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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:

Electronic & Electrical Engineering

Programme(s) / Module(s):

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

BEng and MEng

All the BEng and MEng degree programmes

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.

No
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.

Within the limited exposure granted to me, the ILOs appear to be commensurate with the degrees awarded. Nothing
untoward was evident.
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, within the limited exposure granted to me, nothing untoward was evident.
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 formally briefing by the DoLT on all aspects of assessment for the 2010/11 academic year may have been useful.
I would have liked to have been granted more time to look at exam scripts and possibly invited to attend the
assessment of projects.
The front-loading of the first semester with taught modules, to free-up the second semester for individual project
work needs to be re-considered for two fundamental reasons: (1) too many modules in one semester will saturate
the students, whereby they do not have sufficient time to absorb the information being taught; (2) With the
considerable amount of extra time available for undertaking the project work, the academic standards set for a firstclass project need to be significantly increased – there seemed to be no evidence of this, as “good” projects
received +70%. Perhaps there is statistical evidence to support or contradict these two points?
Furthermore, there does not appear to be any moderation of projects that fall within degree classifications. For
example, once marks have been assigned to a final-year individual project report, all project dissertations within
their degree classification should be compared against each other, to look for those that may have been
misclassified. This is routine practice at Imperial College London.
I was not entirely sure if second marking of examination scripts was being done by random selection. If so then this
is rather dangerous and needs addressing.
During the 2010/11 academic year there was little chance to make any judgements on the marking of modules and
quality of teaching.
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.

A formally briefing by the DoLT on all aspects of assessment for the 2010/11 academic year may have been useful.
I would like to recommend the use of scatter plots for each module taught, showing a student’s raw mark for the
module against their mean mark for the year. This would clearly show up weaknesses in the modules for different
cohorts of 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. 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 formally briefing by the DoLT on all aspects of assessment for the 2010/11 academic year may have been useful.

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.

Research-led teaching should only be done once the fundamentals have been adequately covered, i.e. years one and
two should focus more on the fundamentals. My concern is that students may be primed for difficult research-led
examination questions, even in second year papers.

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.

Enough guidance was given, but not enough time was available to go through sufficient project reports and exam
scripts.
9. Did you receive appropriate documentation relating to the programmes and/or parts of programmes
for which you have responsibility, e.g. programme specifications or module handbooks?
•

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

Yes
10. Was sufficient assessed/examination work made available to enable you to have confidence in your
evaluation of the standard of student work?

Yes
11. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of
the Board of Examiners?

Yes, this was a great improvement over last year! However, there were no examination scripts + full solutions
available for inspection.
12. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and
medical evidence?

Not sure. External examiners are not privy to confidential personal details and so we have to accept statements like
“There were mitigating circumstances”.
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.

1. As found last year, examination questions were found to have errors and, in some cases insufficient or even
no solutions. These issues need addressing before the exam scripts are sent out to the external examiners.
2. There seemed to be a relatively low overall failure rate for first and second year students.
3. There was a high level (11 out of 26) of direct second year entry students failing at least one module.
4. On inspection of almost all project dissertations that I saw, I could find really obvious problems that should
have been spotted by the supervisor with even a cursory glance of the final draft. As a result, I am not
convinced that all project supervisors are giving students sufficient help in writing up their technical
reports.
5. We had the chance to chat for 90 minutes (alone) with two final-year students, about their group projects
and their general academic experiences over their entire degree. This was invaluable and should be
commended.
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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:

Subject(s):

Electronic and Electrical Engineering

Electronic &Electrical Engineering
Programme(s) / Module(s): All electrical engineering modules
For these degrees

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

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?

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.

The School have well developed undergraduate degrees covering electronic and electrical engineering.
They attract a significant cohort of international students, many of whom are of a very high standard.
The degrees are well developed and reflect the research expertise of the academic staff. The curriculum
is well balanced and reflects the needs of industry.
The examination papers are tough but fair and it is clear that students who graduate with a good degree
from Leeds are well on their way to becoming good engineers. They have good project, both individual
ones for all students and a team project for the MEng students. The degrees cover a broad range of
subjects in electronics and power engineering and it is a credit to the School that they manage to cover
this range of subjects.
The first year mathematics module has been a concern as the performance in the first year has been
lower than expected. However, the course has been revised considerably and the new mode of delivery
appears to be extremely successful. The maths performance of engineering students across the country

is a problem and if this new course is successful it suggests how it could be done successfully in other
universities.
I feel that the system whereby students are not allowed to resit examinations in the summer if they have
not demonstrated a serious attempt at passing the module is a very good way to encourage all students
to pass all of their exams.
I must however, make reference to the new 20 – 90 grading scale that now replaces the percentages
used previously. This system is irrational and does not make sense. This is my last year so I do not
have to make use it again. However, all university’s that I am aware of use the % system and I see no
problem with it. As I understand it, there is concern from the Arts and Humanities faculties that they do
not use the full scale from 0% to 100%. I can see no reason why the full 0% to 100% scale is used as
this represents the achievement of the students. Restricting students from being awarded 100% does
not make sense. I would urge you most sincerely to revert to the more normal % system as staff find it
much easier to get to grips with than a non-linear scale that is developed to prevent people from being
awarded 100%. After all, what is the rationale for a student in mathematics who gets all the questions
absolutely correct, being awarded only 90?

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 standards across the degrees are very high.
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.

The assessment methods are very appropriate to the award of the degrees and the subject that is very
practical and thus contains a significant element of the assessment of practical work. However, I would
strongly suggest that the details of the project assessment are biased much more strongly towards the
technical achievements, accepting that the written and verbal communication skills are also very
important. However, in the current scheme students can achieve a high mark based on their
communication skills rather than the technical achievements and problem solving skills that are the
primary learning outcomes of the projects.
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 exam questions were of a suitably high standard providing the appropriate level of challenge.
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.

The most significant change has been in the development of the year 1 mathematics module. This
module, both at Leeds and elsewhere, has been problematic. However, the course and mode of delivery
has changed significantly and the students now have a much better grasp of the subject. It will be
interesting to see how this improvement affects the courses in subsequent years, especially those that
require this mathematics.
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.

Research in the school influences both the modules offered in years 3 and 4, the majority reflecting the
research areas of the academic staff. In addition the individual and team projects are influenced by both
the interests of the academic staff and the facilities and expertise available.

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

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

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

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

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

It is important that School staff take account of the feedback from the internal moderation before papers
are sent out to external examiners so that the papers seen externally are what the School regard as high
quality papers. This year the papers that were sent out to me were in much better condition than in
previous years.

I like to concept that if students cannot demonstrate that they have made a serious attempt at any
papers that they sit, then they have to wait until the following year before they can take the resit.
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