficient access to the material needed to make the required judgements and whether
they are encouraged to request additional information.

Yes this is fine.

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. Appropriate supporting documentation was received. The administration of the
process was thorough and professional from the examination officer to the administrative
support staff.
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.

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.
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 process was fair, robust and the board of examination was transparent and impartial.

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

Yes.

Other comments

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

No.
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2011– 2012
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Sociology

Subject(s):

Sociology

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Sociology of the Environment, Education, Culture and Society, Individual, Mind and Society,
Central Problems in Sociology, Dissertations, Crime, Law and Regulation, Sociology of Health
and Illness, Organised crime, Violence and the State.

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

BA

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
I have served as external examiner at the University of Leeds for the past 5 years and think that the department ranks as one of
the very best in the country. The staff are all very committed to the task of delivering an excellent programme and they are a
credit to sociology and the university. The exam procedures are methodical, the marking careful, and the level of feedback really
excellent. I would wish to thank the department and university for their hospitality over the period and for making my job as
external so pleasurable.

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 aims and the ilo’s are all appropriate.

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 programme is well thought through and meets benchmark requirements.

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 forms of assessment and assement levels are appropriate.

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 year’s cohort seemed slightly weaker than previous years. This was particularly evident in the dissertations.
Otherwise the standards were excellent.

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

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.
In previous years the module Central Problems has been a cause for concern. It was very harshly marked, and much of
the material that was covered seemed dated. However the staff team have rethought this module. The very high academic
standards have been maintained while making the module more appropriate for the students. Further less of the students
now seem to fail the module, and many are utilising their learning in their dissertations. The staff team are to be
congratulated for their work in this area.

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.
All of the staff ae excellent researchers and trade upon their considerable knowledge in their teaching.

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 mentored a new external this year. This colleague was already very experienced so this task was undertaken
without any difficulty.

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.
I have received the appropriate level of information.

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.
This was supplied efficiently and in good time.

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?
This was all carried out satisfactorily.

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 level of marking was excellent, and the work was made available.

13. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Yes.

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?
A very satisfactory meeting and a well run board.

15. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Yes these were done appropriately.

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
I think that the procedures were excellent during my time at Leeds. I would only wish to make a few critical points:
1.

I could not always read the hand writing on the dissertations. The staff may wish to consider whether the feedback for
such a long and important piece of work should be typed.
2. I still think more emphasis should be given to intellectual ambition of the dissertations. Much of the work while ‘well
done’ is a bit predictable. If the students realised that they would be rewarded for taking risks the work might become
more vibrant. However I realise this is hard to achieve.
3. Finally this year I was asked by a specific staff member whether their marking was at the right level. The concern was
that the scripts were marked too harshly. Here I recommended the scripts all be upgraded by 2 points. This was then
carried out. This is indeed appropriate use of an external. It is important that staff ask specific questions if they indeed
have them.
I would like to thank Leeds for all their hard work, and considerable hospitality that has been shown me over the 5 years. It has
been a pleasure to work with you all.
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