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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:
	David Galbraith

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	

	MODULE TITLE:

	Doing Education Differently

	MODULE CODE:
	HPED5001
	MODULE LEVEL:

	5

	COMPONENT NO. (e.g. 1 of 2):
	1 Portfolio
	COMPONENT WEIGHTING
(e.g. 50% of the module):
	100

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

	TYPE OF ASSESSMENT:
	o Coursework
	o Examination
	o Practical

	LANGUAGE OF ASSESSMENT:
	
	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

	1802458 (Shannon Giles)
	18
	23
	23
	23
	Moderator
The essay is not the best, but it is not a failed mark. 
The student did not submit the second piece of work.

Third Marker
This was a low-quality essay, but a low pass would be fairer than a fail. I was a bit confused by the approach: the essay title seemed to direct students to consider alternatives to ‘traditional’ schools, but most of the text concentrated on mainstream education. There also seemed a disconnect between the discussion of contemporary education and the sections on philosophers’ ideas. Nevertheless, there was genuine engagement with the topic and a proper effort to answer the question, plus evidence of relevant background research. This was enough to warrant a mid 40s mark at Level 5. Even though the first marker has greater subject expertise and provided detailed feedback, I feel more explanation was required to delineate why the essay failed, as opposed to simply being fair-to-poor. As such, I agree with the moderator that the original mark should be revised.


	1900634 (Megan Pearson)
	
	
	
	
	Moderator
Moderator identified academic misconduct in the essay.
The presentation was at a good standard. Good feedback.

Third Marker
Essay: An earnest effort in some respects, which showed decent comprehension on contemporary and historical issues surrounding UK schools. However, the execution of these ideas was poor. Grammar issues recurred (e.g. multiple instances of run-ons) and the discussion of theoretical/philosophical approaches to schooling seemed something of an afterthought (most conspicuously, the conclusion alludes to the ideas of Paulo Friere yet he was not even mentioned until the final sentence). 

More to the point, the first marker was too lenient on the academic misconduct -- the majority of the essay was cut-and-pasted, often without any accreditation. The student at the very least ought to have been directed to plagiarism policies. 

All things being equal, I would award a low pass, circa 40. 

Presentation
Plain, cramped slides undermined some insightful content. The lack of appropriate academic sources also stood out, as identified by the first marker. A 50 was correct at Level 5.  




	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker)
	Please ü
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	
	X
	The module tutor is no longer employed by the institution.

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	X
	
	Generally, although I am concerned by the marker’s decision to ignore academic misconduct in one of the pieces of work.

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	X
	
	More in the presentations than in the essays

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	X
	
	In the future, it would be best to provide a separate submission inbox for the Level 5 students. It feels to me that at times the approach to the Level 5s was more relevant to L6 students.

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	X
	
	

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	X
	
	

	7
	Actions to complete

1. Academic misconduct investigation to be launched

This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?
The original marker is no longer employed by UWTSD, hence after consultation with the AO, a third marker has been identified to consider the work for HPED5001 as a second moderator.

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 ü
	Comments

	
	YES
	
NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	ü
	
	My grades were consistent with the moderator.

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	ü
	
	

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	ü
	
	

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

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	ü
	
	

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	ü
	
	Yes, but misconduct in one essay (Pearson) was not treated with sufficient urgency.

	7
	Actions to complete

Pearson grades to be finalised pending outcome of unfair practice procedure.

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 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): 
E. Bissa

	Date: 6/5/21

	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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