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External Examiner’s annual report for the academic year 2018/19

Please complete this form and return it to the University of York, via your University email address, to
examiners@york.ac.uk.

Reports should be submitted within six weeks of the final Programme (Ratification Panel) Board.

Name Peter Mitchell __________________________________________________________

Institution University of Nottingham _________________________________________________

Degree Programme/ Modules Examined MSc DDCP; MRes _______________________________

Academic year appointment started 2017__________________________________________________

Attendance at Boards of Examiners meetings

It is a University expectation that the External Examiner physically attend the Module Board of Examiners (where
they also provide their oral report).

Did you attend the Module Board of Examiners? YES

If not, please explain why you were unable to attend, and the ways in which you participated (if not in person).

It is a University expectation that at least one the External Examiner attend the Programme Board of Examiners
(also referred to as the Ratification Panel). The External Examiner need not be physically present, but may take
part by phone or Skype, provided they have access to the full documentation.

Did you attend (either in person or remotely) the Programme Board of Examiners? YES

Please use the space below if you have any comment about attendance at the Programme Board.

None

You are invited to comment freely and fully on the programme(s) / module(s) for which you are responsible.
Please support your commentary with appropriate evidence where relevant and provide sufficient detail to aid
departments in reviewing and enhancing their programmes. If this is the end of your term of office please also
complete section j giving an overview of quality and standards covering your term. Note that reports are shared
with student representatives and that individual staff and students should not be named and details should not
be included which might identify a student (for example specifying a dissertation title).
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Please comment on the following:

Standards

(a) the appropriateness of course structure and content to the level of the qualification and to the relevant
subject benchmark statement: including the appropriateness of the learning outcomes of the programme and
all its elements to its educational aims, and where relevant, whether the programme reflects additional
Professional Statutory and Regulatory Body requirements;

The course structure, content, learning outcomes and educational aims are all very good. I have no suggestions
for any improvements in these areas.

(b) the appropriateness of the marking scheme/grading criteria and the extent to which the grading criteria have
been rigorously and consistently applied;

This all seems entirely satisfactory. The marking process is applied consistently, rigorously and thoroughly.

(c) threshold standards1: the standard of students’ performances in terms of their knowledge, skills and
understanding in reflecting the level of the qualification;

The standards are precisely as one would expect for MSc-level in a leading British university.

(d) comparability of standards: the standard of particular degree classifications/distinctions/passes awarded in
comparison with those students on similar programmes of study in other UK degree-awarding bodies (with
which you are familiar), particularly if the distribution of classifications departs from relevant national
patterns;

While there is no expectation that the distribution of classifications should necessarily conform to national
patterns, external examiners’ comments on this issue are valuable in evaluating the University's standards.

The standards are comparable with other similar high quality programmes being run at other leading
institutions in the UK, including the programme we run at the University of Nottingham.

Assessment

(e) Please comment on the appropriateness of the assessment methods (for the subject, level of study and
learning outcomes) and, if applicable, how effectively the requirements of any relevant Professional Statutory
and Regulatory Body have been addressed in the assessment process;

There was a good range of different kinds of assessment and excellent procedures were in place to ensure
standardization of marking across different markers. The distribution of marks was entirely appropriate.

1 Threshold academic standards – that is the minimum acceptable level of achievement that a student has to
demonstrate to be eligible for an academic qualification (for example an honours degree or master’s
degree) or credit. Threshold level of achievement is agreed nationally and is defined in the Frameworks for Higher Education
Qualifications (QAA, 2014), the Higher Education Credit Framework for England (QAA, 2008) and QAA Characteristics’
Statements and Subject Benchmark Statements.
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(f) the conduct of, and the procedures followed by, the Board of Examiners (specifically whether the University
rules relating to assessment, progression and award and procedures governing exceptional circumstances
affecting assessment and academic misconduct have been fairly and equitably applied);

This is all very satisfactory and I have no suggestions for further improvement.

(g) the effectiveness of the external examining administrative arrangements (for example the time available for
reviewing scripts, availability of documentation needed to carry out the external examiner role);

Everything was done professionally, competently, efficiently and in a suitably timely manner.

Quality of teaching and learning

(h) in so far as you are able, please comment on the quality of teaching and learning (including the quality of
feedback to students) as revealed in exam scripts/other assessments, and by the level of student
performance;

The templates for feedback to students were excellent – ensuring informative, structured and consistent
messages. In consequence, feedback was extremely good: comprehensive, informative, constructive, and
extremely well structured, thanks to the feedback cover sheet. This was supplemented by specific comments
within the text, which was extremely helpful. Based on this feedback, students will have a really good
understanding of why they received a particular grade and how to improve further. The systems for providing
feedback to students is a genuine highlight of the programme

Induction (if applicable)

(i) To be completed by those commencing their period of appointment as an External Examiner at the
University in the reporting year.

How effective were the procedures for induction and preparation for your role?

N/A

End of term of office overview (if applicable)

(j) To be completed by those whose term of office is now concluded.

Please provide an overview of quality and standards, for example indicating whether improvements have
been made to the quality of provision, covering the duration of your term of office.

N/A

Previous issues
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(k) if particular issues were raised in your report last year, have they been considered and, where appropriate,
addressed?

Yes No n/a (no issues
raised / first
report)

Yes

All issues raised were considered very carefully and were duly fixed.

Additional comments - optional

(l) any other remarks not covered by the above, examples of good/innovative practice identified, opportunities
to enhance the quality of learning opportunities based on your experience, any issues to be drawn to the
attention of the Board of Examiners or the University;

I raise an issue about the basis for marking student projects, particularly the basis on which grades are awarded.
Each student receives a grade for their substantive written report from the first marker (the project supervisor)
a second marker, for the poster they create in relation to the project and for the student’s contribution to the
project (i.e. the time and effort they put in) as judged by the supervisor and a final overall project grade. I took
the liberty of performing intercorrelation analyses on these variables to determine which is most strongly
associated with the student’s final overall grade for their project. The analysis revealed that the supervisor’s
assessment of the student contribution predicts the student’s final overall project grade perfectly, and more
accurately than any other variable. Is it that the final overall project grade is decided according to an assessment
of student time/effort (and without due consideration to the quality of the content of the project report)?
Perhaps not, but an explanation is needed.

Feedback regarding the report form - optional

(m) this form is reviewed annually and any feedback on this form is welcome and will be considered as part of the
annual review;

The form is good, thanks.

Please give your overall opinion (delete as appropriate) on whether:

a) the standards set for this/these award(s) are appropriate for qualifications at this level, in this subject:
YES

b) the academic standards and the achievements of students are comparable with similar programmes or
subjects in other UK degree-awarding bodies with which you are familiar :

YES

c) the processes for assessment, examination and the determination of awards are sound and fairly
conducted in line with the University’s regulations and procedures:

YES

Signed: Date: 15/11/2019


