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EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2015– 2016
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Education

Subject(s):

Deaf Education

Programme(s) / Module(s):

MA Deaf Education: Educational Audiology (EDUC5070M), the Context of Deaf Education (
EDUC5071M), Deafness and development (EDUC5072M), Learning and teaching in deaf
education (EDUC5073M), Professional Skills Portfolio (EDUC5076M), Dissertation in deaf
education (EDUC5435M)

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

MA / PG Diploma

Name and home Institution / affiliation of Examiner
Title and Name of Examiner:
Institution:
Address for communication:

Email:
Telephone:

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?

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
I have been External Examiner on the MEd Deaf Education since 2012 and very much enjoyed the experience. The support for
students is excellent on this course, including advance information for students, guidance as they work their way through the
activities and support while working towards completion of the assignments.
In my first report in 12/13 I noted the Professional Skills Portfolio was not graded; this was immediately addressed by the course
team and I have seen in subsequent years that students are taking a more uniform focus on the portfolio. The quality of the work
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from some students was always high, but now it seems much more consistent. ThereQA
are Team
some very
strong features
of this
portfolio which I have commented on from the start – especially the self-evaluation of communication skills in the classroom
based on a video clip.
In this first year I also noted that the Critical Study, as the Dissertation was called, had some variability and students gaining
marks in the low 50s seemed to have not benefitted from research skills teaching. This was raised with other External
Examiners on subsequent meetings in Leeds. A general online research skills course was introduced in the School and this has
improved the understanding of many of the students about how to research at Master’s level. It is still an issue of some concern
though because there are no credits available on this route to devote to an actual taught course.
I was very pleased to be offered opportunities in all years to talk to a range of students on the phone, and not just students
doing well but some who had struggled with the academic level of the course. This was really useful and helped me build up a
confident picture of students’ experiences on the course.
In the 14/15 report I was able to report having better access to the observation reports which are carried out by part time
regional tutors. Throughout the process I have not had access to the Virtual Learning Environment, but I was able to find out
from students what they regarded as its strengths and weaknesses. Generally all comments were promptly followed up. In the
year 14/15 the main lecturer responsible for the course changed from
to
I was slightly concerned
in advance of this move about the possible effect on marking, but I was happy to see that the high standards of marking were
maintained. The advantage to the University in having two research-active academics in the deaf education field is a great help
to the programme and I am sure attracts students too.
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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.
Yes, the learning outcomes are well thought out. Those for the Professional Skills Portfolio explicitly now include issues
such as ability to carry out language assessments with deaf pupils.

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.
Yes, the learning outcomes clearly meet the standards for the Mandatory Qualification and are in line with other universities
providing the Postgraduate Diploma in deaf education / MSc / MEd.

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.
I noticed through the time I have been external examiner that there is quite often revision of the details of the assignments,
which is very healthy. Marking has always been good, with clear advice for how to improve. Student performance shows
very good written assignments, which I think reflects the careful planning and very good student support available. I see
quite a lot of the weakest performances because the EE receives all fails; these students are shown how they can get 50%
or above on resubmission and clearly are receiving appropriate, but not too much, support so that they can do this.

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 standards shown by the students demonstrate their achievement of the MQ competencies, but go much further in
showing they can independently evaluate evidence in relation to their practice. The weaker students did not read
enough, which was evident in their assignments and sometimes also in their resubmissions.
has explained how the
student support systems operate, and generally this works well.

5.

For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment on
the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum
It is not clinical practice, but the Professional Portfolio gave me the chance to see some practice as students were
encouraged to film themselves teaching. These clips are fascinating, and in fact could be interesting data in a study of
teachers’ day to day practices. Students do not always put forward their best examples of practice, which shows that their
self-evaluation skills need more time to develop. This year I saw a clip of a student I regarded as a weak practitioner, but
she had received passes in all the placement observation reports.
was open about this situation and suggested
this part time tutor would not any longer be doing placement observations. I recognise it is very challenging to keep standards
comparable across a range of markers, and I think the team takes a lot of care in standardising and keeping these tutors
informed of changes to the programme.

6.

Please comment on the nature and effectiveness of enhancements to the programme(s) and modules
since the previous year
It would be particularly helpful if you could also identify areas of good practice which are worthy of wider dissemination.
I noted in 14/15 that the variability in performance occurs at dissertation level. The reason could be (a) because students
don’t engage with online research skills materials and/or (b) they do not take up the offer of all the hours allocated to
supervision. This year, 15/16 I noticed that more students were going through with the PG Diploma rather than the MEd;
the proportion seems to be about two thirds gaining the MEd. I think it’s very sensible for students to not progress if they
have had to resubmit assignments in the taught part of the course, but I am not sure if this rule is in the University of Leeds
assessment regulations.

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.
There is strong and positive influence of
and
research interests on the course content. Also
it is good to see that part time tutors are also involved in a research team providing a strong link with current practice in
multilingual communities.

8.

Where the programme forms part of an Integrated PhD, please comment on the appropriateness of the
programme as training for a PhD
Page 4 of 6

ExEx Report Form 2015-16

n/a

QA Team Received 09/01/2017

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 it was all clear.

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, always. Very clear.

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?
No – though sometimes proposed changes to assignments were discussed in advance.

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. It was always enough and the marking scripts were provided on paper so that it made it easy to deal with. Although I
would also have been happy to see it electronically.

14. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations appropriate? Was the method and standard of assessment
appropriate?
Yes, students select topics that interest them and developed them with their own reading. At dissertation level I expect blind
double marking, though I realise this varies between universities. This issue was raised as a general one with the other
external examiners. Generally the assessment was appropriate and the comments very positive. I very much enjoyed
reading the ones I was sent.

15. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of the
Board of Examiners? Were you able to attend the meeting? Were you satisfied with the recommendations
of the Board?
I really like the way the Boards are organised at the Univeristy of Leeds, giving time for a group of Education External
Examiners to discuss issues in private. In this way we were able to tackle issues that were proving tricky at course level and
were often quite difficult to solve for the School or university. For example, we discussed the issue of double marking
dissertations, providing more support in terms of research skills courses and what guidelines should be given for proof
reading support. In many cases it is impossible to resolve these wider issues, but it was useful to be able to discuss it as
they were more issues for the School than one course.

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

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
It has been a pleasure to be an external examiner on this course. The course is flourishing, and has many innovative features. I
hope it continues to do so and I am sure it will given the two reflective practitioners leading it.
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