Processes for Moderating results
	Focus
	Processes that can be utilised 
	Comments

	Pre-assessment
	Assessment Design
	Use of good assessment practice 

for example:

· alignment with learning outcomes
· range of assessment tasks

· opportunity for feedback on early assessment task
· not too many or too few tasks

· clearly articulated criteria and standards for major assignments

· peer review of units


	
These are becoming standard practice under CRA. The concept of Constructive Alignment is introduced to all staff in ELT 501 and other T& L workshops, and embedded in the Unit Outline template.



	
	
	Benchmarking between units at the same level


	This occurs in some schools as standard practice, it is also carried out by some course coordinators in specialist degrees

	
	
	Ensuring progression of complexity in units at successive levels
	This is carried out in some degree courses, and has occurred to some extent with the CC structure and CRA projects.  

	
	
	Benchmarking against other institutions
	This is very much on the National agenda. Current UTAS involvement in an ALTC project will begin to explore how this can be facilitated.

	Point of assessment
	Making judgments

	Heads of School, or their delegate, should ensure that all staff involved in marking (including casual academic staff) are prepared. 
This would include, as a minimum:

· the provision of interpretive marking guidelines
· a criteria sheet
· representative work samples where possible.
	This is standard practice in many schools.

Many schools also ensure that the unit coordinator is available for reference during marking

Assessment workshops can be organised through CALT for casual staff

	
	
	Group marking exercise to agree on standards, particularly for large numbers of markers, markers from different cognate areas, or inexperienced markers. 
	This does occur, to some degree, in many large units 



	
	
	Double marking a random selection of assessment tasks or of borderline/NN/HD
	Does occur in some schools –  many have operational guidelines for this



	
	
	Use of triggers for review of grades awarded in individual assessment tasks before returning the work to the student. 
These triggers may be:

· discrepancies between grade allocations of individual markers
· high numbers of failures, or high distinctions
· clustering of marks 
· discrepancies between grades allocated to individual students in successive assessment tasks  
	This is carried out by some unit coordinators, but the practice is not systematic, particularly with regards to documenting the practice 

This is also an opportunity for assessors to review how students are tracking against the learning outcomes/unit content to inform teaching

It is important that the findings, from any investigation of an assessment review trigger, feed forward into future assessment design and/or practice  

Schools need to have clearly documented procedures about how discrepancies are dealt with, for example:

· who does the remarking?

· how many papers are remarked?

· who settles disputes?. 
These exist in some schools –there is an opportunity for us to share practice?

	Post assessment
	Grading outputs
	Use of triggers
 for review of assessment:


1. Disproportionate allocation of marks according to historical 
data

2. (In a large first year course this may be a version of a normal or bimodal distribution, or may be skewed depending upon entry requirements. In specialist units it may be something quite different and could vary considerably between years.)
	This is currently carried out predominantly in Examiner’s meetings, or in Course meetings prior to Examiner’s meetings. It is preferable that any queries about assessment should be handled prior to, and then reported to, Examiner’s meeting for consideration (eg the PASS program may contribute to a reduction in historical failure rate of a unit and therefore may not be seen as a trigger for review)



	Post assessment
	
	3. Large numbers of failures amongst students who have participated in the unit.
4. Large numbers of students who have received the same grade.

5. Discrepancies between grades allocated to individual students in different units.
6. Substantially late submission of results

	If a review of assessment trigger is identified, at or before the Examiner’s meeting, a review of assessment in the unit should occur. This involves not only marks, but individual assessment tasks, how students have responded to the tasks and how they were graded. 

Procedures should be consistent with those used at point of assessment, clearly documented and available to students(ie basis for sampling assessed work when a review is requested, who will undertake the review, how this will be conducted [eg blind re-marking], and what course of action will be taken in a case where corrections to grades are required)

Review, any correction and/or determination of other course of action should, where possible, occur within the current assessment timeframe. Use of WT awards and notification of Student and Academic Services of any likely delay will assist in this process. It should be noted that this is consistent with current practice

Where an assessment review identifies an issue related to assessment, the Examiners should determine how the findings will feed forward into future assessment design or practice








� A trigger for assessment review is not a sign that the assessment is inaccurate. These triggers may also provide helpful information about teaching and assessment of the unit more generally. The assessment review should be applied to the whole student cohort (eg through random sampling), not individual students.


� Please note that historical distributions, where normal distribution curves or Faculty norms have been applied, are not reliable benchmarks for quality assurance purposes. This is because grades have not been based on explicit statements of standards of work and may not reflect the real variability in student cohorts. 





