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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:
	Angela Bonehill

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Felicity Peacock 

	MODULE TITLE:

	Introduction to Physiology 

	MODULE CODE:
	BMHP5023
	MODULE LEVEL:

	5

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

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	Semester 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

	Daria Ashton
	70
	Agree
	
	
	70 - Good knowledge and understanding of physiological and wellbeing, with attempts to move beyond descriptions, offering good practical recommendations. Some referencing style inaccuracies. 

	Cristian Mutiu
	71
	Agree
	
	
	71 - Good awareness of physiological and health-related issues, good inclusions of discussions linking behaviour and physiological factors and of practical recommendations. Some inaccuracies in the referencing style with inaccuracies in the reference list.

	Mali Gill
	72
	Agree
	
	
	72 - Good engagement with the literature with some inaccuracies in the Harvard style, but good knowledge and understanding of key health concerns providing some critical evaluation linking behaviour, working environment and health risks.

	Magdalena Jaanda
	52
	Agree
	
	
	52 - Some understanding of how the lifestyle can affect health and wellbeing but lack some physiological depth. Highly descriptive providing generic recommendations, with inaccuracies in the Harvard referencing style. 

	Maxine Guymer
	48
	Agree
	
	
	48 – demonstrated some understanding of mental health concerns, but lack of physiological depth. Report highly descriptive with a weak engagement with the literature with inaccuracies in the Harvard standards.





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
	
	Yes, I agree with the 1st markers marks for all students

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	ü
	
	Yes, 1st marker provided clear feedback to students which highlights what strengths and  areas for development in their assignment.  By explaining what each learner has done well, allows them to continue with what they are already doing in those areas – this will build confidence and lead to improved performance.   The feedback within the areas for development clearly provides tailored examples of how they can move forward. In addition the 1st marker has made in-text comments for students to allow students to see specific examples of the areas to improve within their work.  

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	ü
	
	Yes, all feedback is constructive, in all cases it is goal-orientated, specific and actionable.  Feedback is kind and written to build confidence, regardless of the achievements of each student within the assessment.

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	ü
	
	Yes, students are provided with a specific mark for each marking criteria. In addition, there are comments in their work which identify areas of both, good practice and areas for development.  

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	ü
	
	Yes, the feedback is consistent.  This is regardless of the student having met the criteria or not. The first marker has provided clear and comprehensive written feedback for each student. 

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	ü
	
	Yes, the feedback made will support the student in any future module where academic writing or research skills are assessed - of which there are several throughout the degree journey.

	7
	Actions to complete
While the feedback and marks are accurate and supportive for students, I would strongly recommend placing greater emphasis on the importance of correct referencing, particularly adherence to the Harvard style as specified in the assignment brief. Referencing is a core academic skill, and consistent inaccuracies may limit students’ ability to fully demonstrate academic rigour. For future marking, I think it would be beneficial to include more targeted in-text comments highlighting where Harvard conventions are not being followed. For example, drawing attention to the use of hyperlinks instead of formal references, ensuring “et al.” is italicised in in-text citations, maintaining appropriate formatting distinctions between journal articles, books, and websites, and consistently including DOIs or URLs where required. Providing this level of specific, in-context feedback will likely support students’ learning more effectively. While the referencing guide remains essential, students often develop a clearer understanding when they can see exactly how rules apply within their own work, enabling them to learn through practice as well as guidance.
This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?
After discussion about marking rubric, marks were agreed. 
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): 

Dr Simona Ferraraccio
	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
image1.jpeg
Prifysgol Cymru
% Y Drindod Dewi Sant

d University of Wales
Trinity Saint David

%




