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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:
	

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Andy Bevan

	MODULE TITLE:

	International Political Economy

	MODULE CODE:
	HPAN5018
	MODULE LEVEL:

	5

	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

	1902512
GABRIUNAITE
	60
	58
	
	60
	An inventive response to the assigned task in that the Covid-19 offers a unique lens onto debates about the respective of state/nonstate actors in the contemporary global economy. The reading list was, however, light on specialist academic works so this was borderline 2:1/2:2 at Level 5. 

	1905096
JOYNSON
	68
	66
	
	68
	A very thoughtful and strongly-argued essay. The philosophical ‘angle’ made for an interesting take on the assigned task – although the geographical and chronological diversity of examples and thinkers meant that breadth of analysis came at the expense of depth. The essay had a ‘pic n mix’ feel which meant this was not first-class work.   

	2004665
HARROW
	68
	66
	
	68
	A proficient Level 5 essay, which showed an impressive range of reading and engaged with some heavyweight economic theorists/theories. In this respect, though, it was disappointing that an important aspect of the analysis on neoliberalism depended on an A-Level revision website. This aspect of the essay thus had considerably less ‘clout’ than sections on Marx, Keynes and Smith. Again, this kept the essay on the 2:1 side of the first-class boundary.

	2016322
WHITING
	78
	76
	
	78
	An impressive essay in every respect. The student advanced and substantiated a convincing argument which was ably supported by specialist and up-to-date scholarship. The essay was well-written and sophisticated, although the manner in which quotes were integrated interrupted the flow and readability at times. A few quibbles: it was a shame to see Marx only cited at second-hand whilst the intriguing analogy to Deleuze and Guattari’s theory of rhizome could have been that fleshed out more. A very secure ‘first’ – even if personally I would have awarded a slightly lower mark.

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	







	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker)
	Please 
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	
	
	There were some small differences of opinion on the grades, but these were reconciled by follow-up discussion (see section 8).

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	
	
	

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	
	
	Very much so. There is always a sense of trying to understand the student’s perspective on a given topic.

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	
	
	Yes. There was an identifiable delineation between Level 5 and Level 6 coursework.

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	
	
	Yes.

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	
	
	

	7
	Actions to complete

As moderator, I would advise that the grading was a little on the generous side compared to other cognate modules. While follow-up discussions meant that adjusting the grades was not deemed necessary in this instance (see below), it is worth being the convenor being mindful of this slight issue for future iterations of the module. In instances where the convenor agrees that student essays can take an approach that diverges from the set question, for example, it would be helpful for moderation/external examination purposes if there was some indication of how/why the student chose a particular approach in the essay’s main body of text.

Separate assessment links should be provided for Levels 5 and 6 respectively. Also, new Turnitin links should be provided for each academic year. This would smooth the moderation process: working out whether each student was Level 5 or 6 and a 2021/22 or 2019/20 student was quite cumbersome for moderators and external examiners. 

This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

There were some small divergences between the marks awarded the first marker and the recommendations of the moderator. A follow-up meeting was arranged to discuss these differences of opinion. The convenor explained that the grades had been awarded in accordance with guidance provided to students in module lectures and workshops, and provided a rationale for their slightly higher marks. Based on these discussions, I was happy to confirm the original grades – particularly as there were no major discrepancies between my opinion and the first-marker’s grades. 

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: 26/10/21

	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 (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, 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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