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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:
	Ann Whitehouse

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Gillian Weaver

	MODULE TITLE:

	Introduction to Physiology

	MODULE CODE:
	BMHP5003
	MODULE LEVEL:

	5

	COMPONENT NO. (e.g. 1 of 2):
	1
	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 / No 



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

	Begum, Shefali
	26
	38
	35
	35
	Unable to locate recording, however lecturer has stated that the presentation did not reflect the poster and the submission was different to the one presented for assessment. Based on this a fail is agreed. However, the submission has met the assignment brief although agree with the markers comments for feedforward. The grade boundary could go from fail to marginal pass based on submission alone. Discussed with lecturer agreed on 38 based on above.

	Griza, Carolina
	36
	40
	40
	40
	Based on the poster, feedback and recording an award of 40 could be offered, the work met the marking criteria at a limited yet satisfactory/ basic level in part- C1, 3,4, 5. Discussed with lecturer a mark of 40 agreed

	Todorova, Elena
	48
	48 
	48
	48
	78% similarity- an SCO5 form is advised, however, the student had discussed around the subject during presentation. It is not clear if this is reflected in the mark provided, it is not indicated in the feedback. Overall agree with mark awarded.

	Khan, Henna
	52
	62
	60
	60
	Feedback, recording and poster suggest the student may be awarded very good (60- 69%) or excellent (70- 84%) for criteria 2- 5, the student has not met the required references providing 6 not 8 therefore a mark within the satisfactory range (40-49%) 

C1- minus 2
C2- additional 4
C3- additional 3
C4- additional 3
C5- additional 3
= 62
Mark agreed 62

	Bibi, Shahanara
	60
	65
	63
	63
	Feedback, recording and poster suggest the student may be awarded very good (60- 69%) or excellent (70- 84%) for criteria 2- 5, the student has not met the required references providing 6 not 8 therefore a mark within the satisfactory range (40-49%) 
C1- minus 3
C2- additional 3
C3- additional 3
C4- additional 3
C5- additional 2
= 65 mark agreed 65

	Nguty Acha, Peter
	67
	72
	71
	71
	Feedback, recording and poster suggest the student may be awarded excellent (70- 84%) for criteria 2- 5, the student has exceeded the required references - marks 
C2- additional 2
C3- additional 2
C4- additional 1
C5- additional 1
= 72 Mark agreed 72

	Chaparova, Margarita
	73
	75
	73
	73
	A further mark could have been provided each for C1 – engagement with literature and 2 knowledge and understanding. Overall agreed with mark awarded.

	Dhali, Sadeka
	81
	78
	81
	81
	2 marks could be deducted from C1- engagement with literature as poster not cited as suggested in feedback, a mark also deducted from C2.Overall agree with mark awarded






	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker)
	Please 
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	
	x
		2 student marks were within 3 marks of 1st marker and so the initial grade was used. Those with a difference greater than 3 marks or a grade boundary were discussed via email to find a consensus. 
 




	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	x
	
	The marker has provided constructive comments which will support the student to identify and address possible improvements. 


	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	x
	
	Overall, feedback offers areas of both success and possible improvement

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	x
	
	Feedback is provided to students in a format which assigns grades to each assessed criterion, 

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	x
	
	Yes, there has been consistent feedback across the sample. However not always a true reflection of the submission/ presentation.  


	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	x
	
	Yes – students are notified both in the feedback box regarding both the possible improvements to referencing yet not consistently or clear.

	7
	Actions to complete
Inform manager and academic director of above, ensure recordings are available to fully complete moderation. 


Students should consistently be signposted to the relevant support – UWTSD Harvard referencing guide, Academic Liaison librarians, Leganto reading list for the module and Academic writing support sessions.


	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

Agreement has not been reached and there is evidence of an impact on grades, therefore 3rd marker has been requested to oversee the cohorts submissions. 










	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?
	
	
	Based on the sample presented above and the analysis of the entire cohorts work, due to the majority of marks being greater than 3 marks or a grade boundary, first and second marker have been informed of the process of a 3rd marker being introduced to form a consensus and all markers have discussed via email to reach a conclusion. 


	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	
	
	The marker has provided constructive comments which will support the student to identify and address possible improvements. Limited signposting and building for the future feedback has been utilised, further comments on development opportunities especially in relation to progression of grade boundaries would be helpful. 


	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	
	
	Overall, feedback offers areas of both success and possible improvement. Further development with the use of signposting and comments in relation to improved performance is needed. Individual feedback that is not reliant on the generic assessment criteria would enhance the quality of feedback provided. 


	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	
	
	Feedback is provided to students in a format which assigns grades to each assessed criterion. The generic level 5 assessment has evidently been used as well as the specific guidance provided in the assignment brief.


	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	
	
	No, there has not been consistent feedback across the sample. 


	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	
	
	Yes – students are notified both in the feedback box regarding both the possible improvements to referencing and where applicable students are notified of errors which could lead to unfair practice. 


	7
	Actions to complete

Due to the lack of consistency between the 1st marker and the moderator and given that changes to individual marks were being proposed,  submissions and marks for the whole cohort were reviewed and adjusted by the third marker.  A full marks list is appended.

Based on the discussions outlined in the above section and thorough examination of the entire cohort’s provisional marks and feedback provided for this assessment, it would be deemed that the following marks which have been attached and included in the sample above be the final marks awarded. 

Training and development in relation to the UWTSD marking process will be made available to lecturers through the IICL CPD Workshops and individual 1-2-1 support for marking to enhance quality and standardisation in this area. 

Lecturer to ensure clear points of strength and improvement are highlighted clearly for all students allowing to know how to more from a merit to distinction as well as fail to pass.

Students should consistently be signposted to the relevant support – UWTSD Harvard referencing guide, Academic Liaison librarians, Leganto reading list for the module and Academic writing support sessions which are now available – a list of embedded links will be circulated to module team next term. 



	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

Discussions between the first and second marker identified room for improvement within the provisional marks and feedback provided. Further analysis of recordings, submitted presentations and provisional feedback has been conducted and first and second marker have been informed of the decision made. 

Further opportunity for discussion and feedback in relation to the moderation for this assessment has been offered to both the first and second marker via email. 




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): 
R. RIVERS 

	Date: 31/8/23

	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 (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, 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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