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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):
	LONDON

	EXTERNAL EXAMINER NAME:
	Darryl Wilson

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Gladius Kulothungan

	MODULE TITLE:

	Strategic Management

	MODULE CODE:
	LCMB7003
	MODULE LEVEL:

	7

	COMPONENT NO. (e.g. 1 of 2):
	1
	COMPONENT WEIGHTING
(e.g. 50% of the module):
	100%

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	Semester 1
	 Semester 1  Re-sit
	√ Semester 2
	 Semester 2 Re-sit
	JUNE 22 TERM

	TYPE OF ASSESSMENT:
	√ Coursework
	 Examination
	 Practical

	LANGUAGE OF ASSESSMENT:
	English
	TRANSLATION PROVIDED:
	

	TURNITIN CHECK ACADEMIC MISCONDUCT:  
	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)
	Surname
	First Name
	1st Marker mark
	Moderator/ 2nd Marker 
	Moderator/ 3rd Marker 
	Agreed Mark
	Comment

	2121854
	BENDJAZIA
	NOUSSAYBA  
	78
	












77
	
	












78
	I am happy with the first markers mark. The student has developed an excellent piece of work. The work shows excellent understand of marketing analysis. 

	2124612
	BOORANI
	AMIR ALI
	
57































	
53































	
	
57
	In my opinion, the feedbacks of the first markers are credible. The remark I may add is the in-text referencing is not used in the correct format. And the student did not follow the standard university guidelines for the assignment layout (font, font size, spacing). Though, I think the student deserves slightly less than the first marking but wouldn’t disagree much on this. 

	2124033
	GHANCHI
	KINJAL
	











62
	











62
	
	











62
	The student has demonstrated good understanding of the topic and its component. I also agree with first marker feedbacks and marking.

	2121746
	GIOCOLI
	FEDERICA  
	




68
	




69
	
	




68
	The student has covered and shown a good knowledge of the topic. 

	2124229
	KAUR
	PARMINDER
	




74

























	




71


























	
	




74
	The student has demonstrated excellent knowledge and understanding and demonstrated an excellent knowledge of marketing analysis. The only comment I may add is that the student did not provide recommendation based on the analysis developed and thus is the reason for giving a lower mark compared to the first marking. 

	2121745
	QUILUMBA CACUANGO
	SUSANA ALEXANDRA  
	





















70
	





















70
	
	





















70
	The student has shown a good knowledge of the of the topic. A good understanding of analysis such as SWOT, VRIO, and PESTLE has been well articulate throughout the assignment. However, the first marker did not add any feedbacks for this particular student.


	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker)
	Please 
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	Yes
	
	I do agree with all marking of the first marker and feedbacks. However, the only disagreement is BOORANI Amir Ali who I believe should have a lower grade (please refer to comment for reason)

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	
	No
	The feedbacks provided review the assignment content from an overall perspective only. 
There is no in-text improvement feedback. 
There are no specific feedback on what areas the student should develop to improve their knowledge/understanding.
Only one student wasn’t provided any feedbacks.

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	Yes
	
	The feedbacks provided review the assignment content, what was covered and what was missing by considering objectives from an overall perspective. 
Only one student wasn’t provided any feedbacks.

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	Yes
	
	The feedbacks were linked to the specific category of the assessment criteria.

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	Yes 
	
	Except for one student, feedbacks are consistent across the sample.

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	
	No
	Referencing was broadly covered in the feedbacks but no specific in text comments were added to highlight referencing mistakes. I am mostly referring to in-text referencing errors. 

	7
	Actions to complete

It might be recommended to include some in-text feedback/comments and signposting for areas of improvement. 
It is also recommended to add feedbacks for QUILUMBA CACUANGO SUSANA ALEXANDRA.


This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

Mostly agreeing with the first marker but with some recommendations suggested. 

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): 
Laila Maazouz 
	Date:28/09/2022

	Signed (Partnership Team Leader): 
Gladius Kulothungan


	Date: 12/09/2022



	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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