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EXTERNAL EXAMINER'S REPORT 
 
 
 

 
External examiners are asked to complete this form annually (usually at the end of the 
academic year). Reports should normally be submitted within a month of the final main 
assessment each session.  If you would like to submit an interim report please do so and, 
should you have a major concern at any time during your term of office, please feel free to 
write direct to the Head of Quality Assurance & Enhancement or the Vice-Chancellor. 
 
The report form is in three parts.  The report will be circulated widely within the University 
and will be made available in full to students.  Individual staff and students must 
therefore not be named in a report.  We will use the information that you provide to help us 
improve the programmes and modules that we offer.  Please ensure that you mention 
delivery of any modules at collaborative partners.  You can expect a written response from 
the School responsible for the subject area(s) that you examine. 
 
We would prefer to receive your report electronically via e-mail (Extexam@uel.ac.uk); 
if this is not possible please contact the External Examiners Administrator.  This 
form is also available via our web site at: 
http://www.uel.ac.uk/qa/externalexaminersystem/forms/    
 

Name of External 
Examiner 

Dr Michelle Lefevre Academic 
Session 

2014-15 

Home Institution and/or 
other Professional / 
Institutional Affiliation 

University of Sussex 

Title of subject area 
externally examining at 
UEL 

Professional Doctorate in Social Work and Emotional Well Being 
Professional Doctorate in Social care and Emotional Well Being 

Contracted as ‘Lead 
Examiner’? 

Yes 

If your personal details have changed in the last year (e.g. you are now working for a 
different employer or you have changed your home/work address) please provide details 
below.  The information will be used to up-date our computerised records.  

 
 

Dates of Assessment Board(s) 
 Please give dates and indicate whether you were in attendance. 

9.12.14 In attendance by telephone 
9.3.15 In attendance by telephone 
22.6.15 In attendance by telephone 
21.9.15 In attendance by telephone 
 

 
 
                               * Please delete as appropriate 

Notification of any change in circumstances 
It is important that you notify UEL of any changes in circumstance that may impact your impartiality as external 
examiner.   Please tick the appropriate box below. 

 Yes No 

Has there been any change to your circumstances that may 
impact your ability to act impartially as external examiner at UEL? 
If you have ticked ‘yes’ please contact the External Examiners’ Administrator 
either by email or telephone (extexam@uel.ac.uk or 020 8223 2011). 

 no 

 

mailto:Extexam@uel.ac.uk
http://www.uel.ac.uk/qa/externalexaminersystem/forms/
mailto:extexam@uel.ac.uk
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PART ONE  
 

 
From the evidence available to you, do you confirm that the 
standards set within the subject area, (as evidenced by the 
modules reviewed) are appropriate for qualifications at this 
level, in this subject? 
 

Yes 
 

No 

 

Yes   

If the answer is 'no' please provide a brief statement of the respects in which they fall 
short. 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
From the evidence available to you, do you confirm that the 
marks awarded for student assessments are appropriate 
and comparable with marks that would have been attained 
at other institutions with which you are familiar? 
 

Yes No 

 

Yes  

If the answer is 'no' please provide a brief statement of the respects in which they fall 
short. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
From the evidence available to you, do you confirm that the 
processes for assessment and examination in the 
determination of credit for modules you have seen are 
sound and fairly conducted, in line with university 
regulations and relevant Professional, Statutory and 
Regulatory Body requirements? 

Yes No 
 

Yes  

If the answer is 'no' please provide a brief statement of the respects in which they fall 
short. 
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PART TWO  
 
The University has a particular interest in the areas described in the section headings.  We 
would also welcome your views on any other matters and space for this (or to extend your 
comments in any area where you feel insufficient space has been given) is available at the 
end of the form. 
 
If you feel that you would like to raise any serious issue of a sensitive nature direct with the 
Vice-Chancellor, please feel free to do so.  The address is Vice-Chancellor, University of 
East London, Docklands Campus, 4-6 University Way, London E16 2RD.  Please do NOT 
use this form for this purpose. 
 
NB External examiners’ reports are circulated widely within our university; they should not 
therefore identify individuals. 

 

The standards attained by the students 
We are particularly interested in a comparison between our students' performance and that 
of their peers.  We would also like to know about their strengths and weaknesses and the 
quality of knowledge demonstrated by them. Our interest is not only in subject-specific 
matters but in general areas such as standards of literacy. We are also concerned about 
high failure rates if these occur.  Please ensure that you mention delivery of modules at all 
centres of delivery, such as collaborative partners. 
 

 
I have seen student work across both the MA levels of the courses and the taught doctorate 
component (i.e. up as far as approval for the research proposal).  As the previous convenor 
of the professional doctorate at Sussex, and someone with substantial experience of 
supervising and examining doctoral students, I can confirm that the work of these 
professional doctorate students is on a par with their peers elsewhere.  Indeed, the varied 
trajectories of students is congruent with those elsewhere. There are some students 
producing work of truly excellent quality, characterised by depth of reading, reference to 
complex theoretical frameworks, and originality of research design; it is very likely that their 
theses will make a strong original contribution to the field.  All students are able to draw on 
their professional experience to consider implications for practice and management.  
 
As with courses elsewhere, however, there is a ‘tail’ of students who are struggling with the 
academic level of both the MA modules and those at D level.  Reasons for this include 
lower standards of literacy, limited capacity to conceptualise their work, a lower level of 
engagement with the literature, or theoretical superficiality.  These issues have generally 
not been apparent at entry to the programme, as students have applied with appropriate 
qualifications.  The assignment-based MA years of the programme offer a number of exit 
points to enable the students to leave with credit or an award without progressing to D level 
or the empirical component, which would be more challenging for them. Students on any 
professional doctorate like this are likely to take longer than to achieve their doctorate than 
PhD students in other disciplines, as they are more mature professionals undertaking the 
doctorate alongside (generally) full-time work; their home or work lives can interfere with 
study in unforeseen ways at any point.   For this reason extended completion times should 
not be considered as due to any fault of the programme.   
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The standard of the subject area 

We are particularly interested in whether the standards demonstrated by the students on 
the modules you have examined are appropriate according to subject and level.  In 
reaching a judgement here you may wish to refer to documents within the QAA UK Quality 
Code for Higher Education / Academic Infrastructure, University regulations governing the 
standards of awards, professional body accreditation requirements and other relevant 
information. 
 

 
I continue to believe that the work of students on this programme is comparable with those 
on similar programmes elsewhere and appropriate for the level.  In these times of criticism 
of the profession, it is truly uplifting to see the quality of many people’s work.  The 
assignments submitted in the M level components are generally good at linking theory to 
practice and considering psychosocial theories and research findings in relation to practice.  
This, to me, indicates teaching which is theoretically rich and practice relevant.  Assignment 
standards vary between those of an excellent level (and I am encouraging markers to give 
high grades where merited), through to a good, adequate or some of very poor standard.  
The quality of marker feedback is exceptional and offers students very helpful guidance on 
improving their work. In only one unit did I note that for those with lower marks it was less 
clearly outlined where the work needed to improve.  
 
The research proposals are interesting and have the potential to create new knowledge for 
the discipline and profession.  Occasionally a research proposals has needed some re-
working at the first submission, but has achieved the appropriate standard at resubmission.  
This has been less noticeable than in 2013-14 so this suggests to me that supervisors have 
striven even more strongly to provide feedback/guidance to the students at proposal stage 
so that they are at a more polished level by the time they come to the exam board for 
approval. 
 

 

The design and structure of the assessment 
Please comment on the appropriateness of the assessment, including the assessment in 
place at all centres of delivery of the programme.  Are the assessment methods appropriate 
to the learning outcomes?  Are all learning outcomes adequately assessed?  Are the 
assessment methods fair? 
 

The assessment methods are appropriate to the learning outcomes.  They enable students 
to reflect on their own practice and to develop further insights into practice issues and 
concerns.  Students are able to integrate experiential (professional) and academic learning 
through the assignments, thus furthering the goal of practice-near research.  All learning 
outcomes are adequately assessed.   
 
The assessment methods are generally fair as the learning outcomes are transparent and it 
is very clear how they should be met through the assignments.  As noted above, students 
are given detailed feedback on each assignment with indications of why/how they have 
received a particular mark, and helpful feedback on how to improve future work.  This is a 
real strength of the professional doctorate.  On some modules service user comments are 
provided which offer a different window on the students’ work which I’m sure they must find 
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invaluable to their learning. 
 
As cohorts are quite small I have often seen all the work by a particular cohort.  This has 
meant that, on the occasions where I have a substantive disagreement with the course 
team regarding a mark assigned (usually6 where I have thought there has been over-
generosity at the lower end or under-generosity at the upper end), we have been able to 
discuss this together and consider whether the mark should be adjusted.  Markers have 
welcomed my suggestion to use bandings into the 80s where the mark merits it. A helpful 
principle suggested by the chair of the exam board was that, if the marker really could not 
think of a way of advising the student how to improve their work, then this was a good 
signal to award a mark in the 80s. 
 
The smallness of the cohorts has meant that markers have been able to recognise whose 
work they are marking.  I think that, at times, this has made it difficult for markers to 
consider the work solely on its own merits; their protective feelings towards a student who 
they care about have caused them very occasionally to perhaps be more generous than 
they might otherwise have been (this is a situation I can sympathise with, as they work 
closely with students over a long period of time, and see them through many challenges in 
their personal and work lives, as well as on the course).  This has also been apparent at 
assessment boards when staff have had the personal circumstances of students in their 
mind when grappling with issues of academic judgement.  I have found course 
tutors/markers to be very open to discussing this and considering the processes at play.  
Staff noted at the most recent board that, in coming under the aegis of Essex University for 
assessment board practice, the guidance will be more stringent and that this may be more 
helpful in retaining the appropriate degree of objectivity at boards. 

 
 

The general conduct of the assessment         Please tick appropriate boxes. 
 
 

1. Did you receive all of the draft assessment tasks (for the 
modules in your allocation that ran in the current academic 
year)? 

 

Yes No 

yes  

 
 

2. Was the nature and level of the assessment tasks 
appropriate? 

 

Yes No 

Yes  

 
 
3. Were suitable arrangements made to consider your 

comments? 
 

Yes No 

Yes   

Please provide further comment on the way that assessment was carried out.  Were the 
arrangements for your approval of papers/examinations work appropriate?  Did you have 
sufficient access to all the material that you needed to make the required judgements?  
Were appropriate procedures in place for moderation of papers and on operation of the 
assessment board?  If appropriate, were you able to distinguish between students at each 
centre of delivery?  If you ticked ‘N’ to any of the above questions, please ensure that you 
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provide further detail. 
 

 
I was given a clear schedule at the beginning of the year with dates when samples would 
be arriving for me to view, and deadlines of exam boards for me to provide feedback.  The 
systems of 2nd marking and moderation were clear.  I have seen all papers in cohorts which 
are smaller, so have had the opportunity to view work across the range.  I have viewed all 
APL applications and all research proposals. 

 

Marking         Please tick appropriate boxes. 
 
 

1. Did you receive examples of assessment for all modules? 
 

Yes No 

yes  

 
 

2. Was the method of selection satisfactory? 
 

Yes No 

yes  

 
 
3. Were the assessments marked in such a way as to enable 

you to understand the reason for the final mark? 

Yes No 

yes  

Please provide further comment on the accuracy and consistency of internal marking and 
on the systems and procedures used for marking overall.  In particular, please comment on 
the implementation of UEL’s policy on Second and Anonymous Marking.  If you ticked ‘N’ to 
any of the above questions, please ensure that you provide further detail.  Ensure that you 
also mention marking and implementation of policy at any collaborative partners where the 
programme is delivered.   
 

I have found there to be a good level of internal consistency in relation to the awarding of 
grades.  I have referred above to the suggestions about encouraging markers to use the full 
range of grades.  I have raised earlier in my report the difficulties for markers at times in 
setting aside their sympathies for students’ struggles when awarding grades, which can 
occasionally make them err on the side of generosity.  The quality of marker feedback to 
students is exceptionally good. 
 

 

The subject area or modules 

Record any observations you may have concerning the modules or subject area which 
have been highlighted by the assessment process. 
 

 
 
All students are able to demonstrate reflection on their own practice and (to a varying 
degree) a capacity to theoretically interrogate their practice in relation to psychosocial 
theories.  This indicates real strengths in the programme.  The academic achievements of 
students differ widely.  The excellent achievements of some of the students, and 
good/adequate achievements of others, indicate that the teaching and guidance regarding 
theory is there for those students who are able/willing to run with this and undertake the 
necessary level of independent study required at this level.   
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Progression decisions 

If progression decisions were made, were these conducted fairly and consistently, in 
adherence to the regulations? 
 

 
 
There was a fairly lengthy discussion at the September 2015 board about progression in 
relation to one student.  The marker had provided a fail grade, with a percentage mark 
which I felt was a little high given the inadequacies of the work.  In discussion at the board, 
it transpired that the reason for this was so as to enable the failed module to be 
‘compensated’ should the board wish to do this.  This was a key example of where course 
staff’s care/concern for the students was perhaps in danger of over-riding proper academic 
judgment.  All staff at the board were very open to considering this issue and, in fact, 
decided that the mark would be lowered and the failed module not compensated.  So, my 
experience is that the transparency and openness of course staff ensures that fair and 
consistent decisions are made even when subjective influences come into play.  This is a 
good example of the psychosocial ethos of the programme being modelled through its 
processes. 
 
 

Previous reports 

Please indicate whether matters arising from previous reports have been adequately 
addressed. 
 

 
 

1. Doctoral Supervisor’s input on Doctoral Proposals 
COURSE RESPONSE TO MY REPORT: ‘We will discuss in the course team the 
importance of supervisors being encouraged to help doctoral students to ‘polish’ their 
proposals prior to submitting to the registration board. We agree that this is likely to reduce 
the ‘to and fro’ from Board to student. ‘ 
MY COMMENT: I have seen fewer proposals this year but have the impression that 
proposals have been better polished 
 

2. Administrator to provide marking schedule to the External Examiner 
COURSE RESPONSE TO MY REPORT: ‘We can see the value of this and having provided 
these details for the D50 and D60M level courses this year will intend to extend this to all 
aspects of the programme in future.’ 
MY COMMENT: This was very helpful, thank you. 
 

3. Marking 
COURSE RESPONSE TO MY REPORT: ‘You noted that some markers have mentioned in 
their individual comments to two of our students, details referring to the personal lives or 
circumstances of these students. You link this to the fact that academic staff know the 
students well on these courses. We take this on board and we will remind markers that they 
must refrain from taking any account or making any comment about such matters which 
are, correctly, the business of extenuation panels only’.  



October 2014 

MY COMMENT: Markers have no longer done this in their mark sheets, but the example I 
provided earlier in my report suggests that it is still in markers’ minds.  I think it is something 
to keep under continual review, given that the smallness of cohorts will always make it 
impossible for students work not to be recognised by the marker. 
 

4. COURSE RESPONSE TO MY REPORT: Clinical practice and difference and 
diversity 

You remind us that teaching staff must continue to encourage students to take up and 
consider issues of difference, diversity and anti-oppressive practice in their clinical case 
study assignments. 
MY COMMENT: I think this has been better this year, so that suggests to me that staff have 
done this. 
 

5. Research methods teaching 
COURSE RESPONSE TO MY REPORT: Reflecting on the confidence levels of some 
students as demonstrated in their Policy and Research assignments, you suggest that we 
review the extent to which we offer the full range of research methods in the teaching of this 
unit. Whilst we certainly do teach students the full range of methods, and require that they 
write about both qualitative and quantitative approaches, we will ensure that your point is 
represented to our students and that they are aware that they may select from the full range 
when writing their assignment and/or planning their research. 
MY COMMENT: I’ve seen fewer research proposals so can’t really judge in relation to that.  
Assignments on unit 301 ‘Theory, Practice and Research Mindedness’ were generally 
pretty strong, with students discussing methods very appropriate to their practice, so I had 
no concerns here.  With unit 402 ‘Research Methods’ I saw four fails, which was quite a 
dispiriting set to read, but also some very good ones, again with methods very relevant to 
the nature of their work, so the problem (I think) relates more to the level of work by the 
student than in any deficiencies in the teaching. 
 

6. Fewer Boards 
COURSE RESPONSE TO MY REPORT: The rationale for so many boards has been that 
we have three different exit places (each at a different time) in the first two years of the MA 
alone, and of course we have wanted to ensure that we award students as soon as feasibly 
possible. Your suggestion of fewer boards is one we also chime with. We will continue in 
our endeavour to reduce the number of boards in the coming year.  
MY COMMENT:  
I’ve attended four boards again this year, but the course team has, very helpfully, allowed 
me to participate by telephone.  By not losing so much time in travel, I have been able to 
give this time over to the board processes themselves.  I have felt fully involved and been 
able to make a useful contribution. I understand that with the transfer to Essex University 
from UEL I will be required to attend the two required boards in person.  That is fine, but 
any more than this would be too high a level of commitment. 

 
 

Other comments 

Include here any other reflections that you feel are appropriate and wish to raise. 
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Final report 
If this is your final report, please add a brief summary of your findings over your term of 
office. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

PART THREE 
 
Part three is only applicable if you are contracted as a Lead Examiner or if you have been 
in attendance at boards where final awards have been conferred. If you are not a Lead 
Examiner this section of the report is optional and you may wish to scroll down to p9 which 
contains information on how to submit your report. 
 

 
From the evidence available to you, do you confirm that the 
standards set for the awards are appropriate for 
qualifications at this level? 
 

Yes 
 

No 

 

yes  

If the answer is 'no' please provide a brief statement of the respects in which they fall 
short. 
 
 

 
 

 
From the evidence available to you, do you confirm that the 
standards of attainment and completion are comparable 
with similar programmes or subjects in other UK 
Institutions with which you are familiar? 
 

Yes No 

 

yes  

If the answer is 'no' please provide a brief statement of the respects in which they fall 
short. 
 
 

 
 

 
From the evidence available to you, do you confirm that the 
processes for assessment, examination and the 
determination of awards are sound and fairly conducted, in 
line with university regulations and relevant Professional, 

Yes No 
 

yes  
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Statutory and Regulatory Body requirements? 
 

If the answer is 'no' please provide a brief statement of the respects in which they fall 
short. 
I have reflected earlier in my report on the challenges for programme staff, but that I feel 
this is mediated well by a transparent and reflexive approach on the part of programme 
staff. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The standards of attainment and award 
We are particularly interested in a comparison between our students' performance and that 
of their peers on comparable programmes and whether the standard of the programmes on 
which awards have been made are appropriate for the awards to which they lead.   
 

I have seen student work across both the MA levels of the courses and the taught doctorate 
component (i.e. up as far as approval for the research proposal).  I can confirm that the 
work of these professional doctorate students is on a par with their peers elsewhere.  There 
are some students producing work of truly excellent quality, characterised by depth of 
reading, reference to complex theoretical frameworks, and originality of research design.  In 
these times of criticism of the profession, it is truly uplifting to see the quality of many 
people’s work.  All students are able to draw on their professional experience to consider 
implications for practice and management.  Assignments are generally good at linking 
theory to practice and considering psychosocial theories and research findings in relation to 
practice.   
 
As with courses elsewhere, there are some students who are struggling with the academic 
level due to lower standards of literacy, limited capacity to conceptualise their work, a lower 
level of engagement with the literature, or theoretical superficiality.  The assignment-based 
MA years of the programme offer appropriately a number of exit points to enable the 
students to leave with credit or an award without progressing to D level or the empirical 
component, which would be more challenging for them. 
 
 

 

The general conduct of the assessment 
Please comment on the operation of the assessment board.  Were appropriate procedures 
in place for operation of the assessment board? 
Record any observations you may have concerning the programmes which have been 
highlighted by the award process. 
 

The assessment methods are generally fair as the learning outcomes are transparent and it 
is very clear how they should be met through the assignments.  The quality of marker 
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feedback is exceptional and offers students very helpful guidance on improving their work. 
In only one unit did I note that for those with lower marks it was less clearly outlined where 
the work needed to improve. On some modules service user comments are provided which 
offer a different window on the students’ work which I’m sure they must find invaluable to 
their learning. 
 
On the occasions where I have a substantive disagreement with the course team regarding 
a mark assigned (usually where I have thought there has been over-generosity at the lower 
end or under-generosity at the upper end), we have been able to discuss this together and 
consider whether the mark should be adjusted up or down.  I have noted earlier in my 
report the occasional struggles for course staff to retain objective academic judgment when 
they are so familiar with the students and their work.  As staff are transparent and reflexive 
in their style, these issues have been openly discussed when they occur and I am satisfied 
that progression and award is fair and equitable.  In transferring from UEL to Essex 
University for assessment board practice, the new guidance will be more stringent and this 
may be helpful in supporting staff to consistently attain the appropriate degree of objectivity 
in marking and at boards. 

 
 

Previous reports 

Please indicate whether matters arising from previous reports have been adequately 
addressed. 
 

 
Yes – as discussed above. 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Other comments 

Include here any other reflections that you feel are appropriate and wish to raise. 
 

 
I would like to highlight the particularly strong practice of this programme in providing a 
forum for professionals to reflect on, conceptualise, improve and research their practice.  
The fields of social work and social care are contested and under continual external attack.  
There has rarely been a time when a programme like this has been more needed to 
demarcate a space where professionals can think, feel, learn and be.  There is some 
excellent work produced by students which is testament to the high quality learning 
experiences provided by staff, some of whom are at the forefront of research and 
theorisation in this field.  It is a pleasure to be involved with this programme and to engage 
with staff on grappling with the thorny issues of professional and practice-near researcher 
development. 
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Thank you for your contribution to assuring standards and quality at UEL.  You 
should receive an acknowledgement of your report within one week of its receipt by 
the External Examiners’ Administrator. 
 
Please send the completed report form to the External Examiners’ Administrator via 
email extexam@uel.ac.uk. 
 
The External Examiners’ Administrator Telephone Number: 020 8223 2011 
Quality Assurance & Enhancement E-mail Address: Extexam@uel.ac.uk 
University of East London  
Docklands Campus,  
4-6 University Way 
London   
E16 2RD  
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