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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:
	Lawrence Bignall

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR:
	Nabeel Masih

	MODULE TITLE:

	ACCA5042 Virtual Production Design

	MODULE CODE:
	ACCA5042
	MODULE LEVEL:
(eg 3, 4, 5, 6, 7)
	5

	COMPONENT NO(S): 
(eg. 1)
 
	2 of 2
	COMPONENT(S) WEIGHTING
(e.g. 100%);
	70%  

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	2025/6

	TYPE OF ASSESSMENT:
	☒ Coursework /Portfolio
	☐ 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
Sample of student work

	
	Student Name
	1st Marker (Mark)
	Moderator
(Agree or
Disagree) 
	2nd Marker
(Mark) 
	3rd Marker
(Mark)
	Agreed Final Mark

	1
	KHAMIS ARIF YUSSUF     

	71
	Agree
	
	
	72

	2
	WINN SANCHEZ 
MONICA    



	71
	Agree
	
	
	70

	3
	BUNTING SERENA
	71
	Agree
	
	
	71

	4
	WILLIAMS 
SCOTT    



	74
	Agree
	
	
	71.3

	5
	MYER 	RHYS
	40
	Agree
	
	
	41.5

	6
	PIGG	TONI DAYLE
	78
	Agree
	
	
	78





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 
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	
	
	Only one individual, from the cohort, has scored a low mark, with the majority excelling, reaching a high standard. Module tutors help each other in terms of reviewing and discussing all of the class activities, attendance, progress (on a regular basis) – and, when the time arrives, assessment,  It is good to see these same students do well elsewhere (on other modules), that indicates a strong commitment and workflow. 

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	
	
	A&VFX staff continually see each other during class and / or are aware of what is being covered or presented. Formal summative feedback, but also in-class formative support, always aims to provide guidance on where to improve, what software tool or technique helps with the workflow, etc.

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	
	
	Aims within VFX-orientated modules will look to promote industry-facing standards and patterns of work. To help foster goals towards similar experiences, post-graduation.

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	
	
	Cross-referencing to assignment criterion / criteria is a key part of the instructions, of the class reviews and of the final submissions. Students have worked hard to outline where important contributions, or decision-making has had an impact on the desired quality – and have been duly rewarded for this attention to detail.

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	
	
	Feedback, informally and via module distribution time (with not exceeding the 20 working-day-turnaround-time) often identifies SPAG (with the written) or production-level comparisons (with the practical). Students have demonstrated some resilience this year, with work that provides a strong indication of utilising the various tools and techniques, to an optimum quality, despite problems with using the immersive facilities. 

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	
	
	As noted elsewhere (see GA28 for 30% component), there is a common goal to help students create some compelling VFX sequences and / or experiment within virtual ways of working. Underlying such aims are a constant acknowledgment of house-keeping, tracking progress, referencing files or links or online resources, etc.

	7
	Actions to complete
No actions to complete

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?
Marks internally moderated and agreed upon following review of submitted work. The account of the various elements that have contributed to the process – that includes clear evidence of working around the problems – adds a level of initiative and self-learning, that are very much part of BA-graduate-attributes. Staff had ongoing discussions on the module, and it’s assessment, and it is pleasing to see them win through with the work conducted.
This box will expand as you type


	Signed (Internal Moderator): 
Phil Organ
	Date: 28 May 2026



	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
Note: Partner colleges have completed their own GA28 forms for their module delivery. Please refer to partner college module box areas as required.
	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 (External Examiner):   


	Date: 





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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