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A sufficiently broad sample of scripts across the marking range? Y  

Sufficient time for external moderation? Y  

Data to show whether marking was consistent across marking teams? Y  
If “No” to any of the above, please comment: 

4b. Please comment on each of the following with examples: 
 

• Whether the method and general standard of marking was credible, 
consistent, fair and robust; 

• whether the marks awarded were reflective of the standards expected at 
that particular level and for all students; 

• whether the marking criteria was presented clearly and appropriately 
differentiated across bands; 

• whether the standard of work that you sampled was comparable across 
different locations (e.g., ULaw campuses and/or partnerships in the case of 
collaborative provision). 

 
The standard of marking this year, as usual, has been credible, consistent, fair and 
robust.  The challenge for the University  is to ensure consistency and fairness 
across numerous study centres and a number of different markers of scripts.  
However, the marking schemes and the general guidance to markers is invariably 
very detailed and specific.  This is followed by detailed statistical information that 
can identify inconsistencies and address these at the moderation stage. 
 
Marks awarded were good reflections of student performance and feedback 
sheets explain how the marking criteria were applied. 
 
The standard of work I sampled was generally high and many students performed 
exceptionally well. 
 

 
 
Conduct of the Examination/Awards Board 
 
5a: Did you: Y N 

Attend the examination/awards board? Y  
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