ExR report form (Level 5)

To be completed by the external reviewer (ExR) during/after the external review interviews and returned to the facilitator. Please complete the Profile section in CAPITALS

Profile:

1. Name of the external reviewer:

2. Name of the facilitator:

3. Action learning group reference:

4. Level 5 award (e.g. Bachelor, Master, Doctor):

Notes on the conduct of external review meetings:

The external review process normally consists of a mix of individual and/or small group external review meetings. The facilitator attends each and every external review meeting to ensure that the external reviewer and learners are fully supported. All external reviews for each group should conclude with a short written report prepared by the external reviewer. The external’s report is submitted to the facilitator. 
Appendix 1: Indicative GULL grade descriptors – please note that these do not apply to GULL narrative format work but the external reviewer is encouraged to provide an indicative mark and grade as part of the feedback process.
Part 1: Individual Reports

Notes: Part 1 should be completed by the external reviewer during the ExR interviews. 
	Name of learner:
	ExR comments (please add brief comments):
	Indicative mark:
	Indicative grade:

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Part 2: General Report
Notes: Part 2 should be completed by the external reviewer after the ExR interviews. Please give your completed report to the facilitator. If any of the questions are not appropriate please say in the reply section ‘Not appropriate’.
Outputs:

Q1: Do the outputs: Address professional issues in an appropriate way/level? Hold you attention and interest? Adopt an original/innovative approach to the topic?

Reply:

Q2: Do the outputs: Build on prior work in the topic area? Draw on relevant sources in support of the review /analysis undertaken?

Reply:

Q3: Have the authors used factual evidence to support assertions and/or projections in a logical, objective way? If so, is the evidence cited reliable and accurate?

Reply: 

Q4: Are the outputs well written? Do they reflect clarity and economy of style? Are they clearly structured with an appropriate focus?

Reply:

Q5: Is the argument/discussion consistent? Is the method of investigation well explained and does it satisfy workplace requirements? Is any data summarized clearly so that it is easily understood and interpreted by fellow practitioners?

Reply: 

Q6: Do the outputs: Contain generalized solutions? Provide a fresh perspective or new insight? Are conclusions and implications relevant to practice? Are they sufficiently well developed?

Reply: 

Q7: Do the outputs correspond to any checklist specification(s)? (E.g. approximate word length if appropriate)

Reply:
Review:

Q8: Internal review: Are the comments, indicative mark and indicative grade appropriate?

Reply:

Q9: Is the self and internal process for reviewing and grading consistent across the group? If not, how might the process be improved?

Reply:

Summary:
Q10: What are your general observations about the group you have just reviewed?

Reply:

Signature of the external reviewer:

Date:

Appendix 1: Indicative GULL grade descriptors

Notes: 
The GULL grade descriptors do not apply to GULL narrative format work which is certified at ‘Pass’ level only.
	Grade:
	Marks:
	Description:

	A

Exceptional

Distinction

80-100
	80 - 100
	· This grade is reserved for truly exceptional work. It will be outstanding and clearly ‘head and shoulders’ above expectations in every respect: content, breadth of reading (referenced) quality of ideas, writing and/or presentation style, clarity of argument, etc.

· The learner’s review of personal development is likely to include insights on how they learn. It probably includes reference to the impact on the learner’s thinking and practice not just content. It is also likely to include examples of how the learner has used their learning – they may even be demonstrating this shift in the output i.e. living it. The work will also reflect careful thought given to continuing development and action planning for this purpose.



	B

Exceeds requirements

Credit

70-79
	70 - 79
	· This is for very good work that is: thoughtful, well-constructed, with good ideas, well-argued points, clearly presented and/or written, ideally referenced. The internal reviewer would not expect to see many clumsy errors in spelling or grammar in any written work.

· Provides an in-depth review of the learner’s learning which shows not only what they have learnt but how they have used it and what effect this has had. Further, the learner will have given some thought to what is next for them in learning terms.



	C

Meets requirements well
	60 - 69
	· Satisfactory to good work. Areas for further development might include: greater depth of argument and/or a broader review of the issues. 

· There is evidence of learning and recognition of this. There may be more emphasis on content than shifts in thinking or practice.



	D

Satisfactory

Pass

50-69
	50 - 59
	· This is for work that is acceptable. Areas for further development may include: depth of argument and breadth of review. There may also be a need for greater focus on structure of the project and/or presentation. Spelling and/or grammar might need development.

· Some learning has been achieved, but there may be evidence of learning opportunities being missed and / or limited thought as to what is next for the learner in terms of their own personal development.



	E

Unsatisfactory

(partial resubmission)
	40 - 49
	· Little evidence of and/or emphasis on learning. The learner is aware that there are four or five key weaknesses and / or key questions that have not been addressed. 

· Note: the internal reviewer might ask the learner to address these issues and resubmit.



	F

Fail

(Full resubmission)
	0-39
	· Poor work that fails to meet the key criteria. Inadequate in structure, argument and presentation, and showing no evidence of learning.

· The faults are so irretrievable that the output needs a complete re-think, with help in the early stages from mentors/set members on objectives, structure and presentation.
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