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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:

School of Fine Art, History of Art & Cultural Studies

Subject(s):

MA in Fine Art & MFA Programmes

Programme(s) / Module(s):

All modules that constitute the programme.

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

MA and MFA

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
Yes, some minor revision of the grading of degree shows (see Part 3 below).

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

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 and course structure are appropriate for taught postgraduate level. Students embark on a
programme of research and learning that is independently structured and supported by close supervision as well as
complimentary elective modules. This culminates in the degree show – a presentation of each student’s original
contribution to research in the field of contemporary art practice.

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 align both with FHEQ M Level and QCF Level 7 in England, Wales & Northern Ireland. This is equal to
Level 7 of the EAF, the European subject benchmark.

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 design and structure of the assessment methods:
There were aspects of the assessment process that would be worth revising. I was shown a profile of grades for each
student being assessed – a range of grades from a large number of staff. The tendency here is to work towards an
average, producing a ‘middling’ effect. Really, I shouldn’t see this – I only want to see the final result and to be given
access to the reasoning behind the grade being awarded. The range of grades appears arbitrary and, where students to
place a FOI request, they could find a case to appeal based on this alone.
I suggest revising the assessment process. Each student needs only to be assessed by two members of staff. Normal
practice is for one member of the team to be a ‘supervisor’ the other to be unfamiliar with the work. There need not be a
viva, but this can often help. The grades need to be discussed and agreed by each assessing duo and only then should
they be discussed by all staff involved in assessment in the form of an internal assessment committee. Any adjustments
made to grades should be made in this committee and agreed mutually. Only then should the final grades be recorded.
Each grade awarded must be accompanied by written feedback that explains to the student how they met the ILOs. This
applies to all work submitted for assessment, written and practical. The grade would reflect their performance in this
respect. As it was, I did not see any written feedback since it was not offered to students. This isn’t appropriate and does
not meet accepted international standards. I need to see written feedback for all of the work submitted for the
postgraduate awards.
It would also be worthwhile annually reviewing assessment criteria, involving current students and art history staff in
writing ILOs and assessment criteria. Students praised courses led by <> as providing clarity in their assessment criteria
and written feedback. They suggested that <> courses be a benchmark for the programme as a whole. This seems like a
sensible suggestion of a standard to meet across the programme.
The quality of teaching, learning
The practical and theoretical work of students is of a high standard and this is indicative both of the quality of learning and
teaching and of the student’s peer learning. They are an ambitious and focused group of postgraduates. I was particularly
impressed with how far one student, from a design background, had progressed as an artist in just two semesters.
Students praised the quality of teaching but were keen to see more links with the art history staff with regards to their
studio work. The saw the two elements as quite separate. This separation may not be a bad thing entirely, but there is
room to compromise here perhaps?
The students praised the amount of staff contact they had in Semester 1 but were very critical of the lack of contact in
Semester 2.

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.
Academic Standards:
The standards were as high as comparable courses in other HE institutions at Level 7. Aims and ILOs could benefit from
rewriting and annual revision.
Strengths and Weaknesses:
The students come from a variety of backgrounds. The strongest students are very engaged artists with strong networks

in and around the North of England. The weaker students are, generally, newer to the local art scene and often are
moving from a cognate discipline to become an artist. The programme could ‘marry’ the two groups early in the
programme to ensure that there is quicker access to a strong sense of local context for non-UK students.

5. For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment on
the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum
N/A

6. 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, this is my first year.

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.
This is a good question, one that hasn’t been addressed directly in my visits. As such I think it’s difficult to answer. I will
ask staff to address it in one of my forthcoming visits. From what I have seen, I’d say that the staff’s research emphasis on
theory and print is evident in the work that students produce. I’m not sure if there are specific research projects that
involve the students directly. This would be a good approach to adopt – it is indicative of ‘postgraduateness’.
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
No.

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, it was, thank you.

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 and 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, I saw all of the work.

13. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Yes, some very good work here.

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. I was not able to attend the Board of Examiners but this was not necessary given the frequency of my visits and the
ability to read the final written work without visiting Leeds.

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
nd

Based on student feedback, it seems that tutorial support in the 2 semester in 2013 was haphazard – something that made it
harder for students to demonstrate their achievements of ILOs. Tutorials need to be timetabled in advance and maintained
through the semester as arranged at the start of each semester. Students have many other commitments that prevent them
from rescheduling – so rescheduling should be avoided at all costs. Unless they are asking for additional support, students
should never have to request a tutorial, it is key to their learning and so must be scheduled like a lecture/seminar programme.
This is especially important to ensure when key programme staff are on sabbatical.
On both of my visits students suggested that access to facilities was not straightforward. They would like a clearer induction and
also requested that the access to A&D facilities be opened up sooner rather than later. In particular they want access to HD
video kit and a digital printer. It might be worth considering how to facilitate this more easily. I would add that this is not an
uncommon problem for art schools faced with changing attitudes to media.
Students, on both visits, were keen to see the programme more integrated with the Leeds artworld. They saw this as a means of
improving graduate retention in the face of a perceived Londoncentrism. They wanted opportunities to show their interim work in
the University gallery and for there to be more connections with artist-led spaces, for example.
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