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The Programme



Student performance

Please comment, as appropriate, on:

2.1   Students' performance in relation to those at a similar stage on comparable courses in other 
institutions, where this is known to you

Student performance was as expected for this level and comparable to our Institutions, with a good range of 
scores in all components, and similar fail rate. The failed candidates comprised a mixture, mainly those that had 
failed one or more written papers, and fewer who had failed the PVP or to complete a sufficient percentage of the 
SRA 

2.2   Quality of candidatesô knowledge and skills, with particular reference to those at the top, middle or 
bottom of the range

Spread of marks was consistent with the pattern in previous years with approximately 85-90% achieving a 
passmark or greater.  Percentage of distinctions has risen this year which may reflect changes in either the MCQ 
component (split examinations) or the introduction of the SRA.  Percentage fails has dropped, but of note there 
were several more deferments this year compared to previously; again this may reflect changes in this 
assessment, and the options available.  This pattern should be monitored as the new course continues.

COURSE DIRECTOR: Dr Michael Hewetson

Course Director Response:

Thank you for your comments. We are monitoring the number of deferments carefully and will address this if a 
clear pattern emerges. 

Action Required:

Action Deadline:

Action assigned to:

   

2.3   Please provide any additional comments and recommendations regarding the students



3.2   Extent to which assessment procedures are rigorous

As noted previously MCQs in this examination are well managed before and after the process by the examination 
team. There is a blueprint for question inclusion, and scrutiny of questions both prior to use and after the 
examination. Some inconsistencies remain (abbreviations, terminology, overlong stems etc), some questions 
could be improved, but overall the standard of MCQs presented to the externals was much improved this year.  
PVP: Process for examination of this assignment, where there is potential for some degree of subjectivity, is well 
managed, with a good percentage of sample (dual) marking. The examiners were again  impressed by amount of 
feedback the examiners give students on their work. Graphical representation of the marks awarded by each 
examiner showed good consistency.
SRA: not directly assessed (students only need to complete a set percentage (80%)). This likely works well for 
well motivated students but some work probably needs to be done to ensure all students engage in a 
contemporaneous manner.  Also worth making sure that students arenôt cheating the system, especially if they 
are doing tasks retrospectively.  Discussion with internal team suggested this was in hand for the following year.

COURSE DIRECTOR: Dr Michael Hewetson

Course Director Response:

Thank you for your comments. We are pleased that you feel the quality of the MCQ questions has improved. We 
are working hard at improving our question bank and with each iteration of the exam, we feel the quality (and 
depth) of the questions in the bank is improving. This is in no small part due to your constructive input, for which 
we are very grateful. 

Action Required:

Action Deadline:

Action assigned to:

   

3.3   Consistency of the level of assessment with the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications 
(FHEQ)

Assessments appropriate for a level 7 FHEQ qualification

3.4   Standard of marking

MCQs: exams are well proctored, currently online remote, with a process in place to monitor for misconduct.  
Excellent QA process in place to scrutinise questions that have indices suggesting they are poorly performing/not 
discerning. Robust and defensible (composite) method for creating cuts-off/pass mark scores. Where questions 
are removed retrospectively, students are not unfairly disadvantaged.
PVP: as noted above, amount of feedback to students on their performance is excellent, and marking is backed 
up by sampling by other examiners

3.5   In your view, are the procedures for assessment and the determination of awards sound and fairly 
conducted? (e.g. Briefing, Exam administration, marking arrangements, Board of Examiners, participation 
by External Examiners)

The whole process is fair, robust and defensible. Administration of the process by the teaching administrative 
team is excellent and external examiners are kept well informed, with useful summaries provided.



3.6   Opinion on changes to the assessment procedures from previous years in which you have examined

Change to termly MCQ examinations appears to have worked well.  This was more work during the year for 



4.2   An acceptable response has been made

Yes

Additional comments, particularly if your answer was no:

4.3   I approved the papers for the Examination

Yes

Additional comments, particularly if your answer was no:

4.4   I was able to scrutinise an adequate sample of studentsô work and marks to enable me to carry out 
my duties

Yes

Additional comments, particularly if your answer was no:

It would have been nice to have had more information about the SRA prior to the end of year Examination Board 
meeting.  Also, given the PVP was complete much earlier in the year, being directed to this for assessment at an 
earlier timepoint would have been useful to reduce workload at Exam Board time

COURSE DIRECTOR: Dr Michael Hewetson

Course Director Response:

We apologise that there was not more information about the SRA prior to the exam board meeting. This was very 
much a work in progress throughout the 2023/2024 academic year as it was a completely new assessment, and 
therefore we were not able to provide you with an overview until the the very last minute. We will ensure that you 
are provided with any updates on the SRA (or any other aspect of the assessment) in good time for 2024/2035, 
although we do not expect any changes to the format which was presented to you at the exam board meeting. 



4.6   Candidates were considered impartially and fairly

Yes

Additional comments, particularly if your answer was no:

All candidates were anonymised for this meeting. The process and discussion was fair

4.7   The standards set for the awards are appropriate for qualifications at this level, in this subject

Yes

Additional comments, particularly if your answer was no:

4.8   The standards of student performance are comparable with similar programmes or subjects in other 
UK institutions with which I am familiar

Yes

Additional comments, particularly if your answer was no:

4.9   I have received enough training and support to carry out my role

Yes

Additional comments, particularly if your answer was no:

As noted above: timely and useful information always provided

4.10  I have received sufficient information to carry out my role (where information was insufficient, please 
give details)

N/A

Additional comments, particularly if your answer was no:

As noted above: timely and useful information always provided

4.11  Appropriate procedures and processes have been followed

Yes

Additional comments, particularly if your answer was no:



4.12  The processes for assessment and the determination of awards are sound 

Yes

Additional comments, particularly if your answer was no:

Completion

If you have identified any areas of good practice, please comment more fully here.  We may use 
information provided in our annual external examining report:

5.1   Do you have any suggestions for improvements based on experience at other institutes? We may 
use information provided in our annual external examining report:

Lots of evidence of good practice around these examinations: excellent preparatory information on LEARN, 
formative examinations prior to the summative ones, extra time provided to account for any problems with online 


