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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:
	Klara Brittes da Silva  

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR:
	Chloe Harries

	MODULE TITLE:

	Changemakers: Building your Personal Brand for Sustainable Employment

	MODULE CODE:
	BMHP5015
	MODULE LEVEL:

	5

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

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	May 2025

	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

	KAUSAR, SOMIA    

	58
	Agree
	
	
	

	MASEKO, MELODY    

	68
	Agree
	
	
	

	ASHFIELD, SHANNON LOUISE  

	70
	Agree
	
	
	

	HUSSAIN, AYAZ    

	49
	Agree
	
	
	

	KIROS, HANA    

	50
	Agree
	
	
	

	BIBI, SAFINA    

	89
	Agree
	
	
	

	PARVEEN, SALHMA    

	50
	Agree
	
	
	

	SALEEM, HALIMAH    

	60
	Agree
	
	
	

	SHARIF, NAZIA    

	72
	Agree 
	
	
	

	NWAEKE, FRANCA    

	0
	Agree
	
	
	

	ANYANASO, OBIAGELI PRISCA    
	45
	Agree
	
	
	

	MENSAH YEBOAH, KWABENA    
	68
	Agree
	
	
	

	WILKIN, TASHAN LORENTO TESFA
	35
	Agree
	
	
	

	IJAZ, SAIMA    
	74
	Agree
	
	
	

	KHAN, SABRINA HASEEN  
	65
	Agree
	
	
	





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?
	ü
	
	Full agreement on the marks has been reached. The awarded grades reflect fair and appropriate application of the assessment criteria. No discrepancies in marking outcomes required further escalation.

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	ü
	
	Across the sample, feedback generally identifies relevant areas for improvement, though in a few instances the “Building for the Future” comments were omitted in standard scripts. Ensuring consistent inclusion of forward-looking advice would further enhance developmental feedback.

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	ü
	
	Feedback is constructive and written in a supportive tone, providing students with clear indications of both strengths and development points. Where present, the advice is meaningful and practical.

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	ü
	
	Feedback is clearly aligned with the UWTSD Generic Marking Criteria, with direct references to the assessed components. However, greater consistency in the format and structure of marker comments across scripts (e.g. standard layout and phrasing) would strengthen clarity and reduce variation between assessors.

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	ü
	
	Feedback is broadly consistent in tone and standard. Nonetheless, there are some minor variations in the depth of in-text comments between markers, with some students receiving more extensive annotation than others. Developing a shared baseline for in-text commenting would improve parity in the student experience.

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	ü
	
	Where applicable, feedback does comment on referencing quality and areas for improvement. All scripts were processed through Turnitin, and no concerns around academic misconduct were raised from the scripts reviewed. Continued reinforcement of correct referencing techniques would be beneficial in lower-marking scripts and signposting to additional university services would be beneficial.

	7
	Actions to complete

While the overall moderation process has been conducted and agreement on all marks has been reached, the following developmental actions are recommended to support future consistency and enhancement of the student experience:
· Establish a consistent marking layout across all assessors, particularly ensuring the “Building for the Future” section is always included in standard feedback.
· Agree on a minimum standard for in-text commentary across all submissions, so that all students receive a consistent level of formative annotation.
· Rectify minor discrepancies in marker identification between standard and resit scripts to maintain administrative accuracy.
These actions are not urgent but are advised to further strengthen the rigour of marking processes and support transparency.


	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

Agreement was reached through the internal moderation process. A representative sample of assessments was reviewed across grade boundaries, with attention paid to the application of the marking criteria, use of feedback language, and fairness in grade allocation. No significant discrepancies were identified in the grades awarded. Minor variances in marking presentation and in-text commentary were noted, but these did not materially affect the agreed mark. As such, consensus was reached without the need for adjustment or escalation.



	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): Chloe Harries


	Date: 21/08/2025

	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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