DENT001
ACADEMIC QUALITY AND STANDARDS TEAM
RECEIVED BY E-MAIL 20/06/2013

The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2012– 2013
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Dentistry

Subject(s):

Dental Finals

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Finals Clinical practice

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

BChD

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
.

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?

I was invited at short to return to examine the final examinations when an examiner was unable to attend. I was an
examiner previously – and will be examining this single finals diet only.

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

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 ILO and standards are entirely appropriate for the programme, I have no concerns

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 programme is comparable to other similar courses in the UK and the students are as capable overall as any I have
examined elsewhere.

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.
I was present only for the clinical practice component of the examination (clinical practice) but also viewed the re-sit
question papers. The assessment methods across the programme are extensive and varied. Overall the marking of
components was undertaken very well. The grade descriptors for clinical practice modules are excellent and allow the
student performance to be classified well.
I encountered students on the practical examination who performed very well indeed suggesting that the clinical
supervision and academic standards are very good indeed.

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 students as in all institutions varies from weak to excellent, but on balance the students performed at least as well and
in many cases better than I have observed in other UK institutions.
The new format allowed students to present a portfolio of cases confirming that they have treated a range of different
cases to a very hifg standard. It was clear that the students and the staff teaching them have worked hard to ensure that
all students entering the examination were well prepared.

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 process for presenting treated cases and marked similarly by multiple examinersassessing unseen cases is robust.
The assessments are well thought out and the internal examiner pairs worked well. Much attention has been paid to
ensuring that questions are standardised and this has worked well. However there are aspects of the process that
perhaps disadvantage the really able students. The effect of a very structure and therefore standardised examination
process can be to move students to the mean and it becomes more difficult to identify excellence. Interestingly as a silent
observer the external is perhaps better placed than the internal examiners conducting the examination to record the
progress of a student through a viva.
However, the Universities practice of not allowing external examiners to interact at all with students or internal examiners
but to observe only the process is in my view inappropriate for a clinical discipline such as dentistry. On several occasions
it was clear that the internal examiners would have welcomed input from me as an external. Failing to use the externals
within the process to award the final viva grades disadvantages the students, as internal examiners are sometimes
unwilling to award the highest marks lest the external observer think they are too lenient. In fact had I been able to take
part in the awarding of grades in this diet a number of students would perhaps have achieved higher marks. Increasing the
number of external examiners or shortening the length of some vivas to allow an external presence within all vivas would I
believe benefit the students and the University.

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 was not involved last year so cannot comment

7. Please comment on the influence of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching
This may include examples of curriculum design informed by current research in the subject; practice informed by research;
students undertaking research.

The evidence based in dental practice was well demonstrated by the students ability to reflect recent research and ably it
to their clinical cases or to justify their management options.

For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

8. If you have acted as a mentor to a new External Examiner or have received mentor support please comment
here on the arrangements

The Examination/Assessment Process

9. The University and its Schools provide guidance for External Examiners as to their roles, powers and
responsibilities. Please indicate whether this material was sufficient for you to act effectively as an
External Examiner.


Whether External Examiners have sufficient access to the material needed to make the required judgements and whether
they are encouraged to request additional information.
All relevant material was sent to me ahead of the examination and my comments on question papers were considered.
During the examination all relevant material was available.

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 was sent appropriate handbooks and codes of practice. In addition a thorough briefing for external and internal
examiners ahead of each component of the examination reinforced tge roles of the internals and externals.

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?
All questions were sent ahead of time and the externals are also used in the event of any issues with the papers. For
example in this diet it became clear that one of the questions was too long and this had affected the students. The views
of the University and the externals were taken into account in identifying a fair and appropriate adjustment.
The level of the questions was appropriate – I reviewed only the re-sits on this occasion.

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?
I reviewed only the re-sit candidates written work. This was marked to a good standard but it did appear that some
questions had been moderated while others had been double marked. This difference did not appear to have affected the
final marks awarded but does have implications if the practice is not consistently applied across an entire cohort –
certainly the time required is quite different between the two and the exact approach does need to be consistent.
There are some minor irregularities with the papers in that on occasion it was not clear how marks were awarded between
separate sections of a question in some modules while in others the breakdown was clearly indicated. These differences
could be easily rectified.

13. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Not applicable

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 present at the finals examination board. The process was satisfactory but the complexity and number of components
did make the process confusing. There are a number of differently weighted modules, some of them re-sit module or
components not seen by the externals that contribute the overall degree marks which made it hard for me attending a
single diet to follow the process. The issues were clarified within the board to my satisfaction. This was made more
confusing by the fact that 2 re-sit students were sitting under different regulations but never-the-less it did appear that the
students examination burden was heavy. This may well be the result of modularisation but it would perhaps be worth
reviewing the number of assessed modules to see if some might be combined to reduce the assessment burden on staff
and students.

15. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Yes a separate committee considered this ahead of the examination board.

Other comments

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

The unseen clinical cases have improved since I last attended as an external and they work very well indeed. They have been
well thought out and allow appropriate aspects of the curriculum to be examined. I was also impressed at the way the
examination process in Leeds allows basic sciences to be assessed throughout the course including at finals. This is not seen in
other courses I have examined and is very impressive. The staff briefings ahead of each component of the exam were very well
handled and did focus the examiners minds on the exact purpose of the particular section and the processes to be followed. I
noted that all examiners attended the briefings which has not been my experience in other institutions. I believe that allowing the
externals to take part in the marking although not the viva itself would result in students at the top end of the course being
rewarded for excellent viva performance.
The grades descriptors are very well written and overall I think they work well however there are 2 categories around the
borderline that may need further review. The current categories are outright fail, bare fail, bare pass, satisfactory, good pass and
excellent. Having a bare pass (52) and a bare fail (47) may be a category too many. In the observations I made there were
borderline candidates – on every occasion the benefit of the doubt was given, even when one candidate was demonstrating or
suggesting behaviour or practices that would put a patient at risk. A bare fail is redeemable with a good performance elsewhere.
A candidate given 2 bare passes would pass this examination but perhaps should not – perhaps forcing the examiner to
separate a satisfactory performance from a bare fail – removing the bare pass grade should be considered. I do not think many
students would be affected by such a change but it is importantt to identify those who are not yet at the correct standard.

Quality Assurance Team
Received by e-mail 08/04/2014
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ACADEMIC QUALITY AND STANDARDS TEAM
RECEIVED BY E-MAIL 24/06/2013

The University of Leeds

EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2012– 2013
Part A: General Information

Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Dentistry

Subject(s):

Final BChD examination

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Final Year 5 Dentistry (including New Horizons Module and Clinical Dentistry 5; unseen clinical
cases and case presentations)

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

BChD

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
I believe that it is urgent that external examiners are engaged with the clinical final examinations process. This would apply to
any Dental Institution and Leeds are not unique here. As an observer this year I was unable to ensure that standards of clinical
performance were at least equivalent to other UK courses, which is a fundamental role of an external examiner. Internal
examiners needed a third independent view on several cases, and their desire for this was appropriate and sensible. However, I
was unable to do this due to University of Leeds regulations. The implications for the safety of the public of such a policy are
serious, because Dentistry is a degree that allows graduates to perform exposure prone procedures at graduation (unlike
Medicine) and the effects of interventions are irreversible. I urge the University to designate the Dental degree as exempt from
this regulation, which may be appropriate for the majority of programs, but is entirely inappropriate for Dentistry. I realise this is a
national move driven on educational grounds, and so Leeds is unlikely to be unique in implementing such a policy. However I
believe this policy is inappropriate for clinical dentistry.
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?

N/A
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 BChD program has been in a process of constant change over the last 5-6 years due to the implementation of a complex
modularised, but commendable new curriculum. In this current form, the assessment process is too complex. It is clear that
internal staff struggle to understand how this process assimilates grades, nor did the external examiners understand the
process. The assessment load for students and staff is high and some consideration should be given to perhaps merging
modules to reduce the assessment burden for students and staff, and to reduce complexity for examiners.
Over the last 3 years the changes I have recommended have been implemented by and large. The standards of teaching and
learning are excellent. Marking schemes can vary as the policy of “moderation” sometimes manifests as double marking, mixing
the processes. It is also necessary to ensure that in structured questions the marks attributable to each section are made clear
to the students and staff.
The attention to standard setting is commendable, and has improved the examinations to a degree, but it has become a little too
obsessional, such that it can restrict and straight jacket staff into the “process” rather than the “outcome”, and disadvantage the
brighter students. It is important that there is some discretion in mark allocation by experienced examiners for students at the

higher end. Also the rigidity of standard setting can result in a “box ticking” approach to assessment that does not encourage the
assessment of student understanding.
Overall, this is a challenging program and the staff in Leeds have dealt with the iterations of process and curriculum
development admirably. I commend them on this and hope that finally there can be some stability next year.

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.
Appropriate

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

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.
Largely appropriate. Perhaps a little too focussed on standard setting, which can never be perfect and can restrict
examiners to focussing on “process” rather than “outcome”; outcome being to test understanding as well as knowledge.
The unseen clinical case does not assess the ability of candidates to gather appropriate information from patients, to
examine patients and assimilate real clinical findings into a diagnosis and thus treatment plan. It does provide however
consistency in assessing the application of information provided into a diagnosis and treatment plan in a structured and
consistent manner. The former can be overcome to some degree by providing external examiners with evidence of
internally performed competency tests on history taking and clinical examination skills.

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.
Due to the rigidity of standard set clinical assessments alluded to above, there is evidence for “regression to the mean”
with grading, which may help weaker students, but disadvantages the best students. Year the staff were encouraged to
extend the better students beyond the standard set answers, which was refreshing to see and clearly did allow the best
students to demonstrate the depth and breadth of their knowledge and understanding. I congratulate the educational
leaders in encouraging this process this year.

5. For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment on
the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum
See above. Learning is excellent; assessment is burdensome and overly complex.

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.
Structured long cases are a very good innovation. The addition of 2 short seen cases at my recommendation worked very
well. This requires a lot of work by staff and students, but I saw an excellent range of clinical work that was far more
relevant to general practice. Congratulations to the staff for acting upon this so efficiently and diligently.

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

This may include examples of curriculum design informed by current research in the subject; practice informed by research;
students undertaking research.
Evident through the better students who were able to quote literature appropriately in clinical examinations.

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
N/A

The Examination/Assessment Process

9. The University and its Schools provide guidance for External Examiners as to their roles, powers and
responsibilities. Please indicate whether this material was sufficient for you to act effectively as an
External Examiner.


Whether External Examiners have sufficient access to the material needed to make the required judgements and whether
they are encouraged to request additional information.
Yes

10. Did you receive appropriate documentation relating to the programmes and/or parts of programmes for
which you have responsibility, e.g. programme specifications or module handbooks, marking criteria?


The coherence of the policies and procedures relating to External Examiners and whether they match the explicit roles they
are asked to perform.
Yes. Marking criteria are clear and very detailed.

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

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, but I believe when written assessments are moderated or double marked, the marks should not be made on the
nd
script as this biases the moderator or 2 examiner.

13. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
N/A

14. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of the
Board of Examiners? Were you able to attend the meeting? Were you satisfied with the recommendations
of the Board?
Excellent administration. The exam board was complex and protracted due to the amount of modular assessment.
Recommendations were appropriate with the exception of 2 candidates who due to a lack of external examiner input were
marked in the clinical cases too highly.

15. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Yes. However, this process is very out dated. Several Russell Group Universities have moved towards self-declaration of
“fitness to sit” by students, which would eliminate protected mitigation meetings and sometimes inappropriate and time
wasting applications, which are excuses rather than genuine reasons. I recommend that Leeds re-consider this process
that has been extremely effective in my own University.

Other comments

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

This is a very rigorous examination the dedication and industry of the staff is exceptional. The end product is a very good one.
However, external examiners should be more actively involved in the final examinations, for the sake of patient/public safety and
rd
also as a 3 independent party when there is disagreement between internal examiner grades.

Quality Assurance Team
Received by e-mail 08/04/2014
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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
Faculty / School of:

Dental School

Subject(s):

Dentistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Final examination

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

BChD

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

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

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 programme ILOs are appropriate.

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 aims and ILOs are appropriate and consistent with expected national standards and those of my own and
other Dental Schools in which I examine/ have examined.

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 I said last year, there was a good mix of assessment methods, allowing for students who may not perform
well in one type of assessment modality to compensate in others. There was clear evidence of a robust
marking scheme for those components which I looked at.
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.
Yes. The students are, on average, of a very high standard and a credit to the University. Their performance was at least
as good as at other institutions. Their strengths which I noted were related to their clinical understanding and patient
focus. There are always one or two weaker students in any University, but there were only a small number and I only
experienced these through reviewing exam scripts, not face-to-face, so I cannot comment much on weaknesses.

5. For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment on
the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum
Evidence for high standards of learning was shown throughout through the quality of cases presented and the students
understanding. Assessment was consistent and fair.

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.
There have been some changes since last year as regards the module content as we have moved to the new curriculum,
with considerable simplification of structure and examination components. This appears satisfactory, although it is still
quite a complex mixture of elements in terms of the examination process.

7. Please comment on the influence of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching
This may include examples of curriculum design informed by current research in the subject; practice informed by research;
students undertaking research.
I have little to change from last year’s report concerning this. Students seem well-informed in this respect, and parts of the
course allow research and new developments to influence learning. In the examination itself, which I observed, there are
elements of work which allow students to show their knowledge of developments (New Horizons module)
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
Not applicable.

The Examination/Assessment Process

9. The University and its Schools provide guidance for External Examiners as to their roles, powers and
responsibilities. Please indicate whether this material was sufficient for you to act effectively as an
External Examiner.


Whether External Examiners have sufficient access to the material needed to make the required judgements and whether
they are encouraged to request additional information.
Yes

10. Did you receive appropriate documentation relating to the programmes and/or parts of programmes for
which you have responsibility, e.g. programme specifications or module handbooks, marking criteria?


The coherence of the policies and procedures relating to External Examiners and whether they match the explicit roles they
are asked to perform.
Yes

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. Ample opportunity given. There was frequent email communication between the Dental Institute and the external
examiners and comments / suggestions were forwarded on to the academic staff responsible for drafting examination
materials. The nature and level of questions was 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. We had access to all material relevant to the examination and were able to select random samples, along with “high
performers”, failed and borderline candidates to arrive at a judgement. The scripts were usually clearly marked. The
Institute has a policy of “moderation” by a second person rather than double marking of material. However, some material
had been double-marked. It would be sensible to make the policy clear to all staff (and the external examiners).

13. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Not applicable.

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?
Very satisfactory arrangements and conduct. The organisers, both academic and administrative, should be congratulated
for the organisation of the examinations and the preparation beforehand. This was especially challenging due to the
presence of the General Dental Council visitors. I attended the meeting. I was satisfied with the recommendations.

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
This is my second year of examining and I can make a few comments:
First, as stated above, the Dental Institute should be proud of the examination process. Organisation was superb and the
support of the NHS staff (nurses and ancillary staff) was excellent. The students were examined in a calm atmosphere and
given every appropriate support.
The overwhelming majority of students performed at a level at least as good (in many cases better) than those in comparable
institutions. The clinical work presented was usually excellent and is a credit to the staff.
I recommend that the academic staff perform an analysis of the marks awarded to students in the “unseen cases” (Case
scenarios) for each case, as a means of standardising their level of difficulty. It is possible that some cases were more complex
than others, and that this might affect the student performance.
In papers using short answer question (SAQ) format, there was inconsistency in whether the marks allocated to each SAQ was
sub-divided and marked as such. In some cases this was so, but in others it was not. Both students and markers should know
the weighting of marks allocated to the sub-sections of each SAQ, as this will ensure consistency of marking and help students.

Quality Assurance Team
Received by e-mail 08/04/2014
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2013- 2014
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Dental School

Subject(s):

Dentistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Final examination

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

BChD

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

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

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 programme ILOs are appropriate.

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 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.

On this examination sitting, there were three candidates, so I cannot make any comments over and above
those made at the summer sitting of the exam (June 2013). As I have reported previously, the assessment
methods are generally robust and cover the ILOs well.
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.
Only three students sitting, so hard to judge, but I had no concerns based on what I observed.

5. For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment on
the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum
Only two of the three students were required to sit the exam components dealing with clinical practice. These were both
excellent, but the sample is too small for meaningful comments, so please refer to the June 2013

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.
No significant changes since the June 2013 sitting, so please refer back to my report then.

7. Please comment on the influence of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching
This may include examples of curriculum design informed by current research in the subject; practice informed by research;
students undertaking research.
See June 2013 report.

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
n/a

The Examination/Assessment Process

9. The University and its Schools provide guidance for External Examiners as to their roles, powers and
responsibilities. Please indicate whether this material was sufficient for you to act effectively as an
External Examiner.


Whether External Examiners have sufficient access to the material needed to make the required judgements and whether
they are encouraged to request additional information.
Yes

10. Did you receive appropriate documentation relating to the programmes and/or parts of programmes for
which you have responsibility, e.g. programme specifications or module handbooks, marking criteria?


The coherence of the policies and procedures relating to External Examiners and whether they match the explicit roles they
are asked to perform.
Yes

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 felt fully involved.

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 had all the written material.

13. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
n/a

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?
Perfectly conducted

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
In my June 2013 report, I highlighted some thoughts concerning the SAQ papers. I quote: “In papers using short answer
question (SAQ) format, there was inconsistency in whether the marks allocated to each SAQ was sub-divided and marked as
such. In some cases this was so, but in others it was not. Both students and markers should know the weighting of marks
allocated to the sub-sections of each SAQ, as this will ensure consistency of marking and help students.” At this sitting there
had been no changes and I brought this up again at the Examiners’ meeting. Subsequently I was informed (informally, in the
corridor) that the School was moving away from highly restrictive marking and towards a “more global” marking, which I
interpreted to mean intention marking. I have thought about this since, and I still feel that my previous comments are
appropriate and should be seriously considered. If the School wishes to use an intention marking scheme, then they should
adopt one. The current marking scheme is numerical; as such, I still feel that there should be consistency in the allocation of
marks to questions and sub-sections of questions on the written paper. I do not think that this is too much to ask.
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