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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 Sam Knapton

	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Lester Mason / Jessica Keady (Marker)

	MODULE TITLE:

	Enemies Within and Without: Thatcher, Reagan and the End of the Post-War Consensus


	MODULE CODE:
	HPHI5904/6904
	MODULE LEVEL:

	5&6

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

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD 
	

	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

	2319436

	67
	Agree
	
	
	Well researched essay, deserving of a 2.i grade. Lacks a clear thesis statement which would bring it all together more coherently.

	2221576

	72
	Agree
	
	
	Nicely written, very well researched. Thesis statement could perhaps be clearer.

	2407052

	66
	Disagree – suggest 58
	
	
	This is an interesting essay, which does set out the controversial nature of Thatcher’s policies towards Northern Ireland. Structurally it is a little muddled and the introduction overlong – we get to page 2 before there is a thesis statement, and the background information on Thatcherism is interesting but arguably not all that tightly relevant to the task at hand. I also have questions about the research on which the essay is based: there aren’t many scholarly sources included in the bibliography (I counted 2) – Encyclopaedia Britannica is a useful background aide but not one I would expect to see in an essay at this level, and I’m not sure about the credentials of ‘Juicy Ecumenism’ blog or the Socialist Worker newspaper (a Trotskyist paper) where these are included uncritically and without broader triangulation with scholarly sources. The essay also lacks a clear introduction setting out scope or central thesis. I would place this more at 58 to 60, at a push.

Agreed mark: 62

	2132801

	59
	Agree
	
	
	Solid lower second class essay – displays some good knowledge of subject matter but structurally muddled.

	2200338

	70
	Agree
	
	
	Nicely researched, based on very wide range of appropriate literature, sound judgements. Could do with a clearer thesis statement.

	2205038

	67
	Agree
	
	
	A solid 2.i effort based on appropriate literature. A clearer argument would have helped it even further

	2219958

	70
	Agree
	
	
	A very nicely written essay which makes good use of primary and secondary sources and demonstrates clear independent research skills. Deserving of a first class grade

	2220087

	66
	Agree
	
	
	A solid piece of work which makes a convincing case for the broader impact of Thatcher’s Falklands policy on British politics in the later part of her Premiership. Nicely written and researched (though I’d question the inclusion of Wikipedia as a source) – deserving of a 2.i

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	




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?
	[image: Check mark, Wingdings font, character code 254 decimal.]
	
	Feedback is constructive and identifies areas for improvement

	3
	Is feedback constructive?

	[image: Check mark, Wingdings font, character code 254 decimal.]
	
	Yes

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	[image: Check mark, Wingdings font, character code 254 decimal.]
	
	Yes, with students given clear guidance as to how to improve grades.

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the sample?
	[image: Check mark, Wingdings font, character code 254 decimal.]
	
	Yes

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	[image: Check mark, Wingdings font, character code 254 decimal.]
	
	Yes

	7
	Actions to complete


This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?
By email 28/5/25
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): 

Dr Rhian Elinor Keyse
	Date: 12/2/25

	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.  













THIS DOCUMENT IS ALSO AVAILABLE IN WELSH
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