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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:
	Dr Robert Barnes

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Dr Lester Mason

	MODULE TITLE:

	Britain and the Great War

	MODULE CODE:
	HPHI6004
	MODULE LEVEL:

	6

	COMPONENT NO. (e.g. 1 of 2):
	1 Portfolio
	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:
	Yes/No

	TURNITIN CHECK FOR UNFAIR PRACTICE:  
	Yes / No 



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

	1700966
	73
	73
	
	73
	The analysis of the Lord Kitchener letter was really nicely put together and inventive. The book review was thorough and entered engaging comparisons with other sources. Clearly first-class work.

	1702828
	67
	67
	
	67
	The book review was strong, making good comparisons with other works on similar topics. The poster discussion did similar, drawing connections with similar pieces of propaganda. Good quality work, but lacking dynamism of a ‘first’ – 67 seemed spot on.

	1701849
	58
	58
	
	58
	Detailed but descriptive discussion of the letter, and showed creativity to access an interesting source. Likewise, thought went into the choice of the article, but the analysis was poorly written. A good example of a piece of work that might have been in the 60s at Level 4/5 but lacked all-round polish expected of final-year coursework.

		
1700273
	62
	61
	
	62
	The annotations were succinct and showed reflection. The primary source analysis was fair, and I thought 62 was slightly generous given the number of problems with the writing that were identified – but I would not make a major issue of it.

		
1702307
	56
	56
	
	56
	The effort was there but the analysis felt superficial and the prose lacked sophistication. 2:2 work.

	1700117
	72
	71
	
	72
	Detailed work. I must say, I thought the Watts submission was superior by more than a single mark, but wouldn’t quibble with a first for this particular exercise.



	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker)
	Please 
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	
	
	The rationale for the marks was transparent, and feedback comments were detailed. 

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	
	
	I would also offer a reminder of the external examiner’s advice on providing formal ‘feed-forward’ guidance. 

	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?
	
	
	I would highlight a tendency to overlook issues with referencing in the marking. For instance, the Malim book review included very few citations and the bibliography omitted works that were mentioned in the main text – none of which the student was pulled up on. I also noted that there was quite a lot of poor practice with footnotes elsewhere that was not being commented upon. Assessing such matters can be laborious, but it is important to highlight lax habits so that they can be remedied. The corollary is that it is important that students who show referencing rigour get properly rewarded for their efforts.

	7
	Actions to complete


Marks for ‘better’ firsts could also be pushed higher into the mid and upper 70s.

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?


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

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Date: 27/01/2020

	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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