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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):
	LONDON

	EXTERNAL EXAMINER NAME:
	

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Diola Bijlhout

	
MODULE TITLE:

	
Living with Care: The Older Person

	MODULE CODE:
	
BMHP6009
T1-GP1
	MODULE LEVEL:

	6

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

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	 Semester 1
	 Semester 1  Re-sit
	 Semester 2
	 Semester 2 Re-sit
	OCT22 INTAKE

	TYPE OF ASSESSMENT:
	√ Coursework
	 Examination
	 Practical

	LANGUAGE OF ASSESSMENT:
	ENGLISH
	TRANSLATION PROVIDED:
	No

	TURNITIN CHECK FOR ACADEMIC MISCONDUCT:  
	YES



 0-PL  = (REFERRED FOR ACADEMIC MISCONDUCT)
 0-NA = (NON SUBMISSION)
  LS    = (LATE SUBMISSION)

      Students listed in the sample below must be registered on a UWTSD award.
	FOR COMPLETION BY INTERNAL MODERATOR
After moderation I am able to agree the marks of the sample as shown below.

	Universal Student Number (ID)
	Surname
	First Name
	1st Marker mark
	Moderator/ 2nd Marker 
	Moderator/ 3rd Marker 
	Agreed Mark
	Comment

	2009133
	NIKOLOVA
	TEODORA
	70











	70
	
	
	The student addressed the criteria very well. The paper demonstrated a very good use of referencing, but with some inconsistencies and inaccuracies. For example, year of publication I not in brackets. Overall, this is a good report. I agree with the first marker. 

	2009077
	PETROVA 
	PETYA
	60












	60
	
	
	The student demonstrated good knowledge of the topic, comparing meaning of being an elderly person in the UK and Australia. Overall, this is a good report addressing all LOs. I agree with the grade.  
However, the first marker needs to write comments in the rubrics.  

	1920483
	Adigun 
	Lara
	32











	32
	
	
	The student did not fully address the criteria specified in the assignment, showing superficial understanding of the topic. The assessor provided good feedback, providing specific guidelines to improve the work for resubmission. I agree with the grade. 
However, the first marker needs to write comments in the rubrics.  

	1916671
	EL BAKHOUR 
	NADINE
	55








	55
	
	
	The paper demonstrates adequate knowledge of the topic, but no analysis and evaluation applied.  References show inaccuracies and inconsistencies. I agree with the grade. 
However, the first marker needs to write comments in the rubrics.  

	2008475
	 CLAUDIA   VIEIRA CABRAL DE BRITO
	JESSICA
	48







	48
	
	
	The paper demonstrates a general knowledge of the topic, but with little development. I agree with the grade.
However, the first marker needs to write comments in the rubrics.  


	1919066
	TURBATU
	 LILIANA
	43








	43
	
	
	The paper demonstrates general knowledge of the topic. The content is mainly descriptive and lacks detail. References show inaccuracies and inconsistencies. I agree with the grade.
However, the first marker needs to write comments in the rubrics.  

	2008733
	BENTIL TUMI 
	COMFORT
	65




	65
	
	
	The student produced a very good report, addressing all the main criteria, including analysis and evaluation.
I agree with the grade.
However, the first marker needs to write comments in the rubrics.  

	1912740
	BINT SEMAKULA
	 AWLA
	50









	50
	
	
	The paper demonstrates sufficient knowledge of the topic. The content is mainly descriptive and lacks detail. References show inaccuracies and inconsistencies. I agree with the grade.
However, the first marker needs to write comments in the rubrics.  



	
INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker)
	Please 
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	
	
	Yes, agreement has been reached.

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	
	
	The feedback identified academic strengths, highlighting areas of achievement and good performance. 

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	
	
	Yes, the feedback is constructive. The student will know what to do in order to improve and achieve higher grades as the assessor provided specific suggestions for improvement. 

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	
	
	Feedback is linked to the ACs specified in the assignment brief. 

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	
	
	The feedback is consistent across the sample. 

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	
	
	In the feedback unfair practice, such as Turnitin similarity index was highlighted, and students were asked to resubmit their work when this contained a high similarity score. Suggestions to improve citing and referencing were provided. 

	7
	Actions to complete

NA: Detailed and constructive feedback throughout the samples and the rest of the marking. Marking was consistent with the requirements of the LOs and assessment brief. 

The only problem with these papers is that the first marker did not write the comments in the rubrics. I suggest that the first marker writes the comments before we release the grades. 

This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

There were no differences between the grades as we both agreed on the grades.
This box will expand as you type



 





	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or third marker, only where required, i.e. where the first two markers have been unable to reach a resolution)
	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?
	
	
	

	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?


This box will expand as you type



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): Bianca Sanfilippo

Bianca Sanfilippo

	Date: 26/01/2023

	Signed (Partnership Team Leader): 

Diola Bijlhout  



	Date: 20/01/2023

	Signed (External Examiner):   


	Date: 



UWTSD PROVISION: please submit the completed document to the appropriate Programme Director.
COLLABORATIVE PROVISION: please submit the completed document (or make available electronically) to the Partnership Team Leader. This must be in accord with specific arrangements for sharing electronic documents (e.g. via SharePoint or similar).
                             
NOTES ON MODERATION

All assessments which contribute to a final award/degree classification must be subject to moderation. At their discretion, Faculties 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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