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Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Engineering/Process, Environmental and Materials Engineering

Subject(s):

Petroleum Engineering

Programme(s) / Module(s):

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:

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 urgent issues requiring 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?

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 course has developed well over the three years I have been the external examiner, culminating in the first cohort of MEng
graduates in 2012-13. The quality of the students has improved with a very strong 1st Class band for the BEng course. This
quality is not yet reflected in the MEng stream; the attraction for students to leave with a BEng in an area with strong job
opportunities means that retaining the best students, especially sponsored ones, on the Masters course is difficult. Conversely
th
at least two students who are weak in the Petroleum Engineering core courses have opted to go forward to the MEng 4 year in
2013-14. The overall quality of the MEng students is a potential cause for concern and may require a re-evaluation of the criteria
th
for proceeding to the 4 Year (including some attention to their performance on Petroleum Engineering core courses.) The
rd
quality of the 3 year design projects has improved year on year. Overall the exam quality, marking and project assessment
has been excellent, though the transparency on individual marks for group projects could be improved.

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.
•
Programme aims and content are appropriate for what you would expect at undergraduate level for this area
•
Standards are in line with level expected for both the BEng and MEng courses.

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 ILOs and level of the taught material and assessment compares very favourably with the few similar courses offered
at undergraduate level in the UK eg <>.

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.
•
As in previous years, there is good evidence from the papers and variety of assessment methods used that the
course design has been innovative and at the forefront of petroleum engineering issues and principles.
•
There remains a problem with bunching of some of the coursework marks around 70% which does not
discriminate as much as the examinations between the very good and weaker students. For example the Design
Project marks have the very low standard deviation of 6.9% compared with ~15% for most other courses. On the
th
other hand, 4 Year Research Projects have a sensible average of 60% with a standard deviation of 15% in line
with exams.
•
As in previous years, the basis of awarding individual marks for the Design Project group activity is still not
transparent to the external examiners. Apparently more feedback is given to the students but more detail on
marks breakdown including such items as peer assessments would facilitate tracking of how overall marks are
arrived at.
•
The results, and reports/posters inspected by me, indicate that the overall quality of teaching was high and the
assessment procedures rigorous and fair.
•
I re-emphasise that the pro-forma used by SOEE for exam/course evaluation is excellent for feedback and
continuous course improvement. Something similar for the Process Engineering courses would be extremely
valuable, both for assessment purposes and quality control/improvement.

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 results of the students reflected that the course aims and ILOs had been effectively communicated to the
students through the teaching, with a BEng degree class distribution typical of a normal, or possibly stronger than
average, cohort: 8 1sts, 20 upper seconds, 2 lower seconds, 2 ordinary. The results for the first MEng cohort (1
st
nd
nd
1 , 1 upper 2 , 1 lower 2 and 2 failures) illustrate my earlier remarks about the challenge of persuading the
better BEng students to continue to the Masters year.
•
Their overall performance seems comparable to the Chemical Engineering BEng cohort with whom many
modules were shared. For the MEng it is much weaker; this was reflected in the wide range of research project
quality as well as in exams.
•
The course is a good balance of Petroleum and Process Engineering, with a spread of upstream and
downstream related topics, geological and chemical issues in addition to engineering.
•
The Petroleum Engineering students tend to do less well on the courses given by SOEE, especially Strategic
Energy Issues (which is improving) and Seismic Exploration (which is worrying).
•
The Design Projects were again particularly strong. They cover a good spread of leading edge petroleum
engineering challenges – tight gas, CO2 EOR, heterogeneous reservoirs etc – and two of the groups’ reports
were particularly impressive. This course in particular equips the students well to address the issues they will
face in the industry – though more encouragement of innovative methods rather than standard procedures would
further encourage and test their creativity (see later).

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

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 Design Projects have continued to improve in scope and quality. The first crop of MEng research projects were all on
appropriate topics (the variable quality reflecting that of the students) and the practice of requiring the work to be
summarised in a literature paper is excellent. The use of a pro-forma for exam/course evaluation in SOPEME similar to
that used by SOEE would be helpful to future students and assessors alike.

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 first set of MEng research projects reflected current research related to Petroleum Engineering in the School and the
Design Projects contain some examples of areas where current research could change future field practice. There could
perhaps be more encouragement of innovation in the Design Projects to reward inclusion of new, emerging technologies
eg use of membranes for low energy separation, new drilling fluids.
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

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 material provided and the access afforded were both sufficient to evaluate the course and the fairness of the
assessments. Further information on project marks breakdown was provided on request and it was made clear that
further information would be provided if needed. If suitable dates can be arranged it would be useful for external
examiners to attend design project presentations. This was not possible in 2012-13.

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. Marking criteria were generally provided with model solutions, but could still be more explicit for the more qualitative
questions. How coursework assignments are combined with examination marks to give an overall total was more explicit
this year.

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 – on both counts. Corrections this year were mainly about clarity rather than level. As in previous years, the
questions had a strong numerical emphasis, as befitting the subject area, but gave scope for the better students to
demonstrate understanding and insight into the process engineering concepts.

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 – see above. Both the design project topics and those for the research projects were appropriate to the field and
covered a broad range. More information on how individual design marks were assigned, based on group
reports/presentations, would be valuable to the external examiner – see above also.

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?
Excellent...<> coordination and arrangements were again first-rate. The meeting was very efficiently run, whilst allowing
time for full discussion. I agreed with all the recommendations.

15. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Each case was fully discussed, especially where special circumstances needed to be considered or the marks were close
to the borderline.
Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
The course clearly attracts some excellent students and it is good to see the first (small) cohort of MEng students graduate. I
recommend that the year 3 to 4 selection criteria are reviewed to ensure that only the better students are allowed to enter the 4th
year. It seems against the aims of having the Masters level course to have a weaker cohort than the BEng but in an area where
strong job prospects and/or sponsors’ interests may encourage students to opt for a 3 year course, then some additional
screening may be necessary if the intention is that MEng students are seen as superior.
No students were available for me to interview this year so I am unable to comment on how the students perceived the course
and the teaching/university experience.

