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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:
	TBC

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR:
	Besty Jose

	MODULE TITLE:

	Digital skills and Research Methods

	MODULE CODE:
	LCHS4007
	MODULE LEVEL:

	4

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

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	January 24

	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

	FAROOQ, ALIA 
	71
	Agree
	
	
	Thorough, presented well. 

	BI, SHAREEN
	49
	Agree
	
	
	Agree can’t be 50 because e.g. no discussion qual/quant, standard of referencing etc

	CAMBAI FATI, MAMI
	36
	Agreed to change to 45
	
	
	For Task 1, student wrote about an article not in the permitted list of six. A statement at the top of the feedback box indicated lecturer might have given fail mark because assignment incomplete rather than by using criteria. The whole group was considered but no other students had a missing task in the group. Lecturer had used criteria but said she felt she had been harsh and remarked. This brings mark into line with similar submissions e.g. G3 Rukhsana. 

	BIBI, HALIMA 
	71
	Agree
	
	
	Thorough, presented well

	ASSOH, SOMALA HORTENSE RACHEL  
	60
	Agreed to change to 41
	
	
	Originally Task 1 did not address the brief but had been marked as if it did. The group was checked. The issue only appeared with this student. Lecturer remarked this submission.  

	TOFAN, LIVIU VIVIAN 
	26
	Agree
	
	
	Very limited attempt

	ABRAR, SHUMAILA 
	72
	Agree
	
	
	Excellent understanding of research article and application of ethics to research

	HUSSAIN, AMJAD
	58
	Agree
	
	
	Agree - Almost a merit, but the merits tend to be better presented/organised

	FAZAL, JAWAARIA 
	18
	Agree
	
	
	Agree - Only the email task submitted and this very general about Office365. 

	HODSON, TRACEY LOUISE 
	78
	Agree
	
	
	Agree with ballpark – thorough work (although one very long quote and one with no page number)

	BI, SAMREEN 
	59
	Agree
	
	
	Agree not a merit due to presentation, emphasis on medical care not research ethics, mistake (tho probably typo) in definition of quantitative

	AFZAL, SHAKILA 
	49
	Agree
	
	
	Agree but feedback should have stated Task 1 was off track (NB starts after Component 1)

	MOHAMMAD, IQRA
	62
	Agree
	
	
	Solid

	SAMIR, RUKHSANA 
	47
	Agree
	
	
	Task 1 missing

	IBRAHIM, MUSTAPHA 
	17
	Agree
	
	
	Very limited attempt and high similarity

	MUNTEAN, LOREDANA-BIANCA 
	70
	Agree
	
	
	Excellent understanding of methods and research ethics

	NEDA, ALEXANDRU DEMIAN 
	56
	Agree
	
	
	Agree with mark (not comments – Task 3 is there just not in email format)

	STANCIU, MARIAN-COSMIN 
	22
	Agree
	
	
	Very limited attempt at wrong brief

	JOHNSON, NICOLA CHEREE 
	75
	Agree
	
	
	Complete though some mistakes in reference list

	SEBELE, AYANDA PRINCESS 
	60
	Agree
	
	
	Well-presented and organised though reference list poor

	COUNIHAN, PAUL
	31
	Agree
	
	
	Very limited attempt with poor referencing and ethics emphasis on care not research

	[bookmark: _Hlk164939357]HUSSAIN, ISHRAT 
	76
	DISAGREE
	
	
	WAITING FOR RESPONSE FROM LECTURER (MARKER)
High similarity, disagree with comment that student did a good job of incorporating quotes and analysing them. – Long quotes without page numbers joined together (plus additional issues with other distinctions by this marker) 

	MATEI, FLORENTINA-CRINA 
	59
	Agree
	
	
	Agree can’t be merit because Task 1 answers to checklist (not actual task)

	DILLON, LAUREN NATASHA
	51
	Agree
	
	
	Task 1 very limited

	MACIULEWICZ, DOROTA AGNIESZKA 
	65
	Agree
	
	
	Agree

	WHITE, CHARLENE ANDREA 
	55
	Agree
	
	
	Agree

	SMITH, DANIELLA MICHELLE 
	29
	Agree
	
	
	Submission is for wrong module unfortunately 

	O HARE, MICHELLE LOUISE 
	62
	Agree
	
	
	Agree with mark (not all comments – in my view student HAS engaged with ethical concerns e.g. informed consent, voluntary participation, right to change their mind, GDPR) Lecturer to be emailed and asked to amend feedback comments.

	BI, SEERAT 
	45
	Agree
	
	
	Agree Task 1 – confusion with brief for other module, article not from list; Task 2 – sections do not make sense and may be autogenerated

	DI AMICO, AMEERAH 
	15
	Agree
	
	
	Very limited attempt at brief – only one part attempted. 

	BEGUM, RASHIDA 
	70
	Agree
	
	
	Thorough, referenced etc. 

	SALIM, NIHLA KAUSAR
	50
	Agree
	
	
	Agree with ballpark, possibly harsh

	MOORE, ASARU TUNJI
	35
	Agree
	
	
	Limited attempt and poor paraphrasing

	JOHNSTON, HAYLEY LOUISE
	70
	Agree
	
	
	Agree but this sentence could have received a feedback comment “Quantitative research is based on the amount of research that is gathered…” (Understanding of survey tool great.)

	RANI, SADIA  
	54
	Agree
	
	
	Good pass but small number of refs etc

	CAZLEY, MALAYHA APRIL
	40
	Agree
	
	
	High level of similarity (commented on in feedback) and email task missing

	EVGENIEVA, TEODORA SLAVCHEVA
	66
	Agree
	
	
	Very good

	ZAIBA, AYIZAH 
	50
	Agree
	
	
	Just agree – definitely no higher

	MARQUES VIEIRA, CARLA MARIA 
	30
	Agree
	
	
	Limited attempt – only one task attempted





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?
	Waiting
	
	

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	Mostly
	
	Too brief
Some feedback appears inadequate due to brevity and choice of focus e.g. 
WEG3 Loredana-Bianca – only suggestion is to include email signature. Only other comment is that work is well-structured. No feedback with criterion marks. 

Feedback on essentials
Occasionally major problems, e.g. a task not meeting the brief, are not commented on e.g. WEG2 Shakila – Task 1 has not analysed an article (NB Task 1 starts after Component 1) – this is not commented on in the feedback

More feedback could have been given on the distinction between ethics vs research ethics i.e. ethics in the sense of ethical practice in health and social care/medical ethics and research ethics in the sense of working with participants in research
Sometimes a problem indicated but the need to apply ethics to research context not explained.

Feedback on distinction-level work
More specific feedback could be given – if work is described as outstanding/excellent, students may think they have done everything correctly but sometimes there are mistakes they need to be made aware of e.g. formatting of in-text citations in WEG2 Tracey (only bullet points and formality are mentioned).

Feedback on fails – good practice
Here’s one that seems very thorough and useful for student too G3 Mustapha


	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	Mostly
	
	Accuracy of feedback
Sometimes the marks may be in the agreed ballpark, but comments do not seem accurate e.g. feedback for G6 Michelle says student did not engage with ethical concerns but by my reading she did - informed consent, voluntary participation, right to change their mind, GDPR etc. (Lecturer to be emailed and asked to amend feedback comments.) 

Categorical negativity
I think we need to avoid being absolutely 100% negative – I know I have done it myself from time to time but it does not sound helpful when reading from another perspective e.g. G7 Asaru “no ability” “no understanding” especially when in a list of problems. Probably staff support and training is needed here. 

Competitiveness
Some lecturers (markers) tell students whether they have the highest grade/second highest etc in the class e.g. WEG2 Tracey (I also noticed this in Component 1 but didn’t include it in my comments.) Although it is only the ‘top’ students, it is not clear to me why this is helpful in our context where so many students have multiple disadvantages and other students would not be at the top of the marks list for reasons that are beyond their control. 
 

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	Mostly
	
	Not always
e.g. G2 Shumaila – feedback is useful and quite detailed, but not actually linked to criteria in layout. Possibly markers are confused re: whether to organise feedback by tasks or criteria

WEG3 Alexandru – marks given by criteria but not comments
G6, G7 – marks given by criteria, comments are often detailed but not linked to criteria

Guidance specific to this assessment
(i.e. the points in red near the end of the assessment brief) – these have often been overlooked 
e.g. the email should not just be the text but include the heading/subject and signature etc – these are often not there and not commented on in feedback (across many groups)


	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	Varies
	
	See comments above and below

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	Usually
	
	Referencing is almost always commented in general terms, but some students may need an example of the most significant mistakes or a priority to focus on next, rather than referencing in general. 

Poor paraphrasing is often commented on but not always. 

Academic integrity – good practice
Significant levels of similarity have been commented on and advice given e.g. G8 Malayha

	7
	Actions to complete


Suggestions for the future:

Referencing training for lecturers/markers: markers don’t always seem aware of all the finer points of detail re: referencing. In one of many examples across groups, the feedback says there are ‘no errors’ in the referencing when a book is missing italics for title, an in-text citation is on its own outside the sentence, there is a journal article with no single inverted commas around title etc. For the higher levels of mark we could be more careful about this. 

This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

By discussion:
CAMBAI FATI, MAMI	36	Agreed to change to 45			
For Task 1, student wrote about an article not in the permitted list of six. A statement at the top of the feedback box indicated lecturer might have given fail mark because assignment incomplete rather than by using criteria. The whole group was considered but no other students had a missing task in her group. Lecturer had used criteria but said she felt she had been harsh and remarked. This brings mark into line with similar submissions e.g. G3 Rukhsana.

HUSSAIN, ISHRAT 	76 WAITING FOR LECTURER RESPONSE (Robert – more significant, issue affects a few submissions)

By discussion:
ASSOH, SOMALA HORTENSE RACHEL  	60             Agreed to change to 41			
Originally Task 1 did not address the brief but had been marked as if it did. The group was checked. The issue only appeared with this student. Lecturer remarked this submission.  

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
3rd Marking the Jan24Weekend Group 2 and 4 demonstrates a highly inconsistent pattern of marking even within the sample, in future, it is recommended that this tutor be supported to develop their standardised marking by shadowing a colleague or completing some double marking. 

	2
	Actions to complete
Additional support required for some tutors to develop a standardised approach when working in a large team, consistent with the success criteria agreed as a module team. 





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): 
[image: C:\Users\emily\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\INetCache\Content.Word\Emily signature.jpg]

	Date: 26 April 2024

	Signed (Third Marker): 


	Date: 30/04/2024

	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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