The University of Leeds QA Team received 25/10/2017
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2016-17
Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Earth & Environment

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

Exploration Geophysics

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

MSc

Part B: Comments for the Institution on the Examination Process and Standards
Points of innovation and/or good practice
1. For several course modules (especially for seismic processing), there is a strong link between lectures and computer
exercises. This allows the students to put into practice the concepts learned in the class room using MATLAB
programming and state-of-the-art geotechnical software packages. This prepares the students well for a career in the
geophysical industry.
2. Students have 24h access to a lab equipped with modern workstations and receive excellent technical support.
3. The programme continues to maintain a strong link with the industry for example, trough guest lectures and seminars,
exposing students to new technology trends in the industry.
4. Many of the students conduct a company internship for their independent project / thesis work. This exposes students to
practical problems and workflows and enhances their future employability.
5. Students are encouraged to work with real geophysical data for course personal assignments and independent project
work. This is an excellent preparation for the challenges they will face in their future geophysical career.
6. Students have an excellent opportunity to develop their presentation skills during the year. This is demonstrated by the
high quality of the oral presentations of their independent projects at the end of the year.
7. The course programme exposes the students to all aspects of geophysical exploration from acquisition techniques, to data
processing, inversion and interpretation.
8. The course programme covers a broad range of geophysical techniques and their applications in petroleum and mineral
exploration, environmental assessment and civil engineering.
Enhancements made from the previous year
1. The addition of
as Lecturer and Deputy Programme Leader has been a positive development for this
year.
expertise in near surface geophysics and geophysical field work has enhanced the MSc Programme.
role
as Deputy Programme Leader has also had a positive impact for the technical support of students and the overall
programme management.
industry contacts have been useful to secure company internships for the students’
independent project work.
2. An External Advisory Board has been created. The role of the new board is important to ensure that the course content
remains in line with industry needs.
3. The appointment of
as guest lecturer for Module 5135 has been beneficial to the programme.
lectures
and computer exercises on seismic AVO analysis are of a high quality and have been very well received by the students.
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 the 2nd year in a row, concerns have been raised by the students regarding the quality of the Seismic Interpretation (5171)
and Reservoir Evaluation (5135) modules taught during the 2 nd semester. These concerns were clearly expressed in the module
evaluation survey results and reinforced during a meeting held between the students and external examiners (see “Other
comments” section below). The concerns relate to all aspects of the modules, including poor quality of the course material and
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lectures, poorly designed personal assignments and questionable grading of the course work. This should be a matter of serious
concern for the School as this situation will impact negatively the reputation of the course programme for prospective students.

For Examiners in the first year of appointment
1.

Were you provided with an External Examiners Handbook?

NA

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?

NA

3.

NA

For Examiners completing their term of appointment
4.

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

NA

5.

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

NA

6.

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

NA

7.

NA

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
NA
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.
With the exception of a couple of course modules (see above), the course programme is well structured and of high quality. It
prepares the students well for a professional career in Exploration Geophysics. The programme components related to seismic
processing are particularly strong. Of particular merit is the wide scope of the course modules, addressing both seismic and
potential field methods, and covering geophysical data acquisition, processing, inversion and geological interpretation.

13.

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

Y/N

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 Master level course programme focuses primarily on established geophysical techniques. Nevertheless, some of the lectures
(including some given by guest lecturers) address new developments and recent research topics. Some of the independent projects
are also related to ongoing research activities at the School.
14.
Does the programme form part of an Integrated PhD?
N
Please comment on the appropriateness of the programme as training for a PhD:
The course programme is suitable as training for a PhD, as it covers the main theoretical concepts required for PhD-level research.
The programme also gives students an opportunity to conduct independent research as part of their MSc thesis work and evaluate
their skills and motivation for a PhD study. In fact, as part of their independent projects, several of the students developed and
tested innovative algorithms which could be the base for a PhD thesis.
15.
Does the programme include clinical practice components?
N
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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.

1.
2.

With the exception of the Seismic Interpretation (5171) and Reservoir Evaluation (5135) modules, the quality of the
teaching and assessment methods is of a high standard.
Marking & feedback of some of the course work for modules 5135 and 5171 appear problematic. Students indicate that
that the instructor may not have dedicated enough time to the marking and that feedback received is of a very generic
nature and lacks critical analysis of the students’ work.

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:

Please use this box to provide any additional comments you would like to make in relation to assessment and
feedback:
1.
2.
3.

4.

A good mix of assessment methods is used in this programme including coursework, group projects, written
examinations and an end of year project leading to a dissertation and oral presentation.
Moderated mark forms were available for all modules and were carefully completed. I have noticed a significant
improvement from last year when some of the completed forms were rather patchy.
The Exam Feedback Forms were not available for the students to review on the VLE. Furthermore, I understand that no
session was organized at the beginning of the 2nd semester to give exam feedback to the class. This problem was already
reported last year. The students complained about this lack of feedback during a meeting held with the two external
examiners (see “Other comments” section below).
Turnaround time for the marking of course work appears to be problematic for some courses (e.g. 5129, petrophysics &
petroleum geology). Students expect to receive assessment feedback more promptly.

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 awardguidance provided sufficient for you to act effectively as an
External Examiner?

Y
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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 projectsand/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

Questions 22 & 23: Complete access was given to course programme description, module handbooks and teaching material via
the VLE on-line system and/or in hardcopy form. A USB stick with key documents was also provided.
Questions 28 & 29: Access was given to all marked exam papers for all course modules and to some of the assessed
coursework. Access was also given to the return of moderated marks forms and module student surveys. This provided a fairly
complete picture of the assessed /examined work. I was able to ascertain that the exam papers are carefully marked and
moderated and that the student evaluation process is rigorous. The review was facilitated by making all exam / course material
available in one room in a well-organized manner.
Question 30: Independent project / thesis topics were appropriate with the exception of one dealing with fault damage zone. In
fact, the breadth of topics covered by the independent projects was remarkable. The quality of the thesis material was also generally
quite high, especially considering the limited time dedicated to the thesis work during the busy academic year.
Question 31: I was impressed by the care given in the assessment of the independent project work which combines dissertation
(80%), viva (10%), oral presentation (5%) and poster (5%). As proposed by the external examiners, the weighting of the seminar
presentation will be increased from 5% to 10% to better reflect its importance.
Questions 32-35: Administrative arrangements were excellent thanks to the dedication of the programme academic and
administrative staff. I did attend the final board of examiners and was satisfied with its operational procedures and
recommendations. External examiners were able to give their comments on the course programme during the board meeting.
Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
1.

Like last year, the end of year project review week was well organized with opportunity to participate in student’s vivas
and presentation of their thesis work. The open day with student oral presentations was run efficiently with parallel
sessions and session chairmen like at a professional conference. The presentations were well attended by industry
representatives.
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2.

Overall, I was impressed by the quality of oral presentations for the independent projects. Most of the presentations
were of a quality suitable for a professional conference. The students spoke confidently, kept to the allocated time, used
clear and readable slides material and were able to provide meaningful answers to most questions. This shows that they
have been very well trained during the year.

3.

The posters were also of high quality but like last year, they were too verbose and contained too many illustrations.
Students should receive better guidelines to ensure that poster material focuses on key points instead of providing a
complete description of the work.

4.

The thesis I reviewed were generally well organized and of a high technical standard. However, the abstracts were of
variable quality and format. Improved guidelines are required to ensure quality and consistency in abstract writing.

5.

The thesis material was received on time to allow a review before the end of year meetings. However, remote access to
the VLE system to review course material was problematic. Last minute arrangements were made before the week but
IT problems were experienced. Access to VLE should be streamlined and organized earlier.

6.

I had access to the module evaluation survey results for all course modules. It is disappointing to see that the students’
response rate is only around 50%. It would be useful to find a way to increase response rates, perhaps by holding the
survey during one of the last lecture for each course.

7.

The students are generally very pleased by the school-specific administrative support received during the year,
particularly from
. There is a concern that the ongoing reorganization and change of personnel may be
detrimental to the support services provided to the students.

8.

A meeting between the students and external examiners was organized during the Independent Project Presentations
week to discuss the course programme. Fourteen students participated to the meeting. A summary of the main points
raised by the students is given below.
a.

b.
c.

d.
e.

f.
g.
h.

Students were very pleased in general with the computer facilities and geotechnical software available during
the year. One small problem was the lack of sufficient number of (Hampson-Russell) software licences for one
assignment.
Some of the courses modules (e.g., seismic processing) have a strong link between the lectures / theory and
the computer practicals. This is much appreciated by the students.
The good industry connection of the course programme is appreciated by the students, including opportunities
for company internships for independent project work, guest lecturers (e.g.,
), industry seminars,
access to a wide range of commercial software packages and opportunity to attend geotechnical conferences
such as PETEX and EAGE.
High praise was given for the Programme Leader (e.g., passion for
course and quality of the lectures) and
for the support staff responsible for the programme administration and computer lab.
Significant concerns were raised by the students regarding the quality of the Seismic Interpretation and
Reservoir Evaluation modules taught during the 2nd semester. Problems related to the following were reported:
(i) Poor quality of course material and lectures
(ii) Lack of enthusiasm of the lecturers
(iii) Too many assignments involving “push-button and black-box” use of software with little scientific
content
(iv) Poor quality of feedback received on personal assignments
(v) Questionable grading of course work
The topic of geophysical data inversion is covered in two modules (5135 & 5116). There should be a better
link between what is covered in the two classes.
Like last year, the students complained that they did not receive any feedback on their exam performance for
the different course modules.
Some of the foreign students would appreciate more technical and organization support at the beginning of the
year as they were not familiar with the ways of work in a UK university.
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Part C: School Response to External Examiner Report

QA Received 08/02/2018

Name of School and Head of School (or nominee)
Title and Name of Responder:
Position*:

Head of School

Faculty / School of:

Faculty of Environment / School of Earth and Environment

Address for communication:

School of Earth and Environment
Maths/Earth and Environment Building
The University of Leeds
Leeds. LS2 9JT
United Kingdom

Email:
Telephone:
*If the individual responding to the report is not the Head of School please state their position within the School.

Completing the School response
The completed School response (including the full original report) should be attached to an e-mail and sent to the Pro-Dean for
Student Education in the relevant Faculty. Following approval by the Pro-Dean for Student Education, the School must send the
response (including the full original report) directly to the External Examiner. A copy must also be emailed to the Quality Assurance
Team at qat@leeds.ac.uk. External Examiners should receive a formal response no later than six weeks after receipt of the original
report.

Response to Points of innovation and/or good practice

 Thanks for those positive comments – all noted, and we aspire to sustain them all in 2017-18 – for example, a full, £120k,
upgrade to the dedicated laboratory’s computing facilities (your point #2), and introduction of a real dataset (courtesy of
Spectrum) to be taken through coursework for all of survey design, processing and interpretation (your point #5).
Response to Enhancements made from the previous year

 Item 1. We fully agree – this appointment has been a considerable success – as well as injecting new energy into the MSc.,
has brought in innovative new research liaisons and funding too.
 Item 2. The EAB has indeed proved valuable as well as enjoyable, and my colleague
is to be congratulated
for
endeavours in setting it up. New contacts and activities are indeed emerging, as well as strategic advice.
 Item 3.

, too, has been a great success and we are extending that collaboration for 2017-18 (see below).

Response to Matters for Urgent Attention
If any areas have been identified for urgent attention before the programme is offered again please provide a specific response to
them here:

 We certainly agree that this is a serious issue, and are both disappointed and angry that it’s happened for a second year.
The University QAT office has requested a response also. Based on in-course student feedback, both Modules had already
(during summer 2017) been earmarked for Special Review under our in-house processes. It has been discussed directly
with the staff involved, at Head Of School level and higher.
 In summary, because of new commitments on research projects and to teaching on another programme, both staff
involved will have substantially reduced involvement with the MSc. Exploration Geophysics in 2017-18. Their place is being
taken, for the most part, by a newly appointed Teaching Fellow, who will be closely mentored by several others of the
teaching teams of both the MSc. Exploration Geophysics and the MSc Structural Geology with Geophysics, as well as
extended collaboration with external guest lecturers. There will also be some nuances made to the syllabi, especially of
SOEE5135, which is to be re-labelled as SOEE5136 Geophysical Reservoir Evaluation after valuable discussion with our EAB.
 In the longer term, it’s likely that one of the staff members concerned will retire, and a business case is being made for a
replacement: the role of the other will depend on activities on another programme.
 The Special Review documents for SOEE5135 and SOEE5171 can be sent to you separately, along with that for a third
module, SOEE5155, also identified in-house as requiring Special Review. They offer a detailed description of what actions
will be taken.
Response to questions 1-7 (and related comments)
Schools may provide a general response; however, where Examiners raise specific points these must be addressed individually:
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N/A
Standards
Response to questions 8 to 16 (and related comments)
Schools may provide a general response; however, where Examiners raise specific points these must be addressed individually:

 Thanks again for that list of supportive comments – they are all noted.
Assessment and Feedback
Response to questions 17 to 19 (and related comments)
Schools may provide a general response; however, where Examiners raise specific points these must be addressed individually:

 Items 1 & 2 – this is covered under our response to “Matters for Urgent Attention”.
 Items 3 & 4 – thanks, that’s pleasing and we’ll aspire to keep it up.
 Item 5 – Regarding actual face-to-face exam feedback sessions: yes, one wasn’t arranged on S1 exams during S2 – the
students said their timetable was too full! For S2 exams, it’s (too?) difficult – by the time we’ve marked exams, many are
away on project placements. The SESO and myself remain confused as to why Exam Feedback Forms were not visible or
available, despite them being written for Semester 1 at least. We’ll continue to explore it, and demand that S2 staff
especially do write them
 Item 6 – this is a perennial issue. In the Table below, I hope you will see that we are addressing it, and making modest but
gradual progress. The wholly unacceptable cases you mention fall within the staffing scope of our response to “Matters for
Urgent Attention”, so hopefully will not arise again. NB turn-round times have been adjusted to remove field classes and
the Christmas/Easter shut-down periods but not (despite SEE advice) weekends. 2017-18 figures are for Semester 1 only.

The Progression and Awards Process
Response to questions 20-35 (and related comments)
Schools may provide a general response; however, where Examiners raise specific points these must be addressed individually:

 Q30 – the scope of the project was, we think, limited as much by the students’ capacity as the project design. The
admissible topic of seismic QI was certainly in the original discussions.
 Q22-29, 31-35 – as above, I’m pleased that the teaching team and the SESO delivered good service.
Other comments
Response to items included in the ‘Other Comments’ section of the report

 Item 3 (posters) – for 2017-18, an S1 coursework deliverable’s format was been switched from PPT to poster, with a
bespoke set of guidelines. Submissions spanned the usual range of poor-to-excellent, but clear feedback has been given.
 Item 4 (abstracts) – guidelines, examples, and feedback are given in both S1 coursework and in-project reviews. It’s
frustrating that that training isn’t absorbed.
 Item 5 (VLE access) – I’ll pass this to the IT/VLE team.
 Item 6 (feedback response rates) – we do indeed try to take feedback in classes as well as online.
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 Item 7 (SESO staffing) – we strongly agree that the SESO performed superbly, and the individual mentioned has been the
focus of that excellent student experience. Whilst there has been some restructuring of the Student Education Service and
some short-term loss of capacity, staffing levels are recovering, to a degree, and we are hopeful that 2017-18 will work well
with a new team in place.
 Item 8a (feedback session – Hampson-Russell licences) – it was due to a last-minute incompatibility of data with another
packages’ upgrade: HR had no time to deliver more licenses to us. IT staff have the matter in hand for 2017-18.
 Item 8e (seismic interpn, reservoir evaluation modules) – covered under our response to “Matters for Urgent Attention”.
 Item 8f (linking Inverse Theory with Seismic Inversion) – a useful idea! I’ll pass it to the relevant teaching teams – thanks.
 Item 8g (feedback) – covered in Q17-19 Item 3 above
 Item 8h (international students) – International students do indeed, often, have many and major adjustments to make to
their learning process and culture. An extensive programme of briefings does happen in Induction Week, but some are
evidently overwhelmed once teaching starts. Late arrivals due to challenges in the UKVI system do not help matters. .
Furthermore, language skills among some are very poor, despite them holding the necessary qualifications. We have
therefore
(i) re-run an Induction briefing specifically for those International Students
(ii) run bespoke small-group language support (provided gratis by a staff member from the Language Centre, seconded
to SEE and to whom we’re very grateful)
(iii) run a 1-hour complete mock examination (exact exam conditions, room layout, invigilator announcements, exam
question paper formats, etc.) for the whole class, to accustom them to that vital process.
The remaining Items in “Other Comments” are favourable, so again, as above, we thank you for those, and aspire to sustain a
good performance in 2017-18.
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2016-17

QAT Received 19/09/2017

Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Faculty / School of:

Earth & Environment

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

Exploration Geophysics

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

MSc

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.

Excellent module moderation forms across every single module. I raised this last year as a problem and the response
has been superb.

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 instigation of an Industry Advisory Board is an excellent innovation this year and will undoubtedly bring many
benefits (access to industry data, visiting lecturers and the latest industry approaches) over the coming years.

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
Both this year and last, I have been concerned by the apparent lack of engagement in teaching of two members of academic
staff. All other staff on the programme work hard to provide a stimulating and productive learning environment for the students
but their efforts are undermined by the poor lecture preparation and poor coursework feedback provided by these colleagues. I
understand that the issues are known about and are being handled at a high level within Leeds but I am disappointed to see
that there has been no improvement in this matter since last year. This issue will seriously impact the reputation of the
programme, school and University if it is allowed to continue into next year.

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

5.

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

Y

6.

Where recommendations have not been implemented, did the school provide clear reasons for
this?

Y
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7.

Have you acted as a External Examiner Mentor?

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
I have greatly enjoyed my time as examiner and have found the staff I have encountered at Leeds highly professional, motivated
and a pleasure to work with. The biggest and most important change I have seen is the appointment of a deputy director who is
being groomed as a successor to the current director when he retires. The academic appointed to this position is excellent and
will ensure that the high standards of engagement with the students will continue. A more worrying development is the
redeployment of
into other duties. The close involvement of this excellent administrator with the course led to
close interaction with students and a deep understanding of programme processes and timing; loss of this expertise will impact
the programme negatively.
Despite some problems, this programme continues to deliver highly skilled geophysicists through a programme whose
assessment standards are excellent and which follows assessment procedures rigorously. The level of industry involvement in
the programme is also to be highly commended.

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/N

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 programme produces “industry-ready” graduates with skills that are still sought after by the oil-industry despite
its difficulties of the past few years. The programme structure, design, aims and ILOs are well targeted for industry
and will become even better honed as the new Industry Advisory Board starts to make its influence felt.

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)
Staff must continue to offer projects related to their research as “alternatives” to industry-led projects.
14.

Does the programme form part of an Integrated PhD?

N

Please comment on the appropriateness of the programme as training for a PhD:
I would happily take a graduate from this programme onto a PhD that I supervise.

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:
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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 combination of coursework, fieldwork, practicals and exams is necessary to ensure attainment of all ILOs.

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:
The 2016-17 cohort appear to be of generally good standard but with few “high flyers”. I believe that their marks accurately
reflect their ability and learning.

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
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34.

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

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
Y

Other comments

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

Page 5 of 7
ExEx Report Form 2016-17
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Part C: School Response to External Examiner Report
Name of School and Head of School (or nominee)
Title and Name of Responder:
Position*:

Head of School

Faculty / School of:

Faculty of Environment / School of Earth and Environment

Address for communication:

School of Earth and Environment
Maths/Earth and Environment Building
The University of Leeds
Leeds. LS2 9JT
United Kingdom

Email:
Telephone:
*If the individual responding to the report is not the Head of School please state their position within the School.

Completing the School response
The completed School response (including the full original report) should be attached to an e-mail and sent to the Pro-Dean for
Student Education in the relevant Faculty. Following approval by the Pro-Dean for Student Education, the School must send the
response (including the full original report) directly to the External Examiner. A copy must also be emailed to the Quality Assurance
Team at qat@leeds.ac.uk. External Examiners should receive a formal response no later than six weeks after receipt of the original
report.

Response to Points of innovation and/or good practice

I’m pleased to hear that we have improved on this process. It had been stressed repeatedly by the SESO staff.
Response to Enhancements made from the previous year

The EAB has indeed proved valuable as well as enjoyable, and my colleague
is to be congratulated for
endeavours in setting it up. New contacts and activities are indeed emerging, as well as strategic advice.
Response to Matters for Urgent Attention
If any areas have been identified for urgent attention before the programme is offered again please provide a specific response to
them here:

We certainly agree that this is a serious issue, and are both disappointed and angry that it’s happened for a second year. The
University QAT office has requested a response also. Based on in-course student feedback, both Modules had already (during
summer 2017) been earmarked for Special Review under our in-house processes. It has been discussed directly with the staff
involved, at Head Of School level and higher.
In summary, because of their commitments on research projects and to teaching on another programme, both staff involved
will have substantially reduced involvement with the MSc. Exploration Geophysics in 2017-18. Their place is being taken, for
the most part, by a newly appointed Teaching Fellow, who will be closely mentored by several others of the teaching teams of
both the MSc. Exploration Geophysics and MSc Structural Geology with Geophysics, as well as extended collaboration with
external guest lecturers. There will also be some nuances made to the syllabi, especially of SOEE5135, which is to be relabelled as SOEE5136 Geophysical Reservoir Evaluation.
In the longer term, it’s likely that one of the staff members concerned will retire, and a business case is being made for a
replacement: the role of the other will depend on activities on another programme.
The Special Review documents for SOEE5135 and SOEE5171 can be sent to you separately, along with that for a third module,
SOEE5155, also identified in-house as requiring Special Review. They offer a detailed description of what actions will be taken.
Response to questions 1-7 (and related comments)
Schools may provide a general response; however, where Examiners raise specific points these must be addressed individually:

We certainly agree that new appointment is proving very beneficial to the course – our next, immediate, objective is to make a
similar appointment as noted above. We further agree that the SESO has performed superbly, and the individual mentioned
has been the focus of that excellent student experience. There has been some restructuring of the service at a faculty level
which has unfortunately led to some upheaval, but also the introduction of some streamlined services and staffing levels are
recovering, to a degree, and we are hopeful that 2017-18 will work well with its new team in place.
Standards
Response to questions 8 to 16 (and related comments)
Schools may provide a general response; however, where Examiners raise specific points these must be addressed individually:
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Re. Q13: we certainly agree that staff-generated “R&D” projects should continue to be offered.
Re. Q16: the MSc. Exploration Geophysics is accredited by the Geological Society of London (it was granted in March 2014).
Apologies we hadn’t made this more prominent! The associated MSc Structural Geology with Geophysics has just (December
2017) also been Accredited also – acknowledgement of both will go in a new “trophy cabinet” in our Reception lobby!
Assessment and Feedback
Response to questions 17 to 19 (and related comments)
Schools may provide a general response; however, where Examiners raise specific points these must be addressed individually:

We are grateful for this reassurance about the quality of the programme .
The Progression and Awards Process
Response to questions 20-35 (and related comments)
Schools may provide a general response; however, where Examiners raise specific points these must be addressed individually:

Thanks for this confirmation that our processes and procedures are effective. As above, the SESO has provided an excellent
service.
Other comments
Response to items included in the ‘Other Comments’ section of the report

N/A
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