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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:
	

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Jonathan Wyatt

	MODULE TITLE:

	Contemporary Challenges – Making a Difference

	MODULE CODE:
	BMHP4018
	MODULE LEVEL:

	4

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

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	Semester 2

	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

	Muktar Sanusi (2502947)
	15
	Agree
	
	
	This student undertook a group presentation but did not use or submit presentation slides. They also did not submit the supporting paper. A mark has been given for the work undertaken and viewed

	Katherine O’Sullivan (2116596)
	20
	Agree
	
	
	This student undertook a group presentation, with accompanying presentation slides but did not submit any work onto Moodle. A mark has been given for the work undertaken and viewed.

	Susanne Anderson (2509754)
	38
	Agree
	
	
	

	Shaneade Doyle (2405436)
	31
	Agree
	
	
	

	Rebecca Thomas (2501865)
	34
	Agree
	
	
	

	Gemma Lewis (2505408) 
	41
	Agree
	
	
	

	Jodie Anderson (2500798)
	47
	Agree
	
	
	

	Sydney Lee (2511106)
	59
	Agree 
	
	
	

	Olibase Obadare (1904923)
	51
	Agree
	
	
	

	Casey Mae Smith (2500517)
	40
	Agree
	
	
	Mark capped for late submission

	Maria Samis
(2311234)
	47
	Agree
	
	
	





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, I completely agree with the 1st markers marks for all students

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	
	
	The marker has provided extensive feedback to students which highlights what they have done well within both the presentation slides and supporting paper, and has also identified areas for development. By explaining what each learner has done well, this allows them to continue using the approaches and academic skills they are already demonstrating effectively within both elements of the assessment. This will help to build confidence and contribute to improved performance.
The feedback within the areas for development clearly explains to the student not only what they need to improve on, but also provides tailored examples of how this can be achieved in relation to both the presentation content and the accompanying written paper. This again contributes to opportunities for improved performance for every student.
In addition to the individualised written feedback, the marker has made in-text comments throughout the presentation slides and supporting paper. These comments allow students to identify specific examples within their work relating to the strengths identified and the suggested areas for improvement.


	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	
	
	Yes, all feedback provided within the presentation slides and supporting paper assessment is constructive and, in all cases, is specific, and actionable. Feedback is kind and confidence-building, regardless of the achievement level demonstrated by each student across both components of the assessment. There is a wide range of combined marks within this assessment (from 15–59), therefore some students have required more guidance in specific areas than others; however, in all cases the feedback remains constructive and supportive.
Even students achieving the lower marks have received constructive comments and clear goals to address in order to improve future presentation and academic writing submissions


	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	
	
	Yes.  Students are provided with a specific mark for each of the 5 sections of the marking criteria.

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	
	
	Yes, absolutely. Across the sample, the feedback is completely consistent, regardless of whether the student has fully met the criteria or not.
The first marker has provided clear, concise, and comprehensive written feedback for each student. Within this are points identifying what the student has done well within the presentation delivery, the presentation slides, and supporting paper, alongside areas where they can revise, develop, or practise to improve future submissions.
Although consistent across the sample, the feedback for each student is different as it is tailored to individual performance and achievement within both elements of the assessment, making the feedback personable and beneficial for every learner.
The feedback provided will support students in future modules where presentation and teamwork skills, alongside academic writing skills, are assessed, of which there are several throughout the degree journey.


	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	
	
	Yes, this is consistent across the sample. Marker has made comments regarding referencing as well as appropriate use of literature in the area for development sections.  Marker has also made comments regarding any poor practice within this form, again indicative of the due diligence that has been undertaken in the assessment process.

	7
	Actions to complete

One small point for consideration is that one student has been awarded a mark of 59. It may be helpful, where possible, to avoid marks sitting directly on the cusp of a grade boundary, particularly where there may be uncertainty around classification thresholds.

A second point to perhaps consider relates to the identification of Harvard Referencing errors within the supporting papers. It is clear throughout the sample that the marker has consistently identified where referencing issues are present, and I can also see that occasional in-text comments have been added within some reference lists.
However, across the submissions there remain a number of errors within the reference lists themselves — some students demonstrating only a few errors, whilst others demonstrate considerably more. At Level 4, students may not yet always be able to independently identify the specific types of referencing errors they are making. For this reason, it may be beneficial, where practical, to identify each type of error at least once within the reference list. This could support students in recognising similar issues independently throughout the remainder of their work, whilst still maintaining responsibility and accountability for their own improvements.

Both of these points are intended purely as considerations rather than actions that necessarily need to be taken.

I also really like the way the written feedback has been structured into “what you’ve done well” and “areas to develop.” This creates a very supportive and student-friendly approach to feedback, and it is something I will certainly consider within my own assessing practice in the future.


This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?

The 1st marker undertook the assessment process independently, then, when 1st marker had completed this, I, in my capacity as moderator, then independently watched the group presentations, viewed the presentation slides, read the submissions and read each student’s feedback – cross referencing against the elements required for moderation mentioned within this form. 

It is clear to see that the students who received higher marks demonstrated greater engagement with all elements of the assessment process. Students achieving higher marks had not only effectively delivered the presentation alongside their group members, but had also successfully submitted all required assessment elements, including uploading both the presentation slides and supporting paper to Moodle.
These students demonstrated stronger presentation and communication skills, with presentation slides that were clearer, more professional, and more effectively structured. Their supporting papers made stronger use of academic writing skills and demonstrated a more accurate and consistent application of Harvard Referencing conventions.
Students achieving lower marks often failed to submit all required assessment elements. Those with the lowest marks had participated in the delivery of the presentation but had not submitted presentation slides or a supporting paper. Work within the lower mark range also demonstrated weaker presentation skills, more limited academic writing, and a less secure understanding of Harvard Referencing conventions.

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?
	
	
	

	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: ]

	Date: 26/05/26

	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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