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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2012– 2013
PART A: GENERAL INFORMATION
Subject area and awards being examined:
School

of:

Dentistry
Programme(s) / Module(s): UG projects, CSB, CCD, CS,

Subject(s):
Dentistry
awards: year 3 BChD

PPD, I and W, CP3

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.

Nil relevant

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.

It has been a pleasure to be involved with external examining of this stage of assessment. The format of
the assessments has changed considerably over the four diets of the exam process that I have witnessed. A
move to a more modular approach has meant many more assessments affording a wide range of
assessment types which is exemplary. Staff both academic and administrative have shown great
dedication in delivering this new approach; making it effective and robust. The process of written
feedback has also developed well and has become more detailed and bespoke to the candidate, adding
significant time taken to mark written work.
The OSCE is a great strength to this year of assessments and is extremely well-run and executed. Again,
feedback to candidates has been further developed with each student receiving written feedback from
each of their station examiners. This is exemplary practice.
Stage 3 examinations are appropriate, robust and fair. The level of ability of the candidates is
commensurate with other year 3 dental undergraduates.
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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 relation to aims and ILOs, as in previous years, I was provided with all relevant curriculum information and any questions I
had were answered directly to my satisfaction. The modules relating to year 3 are wholly suitable, well-constructed and possess
relevant learning outcomes for an undergraduate dental student in their third year of study within an integrated degree course.
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 year 3 programme is comparable to other integrated dental degree programmes and relates well to 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.
As stated in last year’s report, the assessment methods are wide ranging and this is a particular strength of the package of
assessments. Students are required to undertake projects, clinical skills exercises, written assessments, annotated
bibliographies and case reports. This range is able to test a student across a huge range of skills and to a high level. These
assessments are fit for purpose and offer a fair assessment of the undergraduates. The assessments were discriminatory and
all produced a spread of marks along a normal distribution.
Interestingly again this year, the larger number of resits fell within CSB, CP3 and the OSCE – all of which are ‘clinical skills’
based assessments. This perhaps reiterates my earlier thoughts that the assessment process is sensitive enough to pick out
those students who require a little more support from a practical viewpoint; this is excellent.

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.
As stated above, because of the wide-ranging assessments within year 3, this was achieved fully. In the CSB assessment the
students are now given two separate opportunities (with several months between) to cut crown preparations. Feedback is
provided tailored to each student and students can then work on ‘actioning’ the feedback to improve. The students are also
required to ‘assess’ their own work before submitting it which is a useful skill for them to acquire for future practising life and also
gives the assessor some insight into the thoughts behind the practical work. These features are exemplary.
Strengths of students: wide ranging knowledge, especially clinically related.

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 structure and content of the CSB assessment is excellent and allows students to learn whilst being assessed
with good feedback built in. The reflective element that the students complete was also a useful addition.
My report for the OSCE was forwarded earlier.

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.

CSB assessment (as previously discussed)
The feedback sheets using 14 point grading criteria with an additional comments box was a very useful and
exemplary feedback tool. This year the ‘additional comments’ boxes were completed well.
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 undertake an annotated bibliography and a Medline search, a statistical assessment together with a
project based critical appraisal of a research paper. These are all excellent activities related to research as a whole.
Teaching (and assessment) across the year is informed by research.
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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, I am happy with all information supplied. All staff were ‘open’ and encouraged and welcomed questions. All
my questions were answered fully and any additional information supplied quickly with thorough explanations.
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 received all relevant information and my role was clear.
10. Was sufficient assessed/examination work made available to enable you to have confidence in your
evaluation of the standard of student work?
All assessments were available for me to sample and I thank the administrative staff for the logical and ordered
way in which this was laid out for me. It could have been a very difficult task in view of the large number of
assessments, but my task was made easier with their careful planning. Thank you.
11. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of
the Board of Examiners?
All admin arrangements were all very good and the BoE was well run.
12. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and
medical evidence?
Yes, I attended the mitigating circumstances meeting. Sufficient time was allocated to this process and all
applications were appropriate.

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.
No mentorship was provided by me this year.

Other Comments
Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form.
As reported previously, overall this is a very strong set of assessments that in my opinion are fit for purpose. There are also
good levels of evidence of exemplary feedback activity being undertaken. The vast number of assessments must take its toll on
both academic and administrative staff and I am still a little in awe of the workload. These staff must have excellent team
working skills..
There is a good and appropriate division of clinical/practical skills from knowledge. This allows a student who fails for example, a
clinical component, to resit the area that they have failed in, rather than retaking areas that in fact they have already passed.
This approach is fair.
Again this year, all marking moderation was clear and easy to read – thank you.
In CCD this year there were student comments related to me by the year leader relating to the radiographic image used within
the written paper. Some students complained the image was difficult to see. I assessed a written paper with the image present
and the image was fit for purpose.
I had particular difficulty this year reading where CCD examiners were awarding marks as these were not indicated directly on
the exam script against an answer. It is very difficult for an external examiner to follow where marks have been awarded if
examiners do not mark the exam script with a mark (number) and/or a relevant number of ticks/crosses.
I and <> EMQ – I was contacted on 30.1.13 to be advised that 4 poorly performing EMQ questions were scheduled to be
removed following post-hoc standard setting and would I comment upon this before their removal. I was fully aware if the issues
with these questions and agreed that in line with best practice utilising post-hoc standard setting it was appropriate and fair to
remove the relevant 4 questions form the matrix.
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