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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:
	TBC

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR:
	Besty Jose

	MODULE TITLE:

	Digital skills and Research Methods

	MODULE CODE:
	LCHS4007
	MODULE LEVEL:

	4

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

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	January 24

	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

	Carlington Swaby
	72
	Agree
	
	
	Agree – substantial content, signposting language as noted in feedback, suitable use of literature etc

	Neelam Kausar
	48
	Agree
	
	
	Agree – e.g. reading and sometimes struggling to pronounce what has prepared

	Malagi Lyano
	34
	Agree 
	
	
	Agree - Missed brief

	Shama Aslam
	78
	Agree
	
	
	Broadly agree with ballpark – however very few in-text citations for 78 (images have citations but few in text – and there is a quote with no page/para number) and formatting of reference list not completely in UWTSD Harvard format. Great links with real-life healthcare examples and good relationship with audience, however.

	Surayya Khan
	60
	Agree
	
	
	Agree just reached a merit – using evidence but could have been stronger links to healthcare etc  

	Alika Raja
	40
	Agree
	
	
	Agree – content extremely ‘light’

	Rafia Farooq
	70
	Agree
	
	
	Agree – fluent, structured, relationship to audience, in-text citations etc. 

	Mustapha Ibrahim
	59
	Agree 
	
	
	Agree - not a merit due to extremely limited referencing/use of lit, plus weak link safety & Teams etc

	Asma Hail
	38
	Agree
	
	
	Agree. Given chance to demonstrate skills and knowledge in Q&A but struggled to do so

	Amena Gulzada
	72
	Agree
	
	
	Agree due to critical thinking advs/disadvs plus excellent diagram of features. But see overall comments re: use of lit/referencing expectations for distinctions. 

	Safara Zeb
	48
	Agree
	
	
	Agree due to poor practice paraphrasing etc. (Though it’s hard to understand the team dynamics when moderating.)

	Fozia Aslam
	30
	Agree
	
	
	Agree as very limited attempt at brief. 

	Kaisee Benjamin
	71
	Agree
	
	
	Genuinely excellent – use of literature, professional delivery, application to healthcare etc. 

	Mariam Hamza
	58
	Agree
	
	
	Agree not a merit due to lack of focus on healthcare (mainly workplaces in general) etc

	Tomas Rafael Bucur
	33
	Agree
	
	
	Agree. Very limited attempt at brief. 

	Asma Ibrahim
	75
	Agree
	
	
	Agree but please see overall comments re: use of literature in distinctions – no in-text citations. (And hard to comment on delivery because cannot see students – but this seems to have influenced mark.)

	Lucy Anne Jane Francis
	40
	Agree
	
	
	Content is ‘light’ – no depth on healthcare etc, inserted video doesn’t work etc. But - Please see comments below on dynamics between lecturer and student. 

	Dominique Davies
	9
	Agree
	
	
	Agree – slides indicate limited attempt at task and no content on healthcare. But please also see comments below on inconsistency re: marking of students who did not attend presentation. 

	Tasina Khan
	74
	Agree
	
	
	Fluent, referenced, etc excellent. 

	Hayelom Gebremariam
	60
	Agree 
	
	
	Agree – some critical thinking – positives/negatives etc (though referencing poor – as noted in feedback)

	Bousso Niang
	40
	Agree
	
	
	High level of confusion

	Sonia Ndebele
	73
	Agree
	
	
	Great teamwork, relationship with audience, in-text citations, links to health etc. 

	Aisha Begum
	58
	Agree
	
	
	Slides look optimistic but delivery is constrained 

	April Beckford
	50
	Agree
	
	
	Slides initially looked too limited for a 50 but delivery is clear and expressive, as if engaging with audience warmly (though tending to read from phone), and questions are answered enthusiastically and quite fluently. 

	Newrikaa Jeyapathy
	68
	Agree 
	
	
	Very good on use of lit. and content of slides etc but not a distinction, unfortunately, due to level of reading and limited answers in Q&A 

	Sanah Rahouf
	58
	Agree
	
	
	Agree but no slides on Turnitin (though uploaded by partner) – see overall comments below. 

	Carla Marques Vieira
	38
	Agree 
	
	
	Agree. No slides on Turnitin (though uploaded by partner) – see overall comments below. Also did not attend.

	Halima Bibi
	78
	Agree
	
	
	Halima and Ann below in the same presentation – agree level of fluency sounds different (but from moderation perspective it’s difficult to fully appreciate such a big difference in marks due to students not visible on recording). 

	Ann Mckinley
	58
	Agree
	
	
	See above

	Latimah Shoukat
	40
	Agree
	
	
	Agree – cannot see the student but audio sounds as if the comment towards the end of the feedback is correct – reading with mistakes. There is also poor paraphrasing. 

	Elisabeta-Roxana Pasareanu
	79
	Video not available
	
	
	

	Baran Florin Baran
	69
	Video not available
	
	
	

	Syraah Mohammad
	59
	Agree
	
	
	Agree – not enough use of lit or fluency in delivery for merit

	Marian Cosmin Stanciu
	73
	Agreed to change to 52 
	
	
	Disagreement with distinction due to poor paraphrasing – 46% similar to one source (plus other similarity). The merits and distinctions from this marker were checked and no similar problem to this extent found. Marker agreed to remark this submission.

	Farheen Siddiqui
	61
	Agree
	
	
	Slides look far too limited, but student adds examples related to healthcare during presentation (and also presents absent student’s slides)

	Gabas Sameer Khalil
	52
	Agree
	
	
	Agree – emerging ability – enough to be in ‘good pass’ range. Student appears to have uploaded own slides only (not whole presentation). 

	Raluca Sultana
	79
	Video not available
	
	
	

	Kareemot Tijani Tijani
	69
	Agree
	
	
	Agree on merit ballpark but it is hard to see the quality of delivery on the recording (student not visible) and hardly any in-text citations plus no use of Harvard (as noted in feedback) 

	Misbah Naz
	59
	Agree
	
	
	Delivery and layout of slides etc not quite fluent enough for a merit. 





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?
	Yes
	
	I broadly agree with the marks because there appears to be a shared understanding among lecturers of what sort of presentation lies in which band.

However, this seems to be based largely on fluency of delivery plus whether there is a decent-enough set of slides. When looking in detail at the use of the criteria, the issues raised below under 5 and 6 arise. 

From my perspective there is no group or subset of submissions that stands out as having been marked in a sufficiently different way as to require remarking, but the inconsistencies below could be addressed for the future. 


	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	Mostly
	
	Yes – on the whole yes, but the quality and quantity can occasionally be low:

For example:
WEG4 – Kareemot – “weakness” points at the top but none of the comments under the criterion give suggestions
WEG4 - Misbah – the only suggestion is that “et al.” is always in italics

WEG3 –  feedback as a whole is limited therefore suggestions are limited


	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	Mostly
	
	Feedback is constructive on the whole but some issues:

Lecturer frustration
Some lecturers appear to be “leaking stress”  (i.e. unable to contain own frustrations) e.g. in “presentation was quite painful to follow” (Bousso G7) and “reference properly” (Hayelom G7) (without a comment as to how – of course the students should know the resources available, but we could remind them). Also, Hayelom is advised to “develop his linguistic and communication skills” without encouragement –this student has been using the English Language Support service already.

Giving immediate feedback
Some lecturers gave feedback straightaway (after the presentation but before the Q&A) but when this was ‘negative’ it appears to have sometimes generated defensiveness in the students and an antagonistic atmosphere e.g. G6 Lucy Francis (listen to the end). 
[NB  However, wider dynamics between the student population and some lecturers could also be considered (e.g. the support/lack of given to younger women lecturers from some backgrounds possibly)]

Good practice in giving immediate feedback
In contrast, more balanced and encouraging feedback was given immediately in G3. 

Terminology
Some lecturers are writing “weakness” instead of “area for development” in the summary at the top of the feedback e.g. WEG4


	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	Mostly
	
	Yes, but not in the following groups:

WEG3 – no reference to criteria at all (overall comments are given)
G6, G7 – criteria are marked (numbers) but no comments under criteria (only overall comments although these are split into done well/need to improve)


	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	Varies
	
	The main inconsistencies are mentioned in 4 above. 

WEG3 – feedback is much shorter than for the other groups

NB There are signs of confusion re: how to mark students who did not attend the presentation. E.g. Dominique in G6 has been marked 0 on three criteria due to non-attendance but Carla in G9 has been only marked zero on one criterion for that reason (a conversation with the G9 lecturer indicated that he was going to mark zero on three criterion but felt guided to ‘mark down’ on two of them rather than mark zero). 

NB Also signs of confusion re: some slides missing from Turnitin e.g. G9 Sanah and Carla – it seems lecturer discretion has been used if slides were seen in development and if the partner student has uploaded them with both names – this could be tightened up in future. 

NB – in one class in particular slides seemed slightly different to presentations but the audio indicates that Turnitin was down so this was the reason why submissions could not be used in presentations.


	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	Usually
	
	Referencing is mentioned but level of detail/examples/guidance varies. Majority refer to a resource such as CiteThemRight.

Expectations re: engagement with lit (+referencing) for distinctions
NB There might be an issue with several lecturers awarding distinctions when referencing is poor (e.g. G2 Shama, G4 Amena, G6 Asma, WEG3 Marian). Expectations in this area could be tightened/clarified for the future. 

Academic integrity/poor practice
Not flagged by marker:
WEG1 Latimah – 25% is similar to a source (not the other student)– not flagged by marker/no advice given re: paraphrasing.




	7
	Actions to complete


Suggestions for the future:

· Execution of the task could be more consistent (lecturer guidance) e.g. the assessment brief requests that students work in “a group of two”. While threes may be understandable due to logistics, in some classes there are larger groups – e.g. WEG4 Kareemot (on the list above) was in a group of five. 

· Students should be visible on the recordings. This was not the case in the following groups as far as I can see - therefore it is not possible to see body language/extent to which reading off slides/back to audience etc – sometimes body language seems influential for mark but as moderator cannot check this – G4, G5, G6, WEG1, WEG2, WEG4

· Sound quality in some groups is poor – this may be due to facilities in lecture rooms or lecturer understanding of technology/settings

· If recording all presentations in one long video, the list of students in order could be provided with the video link, and notes could be included as to which student is which e.g. who speaks first, colour of clothing. One lecturer (G1) asked students to say their name and number on camera – this is very helpful for moderation. 

This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

See above. Broad agreement with original marks, however within that issues to be ironed out for the future have been suggested above.

Agreement by discussion re:
Marian Cosmin Stanciu	73    Agreed to change to 52
Disagreement with distinction due to poor paraphrasing – 46% similar to one source (plus other similarity). The merits and distinctions from this marker were checked and no similar problem to this extent found. Marker agreed to remark this submission.

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): 

[image: C:\Users\emily\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\INetCache\Content.Word\Emily signature.jpg]
	Date:  26 April 2024

	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.  
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