	
[image: uwtsd-logo-bilingual]
	APPENDIX GA28




MODERATION OF MARKED ASSESSMENT
This form is used to ensure that marked assessments have been through an internal and external review process. This form should be completed for each assessment for a particular module. 

	PARTNER (and taught location if relevant):
	

	EXTERNAL EXAMINER NAME:
	

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Sharon Langford

	MODULE TITLE:

	Counselling, Communication and the Therapeutic Relationship 

	MODULE CODE:
	BMHP4021
	MODULE LEVEL:

	

	COMPONENT NO. (e.g. 1 of 2):
	2 of 2 
	COMPONENT WEIGHTING
(e.g. 50% of the module):
	

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	Semester One 

	TYPE OF ASSESSMENT:
	☒ Coursework
	☐ Examination
	☐ Practical

	LANGUAGE OF ASSESSMENT:
	English
	TRANSLATION PROVIDED:
	☐ Yes | ☒ No

	TURNITIN CHECK FOR UNFAIR PRACTICE:  
	☒ Yes | ☐ No 



	Agreed Marking Process (According to GA15)

	☒ Internal Moderation
	☐ Second marking
	☐ Blind double marking



Please see AQH 7.8(4) for Moderation Regulations and Process

Students listed below must be registered on a UWTSD award.
	FOR COMPLETION BY INTERNAL MODERATOR OR SECOND MARKER
 

	Universal Student Number (ID)
	1st Marker (Mark)
	Moderator
(Agree or
Disagree) 
	2nd Marker
(Mark) 
	3rd Marker
(Mark)
	Agreed Mark

	Jodie Anderson 2500798
	64
	Agree
	
	
	The mark of 64% is appropriate and consistent with the evidence presented: the student demonstrates clear understanding and application of person-centred counselling skills with strong reflective insight, but the work is constrained by limited breadth/quality of supporting literature (predominantly websites, low reference volume for 1,500 words) and a missed required structural element (Gibbs subheadings), which appropriately caps the overall grade in the mid-60s

	Susanne Anderson
2509754
	38
	Agree
	
	
	The mark awarded aligns with the marking criteria and the evidence within the submission. Strengths include clear use of Gibbs’ headings, relevant examples of person-centred skills used in the role play, and a generally reflective tone. However, the work falls significantly short of the required word count (1,011 vs 1,500 ±10%), which limits depth across all criteria and appropriately results in a substantial reduction, particularly within transferable/academic skills. In addition, referencing accuracy is weak (multiple errors in the reference list and several in-text citations not aligned to the statements they are intended to support), which further constrains performance in engagement with literature and knowledge/understanding. Overall, the feedback is fair and actionable and the overall mark is justified.

	Sydney Lee
2511106
	70
	Agree
	
	
	The first marker’s feedback against the submitted essay and the mark awarded is appropriate and consistent with the evidence. The work demonstrates a strong, coherent reflection structured around Gibbs’ cycle, with clear application of person-centred counselling skills (including SOLER, paraphrasing and questioning) and a generally good range of relevant academic sources. The areas identified for improvement are fair and proportionate, particularly around Harvard citation formatting/accuracy (including ensuring Gibbs is correctly referenced) and strengthening critical evaluation through a few more explicit practice examples showing client response. Overall, the feedback is constructive and the overall grade is justified.

	Katherin O’ Sullivan 2116596
	40
	Agree
	
	Capped 
	I have reviewed the submission alongside the first marker’s feedback. The marker’s comments are clear, well-structured and easy to follow, with specific, practical guidance that the student can act on (particularly around referencing accuracy, sentence development, and meeting the required reflective structure). The feedback is appropriately balanced, recognising strengths in reflective insight and skills application while also identifying the key areas limiting progression against the criteria.
As the work was submitted late, the overall mark has been correctly capped at 40% in line with policy.


	Muktar Sanusi 2502947
	38
	Agree
	
	
	I have reviewed the submission alongside the first marker’s feedback and the marking aligns with the evidence presented. The absence of any in-text citations and a reference list appropriately results in 0/15 for engagement with literature and significantly limits the student’s ability to evidence knowledge, critique, and evaluate across the remaining criteria. The shortfall in word count, uneven academic structure (including missing clear Gibbs subheadings), and proofreading/technical presentation issues further justify the reduced performance, particularly within transferable and academic skills.
The first marker’s comments are thorough, clearly mapped to each criterion, and provide the student with practical, step-by-step advice (planning approach, paragraphing, drafting support, and how to build evidence into reflection). The tone is firm but encouraging, and the guidance is actionable for improving future submissions.



	Rebecca Thomas 2510865

	31
	Agree
	
	
	I have reviewed the submission against the first marker’s feedback and the mark profile is appropriate and consistent with the criteria.
The first marker’s feedback is particularly warm and supportive in tone, while remaining academically clear and firm about the required standards. Strengths are acknowledged in an encouraging way, and the guidance is highly student-focused and practical (clear explanation of why the literature gap affects multiple criteria, a worked example sentence, and constructive signposting to Study Skills). Overall, the feedback is empathetic, motivating, and likely to help the student progress in future submissions.


	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	





If agreement has not been reached, this needs to be raised with the Programme Manager, as a third marker is required. 

If agreement has been reached, please explain how agreement has been reached and if there are changes to any marks. If changes have been made, all students on the module must be listed in the table above.
	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker)
	Please ü
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	√
	
	

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	√
	
	The feedback clearly identifies multiple, achievable opportunities for improved performance and does so in a very constructive way. It pinpoints the key changes that would have the biggest impact on future marks (e.g., adding sufficient credible citations with a full reference list, using Gibbs subheadings consistently, meeting word count and presentation requirements, and strengthening evaluation by linking specific skill statements to client responses and supporting literature). It also provides practical “how to” guidance, including a worked example and clear signposting to study skills support. Overall, it’s thoughtful, encouraging feedback that gives the student a clear route to improvement rather than simply highlighting what went wrong.

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	√
	
	The feedback clearly identifies opportunities for improved performance, with specific and achievable actions the student can take (e.g., improving the quantity and accuracy of citations and providing a full reference list, using Gibbs subheadings correctly, meeting word count and formatting requirements, and strengthening evaluation by linking examples of skill use to client responses and supporting literature).
The feedback is constructive. It balances strengths and areas for development, explains why the current limitations affected marks, and gives practical guidance (including examples and signposting to study skills support) to help the student improve in future submissions.


	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	√
	
	The feedback is clearly linked to the appropriate categories/classification within the assessment criteria. It is structured in line with each marking component of the rubric, with comments mapped to the relevant section (e.g., engagement with literature, knowledge and understanding, cognitive/intellectual skills, practical application, and transferable/academic skills). A rubric has also been used to show where the student sits against each criterion, and this is supported by personalised, in-text comments and tailored developmental guidance, ensuring transparency and alignment between the criteria, the feedback, and the mark awarded.

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	√
	
	

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	√
	
	Improvement to referencing is clearly highlighted, with repeated emphasis on the need for accurate Harvard in-text citations and a full corresponding reference list, and how this directly impacts marks across multiple criteria. Practical examples are provided through the in-text annotations/comment boxes on the script to show exactly what needs correcting and how to format citations and references appropriately. The student is also clearly signposted to the UWTSD Harvard Referencing Guide and to relevant student support services (e.g., Study Skills) for additional help to build confidence and avoid future issues.
Where relevant, the feedback also reinforces expectations around academic integrity by making clear that proper citation and referencing are essential academic requirements and supports the student to meet these standards.


	7
	Actions to complete


This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?
Agreement between markers was reached through internal moderation. The internal verifier reviewed the student script, the mark awarded, and the first marker’s feedback, and then made an independent judgement against the rubric/assessment criteria. Following this independent review, the internal verifier confirmed that the feedback was appropriately aligned to each marking component and that the overall mark profile was fair, justified, and consistent with the evidence in the script. Any minor points of emphasis were addressed through this moderation check, and the mark and feedback were agreed as an accurate reflection of performance.


This box will expand as you type



	THIRD MARKER 
Only required when the first two markers have been unable to reach a resolution.
The table above must include all students enrolled on the module and new marks entered in 3rd Marker Column and on the Registry system.

	1
	Comments

	2
	Actions to complete





FOR COLLABORATIVE PROVISION ONLY

	PARTNERSHIP TEAM LEADER 
	Please ü
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has appropriate internal moderation taken place?
	
	
	

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	
	
	

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	
	
	

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	
	
	

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	
	
	

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	
	
	

	7
	Actions to complete



This box will expand as you type





EXTERNAL EXAMINER REVIEW ONLY FOR THOSE MODULES / ASSESSMENT COMPONENTS detailed in the annual GA15 External Examiner Agreement

	
EXTERNAL EXAMINER
	Please ü
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has appropriate internal moderation taken place?
	
	
	

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	
	
	

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	
	
	

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the assessment criteria?
	
	
	

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	
	
	

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	
	
	

	7
	Actions to complete



This box will expand as you type








	Signed (internal moderator/2nd Marker): Felicity Peacock 


	Date: 27.01.2026

	Signed (Third Marker): 


	Date: 

	Signed (Partnership Team Leader): 


	Date: 

	Signed (External Examiner):   


	Date: 



UWTSD PROVISION: please submit the completed document to the appropriate Programme Manager.
COLLABORATIVE PROVISION: please submit the completed document in accord with the specific arrangements for the programme (e.g. upload to Teams site).


NOTES ON MODERATION

All assessments which contribute to a final award/degree classification must be subject to moderation. At their discretion, Institutes may use double-marking in place of moderation.
Where moderation is used, a Moderation of Marked Assessment report (Appendix GA28) should be completed.
A list of marks for all assessment components for all students in the module should accompany the Moderation Form. 
A representative sample of at least six pieces of work should be identified for moderation and should include:
· examples of work in the first class category (or equivalent for other awards);
· examples of work in the fail category;
· examples of work from each classification; 
· examples of work within 2% of a classification boundary (or equivalent for other awards);
· any work on which the marker wishes for a second opinion. 

If the moderation process identifies concerns relating to the marking in one or more categories, all work in the identified category must be double-marked and any residual differences in marks awarded by two markers must be resolved by means of discussion and negotiation. If such resolution is not possible, the work must be marked by a third marker identified by the Chair of the relevant Progression/Award Board. The marks awarded by the third marker are final. The process by which a final mark is agreed must be carefully documented so that the external examiner is able to follow that process.
Where a module is delivered by a collaborative partnership institution, moderation is normally a two stage process, with internal moderation at the collaborative partnership institution followed by University moderation.  
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