The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2018-19

QAT Received 21/08/2019

Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Title and Name of Examiner:

Faculty / School of:

Chemistry

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

Degree programmes administered by the School of Chemistry

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

BSc, MChem, taught 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.

The Chemistry programme provides a range of topics and coverage that is impressively comprehensive as compared
to other UK courses. The final year research project poster session/1-minute presentation session remains a useful
means of assessment and a good way to bring the cohort together. It is very helpful that the examiners are invited to
Leeds to review this process and to have the opportunity to talk to the students, both in the poster sessions and over
lunch.

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 introduction of the External Examiner mentoring scheme is a good one and – I believe – enabled the new External
to hit the ground running with respect to familiarity of the courses and processes.
The organisation of the dispatch of exam questions/answers was very smooth this year and the responses to queries
were timely.
There was no anecdotal evidence this year of students on joint honours degrees receiving insufficient feedback
during project work and comments from all final year students re. project supervisor availability and communication
were positive.

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

For Examiners in the first year of appointment only
1.

Were you provided with an External Examiner Handbook?

N/A
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2.
3.

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

N/A
N/A

For Examiners completing their term of appointment only
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?
Have you acted as an External Examiner Mentor?

Y

7.

Y

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

The standard of examination questions has remained high but the completeness of model answers has improved
considerably. This has been very useful to me as an external examiner in gauging what is expected of a Leeds
student and provides a useful yardstick regarding the breadth and depth of content in the degree courses.
The programme has evolved over the period of my appointment and it was made explicit to me at the outset that
one of the prime objectives was to increase the quantity and quality of materials chemistry taught in the course –
particularly in Inorganic Chemistry. I would say that this objective has been achieved and that the changes in the
course have been positive and have been implemented successfully. The respective members of staff should be
congratulated.
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 programme structure is logical and beneficial to students. The content of the course is up-to-date and
contemporary in nature. Many different forms of teaching and learning are practised and the ILOs would meet the
expectations of any leading Russell Group UK university. The flexibility and elements of choice in final years provide
students with opportunities to decide to specialise or retain elements of generalism.
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)
Yes, the influence of research is clear in terms of final year(s) with direct contributions of research to projects,
placements and the topics/scope of taught courses.
14.

Does the programme form part of an Integrated PhD?

N

Please comment on the appropriateness of the programme as training for a PhD:
N/A
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)?

Y

Please comment on the value of, and the programme’s ability to meet, PSRB requirements here:
The programme is Royal Society of Chemistry (RSC) accredited. RSC accreditation guarantees a high level of
teaching standards and is widely respected as a benchmark of teaching quality. RSC accreditation is recognised by
both employers and (prospective) students.

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 methods of assessment are essentially unchanged from the previous year. Students are assessed via written
examination, laboratory & practical project work and, to a lesser extent, by continual assessment (e.g. “Advanced
Topics”).
I had commented in previous years that it can be considered positive that emphasis is not placed purely on
examinations in final year but that the proportion of continual assessment marks available in Advanced Topics plus
research projects and placements is quite high. This was manifested this year in the proportion of 1st class degrees
at MChem (39; 57%), with 41 % of students achieving a 2:1.
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 examination questions contain suitable aspects of problem solving and make appropriate intellectual demands
of students. Research projects are well run (both supervision and administration) and again it was clear from the
poster day that many students both enjoy and take ownership of their projects. The students that I quizzed at the
poster session were impressive in their knowledge of the technical and contextual aspects of their projects and could
provide analytical and thoughtful responses to queries.
The performance of the graduating cohort was very high. The proportion of students achieving 1st and 2:1 class
degrees was high and rose again for the MChem cohort. In the context of national concerns over “grade inflation”
permeating to degree level, the continued uplift in 1st class degrees, in particular, is slightly disquieting. It might be a
good time to review the relative mark weightings in final years and to reassess the promotion criteria at final
classification grade boundaries.
Please use this box to provide any additional comments you would like to make in relation to assessment and
feedback:
Feedback is often a perennial problem and students in many institutions often voice dissatisfaction (in NSS scoring,
for example). However, Leeds students at the poster day appeared very satisfied this year. There were no
complaints regarding the assessment procedures and feedback was deemed to be timely and helpful.
The Progression and Awards Process

20.

Were you provided with guidance relating to the External Examiner’s 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
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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?

30.

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

Y
(some)
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

While most exam scripts and project reports were clearly marked, some were less obvious. Assessment comments
and the annotation of scripts are rather inconsistent. For research project (reports), this may well reflect on the
marking criteria and protocol, which should be revisited. A full range of marks should be available with clear
descriptions of each grading. (The lab project manual also needs a refresh with an update to the current mark
scheme.)
My fellow examiners and I were provided with all the necessary examination papers and project reports at the final
examiners’ meeting. We also received spreadsheets of marks for the respective student cohorts, although not all of
these were titled and it would be useful in the future for the external examiners to have lists arranged in order of
provisional mark/classification as well as alphabetical lists of students.
The most important information that was missing this year, however, was a list of students at the classification
boundaries with a complete explanation of any mitigating circumstances. We were informed that apparently data
protection issues prevent access to this information. For their own benefit, I would strongly suggest that students are
given the opportunity to sign a statement allowing external examiners to have access to personal data in the event of
their presence at a grade boundary. These data are often vital in making an informed decision and directly affect the
final degree classification of the student.
Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
As ever, the support from academic and administrative staff throughout the year was tremendous, which has made my job a
pleasure. I would also like to thank colleagues for their friendly welcome and warm hospitality during my visits to Leeds over the
last 3 years,
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Part C: School Response to External Examiner Report

QAT Received 24/02/2020

Name of School and Head of School (or nominee)
Title and Name of Examiner:

Subject(s):

Chemistry, Medicinal Chemistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Single honours UG programmes (specialising in the Inorganic chemistry components)

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

BSc, MChem

Title and Name of Responder:
Position*:

Head of School

Faculty / School of:

School of Chemistry

Address for communication:

School of Chemistry,
University of Leeds,
LS2 9JT

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) must be sent 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

We are delighted that
found the ‘range of topics and coverage’ of our programmes to be ‘impressively
comprehensive as compared to other UK courses’, and that
found the MChem assessment day to be a useful
means of assessment and something which
valued attending.

Response to Enhancements made from the previous year

We are delighted that the comments from all final year students re project supervisor availability and
communication were positive’ this year, and pleased that the External Examiner mentoring scheme worked well –
we are grateful to
for acting as a mentor!

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:

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 are delighted to hear that the completeness of model answers has improved during
that
feels the changes to the Inorganic chemistry course have been implemented successfully.

’s term, and

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:

We are grateful for

’s positive comments.
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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 take note of
’s concerns about the proportion of students (particularly in the MChem cohort)
gaining 2:1 and 1st class degrees (although in actual fact, the proportion of single honours MChem students gaining
1sts dropped this year, from 60% to 57%, while the proportion gaining 2:1s rose from 37% to 41%).
notes that the proportion of ‘continual assessment marks’ available in the last two years of the
programme can be quite high (final year project plus coursework components of ‘Advanced Topics’ plus Industrial
Placements), however we do not believe it to be out of line at Leeds compared to other Chemistry departments.
The School does plan to increase (slightly) the weighting of the examined components of Advanced Topics from
2020/21 (to 67% of the 60-credit module, rather than 60% at present). We also plan to introduce more robust
marking criteria for final year projects and industrial placement projects. Lastly we continue to monitor the
coursework options on Advanced Topics and reserve the option to moderate marks if the average on one particular
option is out of kilter.
The School is not able to review the relative mark weightings in final years nor to reassess the promotion criteria at
final classification grade boundaries, but will pass
’s comments on to the University QA team.
We are particular pleased to hear that, at the MChem assessment day, there were no complaints regarding the
assessment procedures and feedback was deemed to be timely and helpful.
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:

The School takes note of
’s comments concerning the marking criteria for the MChem project reports.
We are reviewing these for this academic year.
We will endeavour to ensure that all spreadsheets supplied to the examiners at the exam board include explanatory
titles. Also we will include classification spreadsheets (for BSc and MChem finalists) ordered by mark as well as
alphabetically.
We have passed on to the University QA team
’s suggestion that students might be allowed to sign a
statement that, if they should fall close to a classification borderline and have mitigating circumstances, those
circumstances could be revealed to the exam board in order that an informed judgement might be made as to
whether discretion was warranted. This has been rejected. The University insists that external examiners (indeed,
any members of the progression and awards board who are not part of the School Special Cases Committee,
SSCC), should not be party to details of students’ mitigating circumstances. It suggests that ‘the SSCC should
make a clear recommendation, [for any student with mitigating circumstances], to the Progression and Award
Board, regarding the action they believe should be taken. This recommendation can (and indeed, arguably,
should) include the SSCC’s summary of the timing and impact of the circumstances on the student……The
External Examiners should be considering our marking and classification practices and policies, and ensuring that
we adhere to these and treat students fairly and equitably, alongside the QA/benchmarking part of their role’ (i.e.
not deciding whether or not discretion should be applied). We will modify our procedures and endeavour to provide
clearer recommendations for students close to borderlines in future.

Other comments
Response to items included in the ‘Other Comments’ section of the report

The School is very grateful to
for
dedication and commitment to the role of external examiner over
the last 3 years and for
considered and helpful comments.
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QAT Received 24/02/2020

The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2018-19

QAT Received 06/08/2019

Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Title and Name of Examiner:

Faculty / School of:

Science and Engineering

Subject(s):

Organic Chemistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

BSc and MChem Chemistry

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

BSc and MChem

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 exam papers were produced to a high quality. The formatting of the papers was improved from last
year, possibly because a standard template was used and it would be good to continue to use this template.
Section A questions were all fairly standard and contained few mistakes whereas Section B questions were
more complex in structure. Whilst most Section B questions were very good, a few were poorly constructed
and confusing; so care must be taken to ensure the organisation, clarity and logical flow of this section. One
way to ensure the papers have the correct format and level of difficulty, is for all question setters to share
their questions on an exam, i.e, producing a model paper ahead of the organic sectional meeting. If the
majority of errors and inconsistencies can be rectified before the sectional meeting, this will simplify the
review of the entire set of papers.
Unfortunately, I was unable to attend the poster sessions and flash presentations for the MChem Projects.
However my impression of previous years and from discussions with other internal and external examiners
is that these events are highly productive, bringing staff and students together with a very positive
atmosphere. However, the students are missing the opportunity of a standard oral examination/interview. A
viva, ideally with two knowledgeable but independent examiners, lasting 20-30min, provides the student
with excellent experience for subsequent job interviews, PhD vivas and other occasions in life when they
are asked to address questions in front of a panel or senior personnel. In addition to being highly beneficial
for the student, the viva can greatly assist the examiner in their understanding of the written report and the
overall assessment of the student’s project. Moreover, if the same two academics are involved in examining
both the report and the viva, very little additional staff time is required to run the viva.
Marking of reports was generally good, however the assessment guidelines were a little vague with only
three criteria for mark allocations – structure/clarity, understanding/analysis and presentation. At the
, we have seven detailed criteria by which we assess reports, with the feedback
sheet for assessing each criteria clearly noted. As a result, the mark sheets/feedback can extend two or
three pages of A4, as opposed to one page of A4 at the University of Leeds. Given the final project mark
contributes significantly towards the final degree classification, it would be better to have a more detailed
marking criteria for reports and subsequently, more extensive feedback, should the students or examiners
wish to review the mark allocation.
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As it stands, it appears some students may have difficulty switching from MChem in year 3 to BSc, in so far
as, candidates who decide to graduate with a BSc rather than MChem may find it difficult fulfilling a BSc
because they have not carried out a literature project. It would be of greater value to restructure Year 3
MChem, ensuring everyone has completed a literature review project to provide an option of graduating
with a BSc, should a student choose to do so.
Prior to the examination board meeting, we requested copies of the details for mitigating circumstances but
were unable to access this information as the university had not sought prior approval from students. It
would be in the students’ best interests if external examiners could have reviewed this to ensure a fair
decision had been made and I would recommend seeking future approval.
Finally, the level of admin support for the external examiners has been excellent and should be
congratulated. To assist with all correspondence between myself and the university further, it would be
helpful if communications were conveyed by email. On occasion, I have received important letters in hard
copy only (by post) which can get mislaid in a busy open reception.

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

Overall Exam format had been improved on last year – detailed answers above.

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

Please see general recommendations above.

For Examiners in the first year of appointment only
1.

Were you provided with an External Examiner Handbook?

Y

2.

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

Y

3.

N

For Examiners completing their term of appointment only
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?
Have you acted as an External Examiner Mentor?

Y

7.

Y

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
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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.

Please see my detailed response in the first section.
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?

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)?

Y

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.

Please see my detailed response in the first section.
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:

Similar to last year, my impression was that the standards demonstrated by students was on the whole similar to the
students at the
, where we also had a similar high proportion of MChem students obtaining
1st class degrees.

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

20.

Were you provided with guidance relating to the External Examiner’s 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

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
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Part C: School Response to External Examiner Report

QAT Received 24/02/2020

Name of School and Head of School (or nominee)
Title and Name of Examiner:

Subject(s):

Chemistry, Medicinal Chemistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Single honours UG programmes (specialising in the Organic chemistry components)

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

BSc, MChem

Title and Name of Responder:
Position*:

Head of School

Faculty / School of:

School of Chemistry

Address for communication:

School of Chemistry,

Email:

University of Leeds,

Telephone:

LS2 9JT

*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) must be sent 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

We are pleased to read

’s positive impressions of our MChem assessment day.

Response to Enhancements made from the previous year

We are pleased that
new standard template.

believed the formatting of exam papers to have improved as a result of the

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:

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:

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:

We are pleased that
the students at the

finds the standards demonstrated by our students to be on the whole similar to
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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 take note of
’s observation that some section B exam questions were poorly constructed and
confusing. We would like to assure
that the process
describes where exam papers are shared
prior to a section meeting, where they are discussed, is exactly the process that we use
We take note of
’s suggestion of requiring final year MChem students to undertake a viva voce
examination. We will discuss whether this could be implemented for 2020/21 (or later).
We take note of
’s comments on the assessment criteria for the MChem project reports: we are
reviewing these for the current academic year.
We further note
’s suggestion that all level 3 students complete the 10-credit literature project, so
that students are able to switch from the MChem to the BSc programme at any point: this will be discussed for
2020/21.

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:

We have passed on to the University QA team
’s suggestion that the external examiners be allowed
to view the mitigating circumstances for students who fall close to a classification borderline, in order to make an
informed judgement as to whether discretion is warranted. This has been rejected. The University insists that
external examiners (indeed, any members of the progression and awards board who are not part of the School
Special Cases Committee, SSCC), should not be party to details of students’ mitigating circumstances. It suggests
that ‘the SSCC should make a clear recommendation, [for any student with mitigating circumstances], to the
Progression and Award Board, regarding the action they believe should be taken. This recommendation can (and
indeed, arguably, should) include the SSCC’s summary of the timing and impact of the circumstances on the
student……The External Examiners should be considering our marking and classification practices and policies,
and ensuring that we adhere to these and treat students fairly and equitably, alongside the QA/benchmarking part
of their role’ (i.e. not deciding whether or not discretion should be applied). We will modify our procedures and
endeavour to provide clearer recommendations for students close to borderlines in future.
We take note of
’s request that all documentation be sent via email, not just hard copy. We will
contact the University’s IT department to see if there is a secure way to do this in compliance with University policy
and GDPR

Other comments
Response to items included in the ‘Other Comments’ section of the report
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QAT Received 24/02/2020

The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2018-19

QAT Received 22/08/2019

Part A: General Information
Subject area and awards being examined
Title and Name of Examiner:

Faculty / School of:

Chemistry

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

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

Degree programmes administered by the School of Chemistry

BSc, MChem, taught MSc

Part B: Comments for the Institution on the Examination Process and Standards
Points of innovation and/or good practice
The programme offered by the School of Chemistry covers all aspects of Physical Chemistry, at a comparable, or in some aspects, at more
advanced level as one would anticipate from a Russell-group university.
The means of assessment are well-balanced, the problem solving forms an essential component. Of particular note are flash presentations for the
final year projects. These are clearly highlights for the students, encouraging them to communicate their research in a clear and concise manner
to a well-educated noon-specialist audience. It is an excellent idea to have this combined with the poster session – I would only suggest to keep
the posters up for longer, as the time for discussions was limited. The opportunity for external examiners to attend the talks and meet the students
is an important part from both the examiner, and the student point of view. We might consider allocation of students to talk to each of the
examiners, perhaps?

Enhancements made from the previous year

N/A

Matters for Urgent Attention
N/A

For Examiners in the first year of appointment only
1.

Were you provided with an External Examiner Handbook?

Y

2.

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

Y

3.

Y

For Examiners completing their term of appointment only
4.

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

N/A
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5.

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

N/A

6.

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

N/A

7.

N/A

N/A

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 physical chemistry curriculum is well-structured, follows a logical progression, and is well-designed. Learning
outcomes, accordingly, cover the key areas of physical chemistry, and, in my opinion, correspond to what is
expected from a 21st century course. The content of the courses offered includes progression from fundamental
aspects to modern developments and applications, and includes a well-balanced theoretical and experimental
components.
Generally, the assessment methods are suited for the task. Literature review on the research topic is very useful; the
ability to choose the project in the final year is very important, providing the students with an opportunity to gain
practical experience in the area of their choice. I also note a large number of interdisciplinary projects.

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 on the curriculum and learning and teaching is clear: the curriculum is designed taking
modern developments into account, students are undertaking research projects, and, reflecting the interdisciplinary
nature of modern-day research, many of the projects are interdisciplinary.

14.

Does the programme form part of an Integrated PhD?

N

15.

Does the programme include clinical practice components?

N

16.

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

Y

The programme is accredited by the Royal Society of Chemistry (RSC). This means that high quality of teaching, as well as an appropriate
number of laboratory hours, are in place. The RSC accreditation is important from the point of view of ensuring the quality and contemporary
nature of the curriculum, as well as attracting potential students and their future employees.

Assessment and Feedback
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17.

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

Y/N

Please comment on the assessment methods and the appropriateness of these to the ILOs, in particular: the design
and structure of the assessment methods, and the arrangements for the marking of modules and the classification of awards; the
quality of teaching, learning and assessment methods that may be indicated by student performance.

The methods of assessment are as expected, and include a balance of laboratory assessment, written examination,
and continuous assessment.
The latter is particularly important, since not all students perform well under pressure of written examinations.
One of the aspects that I noticed was the high percentage of 1st class awards.
One of the assessment methods that may be considered is a 20-30 min viva of the final project, by two members of
staff per student. Whilst it is undoubtedly time-consuming for staff, this is a unique opportunity for the students to
have a discussion about their project (which cannot be done to the same level at a poster session). It is probably
their only chance to have an “oral examination” and what better to prepare them for a job interview, for a PhD
interview, and have theme exposed to a different type of assessment.
This may also help differentiate students who understand their project very well but may not be very good at writing,
from those who are excellent at writing but may not have sufficient grasp of the concepts. This may help with
reassessment of the high percentage of 1st class degrees, as well as adding an additional quality control aspect.
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 students generally are well educated and are engaged with their projects (as we had a chance to ascertain during poster sessions, and also
during lunch with some of the students).
The performance on average appears as good as it can be for a student in a Russell-group university. For the high proportion of 1 st class
degrees, it seems perhaps that the understanding of the background to the projects (we discussed individual cases during examiners’ meeting)
could be deeper; they are given excellent grounding in fundamental aspects of chemistry, and therefore the link between this knowledge and
the forward-looking experiments need to be emphasized, in my opinion, somewhat more. Perhaps this could be reflected in the marking
scheme for the projects.

Please use this box to provide any additional comments you would like to make in relation to assessment and
feedback:
The mechanisms for feedback appear excellent, and to students’ satisfaction. The assessment is generally
excellently organised, and balanced. Please see comments above regarding high proportion of 1 st and upper second
class degrees, the suggestion regarding the oral examination of the projects.
As a small comment, the way the projects are marked is not always consistent. This is inevitable as different
colleagues mark in different styles, but the assessment criteria for year 4 could be, in my opinion, more specific, and
the marking need to involve (and in most cases does) detailed comments. In some cases, it was rather unclear why
a certain mark was awarded for the project, thus comparisons are difficult to make. However, it must be said that in
most cases there were plenty of comments and notes on the scripts, at least on those selected scripts that we had
looked through.

The Progression and Awards Process

20.

Were you provided with guidance relating to the External Examiner’s 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
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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

Several comments on level 4 project marking have been noted above: annotations on the project reports, and rather general
assessment criteria. I would also like to encourage the use of full scale marks, from 0 to 100.
The students with extenuating circumstances should be given an opportunity sign the form that would allow external examiners to
see the details, otherwise it is difficult if not impossible to take these circumstance into account.
The School has provided all the necessary information, which was very useful for the examiners. One, rather minor, note is that if
this could be arranged by year, and in alphabetical order by the students, as well as in the order of the GPA that would be very
helpful (and, in minimum font size 9).

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
I would like to thank all the colleagues at the School, and especially all the administrative staff, for their help in providing the
necessary material, answering numerous questions of an examiner new to the role, it has been an enjoyable and informative
experience.
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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 Examiner:

Subject(s):

Chemistry, Medicinal Chemistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Single honours UG programmes (specialising in the Physical chemistry components)

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

BSc, MChem

Title and Name of Responder:
Position*:

Head of School

Faculty / School of:

School of Chemistry

Address for communication:

School of Chemistry,

Email:

University of Leeds,

Telephone:

LS2 9JT

*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) must be sent 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

We thank
for
positive comments regarding the MChem projects assessment day.
We take note of
’s suggestions of keeping the posters up for longer, and of allocating specific
posters/students for the external examiners to look at. We will investigate the logistics of changes for May 2020.

Response to Enhancements made from the previous year

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:

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:

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:

We thank
for
positive comments about the physical chemistry curriculum, assessment methods,
interdisciplinarity, literature reviews and the flexibility we give to students to choose their research project.
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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 thank
for
positive comments about the organization and balance of assessment, and the
mechanisms for feedback to the students.
We take note of
’s suggestion of requiring final year MChem students to undertake a viva voce
examination. We will discuss whether this could be implemented for 2020/21 (or later).
We take note of
’s concerns about the proportion of students gaining 1st class degrees (although in
actual fact, the proportion of single honours MChem students gaining 1sts dropped this year, from 60% to 57%).
The School does plan to increase (slightly) the weighting of the examined components of Advanced Topics from
2020/21 (to 67% of the 60-credit module, rather than 60% at present) which may depress overall marks slightly. We
also plan to introduce more robust marking criteria for final year projects and industrial placement projects. Lastly
we continue to monitor the coursework options on Advanced Topics and reserve the option to moderate marks if
the average on one particular option is out of kilter.
We take note of
’s suggestion that some students could have shown a deeper knowledge of
fundamental chemistry in the background to their projects, and also
suggestion that the marking criteria for
projects could be more specific and involve more detailed comments. We are reviewing the guidance given to
students for their final project reports and the marking criteria for these.

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:

We take note of
’s suggestion that a wider scale of marks should be used in the marking of MChem
projects: we will endeavour to achieve this through redesigned assessment criteria.
We have passed on to the University QA team
’s suggestion that students could sign a waiver
allowing external examiners be allowed to view the mitigating circumstances for those who fall close to a
classification borderline, in order to make an informed judgement as to whether discretion is warranted. This has
been rejected. The University insists that external examiners (indeed, any members of the progression and awards
board who are not part of the School Special Cases Committee, SSCC), should not be party to details of students’
mitigating circumstances. It suggests that ‘the SSCC should make a clear recommendation, [for any student with
mitigating circumstances], to the Progression and Award Board, regarding the action they believe should be
taken. This recommendation can (and indeed, arguably, should) include the SSCC’s summary of the timing and
impact of the circumstances on the student……The External Examiners should be considering our marking and
classification practices and policies, and ensuring that we adhere to these and treat students fairly and equitably,
alongside the QA/benchmarking part of their role’ (i.e. not deciding whether or not discretion should be applied).
We will modify our procedures and endeavour to provide clearer recommendations for students close to borderlines
in future.
We will endeavour to ensure that all spreadsheets supplied to the examiners at the exam board include explanatory
titles and are sufficiently large print. Also we will include classification spreadsheets (for BSc and MChem finalists)
ordered by mark as well as alphabetically.

Other comments
Response to items included in the ‘Other Comments’ section of the report

We are pleased to heart that
thank
for
valuable contributions.

has found the role of external to be enjoyable and informative and
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