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PART A: GENERAL INFORMATION
Subject area and awards being examined:
School

of:

Subject(s):

Nursing ( Adult)

Health Care
Programme(s) / Module(s):

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

BSc Nursing (Adult)
BSc Nursing - Adult

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.

The use of Turnitin needs to be reviewed. Despite using this system, when I spotted plagiarised work within a
sample, I was assured that it wasn’t. Basically this was because Turnitin report indicated it wasn’t. The time and
effort of a ‘human’ judgement of work should not be discounted because of technology. I would suggest staff
become more familiar with what technology can and cannot offer as an aid to examining. I have been assured by
the Pro-Dean for Teaching and Learning for the faculty that this will be addressed.

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.

I have enjoyed my time at Leeds over the past four years and I feel that the programme is a very good
one, particularly in terms of the diverse assessment strategy offered. On a positive note, the module teams
appear to be very hard working and conscientious and I am pleased to see the OSCE assessments are still
part of the programme despite the loss of some staff two years ago. These are very labour intensive
assessments to facilitate and the staff do an exemplary job. It has been my pleasure to come and examine
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some of
them. In addition, the oral presentation of a case study in the final year is also an excellent way of
determining students’ clinical knowledge and application of theory.
The majority of module leaders have been good to work with and have kept me informed of all new
proposed developments to the programme. The marking is done, in general, in a fair and equitable way.
However, on a few occasions I have expressed the view that the marks awarded have been too high,
particularly in line with other universities I have been involved with. This was predominately in first year
modules, where I feel students may be given wrong impressions of their academic capabilities. The
marking, in a procedural sense, is robust in that a lot of the work is double marked and feedback has
parity between markers. Despite my view that the system has been robust, I still have felt that marks were
higher than usual in some cases. At the other end of the range of marks, the feedback has not necessarily
matched the mark awarded. There seem to be a lot of marks in the 36-38 range for some modules
however, the feedback suggests something much lower was warranted. I have commented on this on
individual module assessments.
Overall, I have enjoyed working with the University of Leeds for the past four years.

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.

All of the modules within the programme are necessary and valuable for the student progression towards a
registered nurse qualification. The programme content clearly meets the requirements of the Nursing and
Midwifery Council. The structure is logical and progresses smoothly from one level to the next. In addition,
there is sufficient content to merit the BSc 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 modules and clinical experiences are in line with other pre qualifying nursing programmes in the UK.
Learning outcomes for individual modules are clearly related to degree level work. The clinical experience
aims and learning outcomes are of a similar standard of other universities. The documentation for clinical
achievement of outcomes is detailed and useful.
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 strategy is appropriate for the nurse registration course outcomes. The range of assessment
strategies is excellent. The quality of teaching seems high and student support seems evident throughout
the programme. Student performance on some assessments is of a weak academic standard; however, I
do not think this is related to either teaching or support offered. The academic calibre of nursing students
is sometimes low and this is a problem in other institutions. Some students, despite a lot of extra support,
will still fail to achieve a high standard of academic work. Where there has been a high failure rate, the
module report has usually highlighted the extra support put in place to achieve success.

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 programme offers students the opportunity to demonstrate learning in a variety of ways. Links
between practice and theory are good and this is evidenced through written and verbal assessment. There
have been some very good pieces of work however, as stated above, some students remain weak
academically throughout their course of study.
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5. For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment
on the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum
The use of clinical log books and clinical assessment documents and the scrutiny of them by module
leaders give a good indication of the practice achievement of outcomes taking place in the clinical
settings. The learning outcomes are clearly spelled out for students.
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.

There have been suggested changes to several module assessments which I have been informed on. I do
not know if the changes have improved the programme – it will need evaluation after a year post
implementation. The OSCEs remain an exemplary part of this 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.

Students do not undertake empirical research projects – they do a library based project instead. This is a
substantive piece of work and it is in line with other pre qualifying programmes do across the UK, due to
difficulties in getting undergraduate research approval. The students are encouraged within each module,
to underpin their work with up to date evidence. The faculty appears to have a sound research culture.

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.

I have been given sufficient access to what I need. I have not had to ask for additional information.

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, I have always received updates on module changes, assessment changes etc.

10. Was sufficient assessed/examination work made available to enable you to have confidence in your
evaluation of the standard of student work?
I received large samples of student work across the modules and therefore I was confident about my ability
to evaluate modules.

11. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of
the Board of Examiners?
The Board of examiners seems to have been conducted in a fair and organised way. I have had a problem
receiving a large amount of one offs to sign after boards, however. I receive several a week and they all
need faxing back which is extremely time consuming. I have not had this at other universities, so am
unsure why these late signatures are required on such a regular basis. Maybe this could be reviewed.

12. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and
medical evidence?
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I am not
really aware of how mitigation was taken into consideration or how decisions were made or by
whom. I have no reason to suspect it was not done in a satisfactory manner, however.

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.
I spotted a potential case of plagiarism for a particular module in the first year and I highlighted my concerns in my module
report. It was particularly important because the student was awarded a mark of 84 for this copied work. My concerns were
dismissed; the module leader seemed to think I had a problem with such high marks being awarded, which I did not. Despite my
report being dated 22.2.11, the whole issue was not given a final response until 15.6.11. I feel this was handled inappropriately;
the mark went through the Board with no mention of my concerns, as far as I can determine. I noticed at the last Board, the
student’s mark has remained. I have been assured that the student ‘will be interviewed’, however, I am not sure at this late
stage what that interview would achieve. The student has been rewarded for copying form published work and <<>> has clearly
benefitted from it. This is unfair to the entire cohort. In the past, at other institutions, when a possible case like this has been
spotted by an external, the work would not go through a board until a thorough investigation had taken place. This did not
appear to be the case here. I persisted with this as a point of principle, however, it took time and placed a strain on me that I did
not need. I received a very detailed e-mail from the Pro-Dean for Teaching and learning for the Faculty and he thanked me for
my perseverance. He confirmed that the work, had it gone to a committee, would have been deemed as plagiarised. I
appreciated this and I feel a line should be drawn. However, I have concerns about this high mark being allowed to stand. I also
feel that module leaders need to take more seriously the concerns of external examiners.
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