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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:
	Dave Winch 

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Ben Duxbury 

	MODULE TITLE:

	A Life-course Approach to Health and Wellbeing 

	MODULE CODE:
	BMNS4014
	MODULE LEVEL:

	4 

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

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	1 

	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

	Sahra Ashoor 
2405711
	45
	Agree
	
	
	

	Ebrima Njie 
2514125
	22
	Agree
	
	
	Below word count 

	Lucie Kollerova 2509350
	40
	Agree
	
	
	

	Svitalana Osipsova 2510348
	40
	Agree 
	
	
	

	Charlotte Gardiner 2507903
	32
	Agree
	40
	
	Both markers reviewed the work against the marking criteria and agreed that the submission met the minimum requirements for a pass. The student demonstrates some relevant understanding of the life course approach and includes appropriate discussion of social, economic and environmental determinants of health and wellbeing.
There is evidence of reading and some attempt to use relevant academic sources. However, the work is limited by weak academic expression, spelling and grammatical errors, and a lack of clear structure. The discussion is often descriptive and would benefit from more depth, clearer organisation, and stronger critical analysis.
Overall, the work meets the threshold standard for a pass, but only just. A mark of 40% would be appropriate, as the submission demonstrates some relevant knowledge but requires significant development in academic writing, structure, clarity and critical engagement.


	Nadia Lerwell 2503041
	50
	Agree
	
	
	

	Sally James 2208030
	46
	Agree 
	50
	
	After discussion it was agreed to move the mark to 50 

	Andrei Tutuianu 2216856
	10
	Agree
	
	
	The first and second marker revisited the mark and reviewed the submission against the marking criteria and assessment guidance. Both agreed that the work did not meet the requirements for a pass.
Although some relevant ideas are included, the submission does not read as a coherent academic report. It is significantly over the word count, does not follow the required guidance, and includes unedited notes, informal headings, repeated content and guidance-style wording rather than a developed academic discussion.
Referencing is also inconsistent and not fully integrated into the work. Following transparent review and discussion, both markers agreed that the original mark of 10% was appropriate, as the submission showed some topic awareness but did not sufficiently meet the learning outcomes or academic requirements.


	Lula Baqa 2325989
	0
	Agree 
	
	
	I agree with the first marker’s decision not to award marks for referencing conventions. Although the submission includes in-text citations and a reference list, the Turnitin similarity is 32%, and there are significant concerns regarding the accuracy and credibility of the references provided. Several references appear to be inaccurate, unreliable, or cannot be traced in the form presented. Therefore, the reference list cannot be accepted as evidence of appropriate academic reading or accurate Harvard referencing practice.

	Nic Service 
	30
	Disagree 
	40
	
	Both the first and second marker revisited this mark and carefully reviewed the work against the marking criteria. Following this review, both markers agreed that the work met the threshold requirements for a pass and that a mark of 40% was appropriate.
This decision was reached transparently, through discussion and clear reference to the assessment criteria, ensuring that the final mark was fair, consistent, and academically justified.




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 
	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?
	
	
	Marking rubric used with additional feedback 

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	
	
	

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	
	
	Referencing and academic conventions were considered within the feedback where relevant. Reference lists were submitted separately and uploaded through Turnitin, allowing the use and accuracy of sources to be reviewed alongside the submitted work.
Feedback was provided on referencing practice, including the need to follow appropriate referencing conventions more accurately and to ensure that claims are consistently supported by relevant literature. Where students required further development, this was identified clearly, with guidance given on the need for additional support and improvement in academic referencing.
There was also a clear distinction across the mark range. Students achieving marks in the higher grade bands generally demonstrated wider reading, stronger engagement with research, and more accurate and consistent referencing. Where referencing was weaker, or where sections of work were insufficiently supported by evidence, this was reflected appropriately in the feedback and marking.


	7
	

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached? Agreement between markers was reached through independent marking. Both markers reviewed the assessment work separately and applied the marking criteria consistently.
In this assessment, marks were consistent across the sample, and both markers were in agreement, with no disparity identified between marking judgements. This provided confidence that the final marks were fair, appropriate, and aligned with the assessment criteria.

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 
	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 
	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: 22.05.2026

	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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