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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:

Dentistry

Subject(s):

Dental Surgery / Oral Science

Programme(s) / Module(s):

MChD Year 2

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

MChD

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
.
In my opinion, there are no matters which require urgent attention.

Only applicable in first year of appointment
Were you provided with copies of previous relevant External Examiners’ reports and the response of the School to these?
Not applicable

For Examiners completing their term of appointment
Please comment on your experience of the programme(s) over the period of your appointment, remarking in particular on changes
from year to year and the progressive development and enhancement of the learning and teaching provision, on standards
achieved, on marking and assessment and the procedures of the School
Not applicable
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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.

The learning outcomes as given in the Programme Handbook were entirely appropriate and the standard of performance
in the examinations indicated that these were being achieved by the vast majority of the 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.

As I have mentioned in previous reports, the overall content of the programme is similar to that in other institutions
although there is considerable variation between institutions in how the different elements are spread across the five
years. The programme at Leeds is in line with most modern thinking on how the different elements should relate to each
other with considerable vertical and horizontal integration.

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.

A wide range of assessment methods are employed. This is commendable and indeed is a model for others to copy.
Judging by the performance of the candidates in the assessments, a large majority are achieving adequate levels of
learning.

4.

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



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

The academic standards achieved by the students – as reflected in their assessments – were entirely compatible with
students on similar programmes elsewhere.
It is difficult to identify strengths and weaknesses given that most of the students seemed to have performed reasonably
similarly (and well) in most components of the examinations. Nevertheless, it may be worth noting that of the small
number of students (9) who did fail one or more parts of the examination, all but one failed the Introduction to Biomedical
Sciences component. Although it is perhaps dangerous to draw conclusions from that small number, one cannot help
wondering if weak students are not prioritising that subject because they (wrongly) perceive it to be less relevant than the
others to their vocation.

5.

For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment on
the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum
In the 2nd year of the MChD programme, the assessment of the clinical components is largely by written exams (including
scenario-based ones), spotter exams and clinical skills laboratory-based tests. Both of these seemed satisfactory.

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.
From an academic point-of-view, this year seemed to have been one of consolidation rather than change where the
Improved introduced in previous years 9e.g. in marking schemes) were allowed to "bed-in".
On the other hand the administration of the exams seemed to have been improved (although it was already good in
previous years!). I was informed this improvement was because of the creation of a dedicated assessment team which
resulted in greater scrutiny of draft papers before they were sent to me as the External Examiner which in turn meant I had
to suggest fewer changes than I normally would do at this or indeed almost any other institution where I have examined.
This administrative change certainly should be commended and flagged-up as good practice.
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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.
As I have mentioned in previous years, the critical appraisal skills programme is worthy of praise. In this exercise, students
have to assess a relevant clinical research paper and I have little doubt that this must help to engender a researchinformed approach to the students’ learning.

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

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.
The guidance material provided was sufficient.

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 information I received was entirely appropriate.

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 draft copies of all the degree examination papers in plenty of time and provided comments on all of
these. From what I saw when I attended the School to scrutinise the exam scripts, almost all the significant comments I
had made, had been acted upon. In one small matter, where this (apparently) had not happened, I discussed it with senior
internal examiners and was assured they would look into the matter. I should add that that small issue made very little
difference to the results of the exam and, if anything, was to the advantage not disadvantage of the candidates (in that I
had suggested a slightly more specific model answer than was being used for a particular question).

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 had access to all the exam scripts. The scripts were appropriately marked and having checked those covering a wide
spectrum of marks, I am confident that these were appropriate.
There were two small matters where it was necessary to check back through the marking process but in both cases, the
matter was resolved satisfactorily. It might be worth mentioning that one of these issues was caused by students being
required to submit both a hard and an electronic copy of their Personal & Prof Development (PPD2) essay and these were
copies not always the same. Given the confusion this caused, I wonder whether the necessity to hand in a hard copy,
could perhaps be re-considered. It is likely that modern technology will eventually make this duplication unnecessary (if it
has not already done so).
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14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Not applicable

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 (see section 6 above)..

16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Absolutely. As I mentioned last year, I have never seen a better process for this than the one which I witnessed in Leeds.
Indeed following last year's meeting, I made a strong recommendation to my own institution that they should adopt, at the
earliest possible opportunity, a similar protocol whereby those making the decisions on mitigating circumstances are not
told about which students they are making the decisions.

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
I wish to thank all concerned in Leeds for facilitating my role as External Examiner both before and during my visit and for
making my visit so interesting and enjoyable.
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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:

Dentistry

Subject(s):

Dental Surgery / Oral Science

Programme(s) / Module(s):

MChD Years 1-3 (Resit / Autumn Diet 2015)

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

MChD

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 was one issue - concerning Year 1 of the programme - which requires urgent attention.
Two elements of the exam (the Health & Health Promotion and the Introduction to the Oral Environment papers) consisted of
both SAQs/MSAQ and MCQ sections. The SAQs/MSAQs were criterion-marked with a pass mark of 40% whereas raw marks
were used for the MCQs. The marks for these two types of question were then combined. This is inappropriate and is a problem
nd
which was identified and resolved for the 2 year exams two years ago. The elegant solution produced by the Dental School for
nd
st
the 2 year exams (which also appears to have been implemented in other 1 year papers) involves standard setting the MCQ
sections then applying equations to the marks for those sections to re-align the pass mark from the set standard, to 40%. Once
that has been done, combining the marks with those for the criterion-marked SAQ/MSAQ sections is entirely acceptable and I
st
would recommend that this is done for the remaining two 1 year papers in future years.
I should add that the present system almost certainly resulted in two students passing each of the papers concerned, by virtue
of relatively strong (unadjusted) MCQ marks offsetting weak marks in the SAQ/MSAQ sections. However in at least two of these
cases, the students had failed other parts of the exam and presumably will be repeating the year in any case.
There was one other - arguably less urgent matter which I know concerned some of the internal examiners as well as me namely the use of criterion-marking for the only MSAQ in the Oral Environment Paper. While criterion-marking is easily applied
and appropriate for SAQs, it is arguably less so for an MSAQ (which would be better to be standard set). Probably the simplest
solution to this, would be to eliminate MSAQs from SAQ sections – or if there is a wish to retain MSAQs, have them in a
separate section which can be standard-set (the former solution seems easier).
Only applicable in first year of appointment
Were you provided with copies of previous relevant External Examiners’ reports and the response of the School to these?
Not applicable

For Examiners completing their term of appointment
Please comment on your experience of the programme(s) over the period of your appointment, remarking in particular on changes
from year to year and the progressive development and enhancement of the learning and teaching provision, on standards
achieved, on marking and assessment and the procedures of the School

Not applicable

Standards

1.

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



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

The learning outcomes as given in the Programme Handbook were entirely appropriate and the standard of performance
in the examinations (original diet and resits) indicated that these were being achieved by the vast majority of the 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.

As I have mentioned in previous reports, the overall content of the programme is similar to that in other institutions
although there is considerable variation between institutions in how the different elements are spread across the five
years. The programme at Leeds is in line with most modern thinking on how the different elements should relate to each
other with considerable vertical and horizontal integration.

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.

A wide range of assessment methods are employed in all three years of the course with which I was concerned at this
diet. This is commendable and indeed is a model for others to copy.
Judging by the performance of the candidates in the assessments (both at this and at the first diet), a large majority are
achieving adequate levels of learning.

4.

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



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

The academic standards achieved by the students – as reflected in their assessments over the two diets – were
compatible with students on similar programmes elsewhere.
It is difficult if not impossible to identify strengths and weaknesses by performances at a resit diet of exams. Indeed one
feature of the results (particularly for the first and second year exams) was that many of the students with fails had fails in
more than one subject.

5.

For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment on
the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum
In these resit exams, the assessment of the clinical components was largely by written exams, spotter exams and OSCEs.
These seemed satisfactory.
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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.
nd

From an academic point-of-view, this year (at least as far as the 2 year pf the programme was concerned) seemed to
have been one of consolidation rather than change where the Improvements introduced in previous years (e.g. in marking
schemes) were allowed to "bed-in".
On the other hand the administration of the exams seemed to have been improved (although it was already good in
previous years!). I was informed this improvement was because of the creation of a dedicated assessment team which
resulted in greater scrutiny of draft papers before they were sent to me as the External Examiner which in turn meant I had
to suggest fewer changes than I normally would do at this or indeed almost any other institution where I have examined.
This administrative change certainly should be commended and flagged-up as good practice.

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.
As I have mentioned in previous years, the critical appraisal skills programme is worthy of praise. In this exercise, students
have to assess a relevant clinical research paper and I have little doubt that this must help to engender a researchinformed approach to the students’ learning.

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

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.
The guidance material provided was sufficient.

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 information I received was entirely appropriate.

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?
nd

I was provided with draft copies of all the degree examination papers for the 2 Year examinations - I assume the
st
rd
External Examiners for the 1 and 3 Years also received the papers for those exams. The nature and level of the
questions were appropriate. I provided comments on all the papers which I received although most of these comments
were small-print details. From what I saw when I attended the School to scrutinise the exam scripts, all/almost all the
significant comments I had made, had been acted upon.
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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 had access to all the exam scripts (but see below). Except in respect of the comments I have made on page 1 of this
st
report (in respect of parts of the 1 year exams), the scripts had been marked appropriately and I am confident that the
marks awarded reflected the students' performances.
st

nd

There was just one small problem in this respect. Some of the international students in 1 and 2 year were permitted to
take the resit examination in Kuwait (under the supervision of the British Council as I understand it). Unfortunately the
candidates' scripts (or rather scans of the scripts) were not sent to Leeds at the time when they were meant to be and as a
th
result, were not available for me to consider during my visit on 4 September. This meant that these candidates could not
be considered at the Exam Board Meeting that day. The scans were sent to me the week after my visit and a second
th
Exam Board meeting was held - with my presence via teleconference - on 15 September. This was not idea – although
the inconvenience to the examiners was not great, it meant that those candidates did not get their results when they
should have done – with knock-on effects of which year they should join for 2015-2016. Clearly this matter needs to be
addressed with the British Council in Kuwait.

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

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.

16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Absolutely. As I have mentioned in previous reports, I have never seen a better process for this than the one which is in
place in Leeds. It should be commended to other institutions.

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
I wish to thank all concerned in Leeds for facilitating my role as External Examiner both before and during my visit.
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