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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:
	Robert Barnes

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Lester Mason

	MODULE TITLE:

	The Irish Question 1886-1998: from Charles Parnell to the Good Friday Agreement

	MODULE CODE:
	HPHI6020
	MODULE LEVEL:

	6

	COMPONENT NO. (e.g. 1 of 2):
	1 
Document Analysis
	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:
	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

	1808088
Davey
	75
	75
	
	
	An exemplary analysis. I was very impressed by the discussion of the language, text and structure of the Proclamation, but also by how the student took care to think about issues such as its presentation and production. Supported by sophisticated grasp of wide range of scholarship. Only the slightly stiff writing style stopped this getting an outstanding high first. 75 correct.  

	1801547
Olds
	62
	62
	
	
	Student deserved credit for innovative choice of source analysis, and I was interested by the point about how Gladstone’s attitude to Home Rule was influenced by Burke. Structure, presentation and grammar meant that subject knowledge and textual analysis did not translate into the easiest of reads. A decent 2:1.

	1801288
Patterson
	70
	70
	
	
	Very proficient analysis. Good reading of the source, supported by secondary scholarship. I probably would have awarded a slightly higher first but am happy to accede to the first-marker’s greater subject knowledge and the points about the analysis’s overemphasis on Pearse.

	1702307
Charlotte Smith
	58
	58
	
	
	Some good knowledge and genuine effort to evaluate content and context of Anglo-Irish Agreement. Unfortunately, a clumsy writing style and grammar issues kept this in the 2:2 bracket at Level 6.

	1807485
Lucy Smith
	67
	67
	
	
	A proficient analysis, which showed excellent subject  knowledge and went to lengths to contextualise the source (biographical information about journalists, political affiliation of the FT, discussion of wider events of 1984). Still, the analysis felt a bit self-contained: there didn’t seem anything particularly eye-catching about the report so I agreed with the first-marker’s observation that a more comparative approach would have paid dividends,

	1807845
Whittingdale-Griffiths
	68
	68
	
	
	This was well-written work supported by good use of scholarship, but I felt it spent too much long speaking ‘around’ the Proclamation and only came to textual analysis late in the essay. The quality of material that was there, though, was clearly 2:1-calibre – but I agreed it was a little short of first-class work.







	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?
	
	
	Yes. The advice on the Olds piece was extremely good, I felt. 

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	
	
	Always accentuates positives, while making helpful comments for future performance.

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	
	
	Charlotte Smith’s analysis was of similar quality to some low 2:1s at Level 5, so was a good example that higher expectations were applied when marking final-year students.

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	
	
	Lots of effort went into crafting summative evaluations and future guidance.

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	
	
	Referencing was of good standard.

	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




	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): 

Alexander Scott
	Date: 
17 June 2021

	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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