The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2016-17
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

School of English

Subject(s):

English Literature

Programme(s) / Module(s):

BA English Literature (+ joint programmes)

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

BA

Part B: Comments for the Institution on the Examination Process and Standards
Points of innovation and/or good practice
Please highlight areas of innovation or good practice within the programmes or processes you have been involved with in this box.

As detailed below, the School displays good practice across the full range of its assessment activities. Several points
of innovation stand out. I was especially impressed by the range of work that students are able to undertake for their
Final Year Project. In addition to conventional dissertations, I looked at a play and a poetry anthology. The latter, more
innovative pieces were among the best projects, and every bit as deeply researched and critically robust as the more
traditionally literary-critical ones. The option that the School gives students to undertake a variety of different styles of
project seems to me to be an excellent way of instilling confidence in, and enthusiasm for, a piece of work that, because
of its length and significance in the programme overall, can seem rather intimidating to some students. I also welcomed
the role in the assessment of elements of self-evaluation. This was a feature of the play-based Final Year Project I
looked at, but also an integral element of “Bowie, Reading, Writing” (an innovative module more generally in its
blending of literary and popular music studies). Encouraging students to engage in these forms of self-reflection
seemed very worthwhile, with students proving to be thoughtful and astute assessors of their own work.

Enhancements made from the previous year
Please highlight any enhancements made to the programme(s) or processes over the past year in this box.

N/A (first year in post).

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.

For Examiners in the first year of appointment
1.

Were you provided with an External Examiners Handbook?

Y

2.

Were you provided with copies of previous relevant External Examiners’ reports and the
response of the School to these?

3.

Were you provided with a External Examiner Mentor?

No, though I was
aware that I
could access
them if required.
N/A

For Examiners completing their term of appointment
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4.

Have you observed improvements in the programme(s) over the period of your appointment?

Y/N

5.

Has the school responded to comments and recommendations you have made?

Y/N

6.

Where recommendations have not been implemented, did the school provide clear reasons for
this?
Have you acted as a External Examiner Mentor?

Y/N

7.

Y /N

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

8.

Is the overall programme structure coherent and appropriate for the level of study?

Y

9.

Does the programme structure allow the programme aims and intended learning outcomes to be
met?

Y

10.

Are the programme aims and intended learning outcomes commensurate with the level of award?

Y

11.

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

Y

12.

Is the programme(s) comparable with similar programmes at other institutions?

Y

Please use this box to explain your overall impression of the programme structure, design, aims and intended
learning outcomes.
The progamme is logically and coherently structured. The first year provides a strong foundation in key aspects of
the discipline. The second and third years reinforce and build on this work through core period-based modules, while
also allowing students to pursue developing areas of interest through more specialised options. The programme is
well designed to produce students who both have a strong knowledge and understanding of the core traditions of
literature in English and are engaged with emerging new paradigms in the discipline. Across the board, learning
outcomes are well keyed to module content and modes of delivery and assessment.
13.

Is the influence of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching clear?

Y

Please explain how this is/could be achieved (examples might include: curriculum design informed by current research
in the subject; practice informed by research; students undertaking research)
The influence of research is abundantly evident across the programme, especially in option modules, which often
address cutting-edge topics, fields, and methodologies (e.g. “Millennial Fictions”; “Postcolonial London”), but also in
core modules, which, while rightly tending to be more canonical in composition, are clearly informed by emerging
scholarship and theoretical approaches (and appropriately reflect the widening of the canon over recent decades).
The final Year Project provides an extended opportunity for students to undertake sustained research; it was
noticeable that even students whose other work was marked by a paucity of engagement with scholarship took the
opportunity to immerse themselves in a topic in this project, and produced work that displayed real conversancy with
its field.
14.

Does the programme form part of an Integrated PhD?

N

Please comment on the appropriateness of the programme as training for a PhD:

15.

Does the programme include clinical practice components?

N

Please comment on the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum here:

16.

Is the programme accredited by a Professional or Statutory Regulatory Body (PSRB)?

N
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Please comment on the value of, and the programme’s ability to meet, PSRB requirements here:

Assessment and Feedback

17.

Does the programme design clearly align intended learning outcomes with assessment?

Y

Please comment on the assessment methods and the appropriateness of these to the ILOs, in particular: t he 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 well designed to measure students’ achievement of the intended learning outcomes
and to allow them to display their aptitudes in a range of different formats: essays (both formative and summative),
exams, and critical commentaries, as well as the Final Year Projects and reflective commentaries noted above.
Marking of the work I looked at was rigorous and consistent – within particular modules and pieces of assessment,
from module to module, and in relation to the published marking criteria. Colleagues are marking cohesively as a
group, and moderation is evidently working effectively in maintaining oversight of standards across the programme.
It’s appropriate, I think, that the Final Year Project is second marked as a matter of course; here, I saw notes
recording helpful discussions between markers in arriving at their agreed marks.
Markers’ comments invariably identified the strengths and weaknesses of work very clearly and precisely. I
especially appreciated the way in which the marker of “Victoria’s Secrets” (one of the modules that I looked at
extensively) made direct reference to the marking criteria in feedback, thereby making the reasons for the award of
particular marks transparent for the students. Markers generally maintained a good balance between evaluating the
specifics of the piece under assessment and drawing out more generic points for development that would assist
students in approaching the next round of work. In looking at individual students’ runs, I could see students clearly
taking on board advice between first and second assignments.
Markers of the essay for “Postcolonial Literature” – the other module I considered at length – showed admirable
attention to individual students’ development in encouraging them to come for consultation where appropriate (either
because of problems with the work that needed to be addressed before the final assessment or, more often,
because they had produced excellent work that suggested potential for further study).
The quantity of feedback for similar modes of assessment did vary, at times quite markedly, from module to module
(and sometimes from one piece of work to another within a particular element of assessment, especially where
several markers were involved). However, I didn’t feel that students receiving less feedback in purely quantitative
terms were being “short-changed,” as in all cases the shorter comments very effectively focused in on the key issues
and clearly and concisely set out the evaluations and the recommendations for development.

18.

Is the design and structure of the assessment methods appropriate to the level of award?

Y

19.

Were students given adequate opportunity to demonstrate their achievement of the programme
aims and intended learning outcomes?

Y

Please comment on 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:

Across the various modes of assessment, the standard of the work I looked at was high. Even students who found it
difficult fully to get to grips with the framing concepts of a piece of work displayed evidence of careful and diligent
primary and secondary reading and an ability to respond thoughtfully and sensitively to the material. The most able
students produced work that was highly impressive in its theoretical sophistication and ambition and attentiveness to
textual detail. The standard of work, and the marks awarded, closely correlate to those on other English Literature
programmes (predominantly at Russell Group institutions) with which I’m familiar, though my impression is that the
School of English awards rather fewer firsts than other comparative schools/departments. The rigour and care with
which markers discriminate between high 2.1 and first-class work is impressive and commendable, but the School
would not, I think, be out of line with its comparators were strong work in this band to be marked slightly more
positively. Where firsts were awarded, I was pleased to see markers fully rewarding truly outstanding work (i.e. by
being willing to go to the high 70s/80). I gather that colleagues are to be encouraged to mark across the full range of
marks in future rounds of assessment, and I would welcome this development.

Page 4 of 7
ExEx Report Form 2016-17

Please use this box to provide any additional comments you would like to make in relation to assessment and
feedback:

The Progression and Awards Process

20.

Were you provided with guidance relating to the External Examiners role, powers and
responsibilities in the examination process?

Y

21.

Was the progression and award guidance provided sufficient for you to act effectively as an
External Examiner?

Y

22.

Did you receive appropriate programme documentation for your area(s) of responsibility?

Y

23.

Did you receive appropriate module documentation for your area(s) of responsibility?

Y

24.

Did you receive full details of marking criteria applicable to your area(s) of responsibility?

Y

25.

Were you provided with all draft examination papers/assessments?

Y

26.

Was the nature and level of the assessment questions appropriate?

Y

27.

Were suitable arrangements made to consider your comments on assessment questions?

Y

28.

Was sufficient assessed work made available to enable you to have confidence in your evaluation
of the standard of student work?

Y

29.

Were the examination scripts clearly marked/annotated?

Y

30.

Was the choice of subjects for final year projects and/or dissertations appropriate?

Y

31.

Was the method and standard of assessment appropriate for the final year projects and/or
dissertations?

Y

32.

Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of
the Progression and Awards Board?

Y

33.

Were you able to attend the Progression and Awards Board meeting?

Y

34.

Were you satisfied with the recommendations of the Progression and Awards Board?

Y

35.

Were you satisfied with the way decisions from the School Special Circumstances meeting were
communicated to the Progression and Awards Board?
Please use this box to provide any additional comments you would like to make on the questions above:

Y

The entire process was very smoothly handled by colleagues in the School. My particular thanks to
for
kind and efficient assistance.

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2016-17
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Arts/English

Subject(s):

English

Programme(s) / Module(s):

BA

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

BA

Part B: Comments for the Institution on the Examination Process and Standards
Points of innovation and/or good practice
Please highlight areas of innovation or good practice within the programmes or processes you have been involved with in this box.

For the first time this year, students were allowed to present edited anthologies as the ir Final Year Project: this is a
welcome development, and allows the display of critical and analytical skills of a different kind from those tested by
more conventional forms of assessment.
Enhancements made from the previous year
Please highlight any enhancements made to the programme(s) or processes over the past year in this box.

The transparency of the process of moderation, mentioned in my report last year, has greatly improved. The
introduction in 2015-16 of a compulsory final-year project has proven to be effective.

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

For Examiners in the first year of appointment N/A
1.

Were you provided with an External Examiners Handbook?

Y/N

2.

Were you provided with copies of previous relevant External Examiners’ reports and the response
of the School to these?
Were you provided with a External Examiner Mentor?

Y/N

3.

Y /N

For Examiners completing their term of appointment N/A
4.

Have you observed improvements in the programme(s) over the period of your appointment?

Y/N

5.

Has the school responded to comments and recommendations you have made?

Y/N

6.

Where recommendations have not been implemented, did the school provide clear reasons for
this?
Have you acted as a External Examiner Mentor?

Y/N

7.

Y /N

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
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8.

Is the overall programme structure coherent and appropriate for the level of study?

Y

9.

Does the programme structure allow the programme aims and intended learning outcomes to be
met?

Y

10.

Are the programme aims and intended learning outcomes commensurate with the level of award?

Y

11.

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

Y

12.

Is the programme(s) comparable with similar programmes at other institutions?

Y

Please use this box to explain your overall impression of the programme structure, design, aims and intended
learning outcomes.
The degree programmes for both Single Honours English and Joint Honours with English are extremely well designed. The
courses offered are level-specific, and carefully organized and delivered so as to address key learning outcomes appropriate to
each year of study. The programme as a whole is set up to achieve an excellent literary historical coverage, as well as to
introduce students to key new departures and developments in the field.

13.

Is the influence of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching clear?

Y

Please explain how this is/could be achieved (examples might include: curriculum design informed by current research
in the subject; practice informed by research; students undertaking research)
The programme achieves its literary-historical coverage in a way that bears the unique stamp of the School, and reflects the
research strengths of its teaching faculty. The range of options, especially at Levels 2 and 3 derive directly from the research
interests of the academic staff. The range of academic research expertise also enables the variety and range of the final-year
projects to be effectively sustained.

14.

Does the programme form part of an Integrated PhD?

N

Please comment on the appropriateness of the programme as training for a PhD:

15.

Does the programme include clinical practice components?

N

Please comment on the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum here:

16.

Is the programme accredited by a Professional or Statutory Regulatory Body (PSRB)?

N

Please comment on the value of, and the programme’s ability to meet, PSRB requirements here:

Assessment and Feedback

17.

Does the programme design clearly align intended learning outcomes with assessment?

Y

Please comment on the assessment methods and the appropriateness of these to the ILOs, in particular: t he 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.
Considerable thought has gone into developing a variety of assessment modes – presentations and performances, as well as
more traditional exams and assessed essays – that stimulate and address a range of student capabilities. The option to present
an annotated edition, in courses such as The Romantic Lyric, as well as in the final year project, is a welcome innovation. The
assessment methods correlate very well with the ILOs. The marking was consistent and scrupulous and the criteria for awarding
the degree classifications are rigorously and fairly applied. The content and detail of feedback are exemplary, and clearly identify
strengths on which students can build, as well as shortcomings that should be addressed. The clear improvement in the standard
of performance from the first to the final year of study, which I saw on a number of student profiles, shows the quality of the
teaching and the effectiveness of learning and assessment methods.

18.

Is the design and structure of the assessment methods appropriate to the level of award?

Y

19.

Were students given adequate opportunity to demonstrate their achievement of the programme
aims and intended learning outcomes?

Y

Please comment on the academic standards demonstrated by the students and, where possible, their performance in relation
to students on comparable courses; the strengths and weaknesses of the students as a cohort:
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This was a strong cohort, with a high over-all standard of academic performance compared to students nationally. As a cohort,
students produced solidly competent, well-written work, showing a close engagement with primary texts and an assured grasp of
a range of historical and cultural contexts. The quality of work produced by candidates who obtained first class marks was
extremely impressive, comparable to or exceeding top performances nationally. Only a very few students produced work in the
lower-end of the class spectrum.

Please use this box to provide any additional comments you would like to make in relation to assessment and
feedback:
I am pleased to note that the practice of ‘agreeing’ marks between first markers and moderators has now more or less been
eliminated. I should like to make a further suggestion for the School to consider: in several instances, students taking modules
assessed by a mixed mode arrive at a borderline mark as the result of a numerical calculation. I wonder whether it would not be
beneficial, for this reason, for moderation to take place after the final marks are computed? I have a few further comments to
make on moderation, which I do in the last box, below.
The Progression and Awards Process

20.

Were you provided with guidance relating to the External Examiners role, powers and
responsibilities in the examination process?

Y

21.

Was the progression and award guidance provided sufficient for you to act effectively as an
External Examiner?

Y

22.

Did you receive appropriate programme documentation for your area(s) of responsibility?

Y

23.

Did you receive appropriate module documentation for your area(s) of responsibility?

Y

24.

Did you receive full details of marking criteria applicable to your area(s) of responsibility?

Y

25.

Were you provided with all draft examination papers/assessments?

Y

26.

Was the nature and level of the assessment questions appropriate?

Y

27.

Were suitable arrangements made to consider your comments on assessment questions?

Y

28.

Was sufficient assessed work made available to enable you to have confidence in your evaluation
of the standard of student work?

Y

29.

Were the examination scripts clearly marked/annotated?

Y

30.

Was the choice of subjects for final year projects and/or dissertations appropriate?

Y

31.

Was the method and standard of assessment appropriate for the final year projects and/or
dissertations?

Y

32.

Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of
the Progression and Awards Board?

Y

33.

Were you able to attend the Progression and Awards Board meeting?

Y

34.

Were you satisfied with the recommendations of the Progression and Awards Board?

Y

35.

Were you satisfied with the way decisions from the School Special Circumstances meeting were
communicated to the Progression and Awards Board?
Please use this box to provide any additional comments you would like to make on the questions above:

Y

I was extremely satisfied with the provision of the relevant documentation. The responses to queries raised from my scrutiny of
exam papers were full and satisfactory. Throughout the process, all requests for further material or information were responded
to swiftly and courteously.
Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
There is still considerable inconsistency in the transparency of your moderation procedures, although I’m satisfied that the
moderation itself was fully and fairly carried out. Although many modules have implemented my recommendation in last year’s
report that the paperwork for moderated assessment should carry moderators’ as well as first markers’ comments, many others
(including those with an exam assessment) still do not record any moderator’s comments or marks. For fails and borderlines, it
is particularly important that the process of moderation is fully displayed. The retention of full double-marking for the final-year
project is very much to be commended, given the weight of this module. However, here, too, when I looked at final-year profiles,
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I did not see comment sheets from the two separate markers; only a single comment sheet and mark. It would be helpful if
External Examiners were provided with marksheets where moderated and double-marked assessments are clearly indicated, with
the marks given by different markers, as well as the final marks.
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2016-17
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

English

Subject(s):

English Language & Literature

Programme(s) / Module(s):

various, as taken by final year BA English Language & Literature students (including final yr
projects);
full run of:
Language, Style & Attitudes; Politics of Language; Language, Ethnicity & Race;

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

BA

Part B: Comments for the Institution on the Examination Process and Standards
Points of innovation and/or good practice
Please highlight areas of innovation or good practice within the programmes or processes you have been involved with in this box.




the group work and joint PPT presentations in the Language, Style & Attitudes module drew some excellent
work from the students, further exploited in their individual essays
the enormous variety of projects and methods on show in the 40 cr final year projects is impressive, and
speaks well of the intellectual flexibility and adventurousness that teaching staff have evidently nurtured in
the students

Enhancements made from the previous year
Please highlight any enhancements made to the programme(s) or processes over the past year in this box.

The only major enhancement/innovation I am aware of is the use of technology-enabled ‘flipped’ teaching in, e.g.,
the Language and Power module: an excellent means of enhancing interaction and participation in the classroom, via
an attractive technology.

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

Absolutely none.

For Examiners in the first year of appointment
1.

Were you provided with an External Examiners Handbook?

Y/N

2.

Were you provided with copies of previous relevant External Examiners’ reports and the response
of the School to these?
Were you provided with a External Examiner Mentor?

Y/N

3.

Y /N

For Examiners completing their term of appointment
4.

Have you observed improvements in the programme(s) over the period of your appointment?

Y/N
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5.

Has the school responded to comments and recommendations you have made?

Y/N

6.

Where recommendations have not been implemented, did the school provide clear reasons for
this?
Have you acted as a External Examiner Mentor?

Y/N

7.

Y /N

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

8.

Is the overall programme structure coherent and appropriate for the level of study?

Y

9.

Does the programme structure allow the programme aims and intended learning outcomes to be
met?

Y

10.

Are the programme aims and intended learning outcomes commensurate with the level of award?

Y

11.

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

Y

12.

Is the programme(s) comparable with similar programmes at other institutions?

Y

Please use this box to explain your overall impression of the programme structure, design, aims and intended
learning outcomes.
The Language & Literature programme is one of the most coherent I have seen, having examined at a number of
RG or similar universities: the Language modules’ focus on power, politics, attitude, language as integral to the
fabric of society, etc., means that they have a stimulating relevance to the students’ literary studies. And vice versa,
for that matter (e.g. the rhetorical uses of language, of represented accents and dialects, etc., in literature).

13.

Is the influence of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching clear?

Y

Please explain how this is/could be achieved (examples might include: curriculum design informed by current research
in the subject; practice informed by research; students undertaking research)

14.

Does the programme form part of an Integrated PhD?

N

Please comment on the appropriateness of the programme as training for a PhD:

15.

Does the programme include clinical practice components?

NA

Please comment on the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum here:

16.

Is the programme accredited by a Professional or Statutory Regulatory Body (PSRB)?

N

Please comment on the value of, and the programme’s ability to meet, PSRB requirements here:

Assessment and Feedback

17.

Does the programme design clearly align intended learning outcomes with assessment?

Y
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Please comment on the assessment methods and the appropriateness of these to the ILOs, in particular: t he 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.

18.

Is the design and structure of the assessment methods appropriate to the level of award?

Y

19.

Were students given adequate opportunity to demonstrate their achievement of the programme
aims and intended learning outcomes?

Y

Please comment on 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:
I was impressed, as last year, by the quality of students’ work and by the careful attention given to it by internal examiners.
Assessment is thorough, thoughtful, and overwhelmingly supportive, giving proper recognition where students have clearly
worked hard, shown initiative and imagination, and articulated an independent view of the subject-matter. But markers also take
the time to highlight major weaknesses or gaps, in a constructive way. The tenor of the language in the feedback sheets speaks
well for the degree of trust and mutual respect between students and teachers in the English School.
I saw the ‘full run’ of final year work of a number of English Lang & Lit students, from First Class to low 2:2, and was impressed by
the diversity of modules they had been able to take (particularly in years 2 and 3). All the final year independent projects I saw
contained commendable work, and a couple were outstanding; projects were diverse in topics and methods, clearly written in a
reader-considerate fashion, and well-supported by Tables, Figures, and Appendices. This is the sophisticated kind of writing that
involves transferable skills which will serve these graduates well in the varied future employments they take up.
I approve of the diversity of kinds of feedback on the various literature and language modules. In my view that diversity is a
strength, and would regret seeing it replace by a uniformity of comment, encouraging language, and so on. But I would suggest
that sometimes, particularly where students have earned marks close to but not at the upper class (e.g. 58, 68), it can be helpful
to give quite specific tips as to how the work might be improved next time (where possible: sometimes it is not). Many internal
examiners include these, but not all. At
our feedback sheets have a small final panel headed How to improve your
work in the future, where markers are encouraged to write one or two very specific suggestions.
In my view internal examiners could on occasion, for parity with marking norms at other RG English departments, consider using
a fuller range of First Class marks than they are tending to. My suspicion is that students earning a First at Leeds with an
average of 71 or 72 would likely be averaging 75 at
and elsewhere. No doubt the 20-90 range has been a factor
here (I understand you are switching to 0-100), causing examiners to be reluctant to give marks of 80.

Please use this box to provide any additional comments you would like to make in relation to assessment and
feedback:

The Progression and Awards Process

20.

Were you provided with guidance relating to the External Examiners role, powers and
responsibilities in the examination process?

Y

21.

Was the progression and award guidance provided sufficient for you to act effectively as an
External Examiner?

Y/

22.

Did you receive appropriate programme documentation for your area(s) of responsibility?

Y

23.

Did you receive appropriate module documentation for your area(s) of responsibility?

Y

24.

Did you receive full details of marking criteria applicable to your area(s) of responsibility?

Y

25.

Were you provided with all draft examination papers/assessments?

Y

26.

Was the nature and level of the assessment questions appropriate?

Y

27.

Were suitable arrangements made to consider your comments on assessment questions?

Y

28.

Was sufficient assessed work made available to enable you to have confidence in your evaluation
of the standard of student work?

Y
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29.

Were the examination scripts clearly marked/annotated?

Y

30.

Was the choice of subjects for final year projects and/or dissertations appropriate?

Y

31.

Was the method and standard of assessment appropriate for the final year projects and/or
dissertations?

Y

32.

Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of
the Progression and Awards Board?

Y

33.

Were you able to attend the Progression and Awards Board meeting?

Y

34.

Were you satisfied with the recommendations of the Progression and Awards Board?

Y

35.

Were you satisfied with the way decisions from the School Special Circumstances meeting were
communicated to the Progression and Awards Board?
Please use this box to provide any additional comments you would like to make on the questions above:

Y

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
I am still mulling over in my own mind the possible effects (on the student’s psychology) of the Leeds BA degrees calculation
process, where I understand that performance in years 2 and 3 is entered into the calculation on either a 50-50 or 33-67 basis,
depending on which of these yields a higher mean. Here in
we apply a (0)-25-75 weighting, which some say
encourages an intense final year and ‘exit velocity’. At
, where I examined recently, the 10-30-60 weighting
arguably makes for a less stressful final year. The Leeds arrangement seems to me entirely reasonable, so I have no
recommendations on this matter; I simply note this interesting variability of arrangement.
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