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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:

	Independent Project

	MODULE CODE:
	BMHP6020
	MODULE LEVEL:

	6

	COMPONENT NO. (e.g. 1 of 2):
	1/1
	COMPONENT WEIGHTING
(e.g. 50% of the module):
	100%

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	Sept 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

	AKHTAR, NASREEN    
	35
	
	31
	
	33

	CHOUDHRY, SAMRINA    
	78
	
	78
	
	78

	AHMAD, SHARMIN MOQSUDA  
	63
	
	67
	
	65

	ABDOLLA, ASOS SDIK  
	47
	
	48
	
	48

	SAL, MARIAMA ALIU  
	70
	
	73
	
	71

	OKITA, LYLY NYEMBO  
	52
	
	52
	
	52

	LATIF, NAZMA    
	41
	
	40
	
	40

	SASARAKU, HANNAH SERWAAH  
	65
	
	68
	
	68

	GHAFOOR, SHABANA    
	58
	
	56
	
	57

	KHAN, AQILA AKHTAR  
	62
	
	62
	
	62





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
	
	Agreement on all marks has been reached. All dissertations were independently marked by both first markers and the second marker. After marking was completed, the markers met to discuss any differences and confirm the final agreed marks. No issues arose that prevented agreement.

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	ü
	
	Feedback provides clear suggestions for how students can strengthen their academic writing, structure, and research approach. Comments direct students to areas where further development would enhance clarity, critical analysis, and coherence. As this is the final piece of work students complete on the programme, feedback also incorporates guidance on employability and future academic study so that students can effectively apply dissertation skills beyond the module.

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	ü
	
	Feedback is constructive, supportive, and balanced. Strengths are acknowledged, and developmental comments are expressed clearly and helpfully. Students are guided on how to improve their analytical depth, use of literature, and organisation of ideas. The inclusion of forward-looking comments in the Building for the Future section supports students in understanding how to transfer these skills into professional settings and postgraduate opportunities.

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	ü
	
	Feedback aligns well with the assessment criteria and reflects the classifications awarded. Markers clearly refer to key aspects of the criteria, such as quality of critical engagement, structure, methodology, and interpretation of findings. The standard of feedback is appropriate for Level 6.

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	ü
	
	Feedback is consistent in tone and structure across the sample. While the writing style naturally differs between markers, the level of detail and developmental focus remains coherent. Differences in academic judgement between first and second markers were reasonable and discussed appropriately before final marks were agreed.

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	ü
	
	Where appropriate, feedback includes guidance to help students strengthen their referencing, use of sources, and overall academic practice. Students were signposted to relevant university support services, including the Library, Study Skills, and Digital Skills, for further development in writing, research, and citation. Consideration of unfair practice was taken where required, particularly in relation to the appropriate use of generative AI and adherence to the university’s guidance on responsible academic conduct. No concerns were identified within the moderated sample that required escalation.

	7
	Actions to complete

· Continue providing clear guidance on structure, thematic analysis, and methodological explanation, particularly for students working in the lower bands.
· Continue embedding forward-looking comments that help students understand how dissertation skills relate to employability and future study.
· Maintain a consistent level of developmental detail across markers while preserving independence of judgement.
· Continue signposting students to academic support services for writing, analysis, and referencing.
These recommendations support ongoing enhancement of assessment practice.


	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

All dissertations were blind double marked, with each submission independently reviewed by a first marker and a second marker before any discussion took place. Once marking was completed, the second marker met separately with each first marker via Microsoft Teams to discuss any differences in academic judgement. During each meeting, the relevant student work was reviewed against the assessment criteria to understand the rationale behind both sets of marks. Through these discussions, final agreed marks were confirmed. No cases required third marking.



	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): P.Ahmed


	Date: 12.12.2025

	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.  













THIS DOCUMENT IS ALSO AVAILABLE IN WELSH
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