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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:
	

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Dr Emma Roberts

	MODULE TITLE:

	Critical Literature Review

	MODULE CODE:
	LCDB7009
	MODULE LEVEL:

	7

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

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

	TYPE OF ASSESSMENT:
	Y Coursework
	 Examination
	 Practical

	LANGUAGE OF ASSESSMENT:
	
	TRANSLATION PROVIDED:
	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

	1551699 Jones
	85
	80
	
	80
	CJ - Mark agreed. I am partially happy with the mark but the problem for me is that I could not read section B at all. The font is absolutely tiny and it was time consuming to download and resize the work. Perhaps I am being lazy !!  I annotated here and there the assignment submission as I feel it is beneficial for students to have specific feedback.
ER - I see what you mean. I had seen this work in progress with the student and had less need to see the details again. I can totally understand that this was difficult and impractical layout.


	2109268Jessica
	73
	80
	
	78
	Mark agreed. I think this is a well-written assignment answer. It is eminently readable and indeed enjoyable which is always a plus. I particularly like the way this student has organised their review and using Chinese sources and the Chinese language. I think it is very honest. In saying that, I would like to know a lot more about the articles – where, when and how spring to mind.

	2105885 Yitong
	68
	85
	
	77
	ER- I could award more marks but Part 3 is almost entirely identical to her own work submitted to a previous module. Only a few sentences at the end are new. As I have said in her feedback, this is not a plagiarism concern but I cannot give credit twice for such a large piece.
CJ- I must bear the burden of responsibility here Emma for not informing you of a discussion I have had with the Head of the Doctoral College Professor Annette Fillery-Travis about the work of DBA students and similarity matches if a section has been submitted to another module. In fact, we very much want students to be able to use work from part one and onto part two. In fact, the Converting Research Into Practice asks students to insert 2500 words of a literature review from your module into their assessment for Converting Research. I think that the student has submitted an exceptional piece of work and THE PROBLEM LIES IN MY POOR COMMUNICATION SKILL. For which I must apologise. I am able to share an email from Annie for your consideration.
ER- I am more than happy to increase the grade to account for this.

	2010660 Xinyu
	54
	30
	
	30
	CJ Too many times during the reading and re-reading of this report, I found the meaning to be unclear. This is not written at a high standard for L7 and needs major reworking. Also the table has gaps and the whole work lacks criticality.
ER- Agreed, the ideas in this work reflect ongoing conversations with the student, but this work has not yet articulated these with clarity.

	2124387 Aqsa
	50
	50
	
	50
	ER- Please see if you agree with this borderline grade
CJ- Mark agreed. I think this is more well-written and coherent than some of the reports I have read but I agree with your feedback and your concern about the overall structure.

	2109185 Andy
	38
	20
	
	20
	CJ- The student’s section 1 part 2 is meaningless and it is not the sort of work I would expect from a doctoral student at L7 or L8. Section 2 is a list. Section 3 really makes me fear for the student to remain on the doctorate. If I give 10 I am being generous. Any higher mark does not reflect the integrity of the university.
ER- Agree, a clear fail grade is more transparent.

	1806784 Thien 
	
	
	
	58
	CJ- By mistake, I looked at Thien’s work. It is impossible to read in places because of poor academic English. Further there is considerable repetition and a lack of criticality. I think you may have been generous in spirit and in marks because the difficulty I had in reading the work was considerable. At the very least, he needed to proof read his work and I think 60 is generous 
ER- Agreed, a more fluent writing style is needed despite what I can see as some solid understanding.

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	







	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker)
	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?
Significant discussion and reappraisal of the strengths and weaknesses resulted in the agreed marks.

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): 

[image: ]
	Date: 17/05/2022

	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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