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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:

Institute for Transport Studies

Subject(s):

Transport Planning

Programme(s) / Module(s):

MSc (Eng) Transport Planning and Engineering; MSc Transport Planning; MA Transport
Economics; MSc Transport Planning and the Environment; MSc Sustainability (Transport);
PGCert Transport Studies

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

MSc

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner

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

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

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

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

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



2.

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.

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.
1 & 2:
The Aims and ILOs of the suite of MSc degrees appear to be appropriate for the award, and for the needs of employers in
these disciplines. They are also consistent with national benchmarks, and those of similar courses at other UK academic
institutions.

3.

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



4.

The design and structure of the assessment methods, and the arrangements for the marking of modules and the
classification of awards;
The quality of teaching, learning and assessment methods that may be indicated by student performance.

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.
3 & 4:
The Assessment methods used in this degree seem to be appropriate for the degree programme, following the usual
pattern of formative and summative assessment. The marks received and the quality of students’ work indicate that there
is sound instruction and students achieve the expected levels of knowledge and understanding as outlined by the ILOs.
Research skills are assessed in the usual manner by means of a Research Dissertation.

5.

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

6.

Please comment on the nature and effectiveness of enhancements to the programme(s) and modules
since the previous year
It would be particularly helpful if you could also identify areas of good practice which are worthy of wider dissemination.

It was good to see that some of the teaching issues raised last year have been addressed with appropriate staff training.
The revised template for marks used in the second Semester Board of Examiners is a great improvement on the one used
previously.
However, there remains concern that a minority of staff are not meeting deadlines for marking. This causes a
disproportionate workload on other staff, and considerable disruption for the administrative process.

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 research varies within the teaching modules. As an active transport research group, there is plenty of
scope for this to feed into the teaching. Staff are encouraged to translate the latest research into relevant teaching.
Students are encouraged to undertake their own research in the dissertations, and these may be linked to the University’s
active research themes.

8.

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

9.

If you have acted as a mentor to a new External Examiner or have received mentor support please
comment here on the arrangements
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.
This information was provided in a timely fashion, and was satisfactory.

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?
Exam questions were generally delivered well in advance with time for review. The questions were generally at an
appropriate level. My comments for amendments appear to have been given appropriate consideration.

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 was able to review the exam scripts and coursework submitted by students.
Marking of coursework and exam scripts appeared to be generally consistent and sound. There are some examples of
excellent double marking, clear audit trails for marks and clear informative feedback. All staff should be encouraged to
adopt these standards.
A feature of the course at Leeds is the large number of staff who are engaged in the delivery of the courses. While this
brings great expertise into teaching the courses, it can also bring inconsistency. It is important for all staff to follow the
agreed marking protocols.
I am satisfied that the final awards were based on sound marks.

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
I reviewed a number of dissertations across a range of subjects and abilities. The boundaries between grades appear
to be set at levels appropriate to national standards. Marking and moderation of the dissertation results seems to be
thorough and reliable.
The dissertation module allows students to demonstrate not only their research skills, but also their presentation skills
which is commendable.

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 team provides efficient support to staff and students. While there have been staff changes during the
year, disruption to the service provided has been kept to a minimum. This is particularly appreciated by students.
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I was able to attend the Board of Examiners, which was conducted in an efficient and diligent manner. However,
attendance by academic staff was below a desirable level. Staff should be encouraged to give attendance at the Board
of Examiners the necessary priority.
The recommendations of the board appear to be a fair reflection of the students’ abilities as determined by the
assessments.

16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Adequate procedures appear to be in place. Students also seem to be aware of these and use them effectively.

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
The use of the two marking scales (0-100 and 20-90) is a feature I have not encountered at other universities. While there may
be some rationale behind this dual system, I am unaware of any benefits that warrant the confusion it causes and the potential
for errors and ambiguity. The presence of two marking scales reduces the clarity and transparency of the marking process. I
would strongly recommend that this matter is reviewed, with a view to using a single 0-100 marking scale, with appropriate
guidance for staff on its use.
Consideration needs to be given to the degree regulations that allows students to be awarded the MSc failing up to 30 credits
with no minimum mark. This could damage the reputation of the courses, and potentially affect accreditation with professional
bodies.
The course handbook is an example of good practice. Students report that it is a very useful source of information about the
course.
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26 February 2016

Dear
Institute Response to Issues raised in the External Examiner’s Report for Academic Session
2014-2015
Thank you for providing your annual report in your role as one of our External Examiners. As the report
has now been tabled and considered at our School Teaching and Student Education Committee I am
now in a position to make our response.
Once again we are grateful for the generally very positive feedback you have provided on your
experiences as one of the External Examiners for our Masters programmes, which undoubtedly acts to
further encourage and motivate our teaching team.
There are various areas raised in your report to which I would like to respond. The first of these relates
to the University’s use of the 20-90 scale which also has implications for our degree classification
system. I can report that currently the University is in the process of reconsidering its marking and
classification schemes. Whilst I am not aware that final decisions have yet been made on these matters,
at this stage it seems likely that the practice of using the 20-90 scale will be discontinued for new
students as from the start of the 2017-18 session. I will provide more information on these decisions
and on any replacement systems once these become available.
The second area relates to our processes for the marking of our Masters dissertations, which both of
our Masters external examiners have commented on. As you observe, we have a large number of staff
engaged in supervising and assessing dissertations, a practice which greatly enhances the researchled nature of our programmes but at the same time can introduce challenges in ensuring the consistency
of assessment between students. At our recent teaching committee meeting, we have determined that
whilst we would wish supervisors to remain as the first markers of dissertations, we will aim for a more
consistent approach to the second marking, with more of this being undertaken by a set of our more
experienced markers. We are also considering third-marking of a larger sample (currently this is only
done on an exceptional basis), including examples at the key classification boundaries. We will also
review the clarity of our marking criteria document to help to improve the consistency of approach
between markers.
We note your point that students in ITS can obtain a Masters award despite failing 30 credits of their
programme with no minimum mark for those modules that have not been passed. This rule is driven by
our adherence to the general University Ordinance XI which sets out the need to pass 150 credits with
a satisfactory overall average mark but with no explicit mention of marks in any individual modules. In
fact the Ordinance is suggestive that individual degree programmes may establish ‘local’ rules where
appropriate, so I will seek further clarification on this matter. Our route to satisfying the professional
accreditation institutions in the past has been through the introduction (a few years ago) of a ‘pass for
award’ module on each programme, which in the case of the MSc(Eng) programme for example is

TRAN5072 Principles of Transport Engineering. This approach satisfied the Joint Board of Moderators
at their most recent reaccreditation visit in November 2014.
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You have also noted that a minority of staff failed to deliver marks according to set deadlines, which
has caused some issues for the processing of student results. I can report that in the current academic
session we are monitoring adherence of marking and provision of student feedback against deadlines,
and that so far the current performance is much improved on last year’s experience. We will continue
to monitor throughout this session.
Finally, we note your points about the level of staff attendance at the most recent meeting. Staff will be
reminded of the importance of attending when their assessment work is being considered, and of the
need to ensure the attendance of a deputy for their module results if they are unable to attend in person.
I hope these responses satisfactorily address the issues that you have raised. Please contact me if you
need more information or wish to discuss these matters further. We will also have the opportunity to
discuss them when you visit Leeds for meetings later in the year.
On behalf of the Head of School and the school’s teaching staff, can I take this opportunity to thank you
for your work. I look forward to seeing you again for the examination meetings here in Leeds in June
and October.

Yours sincerely

Senior Lecturer in Transport Economics
Director of Student Education, Institute for Transport Studies
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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:

Institute for Transport Studies

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

MA Transport Economics
MSc (Eng) Transport Planning and Engineering
MSc Transport Planning (FT and PT)
MSc Sustainability (Transport) (FT and PT)
PGD Transport Planning and Engineering

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

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

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

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

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 – not as I recollect, although some reference is made to the previous External in the notes of the meeting of 22/10/14.

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 Aims and Intended Learning Outcomes of the Programmes are appropriate for the awards under consideration, as are
the structure and content.

2.

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


3.

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 Intended Learning Outcomes of the Programmes are comparable with those of similar programmes at other
leading institutions and meet (or exceed) national benchmarks.

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.
There is a very clear code of practice on assessment that is adhered to. The balance between courseworks and
examinations could usefully be reviewed for a number of modules as to their appropriateness with respect to Intended
Learning Outcomes.
The quality of teaching and learning is reflected by the good student performance.

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 students exhibited good academic standards, with appropriate proportions at Distinction and Merit level.

5.

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

6.

Please comment on the nature and effectiveness of enhancements to the programme(s) and modules
since the previous year
It would be particularly helpful if you could also identify areas of good practice which are worthy of wider dissemination.
Not applicable as first year as an External Examiner at Leeds.

7.

Please comment on the influence of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching
This may include examples of curriculum design informed by current research in the subject; practice informed by research;
students undertaking research.
It is clear that these Programmes are examples of research-led education, which permits a wide range of modules and of
dissertation topics.

8.

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

For Examiners involved in mentoring arrangements

9.

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

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 have had full access to information, scripts and to the students. However, I do not recollect receiving any formal guidance
from the University on the role, powers and responsibilities of an External Examiner, although this information is easily
accessible from the Web.
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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 a Programme Handbook was provided, along with the Code of Practice on Assessment. Module Specifications were
available via the web.

12. Were you provided with all draft examination papers/assessments? Was the nature and level of the
questions appropriate? If not, were suitable arrangements made to consider your comments?
I was provided with all draft examinations. I was not provided with courseworks in advance but was able to assess them
retrospectively.

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 sufficient access to assessed/examined work and scripts were clearly and appropriate marked.

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
There seemed to be a good range of dissertation topics and supervisors. The assessment criteria were clear and
appropriate.

15. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of the
Board of Examiners? Were you able to attend the meeting? Were you satisfied with the recommendations
of the Board?
The administrative arrangements were good and I was satisfied with the recommendations of the Board.

16. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and medical
evidence?
Special circumstances were appropriately dealt with.

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
I note that ITS adjust marks to a 20 to 90 range. This is mentioned in the Code of Practice on Assessment but in a rather cursory
way, with the key information buried in a web link. The arguments for this curious local practice were explained to me but in my
view these arguments are spurious and in any event are not explained to students, although the most determined can find the
web link to the conversion table if they really want to. This practice is out of line with other Higher Education institutions I am
familiar with (I have worked for two and been an external examiner on taught courses at seven others) and should be jettisoned
at the first opportunity.
I was pleased to see that Special Circumstances and Academic Integrity had been added to the Agenda of the External Examiners’
Committee held on 22 October 2015 but Declaration of Interest was still missing. This meeting had a relatively low attendance of
ITS staff and it may be useful to review who should be expected to attend and how many attendees are required for the Committee
to be quorate.
I had a chance to review a good sample of dissertations and found the marks to be generally appropriate, with good feedback to
the students and good evidence of joint marking. However, there was remarkable consistency between the first and second
marker. The logistics of how these marks are put together should be reviewed as the current process may encourage conferral.
Where an agreed mark is close to an important boundary (and particularly close to 50), automatic third marking might be
considered. I found one example of a dissertation with a marginal pass mark for the written submission which, in my view, was a
clear fail.
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26 February 2016

Dear
Institute Response to Issues raised in the External Examiner’s Report for Academic Session 20142015
Thank you for providing your annual report in your role as one of our External Examiners. Please accept
my apologies for the delay in responding to the issues you have highlighted in your report. As the report
has now been tabled and considered at our School Teaching and Student Education Committee I am now
in a position to make our response.
Once again we are grateful for the generally very positive feedback you have provided on your experiences
as one of the External Examiners for our Masters programmes, which undoubtedly acts to further
encourage and motivate our teaching team.
There are three areas raised in your report to which I would like to respond. The first of these relates to the
University’s use of the 20-90 scale which also has implications for our degree classification system. I
understand that the University has provided a formal response to your comments, but I can update this to
report that currently the University is in the process of reconsidering its marking and classification schemes.
Whilst I am not aware that final decisions have yet been made on these matters, at this stage it seems
likely that the practice of using the 20-90 scale will be discontinued for new students as from the start of
the 2017-18 session. I will provide more information on these decisions and on any replacement systems
once these become available.
The second area relates to the processes for the marking of our Masters dissertations, which both of our
Masters external examiners have commented on. At our recent teaching committee meeting, we have
determined that whilst we would wish supervisors to remain as the first markers of dissertations, we will
aim for a more consistent approach to the second marking, with more of this being undertaken by a set of
our more experienced markers. We are also considering third-marking of a larger sample (currently this is
only done on an exceptional basis), including examples at the key boundaries as you have suggested.
Finally, we note your points about the conduct of our examinations meetings. Whilst we have now
formalised our treatment of Mitigating Circumstances and Academic Integrity cases at the start of our
results meetings, we have not as yet included the Declaration of Interest. I have requested the Student
Education Service staff to ensure that this will be included as an agenda item at future meetings. We also
note your observation of low staff attendance at the most recent meeting. Staff will be reminded of the
importance of attending when their assessment work is being considered, and of the need to ensure the
attendance of a deputy for their module results if they are unable to attend in person.
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I hope these responses satisfactorily address the issues that you have raised. Please contact me if you
need for information or wish to discuss these matters further. We will also have the opportunity to discuss
them when you visit Leeds for meetings later in the year.
We thank you for your work and look forward to seeing you in Leeds in the Summer.
Yours sincerely

Senior Lecturer in Transport Economics
Director of Student Education, Institute for Transport Studies

