BMHP5022 – Marking rubric

The students are required to write a 2,000 word report that examines and analyses the current funding model for the National Health Service (NHS) in the United Kingdom (UK).  
Consideration should be given to the following elements:
· The UK’s current economic position
· Potential variation within the devolved governments in Wales, England, Scotland and Northern Ireland
· The funding of the NHS in comparison with other models of universal health care
· The implications of possible alternative models of funding of the NHS
· Relevant economic theory



Student name: Stacey King
Student number: 2114341
Assignment: Written report (2000 words)

	Marking rubric

	Criteria
	Description
	Comments
	Mark

	Criteria 1: Engagement with literature 
	Fail (0 - 5.5 mark): Little or no evidence of reading and/or reliance on inappropriate sources.
Views and findings mostly unsupported and non-authoritative.
Referencing conventions used incoherently or largely absent.
	The engagement with the literature is wide, with the use of relevant and recent references. 
There are some information that were not referenced as you could find in the comments I left in your submission. 
Make sure for the future that you reference all the information that you include in your writing to support your arguments with evidences. 

	12/20

	
	Marginal fail (6 – 7.5): Poor engagement with essential reading. No evidence of wider reading. Reliance on inappropriate sources, and/or indiscriminate use of sources. Heavily reliant on information gained through class contact. Inconsistent and weak use of referencing.
	
	

	
	Satisfactory Pass (8 - 9.5): Engagement with a limited range of mostly relevant and credible sources (< = 20). Some omissions and minor errors.
Referencing conventions evident though not always applied accurately or consistently.
	
	

	
	Good pass (10 – 11.5): Engagement with an appropriate range of literature, including sources retrieved independently (= 20). Some over-reliance on texts. Referencing may show minor inaccuracies or inconsistencies.
	
	

	
	Merit (12 – 13.5): Engagement with a wide range of literature, including sources retrieved independently (> 20).
Selection of relevant and credible sources.
Very good use of Harvard referencing with no/very few inaccuracies or inconsistencies.
	
	

	
	Excellent Distinction (14 - 16.5 marks): Engagement with an extensive range of relevant and credible literature. Consistently accurate application of referencing.
	
	

	
	Exceptional Distinction (17 – 20): Exceptional engagement with an extensive range of relevant and credible literature. High-level referencing skills consistently applied.
	
	

	Criteria 2: Knowledge and Understanding skills
	Fail (0 – 5.5): major gaps in knowledge. 
Much irrelevant material. Substantial inaccuracies. Significantly flawed understanding of funding health systems and of health economics principles relevant to the UK. 
	All the main points requested by the assignment specifications were addressed. However, a more in depth critical analysis could have enhanced the quality of this report. Furthermore, there was a very limited mention of relevant economic theories. You could introduce the theory of equity in healthcare, discussing how a universal system like the NHS aims to address inequalities in access and outcomes. The NHS aims to achieve equity by providing universal access, but this can sometimes lead to inefficiencies, such as long waiting times.
	11.5/20

	
	Marginal fail (6 – 7.5): Fragmentary knowledge, with only superficial critical understanding. 
Some significant inaccuracies and/or irrelevant material.  Incomplete or partially flawed understanding of funding health systems and of health economics principles relevant to the UK.
	
	

	
	Satisfactory Pass (8 - 9.5): Limited but adequate knowledge and critical understanding of the well-established concepts and principles within the subject area, with a few gaps in the selection of material. 
A narrow critical understanding of funding health systems and of health economics principles relevant to the UK.
	
	

	
	Good pass (10 – 11.5): Knowledge is reasonably detailed and accurate. 
A good critical understanding of the well-established concepts and principles of funding health systems and of health economics principles relevant to the UK.
	
	

	
	Merit (12 – 13.5): knowledge is reasonably extensive. 
Exhibits very competent understanding and knowledge of the process of writing a report and of the analysis/theory of the funding health systems and of the health economics principles relevant to the UK. 
	
	

	
	Excellent distinction (14 – 16.5): Excellent, detailed knowledge and highly critical understanding of the well-established concepts and principles of the funding health systems and of the health economics principles relevant to the UK.
	
	

	
	Exceptional Distinction (17 – 20): Exceptionally detailed knowledge and outstanding critical understanding of the funding health systems and of the health economics principles relevant to the UK. 
May go beyond established theories.
	
	

	Criteria 3: Cognitive and intellectual skills 
	Fail (0 – 8.7): no evidence of critical analysis of the NHS in relation to funding and to health economics. Little or no critical evaluation and analysis of concepts and principles.
Failure to develop arguments, leading to illogical or invalid judgements. 
Unsubstantiated generalisations or opinion, made without use of any credible evidence.
	There is a limited critical evaluation that could have been more detailed in some parts of your report. For example, you mentioned the Barnett formula that adjusts funding based on UK government spending but you didn’t critically examine its limitations like it does not consider the actual healthcare needs or population demographics. You could briefly discuss criticisms related to this topic, such as concerns that the formula does not fully reflect regional healthcare needs leading to funding disparities. 

You could also consider providing more detailed recommendations based on your analysis of the funding model, potentially offering suggestions for improvement, such as addressing inefficiencies or exploring hybrid funding mechanisms. By integrating these suggestions, the report will present a stronger, more comprehensive analysis of the NHS funding model, its challenges, and alternative solutions in the context of the UK’s current economic and political landscape.

	16/30

	
	Marginal fail (9 – 11.5):  Largely descriptive work, with superficial use of critical evaluation and analysis of concepts and principles. Weak development of arguments and judgements. Information accepted uncritically, uses generalised statements made with scant evidence and unsubstantiated opinions. 
Ideas sometimes illogical and contradictory.
	
	

	
	Satisfactory Pass (12 – 14.5): limited attempt and critical analysis of the NHS in relation to funding and to health economics. 
Limited mention of the UK’s current economic position.
Limited critical analysis of the variation within the devolved governments in Wales, England, Scotland, and Northern Ireland.
Limited critical analysis of the NHS funding model in comparison with other models of UHC.
Limited description of the implications of possible alternative models of fundings of the NHS.
Limited description of relevant economic theories. 
	
	

	
	Good pass (15 – 17.5): some critical evaluation and analysis of the NHS in relation to funding and to health economics.
Some mention of the UK’s current economic position.
Some critical analysis of the variation within the devolved governments in Wales, England, Scotland, and Northern Ireland.
Some critical analysis of the NHS funding model in comparison with other models of UHC.
Some description of the implications of possible alternative models of fundings of the NHS.
Some description of relevant economic theories.
	
	

	
	Merit (18 – 20.5): sound critical analysis of the NHS in relation to funding and to health economics. 
Good description of the UK’s current economic position.
Good critical analysis of the variation within the devolved governments in Wales, England, Scotland, and Northern Ireland.
Good critical analysis of the NHS funding model in comparison with other models of UHC.
Good description of the implications of possible alternative models of fundings of the NHS.
Good description of relevant economic theories.
	
	

	
	Excellent Distinction (21 – 25.5): excellent critical of the NHS in relation to funding and to health economics. 
Excellent description of the UK’s current economic position.
Excellent critical analysis of the variation within the devolved governments in Wales, England, Scotland, and Northern Ireland. 
Excellent critical analysis of the NHS funding model in comparison with other models of UHC. 
Good description of the implications of possible alternative models of fundings of the NHS.
Good description of relevant economic theories.
	
	

	
	Exceptional Distinction (26 - 30): Exceptional critical of the NHS in relation to funding and to health economics. 
Exceptional description of the UK’s current economic position.
Exceptional critical analysis of the variation within the devolved governments in Wales, England, Scotland, and Northern Ireland. 
Exceptional critical analysis of the NHS funding model in comparison with other models of UHC. 
Good description of the implications of possible alternative models of fundings of the NHS.
Good description of relevant economic theories. 
	
	

	Criteria 4: 
Practical Skills
	Fail (0 - 5.5): Little or no use of discussion skills. 
Little or no discussion of potential  benefit/impact of student’s suggestions in terms of policy and practice. 
Weak consideration and discussion of recommendations. 
	Your report address almost all the main points required by the assignment specifications, using a clear and linear structure. The report, as said, could have been enhanced with a more sound critical analysis and  more detailed recommendations based on your analysis of the funding model, potentially offering suggestions for improvement, such as addressing inefficiencies or exploring hybrid funding mechanisms.
By integrating these suggestions, the report will present a stronger, more comprehensive analysis of the NHS funding model, its challenges, and alternative solutions in the context of the UK’s current economic and political landscape.

	11/20

	
	Marginal fail (6 – 7.5): rudimentary use of discussion skills. 
Rudimentary discussion of potential  benefit/impact of student’s suggestions in terms of policy and practice. 
Weak consideration and discussion of recommendations.
	
	

	
	Satisfactory Pass (8 - 9.5): an adequate level of discussion skills. 
Limited critical discussion of potential benefit/impact of student’s suggestions in terms of policy and practice.  
Limited consideration and discussion of recommendations.
	
	

	
	Good pass (10 – 11.5): ): a good and appropriate level of discussion skills. 
Clear critical discussion of potential benefit/impact of student’s suggestions in terms of policy and practice.  
Good consideration and discussion of recommendations.
	
	

	
	Merit (12 – 13.5): very good level of discussion skills. 
Strong critical discussion of potential benefit/impact of student’s suggestions in terms of policy and practice. 
Well-developed consideration and discussion of recommendations. 
	
	

	
	Excellent distinction (14 – 16.5): excellent level of discussion skills. 
Excellent critical discussion of potential benefit/impact of student’s suggestions in terms of policy and practice. 
Excellent consideration and discussion of recommendations.
	
	

	
	Exceptional Distinction (17 – 20): exceptional level of discussion skills. 
Exceptional critical discussion of potential benefit/impact of student’s suggestions in terms of policy and practice. 
Exceptional consideration and discussion of recommendations. 
	
	

	Criteria 5:
Transferable skills for life, and professional practice
	Fail (0 – 2.5): the report does not demonstrate coherent academic writing and lack of structure and discussion. Work is poorly structured, disorganised and/or confusingly expressed. Very weak use of language and/or very inappropriate style.
	The report demonstrate a good level of academic writing, with a clear and coherent structure. Good the use of the appropriate sub-titles highlighting the main themes of each section. 

The inclusion of figures, graphs, diagrams would enhance the structure of the report. 
	5.5/10

	
	Marginal fail (3 – 3.5): the report poorly demonstrate coherent academic writing and lack of structure and discussion. Work is poorly structured, disorganised and/or confusingly expressed. Weak use of language and/or inappropriate style.
	
	

	
	Satisfactory Pass (4 – 4.5): the report demonstrates developing academic writing, with limited use coherent structure and discussion. Work might have minor errors.
	
	

	
	Good pass (5 – 5.5): the report demonstrates developing academic writing, with mostly use coherent structure and discussion.
	
	

	
	Merit (6 – 6.5): the report demonstrates a high level of academic writing with strong, and coherent structure and discussion. Most diagrams, images, and tables are clearly referenced and made relevant to the reader in the text of the report.
	
	

	
	Excellent distinction (7- 8.5): the report demonstrates an excellent high level of academic writing with excellent coherent structure and fluent discussion. Any diagrams, images, and tables are clearly referenced and made relevant to the reader in the text of the report.
	
	

	
	Exceptional Distinction (9 - 10): the report demonstrates an exceptional high level of academic writing with exceptional coherent structure and fluent discussion. Any diagrams, images, and tables are clearly referenced and made relevant to the reader in the text of the report. 
	
	

	Final mark
	
	
	56





