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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:
	Marina Escolano Poveda

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Katharina Zinn

	MODULE TITLE:

	Art and Ancient Egypt 4000BC to the 2020ies: Exhibiting Artistic Representations 

	MODULE CODE:
	HPAH5086
	MODULE LEVEL:

	5

	COMPONENT NO. (e.g. 1 of 2):
	Portfolio (100%) – 3 elements
	COMPONENT WEIGHTING
(e.g. 50% of the module):
	100%

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	Block 1

	TYPE OF ASSESSMENT:
	☒ Coursework
	☐ Examination
	☒ Practical

	LANGUAGE OF ASSESSMENT:
	English
	TRANSLATION PROVIDED:
	☐ Yes | ☐ No

	TURNITIN CHECK FOR UNFAIR PRACTICE:  
	☒ Yes | ☐ No 



	Agreed Marking Process (According to GA15)

	☒ Internal Moderation
	☐ Second marking
	☐ Blind double marking



Please see AQH 7.8(4) for Moderation Regulations and Process

Students listed below must be registered on a UWTSD award.
	FOR COMPLETION BY INTERNAL MODERATOR OR SECOND MARKER
 

	Universal Student Number (ID)
	1st Marker (Mark)
	Moderator
(Agree or
Disagree) 
	2nd Marker
(Mark) 
	3rd Marker
(Mark)
	Agreed Mark

	Lukas O'Sullivan (2305567)
	76%
	76%
	
	
	Reflective Journal / Scrapbook [30%]
80% - really nicely designed, full of relevant images and text – good consultation of scholarship – great work

Poster OR presentation [30%]
81% - a generous mark, but the presentation does warrant a First class mark – the detail was relevant and interesting – the presentation confidently delivered 

Catalogue entry [40%]
69% - quite well research (if not fully referenced) and structured


	Al Williams-Spooner (2305138)
	65%
	65%
	
	
	Reflective Journal / Scrapbook [30%]
75% - good work, nice timelines 

Poster OR presentation [30%]
68% - a well-structed and relevant poster – more engagement with scholarship needed. 

Catalogue entry [40%]
54% - more critical analysis and engagement with scholarship needed

	Harry (Caleb) Rees (2305437)
	55%
	55%
	
	
	Reflective Journal / Scrapbook [30%]
58% - not particularly systematic – and some issues with legibility 

Poster OR presentation [30%]
62% - largely relevant presentation – analysis could have been more sophisticated, but worth a 2.1 mark at level 5. Confident presentation. 

Catalogue entry [40%]
48% - limited engagement with scholarship, and what does appear in the bibliography is not properly cited in the main text.

	Gareth Jenkins (99091195)
	78%
	78%
	
	
	Reflective Journal / Scrapbook [30%]
81% - through, well-designed, nice mixture of discussion, imagery and “figures”, tables, sketches and photos. Clearly the product of a lot of work. 

Poster OR presentation [30%]
75% - the poster design is reasonably clear, and it is clear that there is some useful engagement with scholarship. 

Catalogue entry [40%]
78% - very well set out, justifying a First mark (although high First is possibly generous)

	Max Morgan (2304348)
	66%
	66%
	
	
	Reflective Journal / Scrapbook [30%]
64% - a fair (sufficient) effort made, but lacking in analysis and not much design flare  

Poster OR presentation [30%]
73% - detailed and good engagement with scholarship

Catalogue entry [40%]
62% - clear effort at background research, if not fully polished 

	Kayleigh Iacov (2305256)
	62
	62
	
	
	Reflective Journal / Scrapbook [30%]
70% - nicely designed, even if more consultation of scholarship needed

Poster OR presentation [30%]
59% - the shortness of the presentation and some issues with delivery (and slide design) do justify it falling just short of a borderline 2.1 (for level 5)

Catalogue entry [40%]
57% - limited engagement with scholarship, but relevant detail

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	





If agreement has not been reached, this needs to be raised with the Programme Manager, as a third marker is required. 

If agreement has been reached, please explain how agreement has been reached and if there are changes to any marks. If changes have been made, all students on the module must be listed in the table above.
	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker)
	Please 
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	
	
	Yes

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	
	
	Yes, points for improvement are set out

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	
	
	Yes, tangible issues are highlighted 

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

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	
	
	Yes, (occasionally generous, in a few cases, but marks in the right grade boundary)

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

	7
	Actions to complete

None

This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

No major issues of controversy required debate 
This box will expand as you type



	THIRD MARKER 
Only required when the first two markers have been unable to reach a resolution.
The table above must include all students enrolled on the module and new marks entered in 3rd Marker Column and on the Registry system.

	1
	Comments

	2
	Actions to complete





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?
	
	
	Yes, all marks agreed by the moderator

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	
	
	Yes, issues are clearly indicated and suggestions for improvement in future assignments provided.

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	
	
	

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the assessment criteria?
	
	
	

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	
	
	Yes, the differences are connected to specific issues of each individual assignment.

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

	7
	Actions to complete

None

This box will expand as you type








	Signed (internal moderator/2nd Marker): M. Cobb


	Date: 08/01/2025

	Signed (Third Marker): 


	Date: 

	Signed (Partnership Team Leader): 


	Date: 

	Signed (External Examiner):   Marina Escolano-Poveda


	Date: 27/02/2025



UWTSD PROVISION: please submit the completed document to the appropriate Programme Manager.
COLLABORATIVE PROVISION: please submit the completed document in accord with the specific arrangements for the programme (e.g. upload to Teams site).


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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