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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:
	Dr Robert Barnes

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Dr Harriett Webster

	MODULE TITLE:

	Introduction to Digital Humanities

	MODULE CODE:
	HPHI7010
	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:
	No

	TURNITIN CHECK FOR UNFAIR PRACTICE:  
	Yes – but the specialised technical elements of the assessments not all aspects of the coursework (e.g. webpage design) were suitable fro Turnitin.



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

	2019616
Bolton
	73
	73
	
	
	Task 1
Very diligent analysis of the Paris map website’s strengths and weaknesses; agreed with first marker that more comparison and contextualisation was needed for a ‘distinction.’
Task 2
Nice, clear account of the project’s evolution and goals. The data collection was an arduous task, but well handled. Good data visualisations. 

	1402066
Coombs 
	73
	73
	
	
	Task 1
Readable, engaging overview with good comparisons. More discussion of technical aspects of web design and digital humanities theory would have pushed this into 70+ grade boundary. Absence of footnotes for some quotes was an oddity.
Task 2
Imaginative and diligent work. The Google Map was the highlight.

	1600068
Leer
	73
	
	
	
	Task 1
Effective, detailed evaluation. Clear emphasis on digital humanities scholarship, and use of specialist technical terminology, secured a distinction.
Task 2
Impressive deployment of technical skills. I liked the reflexivity of using website design to think critically about digital humanities. Given the amount of time and effort that went into that side of the project, it was disappointing that more basic typographical errors (e.g. ‘plathora’) were noticeable. 

	1702624
Sowton
	17.5**
- NOTE EC FOR SECOND COMPONENT 
	17.5
	
	
	Task 1
Very good work, which ticked the boxes for this assignment highly competently. I did find this a slightly clunky read, so agreed with a borderline distinction/merit.


	2024458
Sweetnam
	79
	79
	
	
	Task 1
Very thorough work. The best written and most theoretically-attuned of the evaluations I read. I was intrigued enough to play around with  the website myself, and agreed it leaves lots to be desired. I really like the audio postcards, though! 
Task 2
Outstanding work. I was really impressed by the essay’s thoroughness and structure, and the sophistication of the methodology. The ability to interpret and apply Digital Humanities techniques was commendable enough in its own right (that some of the tech went over my non-expert head is probably a good sign!). But to then extrapolate from this to persuasively critique UNESCO heritage practices and discourses made this an exceptional essay, well worth an unusually high grade. It was also nice to see thematic connections drawn across modules (i.e. Heritage in the Political World).






	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker)
	Please 
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	
	
	

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	
	
	Yes – even with the highest calibre work.

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	
	
	

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	
	
	The Bolton and Coombs website evaluations were good examples of high calibre work that might have been 70+ at Level 6, but lacked some of the extra specialist sophistication of MA distinctions. The module also deserves special praise for the strong emphasis on practical and transferrable skills (key 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?
	
	
	Most of the referencing was fine and did not warrant comment. Being super picky, I did spot a few issues with the Coombs’ website analysis (missing references, incomplete website) citations that perhaps could have been commented upon.

	7
	Actions to complete

None to speak of, but I do want to formally document that this seems to have been a successful module – particularly for its first iteration. The calibre of work was high, and students really immersed themselves in the tasks. The amount of effort expended on the main project in particular was highly commendable. I also appreciated that the module complemented a range of humanities programmes: the coursework was genuinely accessible to ancient, medieval and modem historians plus archaeologists and heritage students alike. 

This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?


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): Alex Scott


	Date: 08/06/2021

	Signed (Partnership Team Leader): 


	Date: 

	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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