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Part A: General Information

Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Engineering

Subject(s):

All Aeronautical and Aerospace Programmes, plus the relevant, related modules.

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Aeronautical and Aerospace Programmes

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

BEng / MEng

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:
Academ

Head of Academic Quality and Standards
ic 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?
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.
The learning outcomes are as expected for a programme of this type, and the standards are commensurate with 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.
The programme is of good quality and in line with similar courses offered at comparable 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.
Inspection of the e xam script s high lighted s ome sh ortcomings in th e ch ecking of the marks. On one script the stud ent ha d
written som ething and it was not cl ear whether the m arker and/or the c hecker had ac tually s een it o r not. In some script s
empty pages were ticked/crossed, in others they were not. This shortcoming might lead to oversight and errors in marking and
it must be addressed.
The follo wing i s a repe at co mment from the last t wo years no w: carefu l consi deration needs to be g iven to Year 3 student s
progressing i nto the 4th year of the ir res pective pr ogrammes. Weaker students aro und the 50 to 55 % mark or bel ow hav e
been all owed to progr ess int o the 4th year. Ho wever, some of these stude nts seem to be strug gling achiev ing th e requ ired
higher standard in the 4th Year. This was evident from the results looked at.

4. Were students given adequate opportunity to demonstrate their achievement of the Aims and ILOs?


The academic standards demonstrated by the students and, where possible, their performance in relation to students on
comparable courses;
 The strengths and weaknesses of the students as a cohort.
The performance of the students is very much in line with the marks awarded. The standards for the work and the projects
are in line with their peers at other institutions.
The Level 4 group design project follows a School wide format, which is a 60 credit 4th year aerospace group design. The
results and content of these group pr ojects will need to be looked at more closely next year since they have such a strong
impact on overall degree classifications.

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 students i nterviewed c ommented positively o n the development of the mod ules in the lo wer years, espec ially the
improvements in the design and build exercises.

7. Please comment on the influence of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching

This may i nclude ex amples o f curricul um design informed by curre nt res earch in th e s ubject; practic e infor med by research;
students undertaking research.

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?

Draft written examination papers were provided. Exam papers arrived “randomly” over the year, some of them too cl ose
to the internal deadline making it impossible to give them the right amount of attention.
The nature of the qu estions was a ppropriate. Ho wever, th e marks ac hieved b y th e stu dents ar e clust ered around th e
higher end of the sc ale, and the distribution of the m arks is not what is expected. This indicates that the better students
are not sufficiently stretched.
Having z ero s cores, which a re the n c ounted as 2 0% du e to th e i nternal scal ing, as part of the av erage c alculation for
modules creates misleading results. This should be looked at.
In one module looked at in Blackboard the Turnitin report came back with a 54% similarity, yet there was no trace on how
this was dealt with, if at all.
Rounding of c omponent mar ks and then adding them u p will resu lt in margin ally i ncorrect overall m arks. One exa mple
was highlighted where marks of 10, 8.5 and 8.5 resulted in an overall mark of 28.
Students reported mistakes in two exams “Flight Mechanics” and “Elements of Propulsion” leading to them losing time and
possibly better marks. Students also mentioned that

exam preparation papers did not inform them about drastically changed format in FEA

for Elements of Propulsion
o their perception was that doing the same questions led to different amo unt of credit for mecha nical (12)
and aerospace (8)
o in their view the exam preparation paper and notes had numerous mistakes in it

Students reported that the y had the feeling that the amou nt of work for ac hieving some credits was out of proportion with
what needed doing for other parts of assessment. This was specifically true for continuous assessments.
Seemingly t he stude nts h ad compl ained that p arts of th e F EA mo dule ha d b een ma rked harshly. This appl ied to a
component where d ue to personnel ch anges setting t he c oursework, supervision a nd marki ng was separ ated. An
explanation was received and the external examiner is satisfied that due process was followed and the marks are cor rect
for this module.

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?

Sufficient work was made available. The marking was done well, but the checking was not clearly or not visible on the
exam scripts.

13. Was the ch oice of subj ects for dissertations a ppropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
The choice of subjects was appropriate.

When l ooking at the marki ng categor ies for the thir d year disse rtation, o ne co uld eas ily c ome to th e concl usion th at a
student c an pass the dissertation without d oing a ny tech nical work sin ce 4 0% (if not 50%) of th e marks are act ually
assigned to non-content, n on-technical as pects of th e work. Ma ybe t he m arking ca tegories sh ould b e re worded or
rethought.
In one report, marks were changed with some annotations on the side, it was not fully clear whether this was agreed or
not, and when it was done (200516640), and why it was done.

For a group design project a resubmission of the report was allowed with feedback given in between. This was seemingly
done for one group only. It was explained in the e xam board meeting that this was due to mitigating circumstances. This
was not clear from the paperwork presented and might leave the impression that one group had an undue advantage over
the others.
Feedback after submitting a nd markin g the dissertati on was felt b y the stude nts as bei ng insuffici ent to prep are for th e
following year.

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 arrangem ent for the Bo ard were n ot satisfactor y with re spect to the i nformation / paper work available. T his is
seemingly due to a ch ange of the i nternal system. T he v ery usefu l e lectronic s ystem has d isappeared, a nd th e e xam
board ne eded to oper ate usi ng pa per co pies. Some of these were pr ovided late, a nd some of them did n ot have the
correct information Satisfactory verbal explanations were given clarifying the differe nces between the printed results and
actual results as stored somewhere in the university’s system. Therefore it is my belief that the correct results were arrived
at.

15. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Some m itigating circ umstances a nd med ical evidence were discussed at the e xternal e xam b oard meeting re lating to
degree qualifications or exit qualifications. Due care and attention was given to these.

Other comments

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

Some general observations, some of these are based on the interview with the two students present:
st

Students were two L3 students, both borderline to 1

Unlike previous years, the feedback was mixed with some positive comments about the course and some negative ones.

Overall, feedback is seen as good, apart from more feedback is wanted after the assessment of the L3 dissertation to better
th
prepare students for the 4 year.

Some group specific issues were mentioned relating to the L3 group design project.

Students felt that there was too much work involved in the L3 group design project.
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