Statement One

Provided to the Surrey Comet on Friday 27th June 2008

I just wanted to give you a quick update on how I’m getting on with the questions you sent across regarding the story about the external examiner’s report. I’m still pulling information together at the moment and will be back in touch as soon as this is ready.

In the meantime, I thought you might find it helpful to have a brief overview about the role of external examiners.

External examiners are appointed to scrutinise the assessment procedures at universities across the United Kingdom. They are usually academics from other higher education institutions or industry professionals who are specialists in a particular subject. Normally two external examiners will be appointed to review each subject area. Their job is to check a range of student work, look at course criteria and attend assessment boards. Appointments can run for up to four years.

Currently Kingston University has approximately 360 external examiners who are responsible for auditing 626 courses. 

Statement two

Provided to the Surrey Comet on Monday 30th June 2008.

I’ve now gathered some more information about the external examiner’s report and thought it might be helpful to outline the sequence of events. Please attribute this information to a Kingston University spokesperson if you use any of it in your coverage.

· The external examiner in this instance was one of two academics from other universities appointed to review the Bachelor of Music with Honours programme. The report in question was issued at the end of the 2003-4 academic year.

· The university takes comments from external examiners very seriously. When the report in question was received, the Director of Academic Development queried whether the examiner had properly understood the wording of one of the sections. This section asked the external examiner to provide a yes or no answer indicating whether she believed The standards of student performance are comparable with similar programmes or subjects in other UK institutions with which you are familiar.
         
· The examiner was contacted to clarify that the University had been asking her to provide feedback about how Kingston compared to similar programmes right across the sector, rather than solely to those offered at her own institution. 
        
· The examiner confirmed that her initial interpretation had been based on experience derived largely from her own institution, not from the wider national sector. She advised that she had reconsidered her response in light of the clarification provided by the University and accordingly had amended her answer from ‘no’ to ‘yes’.  

At no time did the examiner express any concern that she was being pressured into altering her report. The report includes comments commending the School of Music for its procedures as well as some highlighting areas where the external examiner felt further improvements could be made. (I am very happy to fax you a full copy of the report so you can read it in its entirety if you wish.)

Any suggestion that the external examiner was subsequently replaced as a result of the report issued is entirely inaccurate. The examiner reached the end of her four-year appointment in December 2004. 

When the external examiner’s term at the University was drawing to an end, an internal discussion took place as to who the University could approach to fill this vacancy (each University is responsible for appointing its own examiners). The University had to demonstrate in its choice of examiner that his or her subject experience related to the range of modules provided at Kingston and that the individual concerned had a good understanding of its teaching environment. It was also important that the experience of the two external examiners appointed to assess the programme complemented each other. 

You also asked if we were able to confirm the authenticity of an email allegedly sent by lecturer Mike Searby. Dr Searby has advised that he has no memory of sending this email, nor did he have any contact with the external examiner asking her to change her report.

I thought it was also important to let you know that there were at least two instances last week where emails purporting to be sent from staff at the School of Music were in fact sent by someone impersonating them. Please can you bear this in mind when you are deciding how you handle this story. I am copying this email to David Rankin as well so he is aware of this fact.

I hope this information is helpful.

