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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 :
	Andy Bevan and Thomas Jansen

	MODULE TITLE:

	China in the World 

	MODULE CODE:
	HPCH6009
	MODULE LEVEL:

	6

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

	1701277 (Selwyn)
	74
	74
	
	74
	An imposing, sophisticated essay. I did wonder whether the answer got preoccupied with characterising the Chinese political system (i.e. the argument that it is a People’s Democratic Dictatorship) without fully defining its economy: the notion of ‘state capitalism’ fell away a bit as the essay progressed. Nonetheless, the depth and breadth of reading, knowledge and thought clearly warranted a ‘first.’ 

	1710840 (Cheung)
	65
	65
	
	65
	‘Textbook’ 2:1 work. It answered the question systematically and assembled a good body of data. It did, though, lack the dynamism of first-class work: I was with the first marker in thinking that the discussion of ancient Chinese philosophies offered a really interesting prism through which to address Mao’s leadership – but this aspect of the essay was not really sustained

	1800155 (Slader)
	76
	76
	
	76
	Very impressive work; seemed exactly the type of essay convenors had in mind when designing the assessment and module as a whole. A fascinating overview of Huawei’s history and contemporary geopolitics, which made a persuasive argument as to why US intervention was the key factor in the UK government’s U-Turn on Huawei. One gripe: the lack of proper footnotes for online sources. Nonetheless, well deserving of a firm ‘first’.

	1802889
(Samasa)
	70
	70
	
	70
	Very competent essay, well written. I wondered whether the set question might have been answered more directly by differentiating ‘social market economy’ from ‘capitalism’ and ‘communism’ in more explicit fashion. For this reason, I felt that – readable, well-presented, and evidence-based though it was, the correct call was to  keep the essay on the 2:1/first borderline.

	1805948
(Fullwood)
	68
	68
	
	68
	An inventive essay. I enjoyed the discussion of the shifting uses and conceptions of opium throughout its ‘social life.’ However, the content was not always tailored to the question – with the first marker correct in identifying that the discussion of long-term impacts felt rushed by comparison to previous pages. The level of background reading, and proficiency of writing and referencing, still deserved a very good 2:1.

	1808088
(Davey)
	65
	65
	
	65
	Opinionated work. However, for the Mao apologia to fully persuade, there really needed to be more evidence which refuted the negative portrayal outlined in Chang and Halliday. Five sources really wasn’t enough background reading to substantiate the type of forceful argument the author wanted to make. Still, it had a clear argument, answered the question and was sufficiently readable and well put-together to warrant a 2:1




	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?
	
	
	Feedforward could perhaps be more specific and explicit at times.

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	
	
	Very fair-minded and detailed. Justified praise afforded liberally.

	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?
	
	
	For 1800155, the first marker could have identified incorrect referencing of web sources. Only hyperlinks were provided, rather than the author, title, date etc. Also, some essays (1710840, 1802889) failed to provide page numbers for parenthetical references and there were inconsistencies in some footnotes (unabbreviated repeat citations in 1701277, 1808088). 

	7
	Actions to complete

Add marker name at bottom of the feedback.


This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

No areas of dispute were identified
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: 6 Jan 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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