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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2014– 2015
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

School of Earth and Environment

Subject(s):

Geology

Programme(s) / Module(s):

BSc Geological Sciences; BSc Geological Sciences (Industrial); MGeol Geological Sciences
(International)

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

BSc, MGeol

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
.
No urgent action is required.

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.
As last year, the programme Aims and Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) were commensurate with the level of the BSc
and MGeol awards. The teaching and learning at SEE continued to be of an excellent standard, inspiring confidence that
the students attain knowledge and skills that are broad and deep enough to be competitive in the jobs market and to
succeed in postgraduate education. This is undoubtedly helped by the large amounts of laboratory- and field-based
practical work, the wide range of topics covered and the valuable employability initiatives, such as Leeds for Life,
SOEE2094 (Study Skills and Advanced Mapwork) and SOEE2095 (Research and Career Skills).

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, the Aims and Intended Learning Outcomes are comparable with those at Bangor University, and, as far as I am
aware, with other UK universities.

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 continued to be well designed, varied, sufficiently challenging, and highly relevant. No major
changes are necessary. The balance between classic assessment types (e.g., written examinations) and modern
assessment types (e.g., using virtual learning) is very good, and feedback provision has improved further. Marking is
generally consistent and the methods of moderation work well. The content of the teaching modules, incl. the
assessments, in Geological Sciences serve the students in an excellent way, providing them with core knowledge and the
opportunity to specialise at the right time. This was supported by the students’ opinion of teaching and learning at SEE
during the meeting in April 2015. As last year, they were extremely supportive of their course and of the academic staff.
Highlights include fieldwork, wide choice of modules, skill building opportunities, excellent balance between practical skills
and theory, approachability of lecturers, and research seminars.
Notwithstanding this overall positive assessment, there are some areas where minor improvements should be considered.
The students we met with in April 2015 made the following suggestions for improvement:
a.

b.
c.
d.
e.

The students clearly liked lecture capture. The cat is out of the bag, and the modules that do not use lecture
capture yet are at a disadvantage now from the students’ perspective. There may be valid reasons why certain
teaching modules do not use lecture capture, but the organisers of these modules should be asked to explain
these reasons to the students. ACTION 01
More course work in SOEE3480 (Past Global Environmental Systems) should be considered. ACTION 02
The students also found the 2-hour lectures slots unnecessary long, and, given the ‘slow pace’ (in their words),
these lectures could be condensed to 1 hour. ACTION 03
A lower weighting for the examination (now 90%) in SOEE3281 (Physical & Chemical Hydrogeology) should be
considered. ACTION 04
Several students asked to switch to Petrel for the practical work in SOEE3670 (Reservoir Modelling 2), which, in
their view, is the industry standard. ACTION 05
Two students asked if it would be possible to avoid clashes of staff-student committee meetings with lectures and
practical classes. ACTION 06

I suggest one further action:
f.

4.

A drop in mean mark from 63% to 58% was not explained by the module organiser for SOEE3480 (Past Global
Environmental Systems), supposedly because they did not have access to last year’s marks (according to
information on the Return of Moderation Marks form). This explanation should be completed and added to the
paperwork. ACTION 07

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.
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The overall performance of the Geology students showed an expected spread that corresponds reasonably well with that
at Bangor University.
BSc Geological Sciences*
BSc Geological Sciences (Industrial)
MGeol Geological Sciences (International)

1st: 2
1st: 2
1st: 5

2.i: 25
2.i: 3
2.i: 4

2.ii: 12
2.ii: 0
2.ii: 0

3rd: 1
3rd: 0
3rd: 0

Fail: 1
Fail: 0
Fail: 0

*plus 1 delayed award, pending possible resits.

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.
The following actions were proposed on my 2013-14 External Examiner’s form:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

Evidence on how differences in course work and examinations co-delivered to BSc and MGeol students match onto
the differences in the learning outcomes should be completed for all co-taught Level 3 and Level 5 modules
(Sections 1, 6e).
The handbooks for modules SOEE2145, SOEE2510, SOEE2600, and SOEE3603/5308M need an update (Section
3).
Module handbook should contain a link to the Learning Outcomes in the Module Catalogue (Section 3).
A complete set of Return of Moderation Marks forms needs to be provided (Section 3).
Issues identified on the evaluation forms of modules SOEE2062, SOEE2490 and SOEE3630 need attention
(Section 3).
The interviewed students expressed the wish to have 24 hour access to the SEE computing facilities (Section 3).
A meeting between External Examiners and a larger group of students in the week after Easter Break, either in
Leeds or by video link, should be explored (Section 3).
The students’ impression of decreasing quality of feedback provision needs to be overturned (Sections 3 and 6i).
The present method of using assessment portfolios needs to be re-evaluated (Sections 6 and 13).
The use of VLE should be further stimulated (Section 6d).
Modules SOEE2110, SOEE2145, and SOEE3610 require more detailed annotations on examination scripts
(Sections 6f, 13).
The School needs to start using TurnItIn plagiarism checking software (Section 6g).
Students need to show awareness of spatial variation and 3D geometries in sedimentological field projects through
the use of correlation panels, paleontological data grouping and 3D block diagrams (Section 6h).
Adding feedback information to module handbooks should be considered (Section 6i).
A return to paper-based module evaluation forms should be targeted for 2015 (Section 6i).
Care should be taken to make available the examination scripts of all teaching modules (Section 13).

Actions 1, 3, 4, 5, 12 and 16 have been fully addressed:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

The Learning Outcomes for co-taught Level 3 and Level 5 modules are now clearly different.
Given the improved quality of the Module Handbooks, there is no longer a need to include a link to the Learning
Outcomes in the Module Catalogue.
A complete set of Return of Moderation Marks forms was available.
Last year’s issues with modules SOEE2062, SOEE2490 and SOEE3630 have been resolved satisfactorily.
TurnItIn is now used in 70% of the course work. Raising this to 100% should be the aim, although I realise that this
may not be possible for various reasons.
Examination scripts were available for all relevant teaching modules.

Actions 2, 7, 9, 10, 11, 14 and 15 have been partly addressed, but some concerns and recommendations remain:
g.

h.

The handbooks for SOEE2510 (Basin Evolution & Hydrocarbon Resources), SOE3521 (Earth & Environmental
Sciences into Schools), and SOEE3670 (Reservoir Simulation 2) were particularly exemplary, not in the least
because these modules used the new handbook template. Most modules use this template, a clear improvement
compared to last year. Module organisers who do not use the handbook template should be encouraged to do so.
ACTION 08
I suggest one addition to the handbook template: feedback types (e.g., written feedback on essays, personal
feedback, feedback in class, online feedback) for all course work and exams, and, where possible, feedback
deadlines. ACTION 09
Tim Dempster and I met with a group of 20+ students in April 2015. This meeting was very well organised, and it
provided us with valuable information on student satisfaction across different years and degree courses. A clear
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i.

j.

k.

improvement over last year. However, the possibility of a meeting at the start of the second semester (February),
when students have fewer deadlines to cope with, should be considered. ACTION 10
The provision of assessment portfolios was discontinued. Instead, a small selection of student work was provided
for selected modules. This worked better than the portfolios, but further improvements are needed, because it was
difficult for the External Examiners to assess the coursework of specific students. A further move to online
submission (via VLE), where possible, should help. Moreover, the course work of poorly performing students and
those with significant special circumstances should be available, as well as a selection of course work across
boundary classifications. ACTION 11
I was particularly impressed by the correct amount and high quality of feedback given on exam scripts and in
coursework for SOEE2500 (Petroleum Reservoir Engineering), SOEE3040 (Easter Field Class) and SOEE3670
(Reservoir Simulation 2). Other modules had sufficient annotations as well, but there were two notable exceptions.
SOEE2094/95 (Research and Career Skills) and SOEE2110 (Introductory Oceanography) provided little to no
feedback on written work, other than crosses and ticks. For SOEE2110, this is two years in a row now, which is
inexcusable. ACTION 12
The return rate of module evaluation forms has vastly improved, not in the least owing to the return to paper-based
forms. The average return rate in the modules I was provided with was 40%; this is impressive. Yet, no module
evaluation forms were available for 5 modules. ACTION 13

Actions 6, 8 and 13 have not been addressed sufficiently well yet:
l.

The students again expressed a wish to have 24 hour student access to the SEE computing facilities. This should
be granted, or all students need to be informed officially why this is not feasible. ACTION 14
m. As last year, the students asked for more consistent quality and amount of feedback. My impression is that
feedback provision has significantly improved since last year, but this has not trickled down to the mind of the
students yet. The last available NSS scores for feedback showed a decline again, despite the fact that Geology
students are amongst the happiest in SEE. The new measures brought in in the past year should hopefully be
reflected in higher feedback scores in the next NSS. Meanwhile, I reiterate the suggestions I made last year: (a)
keep telling the students that feedback involves more than just annotations on scripts; (b) give students the
opportunity to see their marked exam scripts in a more structured manner, e.g. via school-wide or discipline-wide
exam feedback sessions; (c) add key information on feedback provision and timing to Module Handbooks. ACTION
15
n. As last year, there was no indication in the sedimentological field-mapping projects of awareness of spatial variation
and 3D geometries through the use of correlation panels and 3D block diagrams. This is a small, but necessary
and valuable, step upward from maps and sedimentary logs. ACTION 16

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 influence of current research on teaching and learning was again visible throughout the curriculum, but it was most
apparent in the 3rd and 4th year modules.
Students clearly appreciated the fact that many modules include state-of-the-art research outcomes. In the April meeting
with the students, they asked to be informed about school-wide research seminars in a more organised way, e.g. by email.
ACTION 17

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
I mentored <>, but apart from some communication upon first contact, <> did not request any mentoring from me during the
proceedings in June. This is credit to the admin team at SEE, who helped him get going excellently.

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 guidance for External Examiners was provided by means of a handbook well before arrival and a folder with
comprehensive information (even more useful than last year) upon arrival. This was sufficient.
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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 provided before arrival and during my stay in Leeds. Timely access was given to the
Leeds VLE, where key information on individual modules was readily available. The School website is also a useful source
of programme-related information.

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 provided with draft examination papers in good time before the examination period. The examination questions
were generally well structured and pitched at a fair level. Minor revisions were needed in some examination papers.

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, examination scripts were available for all relevant teaching modules. The replacement of assessment portfolios with a
small selection of student work for selected modules was partly successful. See Item 6i above.
The majority of the exam scripts and course work was clearly marked, and sufficient feedback was given, with two notable
exceptions. See Item 6j above.

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Yes, the independent field-based projects (SOEE3073/3074/3078/5306M) and lab-based projects (SOEE5308M) covered
a wide range of subjects. The quality of assessment and feedback was high, despite the fact that, in my opinion, about
50% of the mapping projects were too generously marked by 5-10%. Yet, this had no consequences for the final degree
classifications of these students. The suggestion of generous marking perhaps reflects the fact that the markers focussed
on weaknesses; they should highlight the strengths more clearly to justify the marks. ACTION 18

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 attended the Board of Examiners, which operated in an efficient, well-structured, objective manner. As last year, this was
helped by awarding final degree classifications in a way that allows little room for discussion. The oral reports of the External
Examiners were listened to carefully, and suggestions for improvement were taken seriously by the Board.

16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Mitigating circumstances were acknowledged on an individual basis, and modifications were made in final degree
classifications, where appropriate.

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
Actions are given in bold and italics in the preceding text.
I wish to express my special thanks to the administration team, as well as <> and <>, for providing a wealth of information in a
highly structured and easy to digest way, and acting promptly upon queries. I am also grateful to the academic staff for their time
and effort in implementing many of last year’s recommendations.
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2014– 2015
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Earth and Environment

Subject(s):

Geological Sciences

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Geological Sciences

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

BSc, MGeol

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 School should consider a number of initiatives designed to provide external examiners with information on
what changes if any have been made in response to examiners recommendations (see detail below), and if
suggestions have not been adopted, the reasons why should be documented.

Only applicable in first year of appointment
Were you provided with copies of previous relevant External Examiners’ reports and the response of the School to these?

n/a
For Examiners completing their term of appointment
Please comment on your experience of the programme(s) over the period of your appointment, remarking in particular on changes
from year to year and the progressive development and enhancement of the learning and teaching provision, on standards
achieved, on marking and assessment and the procedures of the School
The School of Earth and Environment provides an impressive suite of Geoscience degrees. The component modules are very
well taught and highly appreciated by the students. Students consistently remark on the positive approachable attitude of the
staff, the strong links to both industry and research throughout the programme, and field classes are clearly a real highlight for
all. Overall the quality of teaching compares favourably with other Russell Group Universities.
There is scope for improving elements of Quality Assurance.
In response to my comments a number of changes have been introduced or perhaps more typically partially introduced over the
last 4 years. There have been significant improvements in the moderation processes, there is improved clarity between
expectations of MGeol and BSc cohorts, marking processes are generally more transparent, grades are often justified more
clearly, and mechanisms for obtaining feedback from students are more effective. However my experience of external
examining in Leeds has ultimately been somewhat frustrating. There are many examples of best practise being used throughout
the assessment process. These have been highlighted over the course of the last 4 years. However it seems there is also a
culture in the School of leaving it up to individual staff as to whether those elements of best practise are adopted. As a result
there are many examples of an inconsistent approach to the assessment and grading process and many of my comments (and
those from students) have highlighted those inconsistencies. Such inconsistencies could in theory be ironed-out relatively easily,
as such it is for the leadership of the School to decide whether they wish to prioritise teaching and assessment to a greater
extent and hence change this culture.

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 structure of the degree programme and the range of material offered in core and option classes are excellent. ILOs
are entirely appropriate although for some modules there remains scope for more clearly distinguishing between the
masters and bachelors cohorts of students.

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 geoscience programmes at Leeds compare favourably with those at 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.
As I have commented in previous years there is an inconsistent approach to the grading of various assessments.
Generally there are not consistent links between individual assessments and the ILOs that are being tested. These could
be much more explicitly referred to in the model answers that are provided.
There are some outstanding examples of detailed and appropriate feedback being provided (e.g. 2580, Assynt field class,
2620) and moderation processes in most instances are working well and are appropriately documented.
Problems remain with regards to grading of independent projects. A more consistent weighting of different components
has been introduced. There has also been a partial move towards adoption of a consistent, and excellent, marking sheet,
however many staff (ca. 30%) are persisting with an individual approach that may contain little feedback for students.
Some individual staff attempt to justify the grade for a 40 credit module with just a couple of general sentences.
Unsurprizingly given this inconsistent approach there remains a lack of consistency of the grading of these projects
between staff. Although the moderation process may converge on a realistic grade, there are a few instances where the
final project grades are out of line with the Schools own marking criteria and with standards elsewhere. The weakest
component of these projects is the field maps and it is this component that has the most inconsistent approach to marking.
nd
Although the suggestion of a common 2 marker for all the projects appears to have been rejected by the School, I
suggest that the module leader “roughly” grades all of the field maps to provide essential internal calibration of other
markers. This exercise should occur before the maps are distributed to the supervisor for grading. This calibration is
lacking at present and as a consequence some grades associated with this project are inappropriate.
I reiterate my suggestion of a 60/40 weighting of field components to presentation aspects in these projects. Although
students may be told of the importance of their primary data sources (field slips and notebooks) only by the School
weighting these components appropriately will that importance be stressed.

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.
An exemplary range of assessments allows students to demonstrate their skills. In most areas of geology the students
perform to a high level, achieving aims and satisfying ILOs, although there are concerns in a few areas, reflected by low
mean grades in certain modules.
Generally the field notebook work, report writing and the final presentation of the maps are good, however, the mapping
skills demonstrated by the cohort are less strong. Cross section construction is often a little simplistic. A field map is a
distribution of rock types and hence boundary placement is at the very heart of this skill. The vast majority of maps I
examined lacked any evidence to support the boundary locations chosen. On the basis of the criteria used to grade the
maps “Poor/no constraint on boundaries” is a “fail”. Irrespective of arguments about the relative weighting of different
components of the map, many of the field maps are generously graded. The issue of the lack of an extended mapping
nd
exercise in the Easter trips for 2 year students may be something the School should look at with regards to mapping
skills. This is a key training period prior to the independent field exercise.

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.
Very patchy. Some individual staff appear to engage with suggestions that are made, others maybe not.
Lack of feedback on external examiners comments:
There is a lack of adequate response to comments from external examiners, such that the feedback that we receive is
often along the lines of “we will consider this”. It is then left to the external examiners to discover whether or not any
changes have ultimately been made. If changes are not made then please offer some explanation. This may be simply a
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reflection of the timing of the response. However one suggestion would be that external examiners are routinely sent
copies of the minutes of annual teaching review meetings. There is also a lack of feedback on our comments on exam
questions.
Changes still needed:
General reflection by the School on module performance is still lacking, some individual staff have highlighted problems
and asked externals to look at the module (e.g. 2590). This type of good practise should be routine. A simple comparison
of module performance to overall performance does allow staff to identify issues, reflect and suggest changes where
appropriate. This should happen at internal meetings before the external examiners arrive in June and should not be left
up to individual modules leaders but be done by either programme leaders or exams officer.
The lack of internal calibration of markers remains an issue for the mapping projects.
The MGeol research project would benefit from use of a supervisors report on student engagement.
Some change:
Modules taken by MGeol and BSc students now do contain different learning outcomes and expectations in assessments,
but for some modules there was little evidence of those expectations influencing the grading. Introduction of consistent
grading sheets (see below, section 13) may help in this respect.
There has been greater use of the top end of the marking scale in some modules. This is not evident in others.
Excellent marking sheets have been more widely used in the independent mapping projects but their use is inconsistent.
Positives:
Return of feedback from student evaluation of courses is much improved.
Plagiarism software appears to be being used more widely.
A more consistent approach to weighting different components of the mapping project has been adopted, although many
other suggestions for improving the performance and grading of this project have not yet been adopted, (e.g. 60/40
weighting and internal calibration of markers).
The arrangements for meeting a cohort of undergraduate students in April worked well.

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 final year projects for the MGeol students (5308) are excellent examples of the integration with current research in the
teaching programme.

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
Arrangements were satisfactory.

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 the material is very comprehensive and available, if sometimes presented in ways that are a little difficult to access
key data. Additional information was provided very quickly when requested.
The moderation forms could usefully be modified to incorporate a more reflective element that would encourage module
leaders to comment on unusual grade distributions and suggest possible future actions where appropriate.
It would also be a valuable addition if individual module performance was compared directly to overall programme
performance. If the exams officer or admin team were to produce a series of x-y plots of individual student grade in the
module against their overall grade, this is a very effective way of monitoring module performance (much better than simple
means and std deviations) and again would encourage a more reflective approach to module performance.

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. Everything is in order and provided by the School.
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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?
Draft exam papers were provided and commented on, although it would be appropriate for the School to respond to
external examiners comments documenting what changes have been made. In many instances questions were modified
but in other cases no changes were made and it is unclear why.
The questions set are appropriate, however for certain courses over the past few years I have identified several cases in
which identical questions or some with trivial changes have been used for successive years. This approach encourages
question spotting by students and should be strongly discouraged.
As a general point the level of detail provided in model answers could be more consistent. Too much detail and the
expectations associated with the answer become unrealistic. Too little detail and there may be a tendency to focus more
on the ability of a student to construct an essay rather than the content (see below).
The School might also look at the structure of some of the shorter style exam questions to ensure that they are not
focussed too heavily on correct/incorrect style answers but do give students the opportunity to display a range of levels of
ability. This may be a particular issue with some of the poorer performing 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?
Generally a large volume of student work is available for us to consult, especially exam scripts and the independent
projects. This material is very clearly laid out and well presented with summary data and student feedback on the module.
There is a problem with some courses dominated by coursework where only a small subset of the assessed work is
available. This makes it impossible to provide a true evaluation of those courses (e.g. 2107). I suggest that the admin
team explore other possibilities that would allow for this material to be available for examiners.
With respect to written comments on exam scripts, many comments seem to be too focused on writing ability at the
expense of content. I actually do not think that the writing skills of the majority of Leeds students are poor (in comparison
to those elsewhere). The School could usefully consider the introduction of grading sheets, specifically linked to model
answers and ILOs, this would ensure that inclusion of relevant content is appropriately rewarded and hence that markers
do not focus too much on writing skills.
If the School does feel that writing skills need to be improved, then it would seem appropriate to provide some guidance
for students. Perhaps consider introducing a session that takes students through examples from past papers of how to
structure an essay.
The assessments of several modules appear to be not marking using a percentage scale. This is particularly an issue with
assessments where marks are associated with small subsets of work. For example, grades of 6/10 or 2/5 awarded for
small items and 40/70 for larger items. The rationale for this appears to be making it easier for staff to calculate a final %
total. However this approach is flawed, it doesn’t allow staff to easily mark to the degree classification scale. Thus 7/10
st
may not be awarded because the work is judged not to be 1 class, but 6/10 is effectively borderline between 2:1 and 2:2!
Wherever possible, it is simplest and less prone to unintended skewing of grades for every component to be marked on
the % scale.
st
There is still a reluctance in some modules (e.g. 3720) for staff to use the full range of grades in the 1 class category.

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
A good range of field areas are available for the mapping dissertation, although as mentioned on every previous occasion
that I have made these reports, the mapping area currently used in Bulgaria is not a suitable test for THIS module. You
can not demonstrate the key skill of map making (i.e. boundary placement/prediction) in this area. ca. 20 students over the
past 4 years have successfully demonstrated that this is not an appropriate place for undergraduates to map, these
students are not able to demonstrate map making skills at this site. My view has not changed in the last 4 years and I
have not heard any argument from the School for its continued use.
The MGeol research dissertation (5308) continues to provide a range of interesting projects. It is a little disappointing that
my comments from last year have not been acted on by the School. As it stands without some form of assessment of the
student engagement with the project the grading of these projects inevitably focuses on a rather unsatisfactory
combination of the clarity of the report together with an assessment of the science of the project (devised by the
supervisor).

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 exam board procedures are good. However there have been a couple of instances in the last two years where I have
received requests to approve a grade change, apparently because of some oversight at the time of the exam board. It
suggests that there may be a case for tighter checking prior to the grades being approved.
Equally this year there were two instances of errors in grade spreadsheets. Those grades had previously been approved
by the internal board. Again perhaps the procedures for checking spreadsheets need to be looked at.

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

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
The feedback session with students held in late April worked very well and lots of issues were highlighted by students. It may be
nd
worth considering holding this meeting mid-way through 2 semester simply so that any potential clash with revision time is
avoided and also you could timetable a debrief session with key staff from the external examiners directly after the meeting with
students.
In particular students were concerned about uneven workloads between different modules, 2590 was highlighted as being
particularly content heavy. Levels of feedback on coursework were noted as inconsistent, 2107 being particularly mentioned in
this regards with written feedback ranging from “one word” to “detailed and helpful”. Students were also rightly concerned about
the inconsistent level of support that supervisors offered during field visits for the independent mapping, ranging from a couple
of hours (shared between a group of students) to 5-6 days. Issues with markers not using the top end of the grading scale were
mentioned and have previously been highlighted in my reports. Students also felt there was a lack of revision time, a clustering
of coursework deadlines and general inconsistency in grading.
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RE: Response to External Examiner's Report (Geological Sciences Programmes
(BSc/MGeol) 2014-15
Dear
We would like to kindly thank you for your constructive and thoughtful comments. It is
pleasing to see that you have highlighted areas of good practice within the programme.
However, as always, there is room for improvement and we are grateful for your input into
how we may move forward. We will address, in turn, your detailed recommendations below,
with reference to the specific sections of the report:
Part B – Matters for Urgent Attention


writes: The School should consider a number of initiatives designed to
provide external examiners with information on what changes if any have been made in
response to examiners recommendations and if suggestions have not been adopted, the
reasons why should be documented.

We agree that this is a very good idea and will be happy to provide External Examiners with
a report, sufficiently prior to their arrival, detailing the changes that we have or have not
made, and why, based on their report recommendations. It is true that currently there is no
mechanism to close the feedback loop, and this we think the same practice should be
extended to exam paper change recommendations made by the externals in November. We
propose to create a space on the VLE where the externals can view the reports when they
visit, as well as have access to the GS Teaching Meeting minutes and Programme/Module
changes forms. These should all be available to see by end of March (after our
Programme/Module changes paperwork deadline), and if the examiners like, we could also
send these reports by email, before their visit.

Part B – For Examiners completing their term of appointment


writes: The School of Earth and Environment provides an impressive suite of
Geoscience degrees. The component modules are very well taught and highly appreciated
by the students. Students consistently remark on the positive approachable attitude of the
staff, the strong links to both industry and research throughout the programme, and field
classes are clearly a real highlight for all. Overall the quality of teaching compares
favourably with other Russell Group Universities. There is scope for improving elements of
Quality Assurance. In response to my comments a number of changes have been
introduced or perhaps more typically partially introduced over the last 4 years. There have
been significant improvements in the moderation processes, there is improved clarity
between expectations of MGeol and BSc cohorts, marking processes are generally more
transparent, grades are often justified more clearly, and mechanisms for obtaining
feedback from students are more effective. However my experience of external examining
in Leeds has ultimately been somewhat frustrating. There are many examples of best
practise being used throughout the assessment process. These have been highlighted over
the course of the last 4 years. However it seems there is also a culture in the School of
leaving it up to individual staff as to whether those elements of best practise are adopted.
As a result there are many examples of an inconsistent approach to the assessment and
grading process and many of my comments (and those from students) have highlighted
those inconsistencies. Such inconsistencies could in theory be ironed-out relatively easily,
as such it is for the leadership of the School to decide whether they wish to prioritise
teaching and assessment to a greater extent and hence change this culture.

We are grateful for the positive feedback about our programme at Leeds, and aim to build on
these positives. We also acknowledge that the inconsistencies in assessment and grading
processes need to be addressed. We are dealing with this at an individual level with
Biennial Academic Meetings and as Head of School, I, and the Director of Student Education
strongly endorse and support action by Programme Leaders to identify areas of
inconsistency and to formulate plans to address it, We are planning more frequent
Programme Delivery Team meetings to look at the programme as a whole to permit greater
focus on Programme Level Learning Outcomes and to check how assessment contributes to
this. As a result, the issue of consistency we hope that start to be addressed more
effectively. . The rest of this document will touch upon further details of how we aim to ironout inconsistencies in assessment/grading processes as these are referred to in subsequent
sections of the Externals’ reports.
Report Section 3


highlights specific examples about inconsistencies in the grading approach for
assessments in this section.
would like more explicit reference to ILOs being tested in
the model answers given for exams.
also notes that while there is improvement in the
approach to mapping project marking as there are still some staff who are not using the
new feedback sheets/marking criteria, and who are not providing enough written
justification of marks. The weakest part of the process is identified as being the marking
of the field slips, with both examiners commenting on inconsistencies here.
makes the suggestion that the field slips be marked as a calibration exercise before being
sent to supervisors for marking. Finally,
also reiterates
suggestion from

previous years that the field component proportion of marks be increased from 50 to 60%
of the overall mark.
Justification of marks for assessments that students may not see, but are important for
second/third markers or externals, as well as feedback meant directly for students, are both
very important and we should be aiming for consistency in approach throughout the
programme. We do acknowledge there is some inconsistency and we will make it a priority
to minimise, if not eradicate this.
There are two School-level initiatives that will help with the above. a) We are introducing new
generic marking criteria for a range of assessment types (essay; technical report; oral
presentation…) and for all years of study, with verbal descriptors for what is expected for
each grade boundary. Hitherto, there has only been one set of criteria for all assessments at
all levels, and it was left to individual staff to make their own more detailed marking criteria
sheets. This is likely a major factor in the inconsistency mentioned, and the correct use of
the new generic marking criteria will help students to know what is expected as well as help
staff to be consistent with their marking process. b) Each programme is conducting a review
of assessment and how it related to the ILOs of each module and the programme as a
whole. This mapping of assessment to the ILOs will allow us to make sure that the learning
outcomes are commensurate with the assessment and enable us to review how we create
model answers/marking criteria/feedback sheets that are useful and explicitly refer to the
ILOs. We will also encourage staff to adopt more specific marking criteria/feedback sheets
for coursework, and remind them that there needs to be sufficient comments on ALL marked
work to justify the grade awarded, and seek management’s backing on this.
We thank the examiner for his recognition of our efforts to improve mapping project marking.
The new generic scheme was voluntary for this year, which explains why ~1/3 of markers
did not use it, but it will be compulsory next year, following modifications based on our
experiences this year. In general we agree that some few staff do not provide sufficient
reason and hence eventual feedback to justify their marks. We would suggest that these are
the same staff that did not use the new generic scheme. Hopefully, compulsory use of the
latter will alleviate this problem.
We agree that holding a field slip calibration marking exercise before work goes to
supervisors would be a good idea. This year we will have a team of three experienced staff
(mapping projects module leader, field work convener, and one other) assess the field slips
and furnish comments to go to the supervisors.
We agree about the field component weighting being increased to 60%, and intend to adopt
this division of marks in this session.


kindly gives positive feedback concerning our assessment methods, quality of
teaching, and programme content. However, does raise the following concerns (listed
a-f) for action, each of which we reply to below:

a) The students clearly liked lecture capture. The cat is out of the bag, and the
modules that do not use lecture capture yet are at a disadvantage now from the
students’ perspective. There may be valid reasons why certain teaching modules
do not use lecture capture, but the organisers of these modules should be asked to
explain these reasons to the student. ACTION 01
For legal reasons, the University policy for lecture capture allows staff to opt out of using it,
and also allows staff the freedom to use lecture capture as they see fit, meaning that they
can decide to release the lectures if and when they want. The proviso is that all staff must
communicate very clearly to their students exactly if and how they plan to use lecture
capture. Although as a School we encourage use of lecture capture, we are not in a position
to contradict the agreed University policy with staff. What we will re-iterate to all staff is the
need to clearly explain to all students how they plan to use or not use lecture capture. Last
year, each module handbook should have included a statement regarding this for each
lecture strand of the module, and perhaps this was not the case, so in addition to
encouraging verbal communication with students about if/how lecture capture will be used,
we have amended the module handbook template to explicitly include statements of what
lectures will be on the VLE. This will also be discussed at the next GS teaching meeting
which will take place before the start of term in September.
b) More course work in SOEE3480 (Past Global Environmental Systems) should be
considered. ACTION 02. The students also found the 2-hour lectures slots
unnecessary long, and, given the ‘slow pace’ (in their words), these lectures could
be condensed to 1 hour. ACTION 03
The module leader’s response for ACTION 02 is: We will review this before the next module
change deadline early in 2016 for possible implementation in the 2016-17 session.
Their response for ACTION 03 is: The course contains quite a lot of material that the
students have not engaged with extensively before such as several lectures containing
detailed information on the modern climate system, numerical GCM modelling techniques
and time periods only briefly touched upon previously in first year courses e.g. the Cenozoic
(lectures 1, 7-10). Some lectures such as lecture 2 on palaeoproxies and their application
also are very concept heavy and require the full 2 hours. The 2 hour slots therefore allow for
the pace of some lectures to be slower than others and not all lectures used the full slot.
Restricting the slot to an hour would remove this flexibility and would likely result in a much
more strongly expressed complaint that at least some of the lectures were too rushed.
c) A lower weighting for the examination (now 90%) in SOEE3281 (Physical &
Chemical Hydrogeology) should be considered. ACTION 04
The module leader has agreed to redesign the coursework with a view to improving it, and
including more map-based online questions. As this is a semester two module, the module
leader has agreed to seek chair’s action to increase the coursework assessment to 20% and
reduce the exam to 80%. These changes should come into effect this year given support
from the DSE and Pro-Dean for Student Education.

d) Several students asked to switch to Petrel for the practical work in SOEE3670
(Reservoir Modelling 2), which, in their view, is the industry standard. ACTION 05
The module leader’s response for ACTION 05 is: The question regarding the software used
in the modelling modules SOEE2560 (Reservoir Simulation 1) and SOEE3670 (Reservoir
Simulation 2) has been raised by students a few times in the past. Students asked why we
do not use Eclipse or Petrel instead of Tempest, as these are amongst the most popular
software tools used for modelling purposes in the oil and gas industry. Out of these software,
Eclipse is directly used for reservoir simulation; Petrel however is a more ‘seismic-tosimulation’ software used for geological modelling purposes, offering a ‘fully featured
reservoir simulation preprocessing and postprocessing environment’ (Schlumberger, 2010).
The Petrel Reservoir Engineering module would be an ‘entry point for detailed Eclipse
reservoir simulation and pre- and postprocessing’ (Schlumberger, 2010). As such, out these
two pieces of software, Eclipse would be better suited for reservoir simulation purposes and
could be considered as a replacement for the Tempest software.
The main reason for currently using the Tempest software in the Leeds Reservoir Simulation
modules is cost-related. The department has a good connection with Roxar, the company
which provides Tempest. Roxar provides us the licenses for free every year, for teaching
and research purposes. Secondly, the Tempest software is very similar to Eclipse; many
keywords/commands are identical, so once the students know how to use Tempest, getting
familiar with Eclipse when working in a company should be straight forward. Eclipse has
been however used for a longer time in the industry, and it is consequently more popular.
I will discuss about this issue with my colleagues involved with the Petroleum Engineering
programme, and we will see if there are changes in the software used in the reservoir
simulation modules that we could implement in the longer run in these modules, in response
to Action 05 mentioned by the External Examiner
e) Two students asked if it would be possible to avoid clashes of staff-student
committee meetings with lectures and practical classes. ACTION 06
This is a problem the Programme Leaders have already identified and are seeking to resolve
with the staff-student forum organisers. This year we a slot in the timetable has been found
that is free of classes for students from all programmes and we are also introducing new
systems for course representatives so that they can elicit feedback from peers and feed it
into the SSF, even if they cannot make it themselves.
f)

A drop in mean mark from 63% to 58% was not explained by the module organiser
for SOEE3480 (Past Global Environmental Systems), supposedly because they did
not have access to last year’s marks (according to information on the Return of
Moderation Marks form). This explanation should be completed and added to the
paperwork. ACTION 07

The module leader’s response for ACTION 07 is: The course did not run the previous year
and has been substantially redesigned with a marked change in content and teaching staff
so the marks are not directly comparable. I will add a note to the 2015-2016 module form to
this effect.

Report Section 4


praises our range of assessments as exemplary and says most students
perform to a high level, achieving aims and satisfying ILOs, however, has concerns
regarding the quality of field slip and map component of the dissertation projects.
notes that many maps have poor constraint of boundary placement, and that this is at the
heart of the mapping skill. The maps are deemed to be generously graded (a comment
shared by
in
report and in the verbal feedback session), and cross-section
construction is rather simplistic. Furthermore,
suggests we consider the
effect the lack of an extended mapping training exercise in Easter, pre-dissertation
mapping, has on student performance, and whether we can remedy this.

We have recognised in recent years that the field slips and maps are the weaker
components of our students’ dissertations, something which has also been noted in previous
external’s reports. To remedy this, in 2013-14, we created extra training for L1 students in
the technique of outcrop mapping and marking data on fieldslips. We also have created a
virtual world computer game that simulates mapping in the field, and have used that for the
first time to help with training this year. The students who have benefitted from this extra
training have only just completed their dissertation mapping this summer, and we hope to
see an improvement in the quality of the maps submitted this year.
Concerning the simplistic cross sections, we are also sympathetic to the external’s
comments. There has been extra emphasis placed on cross-section construction in the
course over the past year, especially in the practical component of the SOEE 2107 (Field
and Map skills) and again, we hope to see an improvement in the quality of sections
submitted this year. There is concern amongst several staff about the cross-section drawing
ability of our students, and we are currently reviewing how we train students in mapping and
cross-section at L1 and L2 in modules SOEE 1580 and SOEE 2107.
Furthermore, in order to improve the boundary placement and cross-section construction
abilities of our students, we aim to review the L2 mapping training tutorials given by
supervisors (as part of the SOEE 2095/2094 modules), as well as the period of supervision
each group has in the field, with a view to formalising the supervision activities and mapping
training ILOs, and help emphasise the skills of outcrop mapping, boundary placement and
cross-section construction.
The final point regarding lack of mapping training at Easter is something we will look at
closely in a meeting with all field teaching staff. Currently there is a day of mapping in each
of the weeks of the L2 Ireland field class (Connemara and County Clare); in addition, the
Anglesey field class is two and a half days of detailed mapping. However, it may be that the
core mapping skills need to be re-iterated on these trips.

Report Section 6 – each examiner’s comments will be dealt with in turn


notes:
a) The nature and effectiveness of enhancements to the programme(s) and modules
since the previous year has been very patchy, with some individual staff appearing
to engage with suggested changes, while others do not. In addition, notes that
the examiners do not have adequate information from the School regarding if/
how their suggested changes have been adopted.

This issue has been addressed in our response to similar issues raised by
both sections of Part B, as well as Section 3, please refer back to these.

in

b) General reflection by the School on module performance is still lacking, some
individual staff have highlighted problems and asked externals to look at the
module (e.g. 2590). This type of good practise should be routine. A simple
comparison of module performance to overall performance does allow staff to
identify issues, reflect and suggest changes where appropriate. This should happen
at internal meetings before the external examiners arrive in June and should not
be left up to individual modules leaders but be done by either programme leaders
or exams officer.
We already have a mechanism in place to do this via our moderation forms, but the process
of reflection could be more consistent and detailed. We are exploring whether to modify the
Moderation Form for next year to include a section for the module marking team to reflect on
the marks in comparison those for the last two years, and will work with the Student
Education Service Office to ensure the marks are available to module leaders on a
consistent basis. The University arrangements for module review already require module
leaders to select modules for in depth review where “….student academic performance is
below expectation or differs significantly from previous years...”. We would like to note that
there are elements of our exams board/marks meetings procedure where the team visually
checks the grades for modules, as well as individual students, to detect mark averages,
distributions, or individual marks that look suspect, and if there is no comment on the
moderation form about these, we send the form back to the moderator and module leader for
further comment/reflection.
c) The lack of internal calibration of markers remains an issue for the mapping
projects.
We feel that our marking system works quite well overall, but agree that we could do more to
internally calibrate the marking of the fieldslips/maps as these show the most variability in
marks and quality. As mentioned in Section 3 of the response, we have a few initiatives
planned to addresses this issue.
d) The MGeol research project would benefit from use of a supervisors report on
student engagement.
We admit that at present there is no way to quantify the process of research and
engagement of the student, as there is no formal marked component for this. It would be
good to have this aspect of the project considered in the marking process and we will

discuss how best to do this. It could be that combination of a lab book/reflective journal, with
supervisor comments about the student’s progress, would suffice.
e) Modules taken by MGeol and BSc students now do contain different learning
outcomes and expectations in assessments, but for some modules there was little
evidence of those expectations influencing the grading. Introduction of consistent
grading sheets may help in this respect.
A priority for this coming year is to review the MGeol Programme overall, and part of this
review will involve closely looking at the L3/L5 assessments and marking criteria. We will
encourage staff to adopt grading sheets differentiated for L3 and L5.
f)

There has been greater use of the top end of the marking scale in some modules.
This is not evident in others.

We thank the examiner for recognising our efforts to encourage staff to use the whole 0-100
scale, and will continue to do so to achieve consistency across the programme.


is thanked for the positive comments about the changes we have implemented
following his recommendations in the 2013-14 External’s report.
notes that there are
still some work to be done and re-iterates the following actions:
a) Module organisers who do not use the handbook template should be encouraged
to do so. ACTION 08

All teaching staff have been asked to use the new module template and we are monitoring
adoption.
b) I suggest one addition to the handbook template: feedback types (e.g., written
feedback on essays, personal feedback, feedback in class, online feedback) for all
course work and exams, and, where possible, feedback deadlines. ACTION 09
A section has been added to the Handbook for next year for Module Leaders to explain how
feedback will be returned to students. Feedback is something we aim to continually improve
on and in past experience, keeping the students primed for when/how they will receive
feedback improves their expectations and engagement.
c)

and I met with a group of 20+ students in April 2015. This meeting
was very well organised, and it provided us with valuable information on student
satisfaction across different years and degree courses. A clear improvement over
last year. However, the possibility of a meeting at the start of the second semester
(February), when students have fewer deadlines to cope with, should be
considered. ACTION 10

We are glad that the April meeting was useful, and are happy to organise a similar meeting
earlier in Semester 2 when there are fewer deadlines. We will ask the Student Education
Service Office to organise a suitable time for this and liaise with the externals to make sure
they are happy with the arrangements.

d) The provision of assessment portfolios was discontinued. Instead, a small selection
of student work was provided for selected modules. This worked better than the
portfolios, but further improvements are needed, because it was difficult for the
External Examiners to assess the coursework of specific students. A further move to
online submission (via VLE), where possible, should help. Moreover, the course
work of poorly performing students and those with significant special
circumstances should be available, as well as a selection of course work across
boundary classifications. ACTION 11
There is a problem with returning work to students to allow them to see feedback and reflect
on their performance, as it makes it difficult to collect in the work to allow proper external
examining. This is an issue that needs discussed at School level to make sure the
procedures that the office follow regarding handing out/collection are consistent with what
staff across different programmes are trying to do. We will discuss this matter at Programme
Level first, and then make our recommendations known at School level for discussion at the
STSEC (School Taught Student Education Committee), involving also the Student Education
Service Manager.
e) I was particularly impressed by the correct amount and high quality of feedback
given on exam scripts and in coursework for SOEE2500 (Petroleum Reservoir
Engineering), SOEE3040 (Easter Field Class) and SOEE3670 (Reservoir Simulation 2).
Other modules had sufficient annotations as well, but there were two notable
exceptions. SOEE2094/95 (Research and Career Skills) and SOEE2110 (Introductory
Oceanography) provided little to no feedback on written work, other than crosses
and ticks. For SOEE2110, this is two years in a row now, which is inexcusable.
ACTION 12
We thank the examiner for their positive comments, and will address the lack of
feedback/comments on assessments and exams directly with the module leaders for SOEE
2095/94 and SOEE 2110.
f)

The return rate of module evaluation forms has vastly improved, not in the least
owing to the return to paper-based forms. The average return rate in the modules I
was provided with was 40%; this is impressive. Yet, no module evaluation forms
were available for 5 modules. ACTION 13

Both the module leaders and the Student Education Service Office are glad the new paperbased system is working.. The paper-based system was new for last year, and that it is
understandable that there were a few teething problems, but we agree that there needs to
be a return for every module and will work to make sure this happens next year.
g) The students again expressed a wish to have 24 hour student access to the SEE
computing facilities. This should be granted, or all students need to be informed
officially why this is not feasible. ACTION 14
Unfortunately, we cannot allow 24 hour access to computing facilities for School-wide
security and health and safety reasons (not least because we cannot be seen to encourage
all-night work). This has been communicated clearly to the students in the past, as well as
the reasons for it. We will endeavour to continue to make the students aware of the reasons
for this.

h) The last available NSS scores for feedback showed a decline again, despite the fact
that Geology students are amongst the happiest in SEE. The new measures
brought in in the past year should hopefully be reflected in higher feedback scores
in the next NSS. Meanwhile, I reiterate the suggestions I made last year: (a) keep
telling the students that feedback involves more than just annotations on scripts;
(b) give students the opportunity to see their marked exam scripts in a more
structured manner, e.g. via school-wide or discipline-wide exam feedback sessions;
(c) add key information on feedback provision and timing to Module Handbooks.
ACTION 15
The suggestions are welcomed, and we are always looking for ways to improve feedback.
Talking to the students more about feedback and the different mechanisms by which it is
delivered is key, and we will do this more. Offering structured sessions to allow students to
see exams and discuss results is something we have done in the past and the student
uptake was extremely poor. Moreover, every student has the opportunity to meet face-toface with module managers to discuss their exam performance, but very few actually do this.
will be working with
(programme leader for Sustainability
and Env Management) this year on a project looking at Feedback within the school and how
to improve. Adding info about feedback expectation to the handbooks is something we will
encourage.
i)

As last year, there was no indication in the sedimentological field-mapping
projects of awareness of spatial variation and 3D geometries through the use of
correlation panels and 3D block diagrams. This is a small, but necessary and
valuable, step upward from maps and sedimentary logs. ACTION 16

The module leader for the mapping projects, the fieldwork convener and the programme
leaders will meet to discuss how best to implement this within field projects that are
sedimentology-based. This will require discussion with mapping supervisors with a view to
embedding these techniques as standard for such projects. This will form part of the review
of pre-mapping tutorials and field supervision that has already been mentioned in the report.
Report Section 7


notes: Students clearly appreciated the fact that many modules include state-ofthe-art research outcomes. In the April meeting with the students, they asked to be
informed about school-wide research seminars in a more organised way, e.g. by email.
ACTION 17

The students already receive info about seminars via email, and we are confused as to why
they are asking for this. They actually receive this info via several routes (email, School
circular, and informally in lectures from staff). We will consider how best to advertise the
seminars and whether one method only is best, as well as consider whether we might add
this as a compulsory activity for the MGeol cohort.

Report Section 10


notes: The moderation forms could usefully be modified to incorporate a
more reflective element that would encourage module leaders to comment on unusual
grade distributions and suggest possible future actions where appropriate. It would also
be a valuable addition if individual module performance was compared directly to overall
programme performance. If the exams officer or admin team were to produce a series of xy plots of individual student grade in the module against their overall grade, this is a very
effective way of monitoring module performance (much better than simple means and std
deviations) and again would encourage a more reflective approach to module
performance.

The reply we have given to comments in Section 6 mostly cover this issue. However, the
suggestion of the admin team creating a series of X-Y plots of individual student
performance in modules against their overall performance remains a matter to consider.
The current University system of reporting marks (Banner) simply does not allow for easy
manipulation of the data to create these plots. We will consult the Student Education
Service Manager for the School, as well as the Exam Officer about a way forward for this
matter.
Report Section 12


has a few concerns:
a) Draft exam papers were provided and commented on, although it would be
appropriate for the School to respond to external examiners comments
documenting what changes have been made. In many instances questions were
modified but in other cases no changes were made and it is unclear why.

We will consult with the Student Education Service Office to alter procedure to include a
more formal report to be returned to the External Examiners closing the loop on suggested
exam changes.
b) Certain courses over the past few years I have identified several cases in which
identical questions or some with trivial changes have been used for successive
years. This approach encourages question spotting by students and should be
strongly discouraged.
We recognise this is a problem, and that many exam papers are not allowed to be taken out
of the exam room, which also encourages less variety of questions from year to year. This
will be raised at Programme level in the next teaching meeting for discussion and we will
encourage staff to have more variety in the exam questions set.
Report Section 13


has the following concerns:
a) I suggest that the admin team explore other possibilities that would allow for
more (student work) material to be available for examiners.

This is something we have already addressed in our reply to similar concerns in Section 6
(see above).
b) The assessments of several modules appear to be not marking using a percentage
scale. This is particularly an issue with assessments where marks are associated
with small subsets of work. For example, grades of 6/10 or 2/5 awarded for small
items and 40/70 for larger items. The rationale for this appears to be making it
easier for staff to calculate a final % total. However this approach is flawed, it
doesn’t allow staff to easily mark to the degree classification scale. Thus 7/10 may
not be awarded because the work is judged not to be 1st class, but 6/10 is
effectively borderline between 2:1 and 2:2! Wherever possible, it is simplest and
less prone to unintended skewing of grades for every component to be marked on
the % scale.
We will be advising all staff that marks should be awarded on the 0-100 scale at all times,
and then converted to the appropriate fraction for the component in the summative
spreadsheet, rather than using a scale that doesn’t allow for acceptable granularity reflective
of the spread of marks between grade boundaries. We will especially be adopting this
method as part of the new marking sheets for the mapping projects.
Report Section 14


reiterates
opinion that Bulgaria is not a suitable area for mapping
projects, and asks that it be abandoned.

The concerns raised the previous year were taken on board and Bulgaria was not offered for
a mapping area this summer, although session 2014-15 did see one group from Bulgaria
write up their results from the previous summer’s mapping period. The member of staff who
offered the Rhodope area in Bulgaria is currently exploring new areas to map for this session
coming.


notes: The quality of assessment and feedback was high, despite the fact that, in
my opinion, about 50% of the mapping projects were too generously marked by 5-10%.
Yet, this had no consequences for the final degree classifications of these students. The
suggestion of generous marking perhaps reflects the fact that the markers focussed on
weaknesses; they should highlight the strengths more clearly to justify the marks. ACTION
18

The mapping module leader’s response is as follows: In general, 1st and 2nd markers were
in good agreement this year (i.e. no third marking but an increase in moderation) but there
were some noticeable differences (i.e. up to ~10%), especially in the ‘soft-rock’ projects. I
wonder whether this view relates to the more specific comment: ‘As last year, there was no
indication in the sedimentological field-mapping projects of awareness of spatial variation
and 3D geometries through the use of correlation panels and 3D block diagrams; this is a
small, but necessary and valuable, step upward from maps and sedimentary logs’. In other
words, the examiner would award a lower mark because of the absence of this aspect.
ACTION: inform (soft-rock) supervisors of this deficiency/expectation.

Report Section 15


notes: The exam board procedures are good. However there have been a
couple of instances in the last two years where I have received requests to approve a grade
change, apparently because of some oversight at the time of the exam board. It suggests
that there may be a case for tighter checking prior to the grades being approved.

The feedback is appreciated and the comment will be fed to module leaders who compile the
marks and moderation forms.
Other Comments Section


comments: I wish to express my special thanks to the administration team, as well
as
and
for providing a wealth of information in a highly structured and easy
to digest way, and acting promptly upon queries. I am also grateful to the academic staff
for their time and effort in implementing many of last year’s recommendations.

We thank
year.


for the kind comments, and we hope to continue in the same manner next
comments:
a) The feedback session with students held in late April worked very well and lots of
issues were highlighted by students. It may be worth considering holding this
meeting mid-way through 2nd semester simply so that any potential clash with
revision time is avoided and also you could timetable a debrief session with key
staff from the external examiners directly after the meeting with students.

As noted earlier in this reply, we are happy to hold the visit earlier in semester 2 and will
make the arrangements for this to happen.
b) In particular students were concerned about uneven workloads between different
modules, SOEE 2590 was highlighted as being particularly content heavy.
The workloads for modules should be suitable to their content. For module 2590, we have a
particular problem in that the students did not like having significant coursework in addition
to all content being examined in semester 2. The results for the course also showed a major
disconnect between the coursework component and the exam results. As discussed with
the examiners during the visit, we aim to change the assessment strategy such that there is
a practical exam and theory exam in each semester, with the coursework being formative
only. This will encourage the students to engage with the practical coursework, to prepare
for their practical exams, and allow a better spread of assessment over the year rather than
clustered at the end of the year.
c) Levels of feedback on coursework were noted as inconsistent, 2107 being
particularly mentioned in this regards with written feedback ranging from “one
word” to “detailed and helpful”.
d) Students were also rightly concerned about the inconsistent level of support that
supervisors offered during field visits for the independent mapping, ranging from a
couple of hours (shared between a group of students) to 5-6 days.

e) Issues with markers not using the top end of the grading scale were mentioned
and have previously been highlighted in my reports.
The three above concerns have previously addressed elsewhere in the report.
We would like to again thank the examiners for their useful and thoughtful comments. We
will be in touch through the year to follow up on the suggestions for improvement made by
the examiners, with a full update being made prior to their arrival next session.
is warmly thanked for
very thorough efforts acting as external for us over
the last four years. There have been a lot of suggestions for improvement, as well as praise
for good practice, and we are grateful for both.

Yours sincerely,

Head of School
School of Earth and Environment
University of Leeds
Leeds
LS2 9JT
Tel: +44 (0)
(Direct Line)
Email:

