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The University of Leeds

ACADEMIC QUALITY AND STANDARDS TEAM
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EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2010– 2011
PART A: GENERAL INFORMATION
Subject area and awards being examined:
School of:

Chemistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Honours programmes in Chemistry

Subject(s):

Chemistry

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

BSc

MChem

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.

I didn’t see any areas of the programmes that require urgent 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?

Yes, and I found them very useful.

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.

I was generally impressed by the structure and content of the modules, which provide good breadth and depth of
coverage at honours level and on the basis of all the evidence available (including poster presentations by final
year MChem students) high standards are being maintained.
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.

Programmes had evidently been prepared with care in order to fulfil the accreditation requirements of the Royal
Society of Chemistry. In my experience, aims and ILOs are comparable with Chemistry programmes at other highly
respected 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.

The various assessment methods were appropriate for the different module components and marking procedures
were rigorous and fair. I have reservations regarding the University scaling and classification procedure, as indeed
did my predecessor, but I will reserve comments until I have completed my second year of examining. The
performance of the student cohort did not give me any reason to question the quality of teaching, learning and
assessment methods and students did not raise any significant issues either in discussions with a selection of the
BSc class or the final year MChem class at the poster presentation.
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 mix of assessment methods provided ample opportunities for students to demonstrate their capabilities across
the different aspects of the programmes. The students I talked to at the poster session demonstrated a lively
enthusiasm for their project work and were able to discuss and defend their results with a significant level of
academic maturity .
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.

N/A (this is my first year)
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.

The programmes have been designed so that, particularly in MChem, the final years provide an insight into current
research priorities at national and international levels. Research projects enable students to experience the fullblown research environment at first-hand and the high quality of the poster presentations is testament to the benefit
of this experience to the students. To some extent, the taught modules in the fourth year naturally reflect staff
research interests, and introduce students to recent advances and achievements.

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.

Extensive information was provided, and all requests for extra details were dealt with very efficiently.
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.

Examiners were sent detailed descriptions of module content, assessment procedures etc in the form of
programme handbooks.
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?
The whole administrative process within the School was excellent and all staff involved were very helpful. I found
the booklets containing collections of exam papers and mark sheets particularly useful and they made our job much
easier.
12. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and
medical evidence?
External examiners were given all necessary details of mitigating circumstances for candidates under consideration
and were invited to comment on the outcome of School deliberations. It was clear that the School had done
everything it could to ensure that all extenuating circumstances had been taken into account and that all students
had been treated fairly.

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.
Whilst t he ex ternal e xaminers w ere s till uneasy w ith the L eeds classification system, w e w ere pl eased t o s ee t hat i t w ill be
modified next year. I will reserve more detailed comments until after I have completed my second year.
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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: Chemistry
Programme(s) / Module(s): all MChem and BSc

Subject(s):

Chemistry

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

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. As my report argued last year, and my co-examiners and I highlighted in a letter to the Vice Chancellor, we

have strong reservations about the University’s procedures for calculation of degree classifications. Specifically,
we perceived that the net result of the procedures was to establish a threshold for award of a 1st class degree that
was lower than for competitor Universities. From 2012, one criterion that will no longer be applied is that students
with final year marks of 0.25 or more (on the Leeds scale) above a threshold, but an average below the discretion
band, can be considered for award of the higher degree classification. A second improvement is to apply equal
weighting to years 3 and 4 of the MChem degree. These are steps in the right direction, but weaknesses persist in
the use of the Leeds 2.00 – 9.00 classification scale and choice of 1st/2.1 boundary threshold for degrees in exact
sciences. The arguments were spelled out from the perspective of the external examiners in last year’s letter to the
Vice Chancellor, and in reports from the past two years and are not repeated here. Instead, I highlight a further
cause for concern that results from a new change to the mapping of examination marks to the Leeds grade scale,
namely the award of 2.0 for a mark of zero or for absence (even without justification) from an examination. This
amendment must artificially inflate the marks of some students: indeed, it is apparent from the Chemistry BSc
module marks for 2010/11 that a student can be absent from four final-year examinations and still graduate with a
2.2 honours degree. In this specific case, I understand that the student was absent with good cause; nevertheless,
this outcome serves to illustrate a potentially serious problem with the newly introduced regulation.

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?

Not applicable
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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.

Not applicable
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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 School of Chemistry provides a broad and in-depth education in Chemistry for its undergraduates. The course
content and the rigour with which it is delivered and examined are certainly commensurate with the award of
Integrated Masters (MChem) and BSc degrees. My reservations about the University’s procedures for the
classification of degrees are summarized above and were highlighted in my report last year.
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 – the programmes are of a quality commensurate with national benchmarks and compare very favourably with
competitor university courses in Chemistry.
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.

Students are assessed using a range of methods from coursework to research dissertations and examinations. I
reviewed all the examination papers for Physical and Theoretical Chemistry in advance of examinations, and
judged them to provide a balanced assessment of the candidates’ problem solving skills and understanding as well
as their retention of knowledge. The papers were well designed to discriminate between candidates performing at
different levels of academic achievement. Award of marks was appropriate throughout the examination papers.
Model answers were provided for all examination questions and were of considerable assistance in judging the
quality of the questions and the allocation of marks. Where I felt it necessary to suggest modifications to
examination questions, these suggestions were given serious consideration and I was fully appraised of the
outcomes. The marking of scripts was thorough and fair, and the assessment procedures for literature reports and
research projects were thorough and appropriate, with marks allocated according to tightly defined criteria.
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.

Assessment by a range of methods (examination, coursework, reports/dissertations, etc) provides plenty of
opportunity for the students to demonstrate their achievements in learning and understanding. The academic
standards are broadly in line with students on comparable course elsewhere.
Last year I expressed some concern about the number of students who failed the BSc course (7 out of 44) or were
awarded ordinary degrees (a further 3 students). In the 2010/11 academic year, from a BSc cohort of 70 students, I
counted 10 failures and award of 5 ordinary degrees (though these numbers may change after resits / supplementary
examinations). The tail of weak students is therefore still long: with inclusion of the number of 3rd class degrees
awarded, this year ~1/3 of the BSc students could be judged to be struggling or disengaged from much of the
course. That some of them produce literature reports of a good standard suggests that they can still be motivated by
aspects of the subject and by certain challenges. The weaker students might benefit from some degree of choice in
examination papers - as far as I can tell from the papers I have seen, all parts of all questions on exam papers are
currently compulsory.
The MChem cohort performed to a high standard this year, with almost all graduating with 1st or 2.1 degree classes.
5. For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment
on the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum

Not applicable
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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.

I did not identify any significant changes to the programmes and modules this year.
Areas of good practice identified in my report last year and still relevant include clear guidelines for assessment of
the literature reports and research project reports (including a plagiarism check), the progressive development of
course material from one academic year to the next, and the links between course material and modern scientific
research in the later stages of the programme.
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.

The students are exposed to current research across the discipline of Chemistry through research-informed teaching
and – for MChem students – an extensive research project in their final year. The impressive outcomes of these
projects demonstrate the value of this experience as a part of the students’ education and training.
I attended an MChem poster day in Feb 2011 and had the opportunity to talk to several students about their
research projects and their results. This was a stimulating event and showed how well the students were engaging
with the research element of their degree programme.
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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 – the documentation was clear and comprehensive. Additional valuable guidance was provided in-person by
the School’s Director of Learning and Teaching and the Learning and Teaching Administrator when required.
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 – handbooks and programme specifications were all available well in advance of the examiners’ visit. Draft
examination papers were sent to me with enough time to scrutinize their content and recommend modifications. It
was very helpful to be sent examination marks sheets and copies of project reports of borderline candidates in
advance of the visit.
10. Was sufficient assessed/examination work made available to enable you to have confidence in your
evaluation of the standard of student work?

Yes – in addition to examination scripts and project reports for the borderline candidates, all marked exam scripts
and reports for other students were available during the visit.
11. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of
the Board of Examiners?

Yes – the whole process was organised efficiently, paperwork was well prepared and all meetings conducted
effectively. The external examiners had the opportunity to discuss their views with all academic staff in the School
of Chemistry during a Board of Examiners meeting.
12. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and
medical evidence?

Yes – the examiners were briefed appropriately on mitigating circumstances without violating any confidentiality
issues.
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.

Not applicable

Other Comments

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

In my report from 2009/10 and earlier in this report, I highlighted my concerns with the procedures used
(apparently uniquely within the UK) by the University of Leeds to classify final degrees. Instead of repeating the
arguments here, I refer you to last year’s report and the letter written to the Vice Chancellor by the three external
examiners in 2010. Last year, I noted that similar reservations had been expressed by the external examiners prior
to my appointment, that they were not satisfied by the institutional response. This position has not changed and it
is disconcerting that the University appears to remain immune to the advice it receives from external examiners.
I would therefore ask that serious consideration be given to the criticisms raised by the external examiners in
Chemistry over the past few years about the degree classification method employed by the University, and that this
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consideration
includes review of feedback from external examiners from other Schools within the science and
mathematics disciplines. The criticisms levelled are likely to be most pertinent for degrees awarded in the physical
and biological sciences and mathematics.

My critical comments are not levelled at the School of Chemistry, which applies the University regulations in a
rigorous and fair manner. The faults that I perceive are a consequence of the process that is imposed upon them by
the University, and driven by a philosophy of uniform methods of grading and classification of degrees across all
subjects. The School of Chemistry delivers an excellent educational experience for its students, and conducts all
parts of the assessment to high standards. There is, however, a serious risk that the thresholds for classification of
degrees it awards will be perceived to be less stringent that in comparable Chemistry departments in the UK.
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22 November 2011
Dear
I am responding on behalf of the University of Leeds to the institutional comments you
included in your June 2011 external examiner‟s report on the undergraduate programmes in
Chemistry. First, let me say that we are grateful for the diligence with which you and your
fellow external examiners in Chemistry have considered the issue of academic standards, in
particular the perception that our degree classification arrangements are more generous
than those of other comparable UK institutions. Your comments have provided us with much
food for thought and have stimulated serious discussion within the institution about these
and related matters.
One suggestion you make is that we should review feedback received from other examiners
in the physical and biological sciences and mathematics disciplines. I can assure you that
we do take very seriously at the level of the institution any critical comments received,
especially when these call into question the academic standards we maintain. Since the
unified undergraduate degree classification arrangements were introduced in 1999 we have
received only a handful of reports criticising our classification arrangements and these have
been exclusively from examiners appointed to oversee programmes of study in chemistry,
mathematics and biological sciences and we have considered each report in detail and
responded individually.
You have drawn attention to the perception that our decision to establish degree class
thresholds - particularly that for a First - lower than those employed at other institutions in the
sector, together with other measures such as our choice of classification scale and weighting
of final and penultimate year averages, might be construed as being generous. You will
know that a full description and justification for these choices appears as an Appendix in the
External Examiners‟ Handbook. I would agree that, when considered in isolation and out of
context, each of these factors might lead to the perception of generosity. For example, our
class boundaries are, indeed, numerically lower than elsewhere. However, they must be
considered within the classification system we employ where they are entirely appropriate.
We have been able to demonstrate that the cumulative effect when classification is
performed using module grades expressed on our 2.0 to 9.0 scale is to generate a
distribution of degree classes that is a statistically close fit with that which would be
generated were we to follow more traditional practice within the sector, i.e., module marks
expressed as percentages, class boundaries set at the decade intervals and an examiners‟
discretion margin of 2%. Consequently, we are reassured that we are not giving our students
any significant advantage; neither are we disadvantaging them through the use of these
classification criteria. The evidence for this assertion follows.

Following the receipt in 2009 of a report from an external examiner from the University of
York a statistics specialist from the School of Computing and I conducted a full analysis of
the degree results obtained by the graduating cohort of 2009 to determine what effect, if any,
utilisation of the unified classification algorithm (and its attendant use of the 20-90 scale and
0.05 margin for examiners‟ discretion) had on the distribution of degree results. The paper
we produced, attached as Paper A, was discussed by Learning and Teaching Board in
February 2010. As a result of its consideration the Board recommended some minor
changes to the arrangements, one of which (removal of the „exit velocity‟ class of
examiners‟ discretion) you highlight as a move in the right direction in your report.
Another change was to remove the outlying grade of zero from the 20-90 module grade
scale resulting in students who submit no assessable work or who are absent from an
examination being given a grade of 2.0 on the scale. Previously our policy was that absence
of assessable work (for whatever reason) was reflected by a module grade of zero on the
20-90 scale. A grade of zero, when combined with other results, reduces the overall average
since the inclusion of a grade below the lowest point on the scale is essentially penalising
the student (removing marks obtained for other modules) in the averaging process. That is
undesirable. We recognise that, very occasionally, unearned advantage may be gained by a
student through this effect; but we cannot accept any process which results in a penalty
when no misdemeanour has occurred. The other factor to bear in mind here is that eligibility
for a degree depends upon the number of module credits earned as well as the overall
average mark. Irrespective of whether an absence or lack of assessable work attracts a
mark of 0 or 2.0, the student still has to pass the module to obtain the credit for it.
You comment upon the student who was absent from four final year examinations; and also
upon the long tail of poorly-achieving students in the 2011 cohort. *Attached to this letter you
will find an analysis of the 2011 graduating cohort in Chemistry (Paper B) which clearly
demonstrates that the choice of the degree classification system (based on 2.0-9.0 or 0-100
marking scales and their attendant class boundaries and discretionary margins) exerts no
substantial influence on the distribution of degree results achieved by these students. For
high achievers on the Integrated Masters programmes the degree of fit is better than for
lower achieving students on BSc programmes. The factor which exerts a more significant
effect is the eligibility rules for the Honours degree. For all of our Bachelors with Honours
programmes of study other than those in the Schools of Chemistry, Physics and Astronomy
and Mathematics students are required to pass a minimum of 100 credits at the highest level
of study, i.e., our Level 3, to be eligible for the award. In the three MPS schools named
above dispensation exists for students to be awarded their degree with only 80 credits at
Level 3. This is a situation which has been consistently supported by external examiners
since the unified classification arrangements were introduced in 1999 but, as you may
expect, has been the cause of much internal debate and the arguments for and against its
continued use are regularly aired. Nevertheless, it does represent a significant concession to
students within the schools that continue to utilise it; a concession which is difficult to justify
when seeking to ensure equity of treatment for students. Analysis of the 2011 Chemistry
results shows that 17 from a cohort of 70 benefited from the concession; this included all but
one of those who obtained a Class III degree. Eight students obtained 2(ii) degrees via this
route. You comment that one-third of the BSc cohort appeared to be struggling. The grades
achieved confirm this. But for the 80-credit rule a student who is absent from four final-year
examinations would not be able to graduate.
May I conclude by bringing you up to speed with other developments within the University
which have a bearing on the issues you raised in your report? Debate over the degree
classification arrangements continues and Taught Student Education Board (formerly LTB)
has established a working group to consider the future of degree classification at the
University of Leeds. The group was asked to review the following:

a) retaining the present system;
b) a more broadly conceived and detailed version of the Diploma Supplement based upon
the Burgess Group‟s concept of the Higher Education Achievement Report (by Diploma
Supplement is meant an authoritative and official record of a learner‟s programme of study,
the grades they have achieved and the credit they have gained);
c) changes to the current class band structure;
d) models of international practice.
That group will consider all pertinent issues, including the eligibility rules, as it continues to
meet and will report on its findings later this session.
Finally, I would like to thank you, and your colleagues, for raising these important issues in
your reports and thereby providing me with the opportunity to justify the University’s
practices. Whilst we acknowledge that they are significantly different from those employed in
other institutions, we continue to have confidence in our undergraduate degree classification
arrangements including the use of the 20-90 module grade scale.
Yours sincerely,
Geoff Barker-Read
Head of AQST

* not attached for this purpose
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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

Subject(s):

Chemistry
Programme(s) / Module(s): Chemistry

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

BSc/MChem

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 standard of teaching and scholarship within the various Chemistry programmes at Leeds is excellent,
as is the way that teaching and learning are administered by the team of people involved. All relevant
material was made available at appropriate times during the year. During my visits I was made to feel
very welcome and again the professionalism of all staff involved was impeccable. The Biological and
Organic Chemistry teaching, for which I was specifically asked to comment on, is outstanding and places
Leeds among the top Universities in the UK. Both the breadth and depth of the various modules ensure
that students graduating from Leeds can compete with the best of UK graduates for jobs and postgraduate
research positions.
The Examination regime applied at Leeds is, I have to admit, at variance with many other Universities. In
previous reports my co-examiners and I have gone to great lengths to spell out where we believe

improvements could be made to the ways in which marks are calculated for final degree awards. I do not
propose to revisit this issue in detail but simply to say that I stand by my comments made in previous
reports. I think the role of the Examiner is made somewhat more onerous by having to imagine and
calculate various scenarios that might arise if marks were calculated in any number of different ways.
This issue particularly applies when we are asked to make decisions on borderline candidates where many
factors need to be taken into account leading to quite complex and difficult discussions about studnets at
critical boundaries.

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.

These aspects are the course are fine.
2. Did the aims and ILOs meet the expectations of the national subject benchmark (where relevant)?
•

Yes.

The comparability of the programme(s) with similar programme(s) at other institutions and against national benchmarks
and the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications.

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 in general very rigorous and applied in a balanced and fair manner.
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.

Leeds students compare very favourably with others at comparable top UK Universities. I visited the School in
February to attend the poster symposium and had ample opportunity to talk to various MChem stundets and also t
meet with the BSc students on an informal basis.
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.

I note that improvements have been made in scrutinising potential cases of plagiarism for reports submitted by the
students.
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 undertaking research projects within the Biological and Organic Chemistry Section undoubtedly benefit
from the breadth and quality of research being carried out by all of the relevant members of staff.

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.

Yea.
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 aspect of the process is exemplary and a model for other Universities.
12. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and
medical evidence?
Yes, Leeds have developed a very sophisticated and informed approach to providing all relevant information on
borderline candidates.

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.

Other Comments
Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form.
Overall a very enjoyable, interesting and in parts illuminating experience.
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