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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 :
	Ernest Ovia

	MODULE TITLE:

	Problem Solving & Decision Making 

	MODULE CODE:
	BMSW4004
	MODULE LEVEL:

	4

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

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	 Semester 1
	 Semester 1  Re-sit
	x Semester 2
	 Semester 2 Re-sit
	Other, please state

	TYPE OF ASSESSMENT:
	Presentation & Report
	 Examination
	X Practical

	LANGUAGE OF ASSESSMENT:
	English
	TRANSLATION PROVIDED:
	No

	TURNITIN CHECK FOR UNFAIR PRACTICE:  
	Yes / No 



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

	Frida Tac

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 1
	Part 1 38/50
Part 2 35/50
73%
	
	
	73
	Mark and feedback agreed. I am very happy to see the quality of feedback provided by the first marker. I am sure the student will find the feedback useful. In-text comments are provided where appropriate and the summary feedback is specific and developmental in nature, which is great to see!

	
Sana Arif

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 1
	Part 1 22/50
Part 2 25/50
47%
	
	
	47
	Mark and feedback agreed

	Hristina Kokkini

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 1
	Part 1 22/50
Part 2 18/50
40%
	
	
	40
	Mark and feedback agreed

	

Nicoleta Stanga

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 2
	

Part 1 35/50
Part 2 40/50
75%
	
	
	75
	Mark and feedback agreed. I like the mature recommendations provided by the student. Robust implementation plan is provided as well. The language is also professional and academic.

	
Fabio Candiza

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 2
	Part 1 25/50
Part 2 23/50
48%
	
	
	48
	Mark and feedback agreed

	
Cleide Gloria

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 2
	Part 1 20/50
Part 2 22/50
42%
	
	
	42
	Mark and feedback agreed

	Cert HE Jan 22
Group 3
	Part 1 21/50
Part 2 24/50
45%
	
	
	
	

	Cert HE Jan 22
Group 3
	Part 1 38/50
Part 2 35/50
73%
	
	
	
	

	Cert HE Jan 22
Group 3
	Part 1 29/50
Part 2 26/50
45%
	
	
	
	

	Cert HE Jan 22
Group 3
	Part 1 20/50
Part 2 20/50
40%
	
	
	
	

	
Amina Begum 

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 4
	Part 1 40/50
Part 2 31/50
67%
	
	
	67
	Mark and feedback agreed

	
Kamil Lenczowski

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 4
	Part 1 36/50
Part 2 33/50
64%
	
	
	64
	Mark and feedback agreed

	
Raluca Ionita

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 4
	Part 1 28/50
Part 2 26/50
54%
	
	
	54
	Mark and feedback agreed

	
Nicoleta Damian

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 1
(Weekend)
	Part 1 30/50
Part 2 24/50
54%
	
	
	54
	Mark and feedback agreed

	
Antonio Craciun

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 1
(Weekend)
	Part 1 27/50
Part 2 19/50
46%
	
	
	46
	Mark and feedback agreed

	


Maria Ciorascu

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 1
(Weekend)
	


Part 1 22/50
Part 2 20/50
42%
	
	
	42
	Mark agreed. I appreciate the student’s effort here but the work needed to be a lot better to merit a better grade. I thought the first marker was a bit too lenient on this student.

	
Hristina Bufi

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 2
(Weekend)
	Part 1 34/50
Part 2 36/50
70%
	
	
	70
	Mark and feedback agreed. Pleased to see the way the student applied the problem solving tools to address the assignment questions. 

	
Valentin Rizea

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 2
(Weekend)
	Part 1 26/50
Part 2 25/50
51%
	
	
	51
	Agreed with the mark given but the first marker needed to provide in-text feedback along with the summary feedback. I noticed some evidence of forceful referencing in this particular script which should have been highlighted.

	
Anghelus Boronica

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 2
(Weekend)
	Part 1 15/50
Part 2 25/50
40%
	
	
	40
	Mark and feedback agreed

	
Samir Mhanna

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 3
(Weekend)
	Part 1 38/100
Part 2 68/100
Overall 76%
	
	
	76
	Mark and feedback agreed

	
Diana Baltatu

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 3
(Weekend)
	Part 1 30/100
Part 2 26/100
Overall 56%
	
	
	56
	I agree with the mark and feedback, but more in-text feedback and specific suggestions are warranted.  

	
Mohammed Adam

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 3
(Weekend)
	Part 1 22/100
Part 2 19/100
Overall 41%
	
	
	41
	Mark and feedback agreed

	
Ana Macovei 

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 4
(Weekend)
	Part 1 34/50
Part 2 23/50
57%
	
	
	57
	Mark and feedback agreed

	
Berfin Sahin

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 4
(Weekend)
	Part 1 36/50
Part 2 27/50
63%
	
	
	63
	Mark and feedback agreed

	
Mihail Croitoru

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 4
(Weekend)
	Part 1 26/50
Part 2 26/50
52%
	
	
	52
	Mark and feedback agreed

	
Raya Salah 

Cert HE Jan 22
Group 4
(Weekend)
	Part 1 24/100
Part 2 18/100
Overall 42%
	
	
	42
	Mark and feedback agreed




	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker)
	Please 
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been reached?
	
	
	Generally, the marks were in agreement to mine, though at times I felt the marks given were a bit too generous especially for students who got over 55. 

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities for improved performance?
	
	
	Yes, the feedback generally provided areas for improvement and was consistent throughout the sampled assignments. However, I suggest the first marker to provide more in-text comments in the future. The right balance between in-text comments and overall comments is missing in some cases. Some students are given more in-text comments and others are not given many.  

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	
	
	The feedback doesn’t always identify weakness and areas for improvement but was fair throughout. I suggest the first marker to make feedback more specific in the future.

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	
	
	Yes, all the categories were properly listed for the assignment tasks and marked accordingly

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	
	
	A bit too lenient for students who got over 55

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	
	
	Yes, students were directed at adherence to Harvard Referencing Style and proper citation.

	7
	Actions to complete

N/A

I thought the marking was done to a good standard. I particularly like the fact that the first marker spent a good amount of time in assessing each script, which is reflected in the in-text feedback provided to most of the sample scripts. I thought the marking was a bit lenient for scripts over 55. Those students, at times, seemed to get the benefit of the doubt as their assignments, especially the reports, lacked depth and rigour to merit such good grades. I suggest the first marker to be a bit strict with marking in the future. I also suggest the first marker to provide more specific and tailored comments and include equal number of in-text comments to all the students along with the summary feedback. 

I could not access the presentation recordings. 

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): Dr Md Nazmul Hasan


	Date: 27/08/22

	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.  













THIS DOCUMENT IS ALSO AVAILABLE IN WELSH
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