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

QAT Received 02/07/2019

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

Faculty / School of:

Faculty of Medicine and Health

Subject(s):

Dentistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

CP5

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

MChD /BChD

Part B: Comments for the Institution on the Examination Process and Standards
Points of innovation and/or good practice
The Final Year project continues to be an extremely valuable tool to show innovation within the programme: it exposes the students
to critical thinking and enhances their research skills which will be extremely valuable in their future careers.
The examination process was well organised, transparent and fair to the students. I would congratulate the whole team involved
for the efforts carried out to show good practice at all times.
The programme continues to compare favourably to other institutions in the country.

Enhancements made from the previous year
A particular enhancement reflecting good practice from last year was the calibration process amongst examiners for the unseen
cases: all the examiners (including the external examiners) had the chance to receive the cases prior to the examination day. The
discussion took place with the specialties together, allowing a more objective calibration and good discussion on what answers
should be considered to be a fail, a safe beginner, a good or an excellent performance. This was reflected on the variation of
marks agreed, which from the cases I observed were fair at all times. The examiners marked independently and thoughtful
discussion to reach final mark agreement was carried out when appropriate showing good practice.

Matters for Urgent Attention
No matters needing urgent action were identified

For Examiners in the first year of appointment only
1.

Were you provided with an External Examiner Handbook?

N/A

2.

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

N/A

3.

N/A

For Examiners completing their term of appointment only
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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.

N

I have been external examiner to this programme from 2015-2019. The biggest challenge for this programme has been the
transition from a Bachelor’s degree to a master level. This is achieved and assessed via the Final Year project. The project is an
extremely valuable aspect of the programme as it exposes the students to research and enhances critical thinking opportunities.
The final year projects show to be of excellent research quality reflecting the hard work not only from the students but from the
tutors involved who also deserve recognition.
Another improvement I have observed over the years has been the calibration amongst examiners for the unseen cases: over
the 4 year period, the time spent prior to the examination has increased, allowing all the examiners to familiarise themselves not
only with their specialty case but also with their paired colleague, leading to a very fair and well led examination process.
I also had the chance to review written examinations and would agree with the range of marks received.

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

The overall programme structure is appropriate for the level of study and allows the programme aims and ILOs to be
met. It compares favourably to other institutions in the country being also unique as the degree awarded is at a
Masters level.

13.

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

Y

There is a strong influence of research as this programme incorporates a master and this is assessed in the Final
Year project.

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?

Y

Yes. The programme includes clinical practice components and this is assessed through the presentation of the
student’s clinical cases with a poster and followed by a structured oral examination. The students are also assessed
through unseen cases. I had the chance to observe the examination process for the unseen cases this year and I
can confirm that it was held on a transparent and fair manner at all times.

16.

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

Y

The programme meets the standards recommended by the General Dental Council
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Assessment and Feedback

17.

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

Y

Assessment methods were appropriate for the students on this course.
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

Through written examinations, poster presentations and structured oral examinations the students were given adequate
opportunity to demonstrate their achievements over the course. The students I had the chance to observe this year in the unseen
cases all showed good clinical insight and great communication skills, reflecting a well prepared and strong cohort of final year
students.

Please use this box to provide any additional comments you would like to make in relation to assessment and
feedback:
Proper feedback was given to the students.

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
Y
communicated to the Progression and Awards Board?
I had access to all the material and received appropriate programme documentation at all times. My queries
regarding written examinations were answered promptly and in a very transparent manner.
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Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
This is my last year as external examiner and would like to express my gratitude for the hospitality received over the last 4 years.
I would also like to congratulate all the team for their professionalism, hard work and enthusiasm and wish the school all the
success in the future.
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Part C: School Response to External Examiner Report

QAT Received 08/11/2019

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

Subject(s):

Dentistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

MChD/BChD, BSc – Year 5

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

MChD/BChD, BSc

Title and Name of Responder:
Position*:

Head of School

Faculty / School of:

Medicine and Health / School of Dentistry

Address for communication:

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

The positive comments are appreciated regarding the Final Year Project which, although daunting for some
students, improves their critical thinking ability and application.

Response to Enhancements made from the previous year

Acknowledged that the examiners for the unseen case had a clear briefing session on the day of the unseen led by
the question writers, and examiners received the questions prior to the examination day.

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:

N/A

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:

No specific points to address.

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:

Positive comments are appreciated, again relating to the Final Year Project and the integration of research
methods within the programme.

Assessment and Feedback
Response to questions 17 to 19 (and related comments)
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Schools may provide a general response; however, where Examiners raise specific points these must be addressed individually:

It is reassuring to read that the process is managed appropriately and that we had a strong cohort of students.

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 are pleased to hear that any questions you had regarding the process were answered in a timely manner.

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

On behalf of the School and all of the Faculty can we take this opportunity to thank you for your time and efforts as
External Examiner.
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2018-19

QAT Received 14/08/2019

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

Faculty / School of:

Faculty of Medicine and Health, School of Dentistry

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

Third year (DSUR3014, 3015, 3019, 3210, 3240, 3250 including the OSCE assessment)

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

BChD

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 OSCE was obviously well organised and of a very high standard.
The involvement and integration of all staff including academic, nursing and administrative staff was excellent.
The provision of feedback to any student committing a clinically unacceptable error was another example of good
practice, as was the idea of using “never incident” notification cards.
The calibration of staff between stations on the day was another good idea, as was having a paper back-up in case of
issues with the IT system. The statistical analysis was also carried out to a very high standard
The assignment in PPD3 were of a generally high standard and the marking rubrics were excellent.
The written examinations assessed were of an appropriate style and level. The examination process was carried out
with a high degree of academic rigour.

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 OSCE was run faultlessly with every consideration being taken to ensure student wellbeing. The issue were
students could “listen in” to other stations was addressed.

Matters for Urgent Attention
If there are any areas which you think require urgent attention before the programme is offered again please note them in this
box

NONE

For Examiners in the first year of appointment only
1.

Were you provided with an External Examiner Handbook?

Y/N
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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?

Y/N
Y /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/N

5.

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

Y/N

6.

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

Y/N

7.

Y /N

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

Standards

8.

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

Y

9.

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

Y

10.

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

Y

11.

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

Y

12.

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

Y

Please use this box to explain your overall impression of the programme structure, design, aims and intended
learning outcomes.
The programme meets national requirements and is well structured, giving students a balanced curriculum with
emphasis on clinical activity as I would expect of a programme leading to a professional clinical qualification

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)
There is obviously input from research into the programme, not only in the evidence based approach to clinical
aspects but also the emphasis on statistics
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?

Y

Please comment on the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum here:
The OSCE was extremely well run this year. Student briefings were excellent and appropriate. The examiners and
standard patients were well calibrated and trained. There are a few suggestions for improvement, for example if the
BPE in station 8 was 3 in all sextants that could improve the flexibility to examine in all sextant and thus add
variation to the station. I would also consider adding radiographs into station where students explain periodontal
disease to the patient. I was pleased to see enlarged radiographs. They could also add in checking the patient’s
name and date of birth to station 1 when checking medical history.
I did not see any of the crown preparation models this year, so assume that the students did well. Last year this was
appropriately assessed.
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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 appears to meet GDC requirements, with the curriculum mapped to GDC learning Outcomes
“Preparing for Practice” (2015) document .

Assessment and Feedback

17.

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

Y

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

The assessment methods are appropriate for the ILOs. The clinical components are assessed by standard methods
such as OSCEs and clinical practical examinations and student knowledge by SSAQs and MCQs

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 general standard of achievement is good and is comparable to other Dental Schools.
Please use this box to provide any additional comments you would like to make in relation to assessment and
feedback:
The overall standard is excellent. However as I recommended last year, the EMQs are generally NOT EMQs, they
appear to be MCQs with the answer options placed within an EMQ framework. As EMQs are notoriously difficult to
construct in dentistry I wonder if it wouldn’t be simpler to acknowledge this and ask the same questions in an MCQ
format.
In addition the MCQ’s themselves are provided with one best answer and four distractors. This makes it difficult and
time consuming for staff to compile new questions. Furthermore the education literature suggests that the addition of
a 4th distractor has limited extra value over 3 distractors. I would therefore recommend looking at the format and
perhaps changing to a 3 distractor format. This may also help reduce the number of negatively phrased questions as
I feel this has arisen as it is easier to think of 4 positive distractors and one best negative answer than it is to think of
four incorrect but plausible answers.
The way the data is collated from all the previous examinations should allow you to see if any of the distractors are
never used, which I noticed occurred on quite a large proportion of the questions, and thus amend your current
question bank accordingly. My hope would be that by simplifying the process the staff would then be able to provide
new questions more easily.

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?

N/A

31.

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

N/A

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
Y
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:
The School made me feel very welcome once again. The administration processes were well organised and
information was always available.

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
Once again students wore name badges during the OSCE. Whilst I acknowledge it is very important to identify that
the correct student is at the correct station and am aware that most of the staff know most of the students I still feel
this examination should be as anonymous as possible. Identifying the student’s by their clinic code may resolve this
issue. I am concerned that students with a reputation, not known by sight by all the examiners may suffer adversely,
based on their reputation if this is not done.
The Special Circumstances Board provides students with support as well as evaluating their fitness to partake in the
assessment and I feel the modification made this year to shorten the length of the meetings was appropriate..
Unfortunately, the timing of the sitting of the Board still occasionally leaves a long delay between the providing of
evidence and the evaluation of that evidence. This can mean that, should supplementary evidence be required, the
idea time for providing this has past.
I have made recommendations earlier about the EMQ’s MCQ’s and as I said in the previous year, the programme
and assessments demonstrate complete academic rigour and are certainly fit for purpose. My thoughts and
recommendations are made to try and help that process by lessening the obviously high burden on the staff whilst
maintaining the high standard currently demonstrated.
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Part C: School Response to External Examiner Report

QAT Received 08/11/2019

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

Programme(s) / Module(s):

MChD Third year (DSUR3014, 3015, 3019, 3210, 3240, 3250 including the OSCE
assessment)

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

MChD/BChD, BSc

Title and Name of Responder:
Position*:

Head of School (Dean of the School of Dentistry)

Faculty / School of:

Faculty of Medicine and Health, School of Dentistry

Address for communication:

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

Thank you for your comments relating to the organisation and high standard of the OSCE. We are pleased that you
observed that the full range of staff were involved and integrated. Similarly, we are pleased that you found the use
of feedback cards to notify students of clinically unacceptable errors to be an example of good practise. It is good to
hear that you felt that the calibration of staff between stations was a good idea and that appropriate contingency
plans were in place should there be an IT issue.
We are pleased to hear that you found the statistical analysis of the OSCE examination data was of a very high
standard. It is reassuring that you also found the assignments in PPD3 to be of a generally high standard and the
marking rubrics excellent.
It is reassuring that you note the year 3 written examinations were appropriate in style and level and that the
examination process involved a high degree of academic rigour.

Response to Enhancements made from the previous year

Thank you for your observation of our consideration of student wellbeing in the OSCE and noting the improvements
made.

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:

Not applicable.

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:

Not applicable.
Standards
Response to questions 8 to 16 (and related comments)
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Schools may provide a general response; however, where Examiners raise specific points these must be addressed individually:

We are pleased that you found that the aims and outcomes can be met and are commensurate with the level of the
award and comparable with similar programmes. It is reassuring that you find the programme meets national
requirements, that it is well-structured and the curriculum is balanced and appropriate.
We are pleased that you have found the input from research into the programme to be obvious, with and evidencebased approach and significant emphasis on statistics. We will consider your suggestions for possible changes to
the OSCE stations. We would be pleased for you to review the models for the 18/19 cohort and these are of course
available for you to inspect should you wish to do so at any point. We are happy that you felt that the crown
preparations for the prior CSB crowns test have been assessed appropriately. If there is any element of an
assessment which you have not had sight or require further information please do discuss this with our Assessment
Team who would be happy to assist.
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:

You note that the programme design clearly aligns with the learning outcomes and that the assessment methods
are appropriate for the ILOs. This is reassuring as is your observation that the methods used are standard and that
the design and structure are appropriate. It is good that you find the general standard of achievement of our
students to be good and comparable to other dental schools. We are happy that you find the overall standard of our
assessment and feedback to be excellent. Thank you for your observations in relation to EMQ and MCQ design
which we will consider. We do review the data for MCQ questions and we have been considering the potential
benefits and implications of reducing the number of distractors.
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:

Thank you for your indication that you were with the appropriate amount of information and opportunity to evaluate
the Progression and Awards process and that you found all relevant areas satisfactory. We are grateful for your
acknowledgement in comments that the administrative processes were well organised and that any information
required was always available. We are very pleased that you felt welcome.
Other comments
Response to items included in the ‘Other Comments’ section of the report

Thank you for your further comment regarding anonymity of students in the OSCE. We maintain that the most reliable
check under exam conditions is the candidate name. Candidates will be known to virtually all examiners. We are
content that the examination is as objective as is possible. The marking criteria are specifically designed to ensure
objectivity in marking. Examiner training, briefing and calibration is carefully conducted to ensure that professionalism
and objectivity are maintained. The statistical analysis of the examination data is rigorous and explicitly seeks to
identify any anomaly in intra- or inter-examiner marking and any anomalous marking of a candidate. This matter will
be further discussed at our Assessment and Standards Board.
We are pleased that you have observed the support provided to students by the Special Circumstance Board. We
note your observation regarding the timing of the board and will consider this.
We appreciate your comments, as above, in relation to the EMQ and MCQ assessments. It is reassuring that you
find the programme and assessments demonstrate complete academic rigour. We acknowledge that there is a high
burden on staff from assessments. We are continuing to rationalise assessment where possible as we move forward,
whilst maintaining standards. We thank you for your observation that the standards demonstrated in assessment are
high.
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2018-19

QAT Received 13/06/2019

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

Faculty of Medicine & Health

Subject(s):

Dentistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

CP5

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

MChD/ BChD

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.

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

N/A

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

Consideration of double blind marking for written scripts

For Examiners in the first year of appointment
1.

Were you provided with an External Examiners Handbook?

Y

2.

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

Y

3.

N

For Examiners completing their term of appointment
4.

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

N/A

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

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
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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.

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)

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?

Y

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/N

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.

Can I please see a copy of the ILO blueprint with information on when and how these are met. I can confirm that a
wide range of ILO’s as set out by the GDC and assessed in other dental schools are assessed within the scrutiny I
have observed.
18.

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

Y

19.

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

Y

Please comment on the academic standards demonstrated by the students and, where possible, their performance in relation
to students on comparable courses; the strengths and weaknesses of the students as a cohort:
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Similar to other dental schools although I witnessed mainly average and poor students. I did not come across any who were
excelling which is unusual during a period of external examining.

Please use this box to provide any additional comments you would like to make in relation to assessment and
feedback:
I was pleased that internal examiners were comfortable to approach me with specific dilemmas concerning
grades for borderline students particularly when the context of the failure was specific to my clinical area of
expertise.

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?

31.

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

32.

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

Y /N
Not
scrutinised
by me
Y N
Not
scrutinised
by me
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
Y
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:

Other comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form
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Paeds Presentations- live exam not witnessed, only marking schedules and posters looked at.
Range of marks given 47-100- whole range seems to have been widely used which is encouraging.
I can verify from poster content and examiner notes that I am in agreement with the fail marks awarded.
Written papers
Changes and additions to model answer on marking scheme clearly shown, this is good practice.
Problem re defensibility of marking- lack of comments even from principle marker. Professional
judgement overly relied on- should marking scheme not be more specific/ itemised/explicit to help with
reproducibility with second marker (who again I suggest needs to be blind to the original markers
opinion/marks- proper double blind marking not just check marking).
Candidate prepared clinical cases
3 cases- commendable but how much stress on student to obtain suitable patients? Is there a protocol
for how the examination should be conducted when patients fail to attend- can I please see this?
Good range of case mix observed. This is an important part of the examination of dental students even
though there are concerns regarding how to keep the examining consistent for each candidate and
discussions on whether this form of measurement should be on a more longitudinal/continual
assessment type basis.
Unseen Clinical Cases
Examiners have a list of candidate names- should be candidate numbers only.
Would be useful for all examiners to have a copy of the answer grid for each candidate to annotate/tick
off as they discuss. Could assimilate this into the marking grid customising this for each question- I have
some ideas as to how the mark sheet can be modified if the Leeds team would like to have further
discussion this.
Teams 1 and 7 were observed- good and consistent examining.
Suggest externals should move between all teams to check consistency re how the scenarios are being
examined- eg. I was scheduled to watch Team 1 all morning with the same question and Team 7 all
afternoon with a different question. Centralised timing is possible in the environment and would
facilitate this better. Movement of external examiners within the 7 minute discussion window would
work well.
Forgot to mention in pre-exam examiners brief re student stickers, one examiner had not examined
before so did not know and other examiner had forgotten from last year-students have to give sticker to
examiners- they have them stuck to their tops- might be easier if they had unpeeled sticker in their hand
to bring in so they don’t forget about it in their state of stress.

In order to help with calibration/moderation and marking the exam could be configured slightly
differently. Could have eg. 2 oral surgery examiners for 10 mins, 3 mins break followed by 2 Paeds
examiners, then 3 mins until the next candidate. Candidates go into 2 rooms with different examiners
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meaning that they get to reset between the cases increasing fairness. Each question can have standalone scores and count for the appropriate proportion of the exam. In doing this questions will be
marked by 2 subject specialists- this could however be seen as a drawback. Alternatively, teams could
consist of one subject specialist and one more generalist examiner (GDP tutors etc). I can explain more
about how this may work should internal examiners wish to explore the idea further.

Unaddressed questions/comments from last year
For clinical cases examiners should be careful not to continue questioning after the final buzzer has rang.
Could E-posters be considered to decrease environmental impact?
Do the students submit evidence of patient consent with their posters- this might be a good opportunity
to highlight an important ILO?
Could external examiner be sent the cases for students they are scheduled to see?
I suggest setting a word limit for the posters.
Student could perhaps submit a standardised table summarising diagnosis and treatment undertaken to
help examiners consider complexity of cases in a more systematic way.
I would suggest that External examiners move more to assess consistency between examiner pairs
rather than seeing the same examiners with different students- would have been better for me to
observe 6 examiner pairs rather than just 2 each day. If this were to be adopted a more consistent
timing bell will be required.
Examiners should again avoid telling a student the correct answer after they have given a less than
optimal answer- this is poor exam technique and may be cause for student appeals if they claim that the
correction made them go to pieces as they were aware that they had then said something wrong- a
summative exam should not be seen as an opportunity to teach.
Continued issues with robustness of marking for written material previously mentioned last year and
detailed above.
Overall Comment
Thanks to everyone in Leeds for their warm hospitality during my second visit to the finals exam.
My observations have again been of an academically robust process with similarity to other UK dental schools.
Administration and logistics prowess have made the complex running of this exam appear effortless and all
involved are to be commended.
It is a privilege to be part of your current quality assurance process. I look forward returning to Leeds Dental
School in the next academic session.
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QAT received 25/11/19
Part C: School Response to External Examiner Report
Name of School and Head of School (or nominee)
Title and Name of Responder:
Position*:

Dean of Dentistry / Head of School

Faculty / School of:

School of Dentistry

Address for communication:

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

N/A

Response to Enhancements made from the previous year

N/A

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:

Double blind marking of written scripts has been considered repeatedly and the process of check-marking used
aligns with that expected by the University of Leeds and has been approved by the General Dental Council.
Therefore, this is our response, our approach will not be changed.

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:

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:

N/A

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 will ensure that you are furnished with a copy of the intended learning outcomes blueprint for this assessment .

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:
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N/A

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

Paeds Presentations
We will review the timing of this element of the portfolio and its weighting. This will take some time due to approval
processes.
Written Papers
Markers will be asked to justify their marks, with comments in all cases, to ensure clear justification, as opposed to
only for borderline/failed papers. The matter has been discussed at the Faculty Taught Student Education
Committee and guidance received from another School in relation to good practice for first versus check markers.
We hope that your comment about blind second marking is addressed above.
Candidate prepared clinical cases
We, too, feel that the breadth of the presented cases is one of the strengths of the assessment, but your point
about the stress that it may place upon students is well made, thank you. In relation to more longitudinal
assessment of clinical cases, we will review the format, as over the next couple of academic sessions, both Year 4
and 5 will be refreshed in toto; your remarks will be very helpful to that exercise.
We will make our guidance available to staff and students in written form in respect of patients who fail to attend.
Unseen Clinical Cases
Further consideration will be given to the process of student anonymisation, thank you.
More movement of external examiners between teams will be implemented.
We will attempt to modify the ‘answer grid’ and ask you to review this at your next visit.
Examiner and student briefings will be clear at the beginning of the clinical examinations, with emphasis on timings
(e.g. not questioning after the buzzer has sounded), the use of ‘stickers’ and the inappropriate use of oral
assessments as tutorials.
We will send out the cases in advance of the examination, and in addition access will be granted to any other
student cases should the External Examiner wish to review them.
Rotation of examiners throughout both the seen and unseen cases will be more frequent ensuring that a wider
sampler of examiners is taken.
Unaddressed questions and comments from last year
A move to e-posters, standardised tables and issues of patient consent (in relation to the posters) will be included
in the planned review of the modules in Years 4 and 5. Students are aware of the font size but not a word limit, per
se, and this issue, too, will be included,
Other aspects are addressed in the response above, we hope.
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2018-19

QAT Received 24/06/2019

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

Faculty / School of:

King’s College London, Faculty of Dentistry, Oral and Craniofacial Sciences

Subject(s):

Dental Surgery

Programme(s) / Module(s):

MChD (Dental Surgery) Year 5

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

BChD/MChD

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.

Overall organisation and management from all team members was excellent, with very good leadership and
collaboration. Candidates were assessed fairly and double marking was carried out in a blinded manner,
only with discussion after initial scores had been made.
A further example of good practice was during the unseen clinical cases. I observed 11 student
assessments with 4 teams of examiners. This was preceded by an excellent scene setting session attended
by all examiners to present and analyse each of the unseen cases to answer questions, clarify issues and
ensure consistency across the teams.
The examinations represented fair, thorough and consistent questioning. Examiners were supportive of
students and worked well to help students feel as comfortable as possible in the examination.
Enhancements made from the previous year
Please highlight any enhancements made to the programme(s) or processes over the past year in this box.

Not applicable – year one in post.
Matters for Urgent Attention
If there are any areas which you think require urgent attention before the programme is offered again please note them in this
box

There are no matters requiring urgent attention
For Examiners in the first year of appointment only
1.

Were you provided with an External Examiner Handbook?

Y/N

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/N

3.

Y/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/N

5.

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

Y/N

6.

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

Y/N

7.

Y /N
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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

Not applicable
Standards

8.

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

Y/N

9.

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

Y/N

10.

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

Y/N

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/N

Please use this box to explain your overall impression of the programme structure, design, aims and intended
learning outcomes.
The programme appeared to be well structured, satisfying the required learning outcomes consistent with
the University Degree alongside requirements for professional registration.
13.
Y/N
Is the influence of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching clear?
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 knowledge of those examined suggested that they were learning using both methods and materials
supported by current research. There was evidence of clinical evidence-based practice, and all students
were exposed to and took part in various forms of research during their programme.
I reviewed 8 of the submitted research online, ranging from those judged the weakest to the strongest.
These covered a wide range of topics. A wide range of scores were employed, and where justified were
accompanied by appropriate feedback to match the quality of projects submitted. There were no issues in
terms of the marks awarded.
14.
Y/N
Does the programme form part of an Integrated PhD?
Please comment on the appropriateness of the programme as training for a PhD:
Not applicable
15.

Does the programme include clinical practice components?

Y/N

Please comment on the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum here:
Yes these were integrated into the examination process for both seen and unseen cases. As well as parts of
the written examination.
16.
Y/N
Is the programme accredited by a Professional or Statutory Regulatory Body (PSRB)?
Please comment on the value of, and the programme’s ability to meet, PSRB requirements here:
Yes. General Dental Council registration is an essential desired outcome from the programme and the
standards of knowledge, practice and reflection exhibited by candidates suggested that he programme was
able to meet the associated requirements.

Assessment and Feedback

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: 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.

Overall, assessment methods were fair and appropriate, and mapped well to the intended learning
outcomes. I observed 11 undergraduates each presenting a patient as a clinical long case presentation and
viva followed by two reports of short cases. These provided a range of generalist treatments integrated into
the care of single patients across all restorative disciplines. The level and standard of care provided was
good or very good.
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These assessments were efficient and well organised. Students, patients and staff were given sufficient time
for each stage with good nursing support. Discussions were fair and allowed students to expand on cases
and reasoning.
A wide range of scores were used appropriately, and the means of defining a score using the metrics
provided were good. Scores were justified adequately and agreed after blind assessment by each member
of the pair of examiners. There was little disagreement between examiners and thorough discussion of
student performance against the provided descriptors.
Examiners showed a consistent and caring attitude for patients and for students, and follow up care for
patients was checked in every instance.
18.
Y/N
Is the design and structure of the assessment methods appropriate to the level of award?
19.

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

Y/N

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 exhibited a range of standards and performance as may be expected, but this was consistent
with, or better than, similar cohorts elsewhere in the UK. There was no concern regarding performance,
which overall was good. I did not observe the two candidates who were judged to have performed the least
well.
Please use this box to provide any additional comments you would like to make in relation to assessment and
feedback:
I reviewed CPS Written Paper 2. The questions seemed fair and appropriate. However there were some
potential issues:
1) The marking scheme for the paper 2 questions does not allocate marks for each part, model answers
do not give guidance for this, and it may be helpful if there were more clarity.
2) Whilst it is clear that this protocol follows the marking guidance of the University, there is the
potential issue of defensibility should a result be disputed. Currently there are many examples of
marks being allocated without comments by the first (and only) examiner, which would make it hard
to explain an allocated score. In addition when a question is second marked, this is not done blinded
to the score allocated by the first marker. It may be worth reviewing process to achieve blinding and
/ or ensure that scores may be justified or at least a simple comment made if there is a sole
examiner.
With regard to the unseen cases, the examination scheme allocated a single combined score for the
assessment of two cases in differing specialties. It may be worth considering each of these as separate
aspects if this may have an impact on the ability of students to obtain a distinction.
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/N

21.

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

Y/N

22.

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

Y/N

23.

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

Y/N

24.

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

Y/N

25.

Were you provided with all draft examination papers/assessments?

Y/N

26.

Was the nature and level of the assessment questions appropriate?

Y/N

27.

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

Y/N

28.

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

Y/N

29.

Were the examination scripts clearly marked/annotated?

Y/N
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30.

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

Y /N

31.

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

Y/N

32.

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

Y/N

33.

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

Y/N

34.

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

Y/N

35.

Y/N
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:
All relevant documentation was available in advance.
The nature and level of each assessment was appropriate for the planned outcome. Administration was very
well organised and efficient. I attended the Board meeting and there were no Special Circumstances
requiring consideration.
Other comments

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

QAT received 25/11/19

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

Subject(s):

Dentistry

Programme(s) / Module(s):

MChD/BChD, BSc

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

MChD/BChD, BSc

Title and Name of Responder:
Position*:

Head of School

Faculty / School of:

Medicine and Health / School of Dentistry

Address for communication:

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

Your comments regarding the preparation of the examiners for the unseen cases is appreciated, and
that the process was fair.

Response to Enhancements made from the previous year

N/A
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:

None.
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:

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:

Your positive comments regarding the Final Year Project are very welcome, thank you..

Assessment and Feedback
Response to questions 17 to 19 (and related comments)
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Schools may provide a general response; however, where Examiners raise specific points these must be addressed individually:

Your comments regarding the organisation and efficiency of the assessment process and that a wide
range of scores were used are appreciated.
Your comments regarding the marking scheme for the written paper and model answers have been
noted and will be discussed, especially regarding the defensibility of such a process. A meeting has
happened in relation to it and actions will be implemented.
The assessment of the unseen cases will be reviewed, thank you.
It was decided some years ago that ‘M’ level expectations should require global synthesis and
judgement, rather than the recounting a list of answers for ‘so many’ marks. Thank you for raising this
and indeed it does make the situation challenging, but we would prefer to adhere to the current
methodology.

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:

N/A

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

N/A
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