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EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2011– 2012
Part A: General Information

Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Physics and Astronomy

Subject(s):

Physics

Programme(s) / Module(s):

PHYS537001 – Statistical Physics of Biomolecules and Cells
PHYS353001 – Complex Fluids and Biophysics
PHYS352001 – Bionanophysics
PHYS350001 – Physics in Society
PHYS347001 – Quantum Computing
PHYS346001 – Advanced Mathematical Methods
PHYS339201 – Advanced Solid State Physics
PHYS317001 – Introductory Molecular Simulation
PHYS236001 – Quantum Mechanics
PHYS231001 – Physics 4
PHYS223001 – Physics and Chemistry of Surfaces and Interfaces
PHYS121001 – Physics 2
PHYS5340M01 – Polymer Spectroscopy
PHYS548001 – Advanced Bionanophysics
PHYS5410M01 – Quantum Information Science
PHYS5320M01 – Thin Films and Surfaces
MEDP3200 – Medical Imaging
PHYS3421 – Magnetism in Condensed Matter
PHYS351001 – Advanced Mechanics
PHYS344001 – Statistical Mechanics
PHYS338101 – Advanced Quantum Mechanics
PHYS313001 – Theoretical Physics
PHYS311501 – Photonics
PHYS304201 – Polymer Physics
PHYS23301 – Nanophysics & Nanotechnology
PHYS230001 – Physics 3
PHYS131001 – The Physics of Materials
PHYS5800M01 – Quantum Optics
PHYS5450M01 – Advanced Magnetism and Spintronics
PHYS354001 – Nuclear Physics and Energy

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

BSc, MSc

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
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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
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

Standards
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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 c ourse covers an ex tremely br oad s pectrum of undergraduate phy sics and t he Aims a nd I ntended Le arning
Outcomes are perfectly commensurate with the level of the awards, both BSc and MSc.

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 C ourse at Lee ds i s w ell t aught a t al l l evels an d pr ovides an ex cellent bas is f or p hysics s tudents and t hose t aking
related courses w ith a P hysics c ontent. I w ould compare t he l evel o f t he ex aminations, and t he l evel of t he s tudents’
performance to be on a par with that seen at the <<>>l, where I work.

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 s tandard f ormat of t he e xaminations, w ith P arts A an d B , ar e f ollowed at m any P hysics depa rtments ar ound t he
country. The overall student performance is strong and the distribution of marks are, on the whole, reasonable. A couple
of exam papers this year resulted in a low average mark. However, these were dealt with in a fair and proper 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.

I have had i ssues with some of t he core P hysics m odules in t he past, especially P hysics 4 – I fe lt that a single 3-hour
exam i s s imply t oo short a t ime t o test t hree m ajor areas of t he core physics programme. A s a r esult, an awful l ot has
been c rammed into the 3 h ours an d I w ould expect t he students t o r eally s truggle, quite unne cessarily, t o g ive a g ood
account of themselves in this exam. However, having seen the results of this year’s cohort and following discussions with
the examiners and the chief examining officer, I now feel happy to see this format continued.

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

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.
I have not noticed any significant changes to this year’s programme.

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

This m ay i nclude e xamples o f c urriculum des ign i nformed by c urrent r esearch in t he s ubject; pr actice i nformed b y r esearch;
students undertaking research.
I hav e not ed a significant nu mber o f pap ers in t he pol ymer, s urface science an d bi ophysics ar eas w hich c learly reflect
some of the research strengths of the School. The final year projects, as one might expect, are also heavily influenced by
the research interests of the academic supervisors.

For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements
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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
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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, I was happy with the guidance I received.

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 the External Examiners’ handbook, as well as the School of Physics Undergraduate Student booklet.

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. I made a comment earlier about the Physics 4 paper, but as I said, I am now convinced that the paper is appropriate.

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, I was given access to all the Final Year projects, as well as a number of continual assessment papers.

13. Was th e c hoice o f s ubjects fo r d issertations appropriate? W as th e m ethod a nd s tandard o f a ssessment
appropriate?
Absolutely, they reflected well on the interests of their academic supervisors. I was especially impressed with the number
of different ways in which projects and dissertations were assessed (coursework, presentation, viva and report).

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. T here w ere a nu mber of er rors on s ome of t he S ummer examination p apers, b ut these w ere dea lt w ith f airly a nd
effectively and I am confident that no student was disadvantaged in any way as a result.

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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EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2011– 2012
Part A: General Information

Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Physics and Astronomy

Subject(s):

Physics

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Physics, Physics with Astrophysics, Physics with Nanotechnology, Theoretical Physics, Medical
Physics

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

BSc, MPhys

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
No areas were identified that suggested that there were significant issues that required urgent attention. However, I do have a
number of recommendations that I hope will be considered for next year’s examination process. These are enumerated through
my answers to the q uestions bel ow, a nd ar e prim arily associated with th e proc edures f or settin g a nd checki ng papers, the
procedures that might be used to mitigate errors that have slipped through these nets and with more detailed information being
given on the procedures used in setting grade and classing boundaries.
Discussions with the Examinations Officer,
after the examinations exercise suggest that many of these
are already in the pipeline and so I imagi ne that it will relatively straightforward to a ddress my suggestions in a dvance of next
year’s examinations exercise.
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.
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
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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.
In gen eral the ILOs app eared appr opriate fo r the lev els of the awards at bach elors and ma sters lev els, and the overall
structure and content of the programme was well suited to the eventual award(s).
The broad standards of the modules appeared appropriate for the awards under consideration.

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.
In compar ison with the eq uivalent qu alifications at m y home institute, th e Aims and IL Os were broadly spe aking si milar
and so I believe comparable with national benchmarks.

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 methodology appeared similar that with which I am familiar – i.e. a s mall contribution from co ursework
and the major contribution from a closed-book examination. This seemed appropriate for awards at bachelors and masters
levels, especially as at masters level most if not all of the marks for a given module were typically from the examinations.
The arrangem ents for the markin g of modules se emed s atisfactory, b ut I would have been hap pier had I bee n be tter
informed on th e proc edures governing the classification of a wards – in particu lar the proce dures to be followed when
adjustment of the pass/fa il b order was deemed n ecessary. T his is me ntioned b elow under th e “a dditional comm ents”
heading.
The contributi on from pr oject work – both at bach elors a nd masters l evel – se emed fin e, an d the quality of th e b etter
projects was in some cases remarkable.

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 examin ation papers were re asonably e ffective in al lowing stud ents to dem onstrate thei r achievements of th e A ims
and ILOs. Ho wever, ther e were a n umber of areas where in co mparison to other i nstitutions’ examinations it mi ght be
possible to make some improvements. These are enumerated below:
1.

Most of the papers appeared to contain questions that were relatively straightforward, such that if a student had a
good gr ip on t he su bject mo st, if not al l, the marks mig ht be s ecured. It might b e u seful to c onsider settin g
questions which comprise two parts – a “re latively straightforward” initial component which most stude nts might
be ab le to hav e a goo d crac k at, and a smaller, b ut more chall enging compo nent which coul d then b e used t o
discriminate between, and assess the capabilities of, the most able candidates;

2.

In some of th e mor e the oretical options papers, it mi ght be usef ul to consider including a n initial qualitative
component to the q uestions so that th e weaker stud ents mig ht be a ble to demonstrate at least q ualitative
understanding and insight into the topic. This year one of the master’s level papers (5380) suffered from a lack of
such questions. As a result, the pass mark had to be adjusted downward so as to limit the number of fails. Such
adjustments could potentially be eliminated were the structure of the questions adjusted.

The projects at bachel ors an d masters leve ls were structu red so as to al low t he stren gths of the bette r students to b e
made evident and th e stud ents to shine. Their p erformances in s ome i nstances were outstanding, e asily at p ublicationquality standard. These top student performances were splendid. This is a testam ent to both the quality of the candidates
as well as the supervision and mentoring provided.
Overall th e stude nts sho wed qu ite a wide ran ge of ab ility. In some cases the lar ge num ber of poor ly perform ing
candidates was surprising – for example in the second year, candidates taking the core papers Physics 3, Physics 4 and
Maths seemed a little weak – but as m entioned above, the best students were outstanding, It may be that cont emporary
students are becoming l ess well verse d i n their a bility to approach u nusual/unfamiliar problems ( which still only test the
core ph ysics the y have cove red) an d so thi s might be an area to focus on in the futur e in the hom ework assig nments
and/or in problems worked out in the lectures.

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
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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 as this is the first year I have acted as an external examiner.

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.
My impression was that many of the courses – in particular the masters’ level modules, but also some of the earlier years’
– took advantage of the lecturers’ research interests and knowledge. This was very evident in the project work, but also in
the mod ules t hat focuse d o n are as of “c ontemporary” physics s uch as Quantum Computation and N anophysics &
Nanotechnology.
I am broadly speaking in favour of such influence, as long as it is restricted to the later years of the course, after the core
elements of Physics, which are often considered by students as “old fashioned”, have been mastered by the class. This is
consistent with the co urse str ucture i n the fi rst t wo years, and s o I h ave no negative c omments o n t his as pect of t he
course. I do h ope that when these “contemporary” modules are taught, lecturers make clear that their f undamental bases
are in deed th e elem ents of the core “old ” ph ysics that t he students have cover ed in thei r e arlier years, an d that
understanding these core pri nciples is the sprin gboard th at allo ws thes e more “funky” areas to be p art of the students ’
study.

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
This was the first time that I had acted as an External Examiner for th e University of L eeds, though I have witnessed my
rd
th
home institute’s external examiners at close hand while acting as a 3 and 4 year examiner over the course of six years.

The Examinations Officer,
was able to provide answers to any questions I had and was very helpful in
outlining the procedures that the examining team were intending to follow.
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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.
In ge neral I was prov ided with sufficie nt m aterial to enable me to act in an effective manner. I was abl e to req uest
additional material as and when I liked, and these queries were usually answered expeditiously.
The onl y s hortcomings of th is proc edure were t wofold. F irst, I was n ot a ble t o rec eive the examiners’ reports from past
external e xaminers as e arly as I would ha ve like d. T his did not sig nificantly imp act m y a bility to assess this year’s
exercise, but I might have been better informed as to what to look out for this time had these reports been made available
to me earlier. Second, it would have helped if I had bee n briefed in mor e detail about the pre-cl assification meeting and
the procedures to be follo wed there. M y lack of insight into these aspects of the examination process mean that I foun d
the actual classification meeting rather lacking in detail. I am sure this will be less of an issue next year.

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.
Information on the pr ogrammes that I h ad r esponsibility fo r was rec eived in a timel y manner. Where I was i n n eed of
additional material I was able to request this straightforwardly.
In a few instances it would have been helpful to have been pre-warned of the following:
1.

The school policy regarding prizes. This would have allowed me to spend s ome more time reviewing the work of
the candidates who were competing for these;

2.

The criteria to be used to assess whether pass/fail boundaries could be adjusted;

3.

The procedures use to prepare and proofread examination papers.

These three issues are all elaborated on in the “Further comments” box below.

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, I was provided with all draft examination papers satisfactorily, and I believe that my comments were passed onto the
examiners expeditiously.
It would have been helpful to have received confirmation that my comments and suggested corrections had been taken on
board (or rej ected) b y t he e xaminers, but I appreci ate th at this might have b een un reasonably bu rdensome for the
examining team.

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?

The complete set of exami ned work was made available for me to ins pect when I visite d Leeds. I was able to lo ok at a
large sam ple of this and co nvince m yself that the work had be en mar ked c orrectly and was of a s uitable sta ndard. In
general the scripts were marked and annotated clearly.
However, ther e were t wo areas where s ome adjustments in the pro cedures fol lowed would assi st greatl y in t he
assessment of the quality of the marking and the candidates. These are as follows:
1.

It would be e xtremely useful if three summaries of t he marks for an y given mod ule were prese nted with th e
scripts. These are (a) an al phabetical l ist of candid ates, w ith marks for indivi dual qu estions an d thei r total for
each ca ndidate; (b) th e s ame list but with the c andidates i n ra nk order; (c) a s heet s howing the mar ks
distributions fo r each qu estion an d for th e overall p aper and m odule. It ems (a) a nd ( b) were av ailable, b ut not
item (c).
Graphical representations of the marks distributions would have been helpful in assessing whether the marking
had been fair, and a lso in assessing how strong any given candidate was. It would good if these data c ould be
made available in the future.

2.

It would help if more time was available to inspect the scripts. This year I was informed to focus my attention on a
number of papers needing more scrutiny than others, but I would have preferred to have been able to spend time
rd
th
st
nd
both inspecting the 3 and 4 year modules that I had b een responsible for, and th e majority of the 1 and 2
year scripts.
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13. Was the ch oice of subj ects for dissertations a ppropriate? Was the method
and
of assessment
appropriate?

The choice of subjects for dis sertations seemed appropriate and very similar to that at my home institute, i.e. focuse d on
the areas of expertise of the faculty and including topics right at the cutting edge of contemporary research.

I found the procedures for assessment of the pr oject work comprehensive and ver y well p lanned. In p articular the
breakdown int o different co mponents of the activit y, ra nging from re view, rese arch, writing an d verbal prese ntation
seemed very sensible and useful to the candidates.

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?
I was able to attend the c lassification meeting and broadly speaking was happy with the recommendations of th e faculty
members attending. Ho wever, there were two aspects of th is meeting that surprised me, both of which would have been
mitigated had I been slightly better informed.
1.

st
During th e d iscussion of c andidates at th e grade b oundaries (e.g. between a 2.1 and 1 class c lassification)
there a ppeared to b e an imp licit as sumption that the m arks for different modules were commens urate, i.e. tha t
these differ ent modul es ha d been graded on some s ort of “common” s cale. Unfortu nately, the deta il of the
moderation procedures had not been explained to me and so I found myself unable to judge whether candidates
had been advantaged or disadvantaged at these decision points.

2.

In on e cas e, a n a djustment was ma de for a ca ndidate who had sat a pap er where there had bee n difficulties
associated with an error in the manuscript which was only discovered after the examination had been sat. While I
was ha ppy with the decis ion, it would h ave help ed me had the proce dures for manag ing such situ ations be en
made clearer to me earlier.

15. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Where the r anking of candidates had to b e reviewed in the light of mitig ating circumstances, there was no ev idence that
any candidate was disadvantaged. On the contrary, it seemed that a great deal of attention was given to making sure that
candidates were not disadvantaged. I hope the students are aware of this generosity of spirit!

Other comments

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

Overall, m y impression of th e e xamination proced ure at Lee ds was fav ourable. T he course co ntent seems ap propriate, the
standard of th e b est ca ndidates was hi gh, and the ab ility of stud ents to be e xposed t o b oth c ore and m ore to pical m odern
physics was admirable.
My experience this year did, though, expose a number of issues that I hope will be examined by the internal team expeditiously.
Discussions with
, the Examinations Office, suggest that this may already be in place now, but I have
listed these issues individually below so as to record them while they are fresh in my mind. Some have been mentioned above,
but I have elaborated on them a little below:
1.

It was surprised to learn of the frequency with which small errors had crept into the examination papers this year. While
I was happy that no students were disadvantaged by this, I do think that improved procedures ought to be introduced to
reduce the possibility of this occurri ng i n t he future. S ome ideas th at the e xamination t eam mi ght wish to c onsider
include the following (all of which are in place at my home institution):
• Requiring that draft questions – with clearly written solutions and marks schemes – are checked by multiple persons
by an agreed deadline well before the date the e xamination is sat. A suitable sch eme might be to hav e the question
looked at b y t he setter, then b y an i ndividual with primary res ponsibility for ch ecking and fin ally by a separ ate
secondary checker at a different (but still early) date.
• Requiring th at the whole paper is pro of-read and chec ked for wording an d t ypographical errors as a se parate
exercise closer to the date the exam is taken.
• Requiring that the examiner be present at the examination hall for the first 30 m inutes of an examination to allow for
corrections to be mad e in the hall if necess ary. Details of all other locati ons at which candidates might be sitting the
examination should also be at hand so that any corrections can be promptly “sent out” to these other candidates.

2.

I would have liked to have been appraised in a little more detail of t he procedures used to q uantitatively compare the
relative lev els of difficult y of the p apers tak en b y a c andidate i n an y given year. W hile I realise that this must hav e
taken place, I was unable to compare this to the scheme used at my home institute where we use this as a mechanism
to both check on the fairness of the classification a nd as a guide to examiners for subsequent years. If evidence exists
that, for example, an examiner has set a particularly difficult paper (by comparing the candidates’ performances in both
earlier years a nd the current y ears’ other pap ers), then the y are obliged to defin e a r evised markin g scheme and
remark all the scripts. This acts as an e xcellent ince ntive to think har d when settin g exam qu estions an d when
preparing a marks scheme!
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It would have been helpful to have se en some discussion of the relative level of d ifficulty
the
questions
in 2012
individual
module p apers once the y had be en mark ed. In certain i nstances it was evide nt that i ndividual l ong questions h ad
average sc ores at the 90% l evel while the other questions on th e paper ha d av erages in th e 5 0s or 60s (e. g. Ph ys
3460 and Phys 3030). The presence of such large variation in difficulty is usually unfair to candidates where they have
a cho ice of question, a nd s o I would reco mmend th at the examiners c onsider rev iewing the m arks distributions per
question within pap ers as a matter of cour se. T his would not o nly h elp ensur e fair ness for the stud ents but would
incentivise th e prop er settin g of e xam questions a nd help inform n ovice exami ners as to ho w to s et questi ons of a
uniform level of difficulty.

I do hope that the examining team and those involved in teaching administration might consider these reflections and how these
might be incorporated into the examinations practice next year, so as to improve thi ngs and bring them from a satisfactory to an
excellent level.
Finally, may I take this opportunity to th ank all of the team who helped me in th is first year, especially
and
who went out of their way to assist me at all stag es of the proc ess. I am ver y grateful to both th eir advice
and hospitality, which made the whole exercise a very pleasant and enlightening one.
Yours sincerely,
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