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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
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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

ExEx Report Form 2013-14
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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):

LAW2270 Land Law
LAW3270 Land Law
LAW3240 Equity and Trusts
LAW5670M Equity and Trusts
LAW3320 Dissertations

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

BA Accounting and Law
LLB English Law with American Legal Studies (Scheme E)
LLB English Law with Australian Legal Studies (Scheme D)
LLB English Law with European Law (Scheme C)
LLB Law
LLB Law (Graduate Programme)
LLB Law and Accounting
LLB Law and Management
LLB Law with French
BA Legal Studies
BA Management and Law
LLM Law

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
.

I strongly urge the University to reconsider the imposition of a 20-90 marking scale. I was alarmed when I was first
informed of this approach before the examinations, and having seen in it operation, I regard the policy as
indefensible.
Both Land and Trusts require four answers in the examination. Under the Leeds approach, a candidate could write
one answer at 60, a second at 55 and then write nothing for the other two, but still receive 20 for each, and thus
pass with an overall average of 40. The same candidate at <> would receive nothing for the latter two answers,
and thus have an average of 30. I do not believe that Leeds approach is comparable with that adopted at
equivalent (or other) institutions, as it is far too generous and indulgent of weak candidates. Whilst I should hope
that it is not the intention of the rule that students who do not merit a pass should nevertheless receive one, that is
unquestionably the effect of the rule.
I regard it is a fundamental principle that an answer without any writing should not receive any mark. And in most
cases, an answer of no substance should also receive a mark of zero, but certainly a mark below 20. A mark of 40
is not an arbitrary choice of what merits a pass within a particular institution, or merely an assignment of a
numerical grade to reflect academic judgement. For Foundations of Legal Knowledge subjects in Law, the pass
mark of 40 is a universal standard which satisfied the criteria for a qualifying Law degree. I should therefore have
thought that the professional regulators would be concerned with the approach at Leeds. It cannot be open to the

University to adopt a numeric scale from 20-90 which is so out of step with its competitors and national standards
for qualification as a lawyer.
Limiting a mark of zero to cases of plagiarism or other misconduct ignores the fact that there is an additional
sanction in such cases of such a finding on the student’s record, and the implications in law for professional
qualification that follow from a finding of dishonesty or malpractice.
There is also the significant point that, within the field of law, there is a national understanding of the marking scale,
which also applies amongst employers. Therefore it is perfectly possible for employers to comprehend the different
marking schemes adopted by humanities and scientific subjects, and to adopt a sensitive and sensible analysis
accordingly. It is not necessary to distort the marking scale to accommodate the different perspectives by requiring
the School to give marks of 99 if they are also to give marks of 0. The Law School should simply not be forced to
choose between the two scales on offer.
I stress that I have been sent the letter from <>, Head of Quality Assurance, sent on 6 November 2013 to another
external examiner, <>. I must confess that I do not believe that that letter adequately addresses the concerns
raised by <>, or those which I have raised. In particular, that letter oddly claims that ‘No benefit is gained by
students whose marks lie at the lower end of the scale since they must still reach the pass standard to gain the
credit for the module’. If a candidate had only to answer one question, that might be true. However, it is not true
where a candidate answers more than one question and receives an average for the whole paper, as my example
above demonstrates. On the contrary, the student has a significant advantage in reaching the overall pass
standard. Again, a Law student who would fail at other Russell Group universities can pass a module at Leeds for
writing the same set of answers in an examination. If the requirement of the 20-90 scale is premised on the false
assumption that students do not gain a benefit, then that is a yet further reason for abolishing it for the Law School.
I also have concerns about the negative influence of this system on other aspects of marking, as detailed below.
But my main objection is to the requirement of this marking scale at all.
For the above reasons, I regard this as a matter of the utmost importance, and it goes to the integrity of the Law
degrees at Leeds. In any response from the University to my points here, I request specific engagement with my
objections please, and not a generic reply of the type which I have already seen sent to <>. I also should like
details from the Quality Assurance Team to confirm that this approach has been explained to the legal professional
regulators, and that it has received their endorsement. Finally, I request please that my concerns in this respect be
addressed as soon as possible, so that any changes could be implemented in time for the start of the next
academic year.

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
N/A
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Standards

1.

Please indicate the extent to which the programme Aims and Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) were
commensurate with the level of the award



The appropriateness of the Intended Learning Outcomes for the programme(s)/modules and of the structure and content of
the programme(s);
The extent to which standards are appropriate for the award or award element under consideration.

I am very satisfied that the Intended Learning Outcomes and Aims of the programme are appropriate and the
degree delivered is at the correct standard for the award of the relevant degrees. My impression was perhaps
that the marks were at the slightly more generous end, but still certainly within the range of acceptability.
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 regard the aims and independent learning outcomes as meeting the national subject benchmark and overall I
consider that they are comparable with the standards and approaches at equivalent institutions.
This comment is subject to the major issue of the 20-90 scale as detailed above, which, as I have made clear,
I do not regard as being appropriate or comparable with other institutions.
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.

In general, I was very satisfied with the assessment methods and the rigorous approach to marking. I have

raised some minor points with individual marking teams which it is not necessary to repeat here.
I also underline again the major issue of the unacceptable 20-90 scale as detailed above.
The marking scale clearly feeds into another concern I have, which is that that marking of short answers
appears to be very generous indeed. This may partly be caused by a “bunching” of the available marks, given
the 20+ policy. If an answer with no writing at all gets 20, then an answer with some writing must get more,
even if it is irrelevant, fundamentally confused and only a couple of sentences. It must, it would seem get at
least 21. I recommend that, regardless of the marking scale changes which I have urged, the School consider
criteria for marking of shortweight answers to ensure consistency within the School across modules and
comparability with other institutions: my view at present is that the marking of short answers is out of step with
equivalent institutions. I stress that I view this as a further reason for removing the 20-90 scale.
I am uneasy about the generous 10% allowance for exceeding the word limit without a penalty for coursework
assignments.

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, I am satisfied that the students were given adequate opportunity to demonstrate such achievement. The
students had clearly been well taught and at the top end, they had engaged very well with the content. There
are very few fails overall for both Land and Trusts. Overall the performance of students is clearly comparable
with those on other courses at equivalent institutions.
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
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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 cannot comment since the previous year – I was not directly informed of any particular changes from last
year in respect of my modules.

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.
Leeds, as a leading Law School, is able to offer research-informed teaching. That manifests itself in several ways. The
students are taught by active researchers in the fields of study, which speaks to expertise. But it also ensures that reading
lists and kept up-to-date and take into account the latest developments (in Trusts, in particular, they have been major
changes in recent years). It was clear from the scripts that students had been encouraged to engage with academic
literature.
The Long dissertation gives students a tremendous opportunity to develop their research skills – indeed, as I note belowe,
the “length” is longer than many academic articles.

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

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
N/A, but I should be willing to help in this respect with any new appointees next year.

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.

The material was entirely appropriate. At the University level, the guidance is rather prescriptive, but I
appreciate that this is becoming the norm in the sector.
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 organisation was again very efficient. We had very good dialogue and the module teams were very responsive
to any suggestions.

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?
I am satisfied with the approach to marking overall.
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ExEx Report Form 2013-14

I have raised with the School that, given that external examiners are not encouraged to vary the marks of
individual scripts, the practice of sending all firsts and fails might be thought unnecessary. I should welcome a
fuller sample from across the range of marks (with perhaps a least two from each class).
14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
I am not quite clear on what the rules are on the selection of a topic and its relation to the syllabus and to
dissertations which other candidates are doing. For example, there were several on common intention
constructive trusts and cohabitation, which falls within the Land Law syllabus. That might raise concerns about
the independence of the students’ work, both from existing reading lists and from other students’ work.
The footnotes rule, as mentioned above, is particularly of note for the long dissertations. What that means is
that the word limit for the dissertation is really 13200 words, and from virtually all the first class scripts which I
have been sent, the students seem to that that 13200 words as a target. The point here is that the nature of
the exercise and assessment is rather different if one is being given 10-12,000 words, as opposed to 13200
(the latter being over the length of most articles). It would be better, in my view, to underline the virtues of
being concise and complying with word limits simply not to allow any exceeding of the word limit at all.

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. I attended the Examination Board. The administrative arrangements were most appropriate and I was
satisfied with the Board’s recommendations.
16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Yes. I should recommend consideration of whether it is wise to put recommendations to the Board of
Examiners as a whole, as it requires some discussion of cases in what might not be an appropriate forum. At
mine and other institutions, the ‘discretion’ is exercised by the Mitigating/Extenuating Circumstances Panel,
which has access to all confidential material, and the Board merely approves this. It would be good practice,
as discussed at the Board, to invite an External Examiner to attend the meeting of the Panel.

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
I should like only to raise two points.
First, a repetition of my disapproval of the 20-90 scale and to recommend its revision in the strongest possible
terms.
Second, I should like to record my gratitude to <>, <>, <>, <>, <>, <> and all of the Exams Team who made the
task of external examining so much easier than it might have been.
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Quality Assurance Team Received 13/11/2014

<>
17 October 2014
Dear <>
Thank you for your report. <>, Head of our Quality Assurance Team, has already provided a
response on behalf of the University of Leeds but I wanted to contact you directly to thank
you for the support you provided to the Land Law/Equity and Trusts team last academic year
and also to address the remaining issues.
We welcome your positive comments about the standard of work completed by our students,
the curriculum offered and our assessment processes. You raised a concern about the 10%
allowance for exceeding the word limit without penalty, particularly for dissertations. From
2014-15 we have removed this allowance for dissertations but have retained it for
coursework so we remain consistent with the rest of the faculty. We have also amended our
practice in terms of selecting samples of work to external examiners. For 2014-15 we will
send our examiners a sample of first class work. For now we would like to retain the practice
of sending all fails to external examiners but will keep this under review.
We are currently in the process of reviewing our Code of Practice of Assessment and a copy
will be sent to you when it has been approved. At the University of Leeds, School-level
Special Cases Committees make recommendations to the School’s Examination Board and
the expectation is that that the Board usually accepts these. We take very seriously the need
to deal with such cases sensitively and therefore only limited information is provided to the
Examination Board. From 2014-15 we will make this available in the form of a spreadsheet
for ease of reading. We are still exploring whether to invite an external examiner to the
Special Cases Committee but are concerned about the time commitment involved when
external examiners are busy confirming marks.
Yours sincerely

<>
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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):

LAW3120 Jurisprudence

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
.

The marking process as well as the Board meeting were generally appropriately and smoothly carried out so no
urgent issues arise.

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 provided with the 2012/13 examiner’s response but not with the School’s response.
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 aims, ILOs, structure and content of Jurisprudence were appropriate and the standards commensurate with the level
of 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 satisfied that the programme meet the QAAHE Framework for HE Qualifications Law benchmark statement. It is also
on a par with, and on occasion compares favourably to, other similar programmes in the UK.

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.
Jurisprudence students are assessed partly by coursework (33%) and partly by unseen end-of-year exam on two topics,
which they have selected to study during the year. Both methods of assessment are appropriately designed and
structured and they correspond to the module’s ILOs. Coursework assessment is especially commendable, because it
gives students the opportunity to study their topic in more depth and because it trains students to develop a different set of
skills. Two things are worth considering, however. A) Although writing an assessed essay in the first term distributes the
students’ workload more evenly, I wonder whether they are fully prepared to write an accomplished essay in legal theory
without having been exposed to the full range of ideas and arguments taught in the course. B) There may be a slight worry
that the practice of assessing students on their pre-selected topics may excessively narrow down the range of topics that
they should be expected to cover.

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.
Jurisprudence is a large course so there is understandably substantial variation in students’ performance. On the whole,
however, the standards were satisfactory and, on occasion, very good indeed. One concern is that oo many
students tended to rely on a limited range of literature in their essays. This may have to do with the point under
3(A) above.

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 (first year as EE)

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 one of the strengths of the programme; that members of staff teach students on their areas of expertise. It usually
takes great effort to lend coherence to courses structured in this way but it seems to me that the course convener
does so successfully.

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 did not receive mentoring.

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.
All the necessary material was made available to me and both academic and administrative staff were always available
and willing to provide further information upon my request.

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. The marking outlines are especially useful especially given large number of markers in Jurisprudence.

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?
I was provided with all the papers and the questions were largely appropriate. I’m not sure that my comments were
considered thoroughly. As a results, some stylistic, grammatical and substantive mistakes filtered through.

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?
There was variation in the degree of annotation of scripts but this does not worry me a great deal not least because script
annotation carries various other risks. It would have been useful, however, to have clear indications of double marking
and/or moderation on the scripts.

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
The dissertations I read were on appropriate subjects and the method and standard of assessment were appropriate.

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?
I did attend the meeting and was impressed with how well it was run.

16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
The School seems to have a robust, efficient and fair process of dealing with mitigating circumstances. On thing to
consider, and I voiced this concern at the meeting too, is whether student anonymity should be maintained at the Board
meeting, as some decisions which require impartiality are made at the meeting and some sensitive personal information is
disclosed.
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):
Programme(s) / Module(s):

LAW2040 Company Law
LAW 5550M Corporate Law
LAW5555M Advanced Corporate Law
LAW5568M International Corporate Governance
LAW3380 Transnational Commercial Litigation
LAW5942M Conflicts of Law
LAW5320M European Business Law
LAW5345M Alternative Dispute Resolution
LAW5952M Central Issues in Arbitration
LLM International Business Law
LLM International Banking & Finance Law
LLM International Corporate Law
MSc Law and Finance
LLM in Comparative Corporate and Financial Law
All Law UG programmes

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 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
. There is no such matter

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?

No
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.
They were appropriate for the content of the modules, and the aims and ILOs of the programmes. They were appropriate
for the intended awards

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 indeed

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 satisfactory and in accordance with the ILOs. The student performance has been
satisfactory. There are a number of well deserved distinctions and merits and a small number of low passes and fails.

4.

Were students given adequate opportunity to demonstrate their achievement of the Aims and ILOs?



The academic standards demonstrated by the students and, where possible, their performance in relation to students on
comparable courses;
The strengths and weaknesses of the students as a cohort.

As mentioned above, the students have shown a satisfactory level of academic achievement and they demonstrated the
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
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

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 aware of particular examples, but on the basis of the academics associated with various modules, the school
follows a research led teaching approach.

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

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
n/a
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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
The questions were appropriate for the level of the programmes and modules.

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. I received sufficient materials for my assessment. Feedback has generally been good. What may be beneficial for
next year, is where there is one joint report by first and second marker but the respective marks vary significantly, to have
two individual reports, so as to identify the rationale of each marker. In addition, there were some scripts where the
feedback did not justice to the mark, and vice versa. More correlation between the comments and the marks would be
beneficial. Some convenors provided a brief cover letter, which is invaluable in ensuring the assessment is put in context.
Finally, the feedback in some scripts has been difficult to read, and would be grateful for clearer handwriting.

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

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, they were. Unfortunately I didn’t attend the meeting as I was abroad.

16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
I was not made aware of any such circumstances.

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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