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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:

LAW

Subject(s):
Programme(s) / Module(s):

Crime and Social Exclusion (LAW1165); Researching Crime and Criminal
Justice (LAW2286); Introduction to Criminal Justice (LAW1065); Penology
(LAW3136); Theories and Concepts (LAW 2091); Understanding Crime
(LAW1136); Victims, Crime and Restorative Justice (LAW 2350); War Crimes
and Genocide (LAW 2515); Youth Crime and Justice (LAW2420); Forensic
Process - LAW 3185; LAW 1128; Crime Law and Social Change LAW 3171
+ 34 Dissertations

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

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner
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

Throughout the process I have provided detailed feedback on each course (including an
extensive report on the dissertations as a whole) to the relevant tutors (these are available
on request). Any specific issues have been dealt with at that time and various constructive
conversations have emanated from that feedback.
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

This is my second year and it is difficult to say whether or not things have changed
significantly over the past year. I did feel however that the comments I made last year
were taken on board and incorporated where applicable. The new research course was a
significant improvement on the previous year’s Criminological Research Methods

(LAW2285) and I particularly liked the portfolio assessment of the new course.
Unfortunately I only received six scripts for this new module and the absence of the new
module handbook made it difficult for me to assess this new module in any depth. I look
forward to learning more about it next year.
The feedback overall was much better than last year I think. I particularly singled out <>
for <> always constructive feedback and <> willingness to provide just that little bit more
information to the student.
In my report last year I commented that it would have been very useful to have the
handbooks provided with the course work. This did not happen again this year except in
one or two cases. I would have particularly liked it for the new module (LAW 2286) but as
I explained in my original feedback the scripts were sent late and there was no time to
request it.
Once again the standard was good – with some of the third year pieces of work being of a
particularly high standard. I was unable to read all the dissertations (34) but those I did
read were once again well written.

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.

As in the previous year I was confident that the aims and intended learning outcomes
were commensurate with the level of the award in all the courses I assessed.
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, I think that overall the content of the modules and the overall programme in Law
is fully commensurate with the QAA subject benchmarks as they apply to
Criminology.
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.

Without simplifying the process across the many modules I think that overall the
assessment methods and the arrangements for marking the modules were satisfactory.
Again I like, and commented positively on the first year assessment design which
seems to me to be intrinsically focused on the needs and learning outcomes of first
year students. I provided extensive feedback on every module to the relevant
Convenor and commented variously on the feedback provided. Once again, some
exhibited solid, constructive feedback to the students (<> and <> feedback for
example) but others seemed rushed and cursory at times. I have identified these
modules and corresponded with individual tutors. Following on from last year’s
comments I note that a fuller range of marks was utilised at the top end than last year.
I see this as a good thing. I still think that 20% for writing a name on an exam paper is
too much but I know this practice is not confined to the University of Leeds.
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.

Last year I commented somewhat negatively on Criminological Research Methods
(LAW2285). I felt that the assessment was not reflective of the module’s content and
did not really test the students understanding of the subject area. The new course
Researching Crime and Criminal Justice (LAW2286) seems to have addressed some
of these concerns but I look forward with interest to next year’s course work to
comment more fully.
In terms of the dissertations I had some concerns about the lack of emphasis on
methodology generally in the dissertations and particularly the lack of understanding
about what constitutes document analysis. I did discuss this with <> in a more formal
response. Given this is seriously important for would-be post-graduate researchers and
for students graduating from a Russell group university I feel that more emphasis
should be put on the importance of methodology in the dissertations overall.
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.

See my previous comments above.
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 am not sure I can comment on this – I am not provided with the relevant information
regarding tutors’ research interests.
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.

Individuals (for example, <>, <> and <>) were once again consistently helpful and
responded to my numerous queries promptly and satisfactorily.
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 did ask last year that Handbooks and/or Programme Specifications for the courses
are sent as standard practice but overall I received very few. All marking criteria and
answer notes were supplied satisfactorily.
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.
13. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment appropriate?

Yes – I had no problem with choice of subject – I note that there did seem to be
clusters around certain areas – for example privatization and private security.
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?

All arrangements made were excellent. I was satisfied with the recommendations
made by the Board.
15. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical evidence?

I have no reason to think otherwise.

Other comments

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

There was a lot of course work and dissertations provided to me this year and while I am
not complaining per se it would be easier if where possible course work and the relevant
additional paper work (e.g. Handbooks) were provided in the first instance. Some of the
course work seemed to me to be provided quite late in the process – probably due to late
exam dates.
I found the external examination process easier the second time round and again I thank
the various tutors/lecturers and administrative staff who responded promptly to my queries
where appropriate. Attending the meeting personally provided a good opportunity to meet
with the various people I have been speaking to since 2012/3 and I appreciated that
opportunity.
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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:

Law

Subject(s):

Law

Programme(s) / Module(s):

LAW2416; LAW1140; LAW1040; LAW2142; LAW3160; Dissertations (Forgot the Code) and
LAW5300M.

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

LLB

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner
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 Quality Assurance
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
.

n/a

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
n/a

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 ILOs remain consistent and fair. They are appropriate for the programme(s) set and allow students to undertake their
work fairly and with the opportunity to gain high marks where 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 programmes were comparable to other equivalent institutions and meet the standards of the benchmark.

3.

Please comment on the assessment methods and the appropriateness of these to the ILOs



4.

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 assessments were all set in an appropriate manner and allowed the students to demonstrate their ability.
The performance suggests there are no problems in the learning & teaching strategy.

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 cohort, like at most institutions, was divided with “clear blue water” between the best and worst students. This is
something that exists at other institutions, including my own.

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.

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.
It is clear that research influences many of the programmes and this is certainly reflected in the assessments.

8.

Where the programme forms part of an Integrated PhD, please comment on the appropriateness of the
programme as training for a PhD
n/a
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For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

9.

If you have acted as a mentor to a new External Examiner or have received mentor support please
comment here on the arrangements
I was asked to act as a mentor but despite asking my mentee if they wanted assistance I have heard nothing. Unfortunately
I wasn’t able to attend the board this year which probably didn’t help.

The Examination/Assessment Process

10. 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

11. 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

12. 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

13. 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 – indeed it could be argued that Leed’s policy of sending all fails and firsts means that almost too much work is sent.

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Yes. As usual, there was some truly excellent work.

15. 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?
Unfortunately I could not attend the board this year.

16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
I saw no reason to doubt this.

Other comments

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

Page 3 of 3
ExEx Report Form 2013-14

Quality
Received

Assurance
by e-mail

Team
03/09/2014

1451
Quality Assurance Team
Received by email 7 July 2014

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:

LAW

Subject(s):

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW; HUMAN RIGHTS & MEDIA WRONGS; MEDIA LAW; DISSERTATION

Programme(s) / Module(s):

???

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

LLB

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner
Title and Name of Examiner:

DAVID MEAD, PROFESSOR OF UK HUMAN RIGHTS LAW

Institution:

UEA

Address for communication:

LAW SCHOOL, EARLHAM HALL, UNIVERSITY OF EAST ANGLIA, NORWICH NR4 7TJ (BUT
ASSESSMENTS TO HOME ADDRESS ON FILE AT LEEDS)

Email:

d.mead@uea.ac.uk

Telephone:

01603 597620

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 Quality Assurance
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
.

While I know that one of my co-external examiners will be voicing concerns on the University’s 90:20 marking
rule, and will leave him to do so in much greater detail, I would like confirmation that the rule, reasonably recently
introduced as I understand it, has been approved by the JASB. It is a position I have never come across in any other
institution/Law School and think at best the university – as a matter of urgency (if not done already) – should seek
confirmation of its acceptability in professional regulatory terms. There is a real risk in my view that it creates an
uneven playing field favouring Leeds students (see below for more detail) that I think may be a concern more
widely for professional standards.
If of course all this has already been checked, the matter is less urgent but institutional issues (see below) remain
that need addressing in due course.
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?

NA
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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
NA
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.
I have no doubts that on the modules I am responsible for the aims and ILOs match and are appropriate for the various
levels within an LLB and for an LLB overall. I am not sure I am able to plot module aims and ILOs to the LLB as a whole –
if this what is being sought – as I am not sure I have ever seen the latter (or been pointed towards it). It may be that the
School does not have such a progression/development matrix – which might be something to consider, as a means to
create a coherent curriculum (such being more than simply the sum of its parts)

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.
At module level, again no doubts – but see above for LLB programme as a whole

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.
These to me seemed fine and appropriate. Though have had sight only of the assessment in a handful of modules, so
cannot speak for the LLB as a whole, I wonder if some thought (by course directors strategically?) might be given to
expanding the variety of assessment? I commented along those lines last year. This could be at the level of examination –
using open-book, pre-release – by setting a piece of “take home” coursework or continuous assessment or assessed
presentations (much harder in cohorts of anything over about 20). I do note and commend the introduction of the 48-hour
deadline / take home assessment in Media Wrongs. As I say, I have had sight of only a few modules so cannot speak for
the degree as a whole. That said, I have been impressed by the assessment in Media Wrongs – a take-home blog post–
and wonder simply if this could be taken one stage further and designed with hyperlinks, to create an even more realistic
“feel”?

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 thought in general achievement – both in terms of formal aims and ILOs and less formally – was good, in some places
st
high. As I commented last year, I was impressed with the overall level of performance – the achievement of 1 years in
Constitutional Law was in general terms better than at either UEA or Essex. Some were very impressive. Those taking
optional modules I thought broadly on a par – including several really high class candidates. There were some very high
calibre dissertations.
My concern/problem is that a 20% minimum mark for an exam does not allow truly poor papers to be marked as such. It
creates a two fold problem: (i) that a candidate can pass with two reasonably decent answers and two blanks, on a four
question paper (60%, 60%, 20% and 20%) and that cannot be fair or right, to encourage game-playing like that and (ii) it
either encourages markers to mark really shocking answers nearer 30% - say 2/3 side of random thoughts – or makes it
impossible to distinguish a blank answer from a really shocking one, both being marked at 20%.
I do think that really rather poor students at Leeds must be “earning” higher marks than at any other comparator institution
simply because of this rule. I cannot understand the logic either – if it is intended to prompt higher marks, up to and
including 90%, why have the lower limit set relatively 10% higher i.e. why is it not set at 10% (being 10% above 0% as
90% is below 100%.) Indeed, why is 90% the cap? Why have a marking band at all?

5.

For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment on
the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum
NA
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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.
As above, I am pleased to see a take-home exam, with a 48-hour turnaround, a welcome development. I am not aware of
any others, and apologies if I should be!

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 could see evidence of this certainly in the Media Law module(s) – where faculty research interests come through. As I
commented last year, similarly in dissertations, obviously –in order to reward (and perhaps reflect ILOs and benchmarks)
has any though been given here (and perhaps in other modules with lengthy CW elements) to separate submission, and
separate marks for production of a reflective research report – that rewards engagement with the process rather than
simply the outcome of it? It has been used at UEA for several years – in my own module – but is admittedly v hard to
mark/grade objectively.
So far as I can see, and this is not unique to Leeds, research is seen largely as an outcome – trying to teach or encourage
students to use/draw on the product of research i.e. to draw on articles etc – and less as research as process i.e. trying to
teach or expose students to how research is generated (from thinking of a research question, to planning, to investigating,
to drafting and writing up). While clearly, research methods tends to fall far more in the domain of PG courses, it would be
interesting to know if any colleagues at Leeds seeks to look at research-led teaching slightly more expansively. I imagine
on the Criminal Justice degrees, there is more?

8.

Where the programme forms part of an Integrated PhD, please comment on the appropriateness of the
programme as training for a PhD
NA

For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

9.

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

The Examination/Assessment Process

10. 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, though it would have been useful to have known a little more about the workings of the extenuating circumstances
panel (the full name of which escapes me!)

11. 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.
While I have always had the details from the module catalogue, this seems to me to be rather short and used, I am
guessing, to provide information to students as they make module choices. I am assuming students are provided with a
module outline/handbook with greater detail on the module at its outset? It would be useful to see this.
I do not recall ever having seen the programme specs for the degree itself, or known where to find it/them
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12. 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 and also the marking guidance, prepared in advance, which seems to me to be a good teaching practice. So
far as I recall, any suggestions made to draft exam papers was taken on board – but as I have foolishly not kept copies,
cannot vouch. If they were not, I do not recall any dialogue with internals over the questions – which though not required,
would have been an expectation on my part

13. 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?
st

In broad terms yes, though I was concerned on all modules that (as I understand it) the University rule that all 1 and all
fails must be seen by the external left little room for papers in the middle to be sent, worried as the internals would be
about overburdening me.
st

If the role of the external is simply to moderate marking scales (as it is at Leeds and UEA) then I cannot see why all 1
class papers need to be seen. I would much prefer to see a better range of the 2:1s and 2:2s – say every 2% or so –
st
rather than about 12 1 class papers, 12 fails and four from the entire remaining 40-70% bracket.
I have in truth found it difficult with certainty (or whatever passes for certainty in the context of assessment monitoring) to
vouch for the scale and to evaluate marking standards fully and properly as a result, though I can be certain that fails are
st
st
fails and the 1 s are 1 s.
Feedback was, as in all institutions, mixed: in some/several students would have known why the received the mark they
did, and how to improve (as useful as knowing why it was a 58%). In others less so. It was, as is usual, easier to see for
CWs as (I am assuming these are returned to students) whereas for exams it was sometimes harder to follow or
understand the internal markers’ thinking.
It would be useful to know, of the sample being sent, which have been 2

nd

marked and which not.

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Generally yes, though I was concerned that one candidate was able to submit a dissertation on the same topic as one that
had been studied: one candidate wrote on Campbell (privacy) as well as studying it and submitting CW on it for Media
Wrongs. What process is in place for avoiding such in future?
Otherwise, the topics chosen and standard was fine.

15. 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?
Broadly so though
-

I think the Board should give strong consideration to anonymity. This has been the general trend in HEIs, and I
was rather surprised to hear students’ name being read out. While the discretion in the Board (see below) is so
limited, it might make little difference – there is v little chance of special pleading - as a matter of transparency
and general good practice, anonymity seems to be the norm.
I am also unclear whether scripts are marked anonymously; they come to with names on, either opened up on
the side of exam booklets or with a small sticky address label on for CW. I am assuming this is done after
marking for administrative ease? If not –and apologies again if this is in guidance some where and so should be
known t me – I think this needs addressing rather speedily

-

-

It would be very useful to receive CW and exams separately during the year, as and when they are submitted
rather than both together in June. It would allow me to plan the work better and spread it.
It was strange working with 5.0, 5.1 etc; since we all mark as 50% or 51%, why convert to that for the purposes of
classification?
Has any thought been given to using a ranking list, rather than looking at students alphabetically? While I
appreciate we did go back to borderline candidates, this does not seem the most efficient way to consider a large
cohort. A ranking list (obviously!) keeps similar level students together.
While I appreciate the trend is towards uniformity across schools, and so towards removing Board discretion, I
did feel rather like a cipher and cannot really see what the role for examiners – or indeed the Classification Board
is at all. The Board does not classify – the computer generated results table does that. While I am not advocating
a move back to individual plea bargaining by faculty or “they were really were a 2:1 student in my subject”, is
there not room at all for anything other than 0.05% below the boundary? It may have been me – though the
External’s handbook is not clear/silent on the matter – how that 0.05% operated: how far does it take account of
the weighting of module credits (can a student get a 2:1 with a 5.85% average, where that is “brought down” by a
nd
woeful mark of 40% in one 2 year paper but with a host of 2:1 marks elsewhere, and what if the average is
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5.84%) and exit velocity/final year average (two slightly separate things)? What weight does and should a 1
class paper carry if a student is slightly deficient in 2:1 credits? There is an argument that if a candidate is (say)
st
10 credits short of the 2:1 border but has 20 credits at 1 , that should sway the day. I got the feeling that much
had already been decided either by the ext circs panel or the pre-board the day before, such that I do not recall
being asked specifically my view as an external for any candidate.

16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
This was impossible as an outsider to test, as it is in my own university: having some details in advance of the process
would have assuaged some concerns but it is ultimately something over which no external, or any internal examiners, can
have a view. Other faculties I know, to get over this transparency deficit, constitute their panels either with an external
(who is exempted from the Final classification Board) or a member of another school/faculty internally. It would be useful
too for the Board to have sight of the actual decisions reached, with some idea of severity etc ranking and whatever
narrative – bearing mind obvious confidentiality issues - that panel feels able to provide. We did the same at UEA this
year, for our new (2013/14) process – where I chair the panel.
While ultimately other colleagues on the Board have to trust the panel and its decisions/approach, making it slightly less of
a pontification and more a reasoned decision for every candidate (or at least only for those where the recommendation is
the higher class?) would be in everyone’s interests.
Other comments

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

The only outstanding matter is whether the School might consider adopting rules/policy/guidance for the award of a starred 1 .
st
One candidate XYZ seemed to me to be a cut above the rest: a two-year average of 7.29 (split 7.28/7.30) and 170 credits at 1
class. We were urged to do so at UEA this year and awarded two: one was undeniable (a two-year average of 7.98% and 240
st
st
credits at 1 !) but another was not dissimilar to XYZ: two year average of 7.31 and 200 1 class credits. This is not to say that
XYZ merited one – our policy talks of “exceptional merit and rarity in which the board should be guided by a minimum average
st
st
of 7.3% and also 180 1 class credits – but that the School might consider how it would identify a starred 1 w/out any formal
st
guidance in advance. All four externals at UEA (one from UCL and one from Bristol) agreed it was a starred 1 though it was
clear too that we might have pitched the minimum level of exceptional rarity a little low at 7.3% rather than say 7.5%

Page 5 of 5
ExEx Report Form 2013-14

Quality
Received

Assurance
by e-mail

Team
16/07/2014

1460

The University of Leeds

Quality Assurance Team
Received by email 14 July 2014

EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2013– 2014
Part A: General Information

Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Law

Subject(s):

Law

Programme(s) / Module(s):

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

Employment Law, Discrimination Law
LLB

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner

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 Quality Assurance
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?

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 aims and learning outcomes are appropriate for the award being considered. The learning outcomes are
clear and the structure and content of the course are sound.

2.

Did the Aims and ILOs meet the expectations of the national subject benchmark (where relevant)?

3.

Please comment on the assessment methods and the appropriateness of these to the ILOs



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 for the national subject benchmarks. The programmes are comparable with similar
programmes at other HE institutions.




4.

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 assessments are good and very clear and fair arrangements are made for
marking. There was clear evidence of moderation. The arrangements for award classification seemed clear and
fair. The student performance at the top end was very good and an indication of good teaching.

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 academic standards demonstrated by students were at times very high. Students are given appropriate opportunities
to demonstrate their achievement of the ILOs.

5.

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

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.

7.

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

8.

Where the programme forms part of an Integrated PhD, please comment on the appropriateness of the
programme as training for a PhD

This may include examples of curriculum design informed by current research in the subject; practice informed by research;
students undertaking research.
The research interests of staff are reflected in the content of the course taught, suggesting that the teaching is research
informed.

ExEx Report Form 2013-14
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For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

9.

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

10. 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, sufficient access to materials was provided.

11. 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, appropriate documentation was supplied.

12. 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, draft questions were sent, and the nature and level of questions was appropriate.

13. 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, sufficient work was made available. Scripts were clearly marked and annotated with sufficient detail to help my
review.

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Yes, good choice of subjects and some excellent work. Method and standards of assessment were good.

15. 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?
The administrative arrangements were excellent. The board I attended was very efficiently run, and I was satisfied with the
recommendations of the Board.

16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Yes procedures seem appropriate.

Other comments

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

Law School

Subject(s):

Law

Programme(s) / Module(s):

LAW2120 French Law, LAW2125 Droit Francais, LAW2230 EU Law, Law3370 Commercial Law

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

LLB

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner

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
.

There are no matter arising for urgent attention

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

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 Intended Learning Outcomes are appropriate for the programmes which I externally examine. The Structure and
content of the programmes are also in alignment with the ILOs. The assessment standards are appropriate for the award
of degrees. All programmes Aims and Intended Learning Outcomes were commensurate with the level of the 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.
I am entirely satisfied that the programmes which I am external examiner are compatible in assessment and marking
standards with other institutions and conform with the 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.
The assessment methods are entirely appropriate to the meeting of the Intended Learning Outcomes. The performance of
students is demonstrable of the quality of teaching and learning.

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.
Students assessed in the programmes which I externally examined performed very well. The didactic outcomes are
revealed in the assessment and the performance of the cohorts. There is evidence which presents a clear connection
between the performance of student cohorts and ILOs.

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.
It is a pleasure as external examiner to see consistency and application of high standards year-on-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.
The programmes which I externally examine have a research-led strategy in the curricula development. This is a
competitive advantage for the programmes and maximizes the performance of students.

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.
Material and access to material have been provided to me as external examiner without any problem.

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.
Programme documentation, specifications and handbooks are readily available at the commencing of the academic year
consistently since my appointment as external examiner.

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?
Draft examinations and assessments are circulated in advance and programme leaders have kept external examiners
informed on forthcoming assessment periods.

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?
Assessed work sent to external examiners reflects a representative sample of candidates across the spectrum of marks
achieved. I have total confidence in the integrity of the marking and assessment system.

13. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
The choice and methods of assessment for dissertation are appropriate and correspond to the ILOs in all programmes to
which I am external examiner.

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?
The administrative arrangements and support for the process of external examining has been flawless.

15. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
To my knowledge, all due care and appropriate procedures were employed to give due consideration to mitigated
circumstances and medical evidence which might have impaired performance of students in the programmes to which I
am external examiner.

Other comments

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

Law

Subject(s):

Family Law, Criminal Law

Programme(s) / Module(s):

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

BA;LLB

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner

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 Quality Assurance
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?

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 ILOs were appropriate for the course, as were the programme aims.

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.
The forms of assessment were entirely appropriate to the ILOs. Candidates were required to show a good understanding
of the legal principles, but also understand their application in society and the theoretical issues surrounding them.

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. Candidates generally performed well and there were some excellent performances.

5.

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

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.

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.
Student dissertations provided the opportunity for students to engage in their own research.

8.

Where the programme forms part of an Integrated PhD, please comment on the appropriateness of the
programme as training for a PhD

For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

9.

If you have acted as a mentor to a new External Examiner or have received mentor support please
comment here on the arrangements
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The Examination/Assessment Process

10. 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

11. 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

12. 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

13. 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

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Yes

15. 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

16. 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
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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:

Law

Subject(s):

Law

Programme(s) / Module(s):

LAW3032UG Cyberlaw
LAW3340UG Intellectual Property Law

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

LL.B.

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner

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 Quality Assurance
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
Not applicable.

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
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.

I found the Programme Aims and Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) to be entirely commensurate with the level of the
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.

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.

The assessment methods were appropriate to effectively assess the attainment of the ILOs. Overall performance of the
students suggested both teaching and assessment support (including feedback) were effective at providing continuing
development through the modules.

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. Overall the candidates performed as one would expect, with good (and consistent) performances at the top level in
both modules. In coursework, there is a tendency for students to seek to rely too heavily upon easily accessed, but
variable quality internet resources rather than appropriate academic resources – this is, of course, a problem facing most
educators in HE.

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.
Both modules continue to build on their previous achievements.

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.
It is clear that both modules, while undergraduate modules, are research-driven, and that the best students are capable of
producing thoughtful and insightful work drawing upon contemporary work in the respective fields.

8.

Where the programme forms part of an Integrated PhD, please comment on the appropriateness of the
programme as training for a PhD
Not applicable
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For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

9.

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

10. 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.

11. 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.

12. 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. The nature and level of the questions was appropriate – I was able to comment on relevant issues and these
comments were taken on board.

13. 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. The internal marking took into account, and provided comments on, the scope of the research undertaken, the
effective development of a research question, evidence of critical thinking, and skill in presentation and structure.

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
As regards the UG dissertations, yes to both questions.

15. 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?
The administrative arrangements were fine. I was able to attend the meeting. The Board’s recommendations were
appropriate.

16. 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 other comments.
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