	
[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:
	

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Sharon Langford

	MODULE TITLE:

	Counselling, Communication and the Therapeutic Relationship 

	MODULE CODE:
	BMHP4021
	MODULE LEVEL:

	

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

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	Semester One 

	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

	Jodie Anderson 2500798
	74
	Agree
	
	
	I have reviewed the first marker’s comments for both scripts in relation to the assessment rubric and the students’ work. The feedback is appropriately aligned to the marking criteria, clearly indicating where marks were gained and where marks were lost, with specific examples provided through the in-text annotations/comment boxes. The comments are supportive and encouraging in tone, while also giving clear, actionable guidance for improvement—particularly around accuracy when applying the SOLER framework and the importance of including citations where required to evidence wider reading and strengthen responses in line with the marking scheme. Overall, the feedback across both scripts is fair, consistent, and provides a clear route for improved performance in future assessments.

	Susanne Anderson
2509754
	62
	Agree
	
	
	I have reviewed the first marker’s comments in relation to the rubric/marking scheme and the student’s script. The feedback is clearly aligned to the assessment criteria and transparently explains the overall outcome, including the breakdown of marks and where marks were gained and lost.
The first marker’s approach is particularly commendable for its warmth and encouragement. The comments acknowledge the student’s strengths repeatedly and genuinely, which helps build confidence, reduces anxiety around assessment, and supports motivation to progress. Importantly, this supportive tone is balanced with clear, constructive guidance, especially around the distinction between in-text citations and the reference list, with practical examples provided in the comment boxes. Overall, the feedback is not only fair and consistent with the mark awarded, but also kind, student-centred, and likely to have a positive impact on the learner’s development.


	Sydney Lee
2511106
	87
	Agree
	
	
	I have reviewed the first marker’s comments against the rubric/marking scheme and the student’s script. The feedback is clearly aligned to the assessment criteria and appropriately reflects the very high level of performance evidenced by the mark (41/44 = 93%). The marker identifies the specific reasons for the high grade, including accurate understanding of person-centred counselling skills, strong application to a health care context, and excellent use of clear counselling statements supported by credible citations demonstrating wider reading.
The tone of the feedback is notably warm, enthusiastic and affirming, and this is particularly effective here because it recognises genuine excellence while still reinforcing the academic behaviours that led to success (e.g., explicit examples and evidence-based support). Overall, the feedback is fair, consistent, and highly motivating.


	Katherin O’ Sullivan 2116596
	60
	Agree
	
	
	I have reviewed the first marker’s comments against the rubric/marking scheme and the student’s work across both exams. The feedback is appropriately aligned to the assessment criteria and clearly reflects the level of achievement, highlighting strengths in knowledge and understanding of person-centred counselling skills and their role in communication and therapeutic relationship-building.
The tone is warm and encouraging, with clear acknowledgement of what the student has done well, which is particularly supportive across both exam attempts. The marker also appropriately signposts the student to the in-text comment boxes for specific, personalised guidance on where additional marks could have been gained, and notes the inclusion of research/citations as a positive foundation to build on. Overall, the feedback across both exams is fair, student-centred, and provides clear direction for improvement.


	Muktar Sanusi 2502947
	68
	Agree
	
	
	I have reviewed the first marker’s comments against the rubric/marking scheme and the student’s script. The feedback is aligned to the assessment criteria and clearly explains why marks were gained (strong knowledge of person-centred skills and their relevance to communication and therapeutic relationships) and where marks were lost (questions requiring citations where none were provided).
The marker’s tone is warm, positive and confidence-building, which is particularly important for a first exam. The comments are also constructive, as they signpost the student to the in-text comment boxes for specific improvements and clearly explain the value of citations in demonstrating wider reading and meeting the requirements of the marking scheme. Overall, the feedback is fair, supportive, and provides a clear route for improved performance in future assessments.



	Rebecca Thomas 2510865

	23
	Agree
	
	
	I have reviewed the first marker’s comments against the rubric/marking scheme and the student’s script. The feedback is appropriately aligned to the assessment criteria and clearly explains the basis for the outcome, particularly that performance was limited due to a number of questions being left unanswered.
The marker’s tone remains kind and supportive, opening with encouragement for attempting the paper, which is important in maintaining student confidence. At the same time, the feedback is constructive and student-focused, with in-text comments provided on attempted questions to show what stronger, fuller answers would have included and how full marks could have been achieved. Overall, the feedback is fair, sensitive in tone, and gives clear guidance to support improvement in future assessments.


	Olabisi Obadare 1904923
	57
	
	
	
	have reviewed the first marker’s comments against the rubric/marking scheme and the student’s script. The feedback is clearly aligned to the assessment criteria and is consistent with the mark awarded .Strengths are identified appropriately, including a good foundation of knowledge and understanding of person-centred counselling skills and a strong attempt to engage with literature through reputable citations.
The marker’s comments are also constructive and supportive in tone. They clearly explain where additional marks were available, particularly where responses were too general, where the question requirements may have been misinterpreted, and where there was confusion between different questioning styles. The signposting to the in-text comment boxes is helpful and practical, as it directs the student to specific examples of how to improve accuracy, add clearer examples, and strengthen future exam/assignment responses. Overall, the feedback is fair, encouraging, and provides a clear route for development.


	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	





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 ü
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	√
	
	

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	√
	
	The feedback identifies clear opportunities to improve performance by showing where marks were missed in each question (via the comment boxes) and outlining how stronger, more specific role-play-linked answers, accurate use of key terms, and inclusion of citations where required would increase marks across both exams.

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	√
	
	Across both exams, the feedback:
· Signposts specific places where marks were missed via the comment boxes/annotations, showing what a full-mark answer required for each question.
· Highlights exam-technique improvements relevant to this format, such as giving more precise, role-play-linked examples, ensuring key terms are used accurately (e.g., types of questioning/SOLER), and answering every element of the question.
· Reinforces where citations were expected (where required by the question/marking scheme) and explains how including them demonstrates wider reading and strengthens responses.
· Provides clear, actionable guidance that the student can apply directly to future exams and similar question-and-answer assessments.


	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	√
	
	The feedback is clearly linked to the assessment criteria: it is organised in line with the marking components, explains where marks were gained and lost against those categories, and is supported by targeted, question-level annotations that map directly to the rubric expectations.


	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	√
	
	

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	√
	
	Although this was an exam, the feedback remains appropriately linked to the assessment criteria and marking scheme. Where the questions required evidence of wider reading, the marker correctly referenced the use of citations/references and explained how this affected marks, alongside the usual exam-focused guidance on accuracy, specificity, and answering the question fully.
.


	7
	Actions to complete


This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?
Agreement between markers was reached through internal moderation. The internal verifier reviewed the student script, the mark awarded, and the first marker’s feedback, and then made an independent judgement against the rubric/assessment criteria. Following this independent review, the internal verifier confirmed that the feedback was appropriately aligned to each marking component and that the overall mark profile was fair, justified, and consistent with the evidence in the script. Any minor points of emphasis were addressed through this moderation check, and the mark and feedback were agreed as an accurate reflection of performance.


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 ü
	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 ü
	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/2nd Marker): Felicity Peacock 


	Date: 27.01.2026

	Signed (Third Marker): 


	Date: 

	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 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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