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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:
	Jennifer Burr

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR:
	Besty Jose

	MODULE TITLE:

	Introduction to Health and Social Care

	MODULE CODE:
	LCHS4003
	MODULE LEVEL:

	4

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

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	May 2025


	TYPE OF ASSESSMENT:
	☒ Coursework
	☐ 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
 

	Universal Student Number (ID)
	1st Marker (Mark)
	Moderator
(Agree or
Disagree) 
	2nd Marker
(Mark) 
	3rd Marker
(Mark)
	Agreed Mark

	IMRAN, LAIBA    

	5
	Agreed 
	 
	
	

	TANVEER, INAYAH    

	40
	agree
	
	
	

	HUSSAIN, IFAT BATOOL  
(262504201)	
	45
	
disagreed

	
	
	50 (amended)

	PARVEEN, ZARA    

	55
	agree
	
	
	

	OUSMAN, MOHAMMED    

	60
	Agree 
	
	
	

	HAFIZ, MARYAM    

	65
	Agree 
	
	
	

	MOHAMED, FARZANA MOHAMED RAZA

	70
	Agree 
	
	
	

	KHAN, HEENA    

	75
	Agree 
	
	
	

	AHMED, SARRIA    

	20
	Disagree 
	
	
	25 (amended)

	AHMED, HIRA    

	37
	Agree 
	
	
	

	AIFESEHI, OSAGIE    

	44
	Agree 
	
	
	

	MUIR, LORRAINE JENNIFER  

	55
	Agree 
	
	
	

	AMAGNA, PASCALINE NONO    

	60
	Agree 
	
	
	

	ILIE, REBECA ANA MARIA    

	47
	Agree 
	
	
	

	NASIR, ALISHA    

	54
	Agree 
	
	
	

	AHMED, FAIZAN    

	52
	Agree 
	
	
	

	LUBANZA KIHANI, NAOMI    

	65
	Agree 
	
	
	

	YASIN, SHAZIA MUNAWARA    

	67
	agree
	
	
	

	SCHWAAR, ELIAS ROBERT WINSTON

	20
	Agree 
	
	
	

	OGIEFO, BRIGHT EKI  

	42
	Agree 
	
	
	

	CLARKE, NINA NATASHA    

	45
	Agree 
	
	
	

	BALAZOVA, ALZBETA    

	52
	Agree 
	
	
	

	MCMANUS, JOSEPHINE MAIRE  

	65

	Agree 
	
	
	

	SAWYERS, DAVINA    

	72
	Agree 
	
	
	

	MYA, NINA    

	76
	Agree 
	
	
	

	MASIH, KRISTINA    

	43

	Agree 
	
	
	

	MUMTAZ, FAKHRA    

	56
	Agree 
	
	
	

	GLAL, MGID    

	61
	Agree 
	
	
	

	KEYANI, TAHIBA JANAID  

	65
	Agree 
	
	
	

	RAMOS AGRAMONTE, GLORIA MARGARITA    

	66
	Agree 
	
	
	

	SADIQ, SAIMA    

	67
	Agree 
	
	
	

	HUSSAIN, IKRAM    

	26
	disagree  
	
	
	27 

	DUFFY, CHERI ANNE  

	42
	Agree 
	
	
	

	KASSAMALI, LUTFIYA    

	45
	Agree 
	
	
	

	KAUSAR, REHANA    

	50
	Agree 
	
	
	

	AKHTAR, SAMINA    

	60
	Agree 
	
	
	

	MOHAMED, FARDOSE    

	30
	Agree 
	
	
	

	AKHTAR, NOREEN    

	50
	Agree 
	
	
	

	OGILVIE, ANN MARIE    

	55
	Agree 
	
	
	

	SHABIR, MOHAMMAD    

	60
	Agree 
	
	
	

	FAHY, COLLETTE ANN  

	65
	Agree 
	
	
	

	FAHY, JODIE LEIGH  

	70
	Agree 
	
	
	

	MIHAI, ELENA    

	52
	Agree 
	
	
	

	AFSAR, SABAD NOREEN    

	58
	Agree 
	
	
	

	AKHTAR, AMEERA    

	62
	Agree 
	
	
	

	MARFO, ELIZABETH    

	67
	Agree 
	
	
	

	SHAKIL, HENNA MAHNOOR    

	68
	Agree 
	
	
	

	BASHORUN, MODINAT OLUFUNKE    

	72
	Agree 
	
	
	

	NKUNZIMANA, LILIANE    

	77
	Agree 
	
	
	

	ALI, SAFA    

	30
	  disagreed 
	
	
	31

	BOAHEMAA, JACQUELINE    

	45
	Agree 
	
	
	

	FESENKO, MARIIA    

	50
	Agree 
	
	
	

	AFREH, FRANCIS KOFI    

	55
	Agree 
	
	
	

	SAID, UZMA AMIR    

	60
	Agree 
	
	
	

	DAYER, SARAH ELIZABETH JENNA    

	65
	Agree 
	
	
	

	AHMED, SABBA    

	32
	  
	
	
	33 individual component scores in the system total 33 rather than 32.

	BEGUM, ARAYBIA LYLA  

	35
	Agree (although no feedback is present on the system – this require adding please)
	
	
	35

	MCMANUS, MAIRE EDITH FRANCES

	43
	Agree 
	
	
	

	SCHWARM, LEANNE LINDA  

	50
	Agree 
	
	
	

	ZELEKE, MEHERET ABIYO    

	57
	Agree 
	
	
	

	GRIFFIN, RACHEL SHANTELLE    

	63
	Agree 
	
	
	

	KAUSER, SANNAH    

	68
	Agree 
	
	
	

	BIBI, MARIYAM    

	72
	Agree 
	
	
	

	AVRAAM, LOUIZA    

	75
	Agree 
	
	
	

	AZIZ, BUSHRA    

	76
	Agree 
	
	
	

	UMURERWA, ZUBEDA SEMBAGARE  

	35
	Agree 
	
	
	

	KOUSAR, ROBINA    

	38
	Agree 
	
	
	

	JOSEPH, SHARDAY SHARDIA    

	45
	Agree 
	
	
	

	KUCHA, IVEREN NNEOMA    

	52
	Agree 
	
	
	

	SASSANO, ITALIA MARIA CONTESSA

	58
	Agree 
	
	
	

	AKRAM, ZEBUNNISA    

	65
	Agree 
	
	
	

	KAUR, RAVJEET    

	68
	Agree 
	
	
	

	RIAZ, TABINDA    

	72
	Agree 
	
	
	

	YASIR, JUVAIRIA    

	10
	Agree 
	
	
	

	AKHTAR, NAZIA    

	22
	Agree 
	
	
	

	IYAIZ, FAHTIMA    

	44
	Agree 
	
	
	

	VALENZUELA, FARAH    

	48
	Agree 
	
	
	

	SALAAD, SALMA    

	58
	Agree 
	
	
	

	CRISTEA, RONALDO    

	62
	Agree 
	
	
	

	MATUMBA, MUKENDI    

	63
	Agree 
	
	
	

	KHAN, MUHAMMAD KAMRAN    

	65
	Agree 
	
	
	

	
	
	 
	
	
	





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 ü
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	X
	
	

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	X
	
	

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	X
	
	

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

	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
	
	Some submissions mention academic misconduct; however, no referral was made for this to be assessed – this has been raised with relevant colleagues.

	7
	Actions to complete


This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

This went fine, although some markers did not include their names in the feedback; therefore, unable to identify who the allocated marker is. 


This box will expand as you type



	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

	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/2nd Marker): 
Z.Ahmed

	Date: 05.08.2025

	Signed (Third Marker): 


	Date: 

	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 in accord with the specific arrangements for the programme (e.g. upload to Teams site).


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.  













THIS DOCUMENT IS ALSO AVAILABLE IN WELSH
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