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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:
	Mike Sheaf

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Andy Bevan

	MODULE TITLE:

	Post-Colonial States and Civil Society

	MODULE CODE:
	HPAN6022
	MODULE LEVEL:

	6

	COMPONENT NO. (e.g. 1 of 2):
	1 Portfolio component 1 – essay 
	COMPONENT WEIGHTING
(e.g. 50% of the module):
	50%


	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	o Semester 1
	o Semester 1  Re-sit
	x Semester 2
	o Semester 2 Re-sit
	Other, please state

	TYPE OF ASSESSMENT:
	x Coursework
	o Examination
	o Practical

	LANGUAGE OF ASSESSMENT:
	English
	TRANSLATION PROVIDED:
	Yes/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
	70
	70
	
	
	This was a very strong piece of research, which immersed itself thoroughly in the assigned task. The level of effort to interrogate and explain the complex history of Burundi (before, during and after European colonisation) was most commendable – particularly as this is hardly an overdone area of scholarship. I agreed that this was a low first because of a relative lack of overall polish. As intimated by the first marker, a clunky writing style (e.g. ‘with the forward paragraph acting as an introductory opener’) sometimes stopped the ideas from getting across in a lucid, concise manner.


	1805948
FULLWOOD

	70
	70
	
	
	Nice piece of work, which did a good job of explaining Bangladesh’s ‘two independences.’ I enjoyed reading about the West Pakistan and East Bengal/Pakistan era – even if I still find it bizarre that this was ever seen as a viable proposition for a nation state! Greater probing of secondary scholarship, and a more sustained analytical approach, would have made a more secure ‘first.’ 70 was spot on.

	1711094
PERKINS
	68
	68
	
	
	A really engaging piece of work, which offered a colourful analysis of Fijian history and contemporary politics. The essay was clearly the product of extensive research and offered an imaginative response to the assigned task. The main downsides were a slight hesitancy in the introduction and lack of clarity in the conclusion. This made the essay read a little too much like ‘a work in progress’ – understandable within the context of the module, but nevertheless detracting from its effectiveness as a piece of prose. Thus, keeping it the 60 side of the 2:1/first borderline was correct.

	1807485
SMITH
	63
	63
	
	
	Really interesting topic: I had no idea Newfoundland had such a complex history! Healthy amount of research and good source base. Unfortunately, the case study did not always seem an easy fit to the module themes/assignment (i.e. Newfoundland is not independent), so a bit more theorisation of its anomalous status would have been advisable and helped the reader navigate what became quite a dense discussion at times. Mid 2:1-calibre work.

	1801306
WILLINGALE-GRIFFITHS	
	72
	72
	
	
	Another really interesting piece of work. I think what distinguished this from other ‘firsts’ was its concerted engagement with Rwanda’s position ‘position on the world stage today’ (e.g. the discussion of how the genocide put the nation ‘on the map’ for negative reasons, and the sections on how international tourism has tried to counteract these associations). 







	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker)
	Please ü
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	ü
	
	

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	ü
	
	Yes. There were very bespoke pieces of advice (e.g. on aspects of Davey essay) as well as general guidance on essay writing – including for first-class work.

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	ü
	
	

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	ü
	
	Marks were very well pitched to the year cohort. The Smith essay was a good example of a mid-2:1-calibre Level 6 essay that would have received higher grade at Level 5.

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	ü
	
	

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	ü
	
	Referencing was of high enough standard that it didn’t warrant much comment (even if I would have picked students up on a pet hate of midsentence footnotes!). 

	7
	Actions to complete


This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

No disagreements. Marks were of a piece with moderators’ own and the rationale for all marks was transparent.

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 ü
	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 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): 
Alexander Scott

	Date: 20/05/2021

	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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