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	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 :
	Janet Howells-Johnson 

	MODULE TITLE:

	Coaching, Mentoring and Professional Development in Health and Care


	MODULE CODE:
	BMHP6024
	MODULE LEVEL:

	6

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

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	Semester 

	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

	Liviu Befu-Romanescu
	82
	Disagree 
	75
	
	75 % On second marking, I confirm the work is well written and follows a clear, logical progression. However, the referencing element appears to have been awarded too highly given the inaccuracies observed, particularly in relation to the presentation and formatting of direct quotations. There is also an overuse of direct quotes; quotations should be kept to a minimum and used only where essential. In this case, the density of quoted material limits the extent of the student’s own synthesis and critical engagement, and this should be reflected through an appropriate adjustment of the mark in line with the assessment criteria. In addition, the submission is over the word limit by 105 words, which should be accounted for in accordance with the module’s marking guidance. The discussion is also overly descriptive in places and would benefit from greater evaluation and critical commentary. A more succinct approach, with fewer direct quotations, would have created space for deeper analysis and clearer justification of key points. Overall, while the structure and clarity are strong, the volume and formatting of direct quotations, alongside the descriptive tone and referencing issues, warrant a downward moderation of the original mark

	Tami Biban 
	78
	Disagree 
	72
	
	72 % On second marking, I recognise clear strengths within the submission, including good structure, logical progression, and some strong links between theory and practice. The application to the fictional case study is generally effective, with several sections appearing well researched and appropriately supported. Referencing is broadly sound, with only minor errors noted.
However, there are a number of academic standard issues that limit performance at Level 6 and justify moderation from 78% to 72%. At points, the discussion draws on material that is not sufficiently relevant to the Welsh/UK context. For example, the reference to African health systems is not clearly justified in terms of relevance to Welsh health and care systems. In addition, the work cites the American Association of Colleges of Nursing (AACN) in relation to digital literacy; this is not an appropriate authoritative source for UK-based definitions and frameworks. At Level 6, key concepts must be defined using suitable UK policy and academic sources, and then applied consistently throughout the discussion (for example, using recognised UK counterparts and frameworks rather than US professional standards).
There are also several instances where claims are presented without adequate supporting evidence, such as statements that ‘the literature suggests’ or that there is ‘overall evidence’ without corresponding citation. At Level 6, assertions must be consistently evidenced, with clear attribution to the relevant research, and the argument should demonstrate stronger critical synthesis rather than generalised statements.
Overall, while the submission demonstrates good engagement, clear writing, and effective case application, the limitations around contextual relevance, the use of non-UK frameworks for key definitions, and inconsistent evidencing reduce the level of academic rigour expected for higher first-class performance. A mark of 72% more accurately reflects achievement against the Level 6 assessment criteria.


	Liselothe Kandinda 234130 
	60
	60
	
	
	60 % On second marking, I note the submission is generally well organised and demonstrates a sound understanding of coaching and mentoring concepts. However, the first marker’s comment that referencing is ‘little to no inaccuracies’ appears overly generous when reviewed against the submitted work. Minor referencing errors are present (e.g., inconsistent formatting and inclusion of authors’ first names in the reference list). More importantly, there are several sections where key statements are not supported with appropriate citations. For example, frameworks are referenced (including the NHS Leadership Academy and IPEC) without sufficient bibliographic detail and, in places, without clear dates. Additionally, discussion around learning culture and leadership commitment includes broad assertions that are not consistently evidenced. At Level 6, greater precision is expected: claims must be systematically supported, sources must be authoritative and correctly referenced, and there should be stronger alignment to UK—and ideally Wales/NHS Wales—policy and practice literature on mentoring and coaching. As written, the limited UK/Wales contextualisation and the unsupported sections reduce the academic rigour and reliability of the argument. On this basis, I recommend the overall mark is moderated downward to better reflect performance against the Level 6 criteria, particularly within engagement with literature and academic writing/referencing

	Stacey King 
2114341
	58
	64
	
	
	64 % On second marking, the submission demonstrates stronger Level 6 performance than reflected by the provisional mark of 58%. The work is well structured, coherent, and written in an appropriate academic style, with clear integration of theory and practice and a broad engagement with relevant coaching/mentoring and organisational learning literature. While some references are older, several are appropriately included as seminal works that continue to underpin contemporary mentoring and coaching theory; for example, Kram (1995) is widely recognised as a foundational contribution to mentoring literature and is therefore suitable at Level 6 when used to frame and interpret more current evidence.
The submission also shows evaluative consideration of implementation barriers and risks (e.g., equitable access, quality of mentoring relationships, organisational culture and support), rather than relying solely on description. Overall, the academic control, structure, and applied discussion are more consistent with a mid-60s profile than a low 2:2. I therefore recommend an upward moderation to better reflect achievement against the Level 6 assessment criteria.


	Nicoleta Utoi-Pirosca 2207554
	70
	70
	
	
	70 % On second marking, this is a strong Level 6 submission in terms of structure and coverage. The report is well organised (clear abstract, logical sequencing, and a coherent line of argument) and demonstrates good breadth of reading across coaching/mentoring, leadership, psychological safety, interprofessional working, and digital capability. There are several effective theory-to-practice links and the discussion appropriately recognises common implementation constraints (e.g., time pressures, variability in coach/mentor competence, power dynamics, and cultural barriers).
However, the work does not consistently sustain the level of critical synthesis expected for the top band. Some sections are more descriptive than evaluative, with limited comparative critique of the strength/quality of the evidence base, and a tendency to present claims as accepted conclusions rather than interrogating limitations, context, or applicability. Although the reference list is extensive and generally relevant, there are minor inaccuracies and inconsistencies in referencing format and presentation, and a number of sources are older or international; while some older texts are acceptable as seminal, the work would be strengthened by tighter prioritisation of the most current UK/Wales-facing evidence and policy frameworks where the discussion is explicitly positioned as UK health and care.
Overall, the submission demonstrates clear competence and good engagement with the topic at Level 6, but the variable critical depth and referencing precision mean it aligns more securely with an upper 2:1 profile rather than first-class standard. I recommend a mark of 68%


	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	





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?
	√
	
	

	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

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?
We met to discuss

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): 

	Date: 

	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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