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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 : 
	 DR ABDULLAH PROMISE OPUTE

	MODULE TITLE: 
 
	Applied Quantitative Business Research 

	MODULE CODE: 
	BMDB7003 
	MODULE LEVEL: 
 
	7 

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

	ASSESSMENT 
PERIOD  
	 Semester 1 
	 Semester 1  Re-sit 
	 Semester 2 
	 Semester 2 Re-sit 
	Other, please state 

	TYPE OF 
ASSESSMENT: 
	 Coursework 
	 Examination 
	 Practical 

	LANGUAGE OF ASSESSMENT: 
	 ENGLISH
	TRANSLATION PROVIDED: 
	Yes/No 

	TURNITIN CHECK FOR UNFAIR PRACTICE:   
	Yes  


 
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) 
	1st Marker mark 
	Moderator/ 2nd Marker  
	Moderator/ 3rd Marker  
	Agreed Mark 
	Comment 

	Xialiang Yao 
	 
	 
	 
	52 
	A reasonable submission, though was lacking in some of the depth, detail and criticality expected at this level. Overly descriptive at times and could have been more liberal with the use of citations 

	 
Lan Zhang 
	 
	 
	 
	62 
	A well presented and clearly structured report that is mostly well written in an engaging and cogent style. There is evidence of good analytical skills, but these could have been more consistently applied across the resport 

	Gayathri 
Nadeeshani Mudiyansela ge 
	 
	 
	 
	61 
	In a similar vein to the comments above, there is a good demonstration of the underpinning themes and concepts of the assignment, but could have been a little more consistent in their application, though overall a good quality submission 

	Thu Hang Le 
	 
	 
	 
	80 
	A clear and comprehensive piece of work that deals very well with the assignment brief in a systematic fashion. Well made arguments throughout that make good use of research informed literature for a wide range of credible sources 

	Jiaqi Hu 
	 
	 
	 
	72 
	A very good piece of work, both well written and analytical in its scope. Occasionally use some weaker sources of information, which is a shame in an otherwise very good submission 

	Sujy Aszed Meize 
	 
	 
	 
	48 
	A marginal fail (as an aside, a late submission, but has no bearing on the mark). It appears to have been rushed in parts and would have benefited from a through proof read. Greater engagement with literature was needed, and you do meander from the point of the assignment on occasion, which doesn’t demonstrate a depth of understanding of the brief 


 
 	 
 
 
	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker) 
	Please ✓ 
	Comments 

	
	YES 
	NO 
	

	1 
	Has agreement on the marks been reached? 
	 
	 
	Agreement for marks were made during a detailed conversation held via Microsoft Teams  
 

	2 
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance? 
	 
	 
	the feedback provides ample opportunity for students to improve their performance  
 

	3 
	Is feedback constructive? 
 
	 
	 
	the feedback is written in a constructive style that provides students with a good sense of direction as to what they need to do to enhance the quality of their work in a constructive manner  
 

	4 
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria? 
	 
	 
	the feedback is linked to the appropriate assessment criteria  
 

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

	6 
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant? 
	 
	 
	there is no particular issue here in regard to unfair practise, but there is advice on referencing where it is applicable  
 

	7 
	Actions to complete 
 
There are no specific actions to complete in regards to the quality of the moderation process. However, as part of a broader discussion during the moderation process, it was argued that there could be a greater focus on numerical capabilities of the students as this is a quantitative research module. Whilst it is given plenty of scope for students to understand it from a conceptual basis, there is less of an opportunity for them to demonstrate their practical capabilities 
 
This box will expand as you type 

	8 
	How was agreement between markers reached? 
 
Agreement was reached between markers through a moderation process that took place via a Microsoft Teams call. Both markers worked methodically through the sample explaining where marks were gained and lost so a sense of consistency was achieved. There was broad agreement between the two participants that the marks awarded were fair and correct, and in line with the assignment criteria  
 
 
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):  
 
 
 
 
	Date: 09/02/2021 

	Signed (Partnership Team Leader):  
 
 
	Date:  

	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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