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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:

Dental School

Subject(s):

Dentistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Final examination (June 2015 sitting)

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

BChD

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

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
My term as external examiner covered a period of transition between old and new curricula, along with a General Dental Council
inspection, all of which presented substantial challenges to the School. I have been impressed throughout by the dedication of
the staff (both academic and support staff) in managing these changes while, at the same time, making efforts to improve the
examination process and the teaching and learning provision.
The standards achieved are, in my opinion, extremely high and the University of Leeds should commend the staff for their
commitment to their students and for excellence in learning. Great care has been taken in assessment and examination
procedures. Recommendations from external examiners are taken very seriously and responses always received.
Perfection is never truly attained and there is still scope for further refinement of the examination process (see elsewhere in my
report), but I feel that I can assure the University that the BChD course and final examination are in the hands of dedicated
professionals.

Standards

1.

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


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

2.

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

3.

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



The comparability of the programme(s) with similar programme(s) at other institutions and against national benchmarks and
the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications.
The aims and ILOs are appropriate and consistent with expected national standards and those of my own and other
Dental Schools in which I examine or have examined in the past.




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.
Please refer back to previous years’ positive comments by me, which still apply. The assessment process uses a
mixture of methods, according to the subject area and skills to be examined. These include contrasting assessment
methods, ranging from conventional written exams, practical clinical work, group work, oral examinations, etc.
Student performance shows a good range of results, with an appropriate allocation of honours/distinction and a small
number of unsuccessful candidates.

4.

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

5.

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



The academic standards demonstrated by the students and, where possible, their performance in relation to students on
comparable courses;

The strengths and weaknesses of the students as a cohort.
Yes. The students had comparable performance to those in other dental undergraduate schools. Their strengths were
demonstrated in professionalism and patient care. All student cohorts will have some weaker students, of course, but
there was nothing specific or recurring that I can comment about.

As I have said in previous reports, the whole examination is essentially about clinical practice. Students learn, and are
assessed, in several different ways which cover all aspects of clinical practice in dentistry appropriate for a newly qualified
dentist. The breadth of material covered was more than adequate.

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.
No significant changes.

7.

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

8.

Where the programme forms part of an Integrated PhD, please comment on the appropriateness of the
programme as training for a PhD
Not applicable

This may include examples of curriculum design informed by current research in the subject; practice informed by research;
students undertaking research.
I have made comments previously about the “New Horizons” module. As previously, several of the students quoted
research papers in their oral examinations.

ExEx Report Form 2013-14

Page 2 of 4

For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

9.

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

Not applicable

The Examination/Assessment Process

10. The University and its Schools provide guidance for External Examiners as to their roles, powers and
responsibilities. Please indicate whether this material was sufficient for you to act effectively as an
External Examiner.

Whether External Examiners have sufficient access to the material needed to make the required judgements and whether they
are encouraged to request additional information.
Yes

11. Did you receive appropriate documentation relating to the programmes and/or parts of programmes for
which you have responsibility, e.g. programme specifications or module handbooks, marking criteria?

The coherence of the policies and procedures relating to External Examiners and whether they match the explicit roles they are
asked to perform.
Yes

12. Were you provided with all draft examination papers/assessments? Was the nature and level of the
questions appropriate? If not, were suitable arrangements made to consider your comments?
Yes, draft papers were provided. Comments from me were responded to and, where necessary, acted upon.
The nature and level of questions was appropriate.

13. Was sufficient assessed / examined work made available to enable you to have confidence in your
evaluation of the standard of student work? Were the scripts clearly marked/annotated?

Yes, we had complete access to the students’ examination scripts, seen in April at a separate visit. At the June
examination period, we had the opportunity to review carefully the scripts of resit candidates.
The scripts were clearly marked. In April, there were some inconsistencies in the marking scheme used for the “New
Horizons” component compared with that used elsewhere (ABCDE grades instead of numerical). There were also some
inconsistencies noted in the marking of the CP5 paediatric dentistry poster compared with the instructions given to
markers. These discrepancies were brought to the attention of the exams team and an explanation obtained immediately.
It should be noted that there was no impact on any borderline or fail candidates.

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 administration of the Board was exemplary. I attended the meeting and was satisfied with the recommendations.

16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Yes. I have attended these meetings, which occur before the Board, on several occasions and can confirm that there is
careful consideration of these and that the academic staff always have a sympathetic and caring approach.

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
ExEx Report Form 2013-14
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I made a few detailed comments and recommendations at the Board meeting on 18 June 2015.
In the written examinations, there is scope for some progress to be made on linking the allocation of marks to the model
answers. Quite often large amounts of text in a model answer would be allocated “10 marks”. If the marks could be broken down
to specific items of information, this might help the examiners in making an objective decision.
In the restorative portfolio cases, posters are prepared for the patients to assist the examiners in understanding the process of
diagnosis, treatment planning and work carried out. These were text-heavy and the photographs and radiographs very small. It
might be worth considering a re-design to limit the number of words and increase the size of images, as this would assist the
examiners.
In the “unseen” clinical case scenarios, some progress could be made on standardising the cases for complexity. It might be
worth considering reducing the number of cases used to ensure that students face the same challenges. This would present
difficulties in isolating students who had completed the exam from those waiting to enter, but these are not insurmountable
challenges. I note that in my institution, we only used two case scenarios for the whole year of students, while I am aware that at
one Dental School, the whole year sees one single case. My other comment on this component of the examination is that it was
good to see cases with oral surgical and oral medical problems. I encourage this inclusion, as the final examination in dentistry
in all Schools in the UK has a tendency to be Restorative Dentistry focused. While this focus reflects real life as a dentist, the
other parts of dentistry should not be forgotten.
My final comment is to commend the School and the students on patient care. While I only saw a proportion of patients in the
Restorative portfolio component, it was clear that the patients were extremely happy with their care and, in a couple of cases,
that the treatment had significantly changed their life for the better.
In my last report, I want to thank the School for their hospitality and for the support of the staff in performing my duties as an
external examiner.
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EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2014– 2015
Part A: General Information

Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Dental School

Subject(s):

Dentistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Final examination (November 2014 sitting)

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

BChD

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner

Completed report
The completed report should be attached to an e-mail and sent as soon as possible, and no later than six weeks after the relevant
meeting of the Board of Examiners, to exexadmin@leeds.ac.uk.
Alternatively you can post your report to:

Head of Quality Assurance
Room 12:81, EC Stoner Building
The University of Leeds, Leeds LS2 9JT

Part B: Comments for the Institution on the Examination Process and Standards
Matters for Urgent Attention
If there are any areas which you think require urgent attention before the programme is offered again please note them in this box

None

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

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 programme ILOs are appropriate.

2.

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

3.

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

4.

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

5.

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



The comparability of the programme(s) with similar programme(s) at other institutions and against national benchmarks and
the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications.
The aims and ILOs are appropriate and consistent with expected national standards and those of my own and other
Dental Schools in which I examine or have examined in the past.



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.
Please refer back to previous years’ positive comments by me, which still apply. The assessment process uses a mixture
of methods, according to the subject area and skills to be examined.



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.
This resit examination was limited to a few students, so there is limited scope to make strong judgements. However, these
students performed at a good standard. In the oral examinations they performed in a mature and professional way.

The whole examination is clinical in content. Students learn, and are assessed, in several different ways which cover all
aspects of clinical practice in dentistry appropriate for a newly qualified dentist.

6.

Please comment on the nature and effectiveness of enhancements to the programme(s) and modules
since the previous year
It would be particularly helpful if you could also identify areas of good practice which are worthy of wider dissemination.
See my June 2014 report. No changes since then.

7.

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

8.

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

This may include examples of curriculum design informed by current research in the subject; practice informed by research;
students undertaking research.
See June 2014 report. I have nothing to add.

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.
Yes

ExEx Report Form 2013-14

Page 2 of 3

11. Did you receive appropriate documentation relating to the programmes and/or parts of programmes for
which you have responsibility, e.g. programme specifications or module handbooks, marking criteria?

The coherence of the policies and procedures relating to External Examiners and whether they match the explicit roles they are
asked to perform.
Yes

12. Were you provided with all draft examination papers/assessments? Was the nature and level of the
questions appropriate? If not, were suitable arrangements made to consider your comments?
Yes

13. Was sufficient assessed / examined work made available to enable you to have confidence in your
evaluation of the standard of student work? Were the scripts clearly marked/annotated?
Yes

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
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?
All was satisfactory and conducted professionally and with great care. I attended the meeting and was satisfied with the
recommendations.

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

Other comments

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

I have only one additional comment. I am afraid that I did not raise this at the examiners’ meeting because it only came into my
mind afterwards. This is an examination in dentistry. The full breadth of dentistry should be covered. Restorative Dentistry forms
a large part of the examination, not least because of the Restorative Portfolio cases. The “Unseen cases” component of the
examination is, however, the best opportunity to assess students in the surgical/medical aspects of dentistry. In this sitting of the
exam, the unseen case was essentially restorative. While I recognise that most of dentistry is related to restorative dentistry, it
would be relatively simple to ensure some elements in the unseen cases which go beyond uncomplicated restorative aspects
(e.g. an impacted wisdom tooth, a medical condition or current drug therapy with dental implications, oral ulceration and similar).
I should emphasise that this was a small sitting of the exam and the choice of unseen case may have been random and
unrepresentative. So please take this comment constructively for future examination sittings.
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EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2014– 2015
Part A: General Information

Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

School of Dentistry, Faculty of Medicine and Health

Subject(s):

Dentistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

CLINICAL PRACTICE 5

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

B Ch D

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner

Completed report
The completed report should be attached to an e-mail and sent as soon as possible, and no later than six weeks after the relevant
meeting of the Board of Examiners, to exexadmin@leeds.ac.uk.
Alternatively you can post your report to:

Head of Quality Assurance
Room 12:81, EC Stoner Building
The University of Leeds, Leeds LS2 9JT

Part B: Comments for the Institution on the Examination Process and Standards
Matters for Urgent Attention
If there are any areas which you think require urgent attention before the programme is offered again please note them in this box
There is nothing that I would consider to be “urgent requiring attention before the programme is offered again”

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.
I feel that the ILOs are appropriate for this degree programme. A suitable standard was set and applied in the
assessment process.

2.

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

3.

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



The comparability of the programme(s) with similar programme(s) at other institutions and against national benchmarks and
the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications.
The examination was comparable with the standard set by other institutions that run similar programmes.




The design and structure of the assessment methods, and the arrangements for the marking of modules and the
classification of awards;
The quality of teaching, learning and assessment methods that may be indicated by student performance.
The assessment methods are similar to those used in other institutions and deemed appropriate for the
assessment of students at the end of a comprehensive clinical training. In the “UNSEEN CASES” component
there are a relatively large number of prepared cases. It is extremely difficult to ensure that these are of the
same level of complexity and so there is a degree of “pot luck” for the students as to which cases they get
particularly as the dentistry ILOs are so broad. The examiners also seemed to demonstrate a variable level of
positive feedback during the assessment process - for example some examiners were making very positive
acknowledgements to student answers whilst others simply listened and noted the answers. I think that this
inconsistency can be unhelpful for the fairness of the exam and certainly may be seen to bias one student over
another. I would recommend more detailed training for internal examiners to allow for more consistency and
perhaps a much lower number of cases – with the recognised knock-on effect that the students will need to be
managed by restricting their movements to prevent the information leaking out of the process.
I noticed that some examiners made some very helpful feedback notes during the “Presentation Cases” I think
that it is important that this is provided back to the students – even the ones who do well. It may be that a
student is comfortably passing but with a slight misunderstanding of an important issue that should be corrected
for their future benefit.

4.

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

5.

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



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.
Generally, I saw students who were well trained and who were also strong communicators. The standard of care
presented was excellent and there was clearly a genuine compassion for patients – and this was reciprocated by
the cohort of patients that I observed. The student performance was probably superior to the last institution in
which I examined. Overall the students had a very sound basic training with which to enter their profession.

Students are assessed throughout their clinical course – as is appropriate. The written papers are very extensive and
covered the full curriculum.

6.

Please comment on the nature and effectiveness of enhancements to the programme(s) and modules
since the previous year

It would be particularly helpful if you could also identify areas of good practice which are worthy of wider dissemination.
The examination was essentially the same as I remembered from the previous year. The assessment of the THREE
cases in the student portfolio is worthy of mention as it allows for a broader assessment of the student’s clinical
experience and knowledge. I do not think that this is as widely assessed in other institutions which teach dentistry.

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 New Horizons module encourages critical assessment and therefore the students need to be able to read research
papers and distil the relevant facts from such work. Many of the teaching clinicians are also involved in or have
been involved actively in research and this helps to inform clinical decision making. The feedback provided in this
section was excellent and I hope the students take it on board.
I would recommend that the School reviews the Descriptor for the grade of 52 (Barely Passing). The descriptor as
currently written is such that it conveys a large number of deficiencies in the student performance - so much so
that it is hard to justify a passing score for such poor performance as described in the descriptor.
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8.

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

For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

9.

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

N/A

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 – this 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- this was provided

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?

We were provided with the questions for the written papers in advance and encouraged to make comments. These
comment were well received and the team acted on our feedback. I do not recall seeing the “unseen cases” in advance
of the actual assessment day - but I can fully understand why such a bulk of material needs to be kept protected from the
risk of leaking beyond the school.

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?
We had all the student examination material to review the student assessments.
which assessment. The scores were also provided on a separate sheet.

It was clear which scripts referred to

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
N/A

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 admin team were excellent throughout the whole process. I was indeed able to attend the Board meeting and it was
run very efficiently and the administrative team provided all the necessary information.

16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Yes – this was fully covered in the process

Other comments

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

I was a little concerned about the level of background noise during both the “Case Presentations” and throughout the “Unseen
Cases”. The “Case Presentations” need to be presented in a clinical environment so I understand that this is an open area
however there was a high level of background activity which impeded my ability to hear student responses. Perhaps more strict
guidance could be issued to ensure that ancilliary personnel do not pass though the examination area during the exam. Doors
may need to be “buffered” to prevent them closing with excess noise. When nursing staff are preparing clinical areas for the
next patients they should open the packing with less vigour. The School may want to give consideration to the “Unseen Cases”
being assessed in a non-clinical area – the students could review the material in a clinical area but the interaction with the
assessors could be in a quiet office, side surgery or other appropriate space.
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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:

Dental School

Subject(s):

Dentistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Final examination (November 2014 sitting)

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

BChD

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner

Completed report
The completed report should be attached to an e-mail and sent as soon as possible, and no later than six weeks after the relevant
meeting of the Board of Examiners, to exexadmin@leeds.ac.uk.
Alternatively you can post your report to:

Head of Quality Assurance
Room 12:81, EC Stoner Building
The University of Leeds, Leeds LS2 9JT

Part B: Comments for the Institution on the Examination Process and Standards
Matters for Urgent Attention
If there are any areas which you think require urgent attention before the programme is offered again please note them in this box

None

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

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 programme ILOs are appropriate.

2.

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


The comparability of the programme(s) with similar programme(s) at other institutions and against national benchmarks and
the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications.
The aims and ILOs are appropriate and consistent with expected national standards and those of my own and other
Dental Schools in which I examine or have examined in the past.

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.
Please refer back to previous years’ positive comments by me, which still apply. The assessment process uses a mixture
of methods, according to the subject area and skills to be examined.

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.
This resit examination was limited to a few students, so there is limited scope to make strong judgements. However, these
students performed at a good standard. In the oral examinations they performed in a mature and professional way.

5.

For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment on
the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum
The whole examination is clinical in content. Students learn, and are assessed, in several different ways which cover all
aspects of clinical practice in dentistry appropriate for a newly qualified dentist.

6.

Please comment on the nature and effectiveness of enhancements to the programme(s) and modules
since the previous year
It would be particularly helpful if you could also identify areas of good practice which are worthy of wider dissemination.
See my June 2014 report. No changes since then.

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.
See June 2014 report. I have nothing to add.

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.
Yes
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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

12. Were you provided with all draft examination papers/assessments? Was the nature and level of the
questions appropriate? If not, were suitable arrangements made to consider your comments?
Yes

13. Was sufficient assessed / examined work made available to enable you to have confidence in your
evaluation of the standard of student work? Were the scripts clearly marked/annotated?
Yes

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
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?
All was satisfactory and conducted professionally and with great care. I attended the meeting and was satisfied with the
recommendations.

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

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
I have only one additional comment. I am afraid that I did not raise this at the examiners’ meeting because it only came into my
mind afterwards. This is an examination in dentistry. The full breadth of dentistry should be covered. Restorative Dentistry forms
a large part of the examination, not least because of the Restorative Portfolio cases. The “Unseen cases” component of the
examination is, however, the best opportunity to assess students in the surgical/medical aspects of dentistry. In this sitting of the
exam, the unseen case was essentially restorative. While I recognise that most of dentistry is related to restorative dentistry, it
would be relatively simple to ensure some elements in the unseen cases which go beyond uncomplicated restorative aspects
(e.g. an impacted wisdom tooth, a medical condition or current drug therapy with dental implications, oral ulceration and similar).
I should emphasise that this was a small sitting of the exam and the choice of unseen case may have been random and
unrepresentative. So please take this comment constructively for future examination sittings.
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EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2014– 2015
Part A: General Information

Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Medicine

Subject(s):

Dentistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Final BChD

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

BChD

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 identification numbers used for the examination are based on the year of entry of the candidate to the
University. This immediately allows the examiners to identify those (few) students who have changed their year of
study and thereby can identify those candidates who may be weak (and have had to repeat parts of their course).
This is NOT appropriate.
This system should be changed so that there is a uniform style of identifier and if a student changes their year of
study they should be given a new identifier for assessment purposes that makes this change anonymous

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

No I was not

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

Standards

1.

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


The appropriateness of the Intended Learning Outcomes for the programme(s)/modules and of the structure and content of
the programme(s);
 The extent to which standards are appropriate for the award or award element under consideration.
The learning objectives are set by the external regulator, the General Dental Council.
The standards set for this award are comparable to those I have experienced in other dental programs and are
appropriate for the award

2.

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

3.

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

4.

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



The comparability of the programme(s) with similar programme(s) at other institutions and against national benchmarks and
the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications.
Yes



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.
This is NOT a classified degree




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

Yes

5.

For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment on
the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum
There was a clinical element to the examination with the students working from clinical scenarios. The use of scenarios is
to be commended as it overcome the potential lottery of responses from a patient and allows for some degree of
standardisation of complexity of cases used.
The cases used for the pairs of examiners were changed during the course of the day, whilst I can understand why this
was done (to prevent the students informing each other about the nature of the questions), it did result in examiners
having to mentally ‘recalibrate’ themselves on each occasion.
It was unclear how the outcomes of these structured oral examinations had been standard set

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.
Not relevant

7.

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

8.

Where the programme forms part of an Integrated PhD, please comment on the appropriateness of the
programme as training for a PhD
Not relevant

This may include examples of curriculum design informed by current research in the subject; practice informed by research;
students undertaking research.
The education process for these students had obviously been informed by relevant research. The better-preforming
students were able to underpin their responses to questions with the relevant research literature
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For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

9.

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

I did not receive mentor support as a new examiner
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.
I did not receive written guidance

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.
No

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 made comments on the questions which were recognised by the team in Leeds

All of the questions had draft answers / marking schemes but the identification of levels of attainment for the barely
passing candidate and the honors candidate were not consistently available
In some questions the barely passing candidate was expected to deliver the vast majority of the response making it
impossible to award higher marks this discriminates against those candidates who are capable of delivering excellence

13. Was sufficient assessed / examined work made available to enable you to have confidence in your
evaluation of the standard of student work? Were the scripts clearly marked/annotated?
Yes

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

15. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of the
Board of Examiners? Were you able to attend the meeting? Were you satisfied with the recommendations
of the Board?
Yes

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

Other comments

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

It is important for the marking schemes to allow examiners to use the full range of marks, particularly at the upper end of the
mark scale. If this is not done then it becomes very difficult for the assessment process to identify excellence in those
candidates who are capable of it and reward them appropriately. There was a marked reluctance to award marks over 75 (the
threshold for excellence)
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