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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 :
	Donna Morgan

	MODULE TITLE:

	Research Skills and Evidence Based Practice

	MODULE CODE:
	BMNS5012
	MODULE LEVEL:

	5

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

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	Semester 2

	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

	Ioana Hirciaga
2413814
	70
	Agree
	
	
	70 – Student has presented an excellent research proposal with real potential for future study. The student engages very well with literature with some minor errors in referencing conventions. Their knowledge and understanding is excellent, clearly understanding the process of research and the chosen topic of how social media affects young people. The student shows a robust knowledge of research methods and chooses them well to propose this potential study. To further the mark, student should focus on polishing academic writing and offering more depth of analytical content, offering more sources here and being more analytical in how these sources are used. 

	Kinga Libera
2416693
	65
	Agree
	
	
	65 – Student has presented a very good piece of work, laying out a logical research proposal. To further this grade, the student needs to move beyond the somewhat descriptive areas of their work and offer a more evaluative, analytical perspective throughout the entirety of the proposal. Some areas are slightly underdeveloped and could use more evidence, more justification etc., in order to fully explore the point being made. This has prevented the student reaching the 70+ range of marks on this occasion. Student should focus on increasing engagement with literature and utilising it to form deeper arguments, supported well, and thus crafting logical arguments throughout. 

	Viorel Murgu
2216416
	55
	Agree
	
	
	55 – The student shows a good level of knowledge and understanding of the research process, but there are some errors in engagement with literature and academic writing that prevent them from reaching higher grades. There are issues with formatting of references and issues with not using citations where they should be utilised. Additionally, there are issues with sentence structure, preventing the student from expressing enough depth and linking sources and points together. However, the student does demonstrate a good level of knowledge and understanding of the chosen topic and expresses this fairly well throughout, justifying the chosen research methods.  

	Nomonde Monica Okoro
2322588
	41
	Agree
	
	
	41 – Whilst the student has met the learning outcomes for this assignment, there are some clear areas of weakness to be worked on. The marker clearly identifies these and provides in-depth feedback. The student presents outdated information for a contemporary study, which reduces the validity of the claims made and the legibility of the work needs some amendments. The student makes some unsupported claims and considering the link to suicide is oddly worded, as this study would not be possible by looking at those who had already taken their own lives. More robust understanding of the research process is needed in order to reach higher grade thresholds for this work. 

	Wendy Evans
2418920
	38
	Agree
	
	
	38 – Student’s work is very confusing to read due to the myriad of errors in academic writing. Whilst the student does provide a fairly clear proposal when reviewing, and engages with literature throughout, there were a range of errors throughout the referencing conventions. Student provides a superficial level of analytical content, enough to reach a pass mark, but not enough to reach higher marks. The student does understand the process of research and the process of conducting a study, but the paper is difficult to understand without reading between the lines, which as a module lead would be possible, but to another marker, would not. 

	Bianca Bugilan
2326503
	35
	Agree
	
	
	35 – Student seems to have used a translation software to translate from first language, which has greatly reduced the coherence of the work. In terms of engagement with literature, there are a range of errors in referencing, which reduces the student’s ability to reach higher marks in this criterion. Student’s knowledge and understanding of the research process and the chosen topic is weak in a written sense, with a heavy emphasis on descriptive text rather than using an analytical perspective. 

	Dorothy Apio
1705644
	32
	Agree
	
	
	32 – Student's work is confusing to read in some areas, and the work overall exceeds the word count. Student’s referencing conventions are inaccurate, and citations and references do not correspond with one another. Whilst the student does show some knowledge and understanding of the research process and the chosen topic, they do not demonstrate a robust enough level to meet the pass criteria. The learning outcomes on this occasion have not been well met. 

	Encarnacion Lucia Pinar Ribas
2308620
	23
	Agree
	
	
	23 – Student has not written a coherent piece of work on the whole. The proposal alludes to a chosen topic and some methods, however, this is very poorly expressed. Academic writing conventions are not upheld, neither are Harvard referencing conventions, reflecting a poor engagement with literature. The student clearly has a level of knowledge and understanding around the topic, but this is poorly expressed, with a lack of depth on the whole. The student’s writing is largely first person, and lacks coherence in structure and prose. This has detracted from the legibility of the work and prevents the student from passing this assessment. 





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?
	X
	
	Yes, agreement has been reached on all marks.

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	X
	
	Feedback is positive and constructive in nature, linking to areas of the marking rubric in order to develop students further. 

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	X
	
	Yes, very much so, with positive inflections provided on voice comments, allowing a more personal touch.

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	X
	
	All areas of the rubric are aligned to within comments, text box breakdowns and the voice comment.

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	X
	
	Yes, consistency in marking and feedback has been demonstrated

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

	7
	Actions to complete

None at this time

This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

Once marking was complete, moderation was completed separately. The moderator reviewed marking, feedback and voice comments provided, and discussions were held to highlight any areas of discourse or areas of best practice. Once agreement was reached, GA28 was completed.

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): 

C.L.Edwards
	Date: 26/05/2026

	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.  













THIS DOCUMENT IS ALSO AVAILABLE IN WELSH
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