	
[image: uwtsd-logo-bilingual]
	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:
	Darryl Wilson

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Dennis Pepple


	MODULE TITLE:

	Managing Performance

	MODULE CODE:
	LCMB7013
	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
	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

	RASHID, MOHAMMED AMIR  
	64
	55
	59
	
	In terms of the student's engagement with references, I must say it is not at an excellent level. There are numerous instances where information is presented without proper referencing. For example, in heading 4, they mention how HRM can be improved but fail to provide a reference for this statement. The lack of proper referencing makes it difficult to verify the sources and credibility of their information. Some figures were provided with no reference. The way they create the reference list is not appropriate. They did not mention the name of the authors at the beginning. I am not satisfied with the way they handled references, and it prevents their work from reaching an excellent level.
I would rate their engagement with references as satisfactory, at around 49%. There is room for improvement in the way they cite and reference information to meet the standards expected at level 7There are several areas in which the student needs improvement,. To achieve a grade over 60, the student needs to demonstrate very good performance, but I can see that there are many areas that still need to be improved. Therefore, I have marked the student at a good level, with a score of 55 in this case.


	CIORANU, DANIELA ALINA  
	73
	65
	70
	
	Regarding the first aspect, the student's use of literary skills, I feel that there are quite a few errors that need to be addressed. Firstly, she heavily relies on one source for most of her ideas. For example, on page 3, she cites an author as "Pagdonsolan, 2020" and uses this single reference throughout the paraphrasing. On page 4, "Amstrong, 2021" appears repeatedly, with just one isolated article as the source. There are also several mistakes in how she uses citations, which should be more refined at level 7. We expect students to demonstrate a more sophisticated approach in referencing and citing various sources, but she seems to rely on just one source and use it throughout her arguments.

Rgarding the other criteria, I don't have many comments except for criterion number 5, where the excessive use of bullet points stands out. I feel that it diminishes the academic nature of the writing. I think she should find a way to integrate the subheadings or consolidate the content on each page to make it look more professional. Additionally, each paragraph she writes is quite short, and the ordering of the content lacks coherence. The sentences are not complete and appear disjointed, which affects the overall professionalism of the article.

Considering these issues, the level of professionalism demonstrated in this work is low, so I cannot rate her highly in this aspect. Therefore, when looking at the overall picture, I would only rate this article as average. It does not meet the standard of level 7 or the standard expected at the master's level. Hence, I would give it a lower score





	AHMED, HUSSAIN    
	75
	66
	69
	
	After reviewing the work, I would assess the student's performance at a level ranging from good to very good, but not at the excellent level (level 7). For the criterion of engagement with literature, the student demonstrates a good understanding of the subject matter and references relevant sources to support their ideas. However, there are some gaps where the student fails to include references, making their arguments less compelling. To achieve excellent engagement with the literature, the student should incorporate tables to summarize information and provide more comparisons among authors.

Furthermore, the student's approach to engaging with the literature seems to be limited to finding a single reference to support their ideas. Normally, when one demonstrates excellent engagement with the literature, they should not rely on just one reference. Instead, they should aim to include multiple references and provide additional sentences to elaborate on the information mentioned by the authors they cite. This depth of engagement shows a more comprehensive understanding of the topic and strengthens the arguments presented in the work.

Regarding cognitive and intellectual abilities, I would also rate the student at the good to very good level. While they present a case study of a company, they lack sufficient relevant information to link theory and case study effectively. The student should demonstrate how the theories are applied in the company to showcase a deeper understanding.
For the practical application skill, I would give a similar assessment. Throughout the paper, the student did not provide real-world examples, data, or statistics, limiting the connection to real-world practices.
In terms of professional skills, there is room for improvement in organizing the introduction, main body, and conclusion. The introduction should clearly outline the topics to be discussed, while the main body should focus on the significance and structure of the topic, supported by general information. The conclusion should summarize key points from the main body. Overall, the report is commendable, but it does not reach the level of excellence or distinction at level 7.

	ALI, TOUHEED    
	77
	73
	77
	
	I broadly agree with the first marker 

	BEGUM, JUTHSNA    
	78
	76
	78
	
	I broadly agree with the first marker 

	
	
	
	
	
	






	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker)
	Please 
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	
	v
	

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	v
	
	

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	v
	
	

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	v
	
	

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	v
	
	

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

	7
	Actions to complete
Allocating the third marker can ensure a fair and well-rounded evaluation of the students' performance.
Furthermore, I think it would be beneficial to provide more specific feedback on the referencing or the students. However, I understand it might be challenging for lecturers to give detailed feedback to each student. Therefore, I recommend the school consider organizing additional workshops or sessions to help students improve further.
This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?
I have thoroughly reviewed the students' work, and my assessment leads me to believe that they should receive a lower mark. I have noticed areas where they could improve, particularly in referencing style and critical analysis. A lower mark could serve as motivation for them to strive for further improvement in the next term at Level 7.

I do understand the reasons behind Dennis's decision to give the students a higher mark, as he likely knows them well. However, we seem to have differing opinions on this matter. This is why I suggest involving a third marker to provide a more comprehensive perspective. Allocating the third marker can ensure a fair and well-rounded evaluation of the students' performance.

My intention is to make the best decision for the academic growth of the students. I hope we can come to a consensus and reach a decision that benefits the students' learning journey.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?
	
	
	The first and second marker couldn’t agree on the moderated marks and feedback. 

The 3rd marker stepped in to moderate all the submitted scripts. Turnitin feedback and marks have been updated accordingly. 

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	
	
	Yes, but at times the feedback provided is not sufficient. It talks about what the student did well but not what they needed to do to improve their work.  

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	
	
	Mostly yes

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	
	
	Yes

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	
	
	

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	
	
	Not always 

	7
	Actions to complete

N/A
This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?
 Through third marker. 

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?
	Y
	
	There seems to have been a robust discussion 

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	Y
	
	

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	Y
	
	

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the assessment criteria?
	Y
	
	

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	Y
	
	

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

	7
	Actions to complete
There does seem to be a difference in practice across the modules when it comes to feedback provided. Some seem to provide more comments inline, some with a marking grid, some as comments under the mark. 



This box will expand as you type








	Signed (internal moderator):  Lan Dang

Dr Md Nazmul Hasan 

	Date: 28/07/2023

01/08/2023

	Signed (Partnership Team Leader): 


	Date: 

	Signed (External Examiner):   

Dr Darryl Wilson

	Date: 05/09/2023



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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