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ENV Assessment Manual (Updated October 2016) 
 
This manual provides a summary of information and structured guidance related to planning and 
implementation of assessment in ENV1. A complete list of documentation related to assessment at 
UEA can be found on the Learning and Teaching Service (LTS) website. "Hub" refers to the EFRY 
based Hubs for UG (ENV_UG.Hub@uea.ac.uk) and PGT (sci_pgt.hub@uea.ac.uk) students. 
 
ENV faculty can find further guidance relating to different aspects of teaching and examples of best 
practice on the ENV Teaching Guide Blackboard site. 
 
Mark Chapman (Chair UG Exam Board) 
Aldina Franco (Chair PGT Exam Board, Director PGT Programmes) 
Paul Dolman (Director of Teaching) 
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Overview 

Marking of summative assessments is anonymous in line with UEA's Policy on Anonymised 
Submission. This ensures that markers' judgements are objective, as well as those of moderators 
and external examiners. The Senate marking scales are not used in ENV. Instead, the ENV-
specific marking criteria listed in this document apply. 
Beyond first year, all summative marking should be undertaken by Faculty. An exception can be 
made in the case of Associate Tutors who have completed the appropriate CSED training, have 
the correct technical expertise, and where quality control is ensured by the module organiser2. 
Markers are encouraged to (i) use the full extent of the marking scale, (ii) employ structured 
individual mark sheets, (iii) clearly annotate the assessment item indicating evidence of wider 
reading, and (iv) provide typed comments, where practicable. 
Module organisers are required to keep a record of marks so that any transcription errors that may 
occur during the SITS import process can be identified and rectified. 
Formative assessments are single-marked. 
 
Internal Moderation is important in assuring that markers apply marking criteria and award marks 
consistently. It involves experienced markers reviewing and scrutinising a sub-sample of the marks 
awarded on each module. The requirements for moderation are set out in UEA's Moderation 
Policy. Internal moderation is the default for all ENV summative assessments (coursework 
and exams). Exceptions to this rule are dissertations, which are blind double-marked, and oral 
presentations. 
 

                                                
1 Identified as a requirement in the ENV Assessment & Moderation Review, 10 July 2014 
2 resolved by Teaching Committee, 16 Sept 2015 

https://www.uea.ac.uk/learningandteaching/documents/assessment
mailto:ENV_UG.Hub@uea.ac.uk
mailto:sci_pgt.hub@uea.ac.uk
https://learn.uea.ac.uk/webapps/blackboard/content/listContent.jsp?course_id=_114070_1&content_id=_1535499_1
http://www.uea.ac.uk/learningandteaching/documents/assessment/policyanonymousmarking
http://www.uea.ac.uk/learningandteaching/documents/assessment/policyanonymousmarking
https://portal.uea.ac.uk/documents/6207125/7465906/Section+3+Internal+Moderation+and+Double+Marking+Policy.pdf
https://portal.uea.ac.uk/documents/6207125/7465906/Section+3+Internal+Moderation+and+Double+Marking+Policy.pdf
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If a module's highest weighted summative assessment item is internally moderated then other 
coursework summative items may be single-marked. The following 3 conditions also must be met: 
(i) only experienced markers contribute to the marking (i.e. with at least 2 years marking 
experience at higher education level), (ii) there are not more than 3 markers, and (iii) no issues 
have been raised through quality assurance processes 
 
Plagiarism & Collusion detection is the responsibility of all markers. A Plagiarism Officers deals 
with any suspected cases in accordance with UEA's Policy on Plagiarism & Collusion. From 
2015/16, routine use of text-matching software (e.g. Turnitin) will be rolled out across UEA, starting 
with first year UG and Masters modules. 
 
External examiners from other higher education institutions scrutinise marking standards and the 
overall quality of ENV degree programmes, in accordance with UEA's Code of Practice on External 
Examining. ENV has 4 external examiners; one for each sector, i.e. Marine and Atmospheric 
Sciences, Earth Sciences, Environmental Biology and Social Sciences. External examiners are 
provided with detailed Guidance on their role. They check and approve draft exam questions 
before papers are set and review the marks of a sample of exam papers. External examiners 
consider the design of coursework assessments, the quality of student work, the appropriateness 
of marks awarded by UEA staff and the consistent application of the ENV marking criteria. 
 
During the Annual Review of Assessment & Moderation in June/July, the Module Board and 
course teams from across the ENV meet to review key data relating to assessment. Action plans 
that result from the Annual Review feed into the Annual Module Review and Course Update. Some 
actions may need to be implemented immediately by the Module Organiser (i.e. by September). 

Degree classes and corresponding marks 
 Levels 3 to 6 Level 7 (M) 

Mark UG UG PGT 

≥70 % 1 1 Distinction 

60-69 % 2 (i) 2 (i) Merit 

50-59 % 2 (ii) 2 (ii) Pass 

40-49 % 3 Fail Fail 

<40 % Fail Fail Fail 

Definitions of cognitive skills referred to in ENV marking criteria 
Knowledge is the lowest level of intellectual and academic development, but is of course the 
foundation for effective learning. It requires and uses students’ powers of memory and recall. It 
represents a database of facts, principles, ideas and arguments. 
 
Comprehension is the lowest level of understanding. The student has the basic factual knowledge 
and can use that knowledge in specific, limited contexts, but the capacity to relate to, to develop, 
and therefore to connect various bits of knowledge is limited. Students’ learning often comes 
across in assessed work as rather short, fragmented lists of points relevant to a particular issue. 
 
Application allows the student to draw upon, and use appropriately, a wide range of knowledge to 
address the questions and issues they meet. The knowledge involved is in part factual, but also 
includes ideas, concepts, principles, technical expertise, or theories. 
 
Analysis represents the capacity to take apart information, arguments and ideas, the ability to 
generate and tackle ‘questions with questions’ in order to discover and investigate the basic 
structure of an idea, to reveal hidden meanings, problems and issues. The student is able to 
distinguish between fact and opinion and to proceed accordingly. The student has the ability and 
the confidence to stand back and look for logical consistency, completeness, relevance and 
usefulness. 
 
Synthesis represents the ability to appreciate ideas and conceptual arguments; to dissect them, to 
identify the underlying assumptions and methodology, and to appreciate the logical, often hidden 
or unstated implications. The student has the capacity to engage in constructive, critical 

https://portal.uea.ac.uk/documents/6207125/7465906/Section+3+Plagiarism+and+Collusion.pdf
https://portal.uea.ac.uk/documents/6207125/8551351/cop-for-the-external-examiner-system-of-awards.pdf
https://portal.uea.ac.uk/documents/6207125/8551351/cop-for-the-external-examiner-system-of-awards.pdf
http://www.uea.ac.uk/learningandteaching/staff/External+Examiners
http://www.uea.ac.uk/learningandteaching/documents/assessment/School+Annual+Review+of+Assessment+and+Moderation+Vs5+140530
https://portal.uea.ac.uk/learning-and-teaching/staff/course-modules
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assessment of ideas and arguments. The student has the ability to build on the component parts of 
an idea in order to develop further ideas. 
 
Evaluation is the highest level of understanding and intellectual and academic development. It 
involves the ability to come to personal judgements based upon the available ‘facts’, information 
and views. It involves intellectual ‘problem solving’; the willingness, desire and ability to select from 
competing alternative solutions by systematic evaluation of the alternatives. 

ENV marking criteria for essay-type answers 

Mark/% Criteria 

90-100 Shows in all respects extensive knowledge and understanding, and an exceptional 
ability to analyse, synthesise and evaluate. Evidence of originality, extensive reading 
and study beyond the course content, and the ability to make connections between 
courses. Examples well chosen with correct references. An accurate answer 
presented in a very well organised manner. 

80-89 Shows in most respects extensive knowledge and understanding and evidence of 
very good higher level cognitive skills. Evidence of originality, substantial reading and 
study beyond the course content. Examples well chosen with correct references. An 
accurate answer presented in a well organised manner. 

70-79 Shows evidence of extensive knowledge and understanding and good higher level 
cognitive skills. Evidence of significant reading and study beyond the course content. 
Examples well chosen. Accurate and well organised. 

65-69 Shows evidence of wide knowledge and understanding and good higher level 
cognitive skills. Reference made to relevant course material with evidence of outside 
reading and study. Mostly accurate with satisfactory examples and good presentation. 

60-64 Demonstrates sound knowledge and understanding of relevant course material. 
Some evidence of outside reading and study, and satisfactory higher level cognitive 
skills. Mostly accurate with adequate examples and satisfactory presentation. 

55-59 Shows reasonable knowledge and understanding. Derived almost entirely from the 
course content. Little or no evidence of outside reading and study. Mostly accurate 
but weak on examples or presentation. 

50-54 Shows reasonable knowledge and understanding of course content. No evidence of 
outside reading or study. Some omissions or errors. Weak on examples or 
presentation. 

45-49 Shows limited knowledge and understanding of course content, with significant 
omissions or errors. Examples few or not very relevant. Weak presentation. 

40-44 Shows limited knowledge and understanding with major omissions or errors. 
Examples non-existent or irrelevant. Weak presentation. 

35-39 Partial answer with evidence of rudimentary knowledge and some relevant material. 
Extensive omissions or errors. Very poorly organised or presented. No use of 
examples. 

30-34 Partial answer with evidence of vague knowledge relevant to the question. Answer 
lacks substance and contains considerable misunderstanding of key concepts or 
irrelevant material. 

20-29 Some relevant material pertinent to the question. Contains serious errors in 
understanding. Displays general knowledge of topic but fails to address question. 

10-19 Any relevant knowledge marred by fundamental errors. Understanding of key 
concepts absent. Little relevant material. Answer fails to address question. 

1-9 Absence of any relevant knowledge and understanding. Answer fails to address 
question in any way. 

0 No attempt to answer question. 
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ENV marking criteria for numerical answers 

Mark/% Criteria 

90-100 Demonstrates excellent knowledge of relevant numerical methods and understanding 
of each step required to derive the answer. Answer logically presented and explained. 
Correct at each step in deriving the answer and has the appropriate degree of 
precision. 

80-89 Demonstrates excellent knowledge of relevant numerical methods and understanding 
of each step required to derive the answer. Correct at each step in deriving the 
answer, but slightly deficient in presentation, explanation or degree of precision. 

70-79 Demonstrates very good knowledge of relevant numerical methods and 
understanding of each step required to derive the answer. Minor error, typically 
arithmetic or transcription in nature, results in incorrect answer. Steps in derivation 
logically presented and explained. 

65-69 Demonstrates very good knowledge of relevant numerical methods and 
understanding of each step required to derive the answer. Minor error, typically 
arithmetic or transcription in nature, results in incorrect answer. Some steps in 
derivation not logically presented and explained.  

60-64 Demonstrates good knowledge of relevant numerical methods and understanding of 
each step to derive the answer. Several minor errors produce incorrect answer. 

55-59 Demonstrates good knowledge of relevant numerical methods and understanding of 
most steps required to derive the answer. 

50-54 Demonstrates good knowledge of relevant numerical methods and understanding of 
most steps required to derive the answer. Includes several errors. 

45-49 Demonstrates knowledge of relevant numerical methods and understanding of some 
steps required to derive the answer. 

40-44 Demonstrates knowledge of relevant numerical methods and understanding of some 
steps required to derive the answer. Includes several errors. 

35-39 Demonstrates knowledge of the relevant numerical methods, but little understanding 
of the steps required to derive the answer. 

30-34 Demonstrates weak knowledge of the relevant numerical methods and little 
understanding of the steps required to derive the answer. 

20-29 Demonstrates very weak knowledge of the relevant numerical methods and virtually 
no understanding of the steps required to derive the answer. 

10-19 Makes an attempt to derive the answer, but almost all numerical methods used are 
incorrect or irrelevant.  

1-9 Makes an attempt, but all information presented is incorrect or irrelevant. 

0 No attempt to answer question. 
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Exam paper setting 
Module organisers (MOs) are responsible for the timely production of exam and reassessment 
papers - both with model answers - by the deadline (mid-November). It is up to them to request 
questions from contributors to their module in a timely fashion and to ensure that the exam paper is 
coherent and fair and tests the published learning outcomes. 
 
All draft exam papers must use the electronic template provided and be deposited into the 
designated folder on the shared drive. For security reasons, exam papers must not be emailed or 
stored on USB sticks. 
 
Module organisers, or a deputy, need to participate in and complete the internal exam paper 
scrutiny process by late November, in order to leave enough time to send the papers to external 
examiners in December. Scrutiny group chairs are appointed on an annually rotating basis. 

Protocols to aid the smooth running of the Assessment Period 
Exam attendance 

- Module Organisers (or their nominated substitutes) are expected to attend the main exam 
venue for their paper for the first 10 minutes to deal with any questions. 

- For the remainder of the exam, they should be available via their UEA telephone extension 
number to deal with any issues arising later. 

 
Collection of exam scripts 

- Teaching Hub staff will collect exam scripts from the exam venues. 
- Module Organisers who wish to collect their exam papers from the exam venue will need to 

email the Hub in advance. This is because the Hub needs to put together a complex 
timetable for collection of all exam scripts in all Schools. 

- The Hub will NOT disaggregate the scripts unless Module Organisers specifically request 
this service via advance email to the Hub. 

- Module Organisers will be contacted and asked to collect the scripts from the Hub. For 
modules with large numbers of scripts, Module Organisers can arrange for assistance from 
Local Support Staff, but under no circumstances must they ask Local Support Staff to do 
this for them. 

- After collection, the Module Organiser will pass the scripts on to markers. Module 
Organisers are responsible for arranging marking and mark moderation. Research 
associates or graduate students should normally only mark first year (level 4) exams. All 
moderation has to be done by an experienced member of faculty at all levels. 

- The University will not post scripts to markers as the risks involved are considered too high. 
If any marker is working away from UEA during the assessment period, Module Organisers 
are kindly asked to identify a substitute marker at UEA who can complete the task. 

 
Marking examination scripts 

- All questions must be marked on a scale of 0-100 % using the full marks range according to 
the ENV Marking Criteria for essay-type and numerical answers. 

- The Module Organiser should create a suitable marking template for their exam to record 
the markers' comments and marks and to give a consistent and professional appearance 
across scripts. Completed marking templates should be inserted into the script. 

- Scripts should NOT be annotated except to indicate that each page has been read (using a 
tick or initial), to identify factual inaccuracies or to highlight evidence (to the moderator and 
the external examiners) of wider reading and study beyond the course content. External 
examiners expect to see evidence that each page has been read. 

- Marks awarded must be consistent with any comments made on the marking template and 
the published ENV marking criteria. There should be sufficient comments to allow external 
examiners and students (who can view their exam scripts) to understand how the given 
mark was reached. 

- Under no circumstances should the front cover of a script be opened to reveal the name of 
the candidate. Any names on ancillary graph paper etc. should be deleted and the 
candidate’s number inserted. 
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Internal moderation 
- The UEA Moderation Policy allows Schools to adopt blind double-marking or internal 

moderation for exams. ENV has chosen to use internal moderation for all exams3 (see 
below for details). For consistency and fairness reasons, there are no exceptions to this.  

 
Examination mark sheets 

- Module Organisers should aggregate the marks for individual questions and calculate the 
overall exam mark for each student according to the weightings given in the exam paper. 

- Only the overall exam mark for each student needs to be entered on a separate .csv mark 
sheet, which the Hub provides to Module Organisers. The format of the .csv mark sheet 
must remain unchanged if the uploading marks to SITS is to work! All marks should be 
copied to the column labelled "Mark" on the .csv mark sheet, e.g. using the "Paste Special" 
function of Excel. For students who did not complete the assessment, the corresponding 
fields should be left blank. Do not enter a 0, unless the mark is meant to be 0. 

- When marking is complete, the Module Organiser should return the scripts in numerical 
order according to student number to the Hub and send the completed .csv mark sheet by 
email to the Hub. The email should state separately the student numbers of individuals who 
did not complete the assessment. 

- All completed mark sheets must be sent to the Hub by the stipulated deadline in early June. 
 
Other conventions 

- When applying for sabbatical leave, faculty members should ensure that a colleague has 
agreed to cover their marking commitments and that this is confirmed in their written 
submission to the Head of School. Failure to do so will result in them being required to 
carry out the marking. 

Internal mark moderation 
- Submissions are moderated by an experienced marker (with at least 2 years’ marking 

experience at HE level or other relevant experience or training) following UEA's Moderation 
Policy. 

- Cross-moderation within the module marking team of distinct components, e.g. exam 
questions, is permissible4. 

- The moderator will check the application of ENV marking criteria by each marker, consider 
the overall distribution of marks and comment on the quality of the feedback and 
justification (with explicit reference to marking criteria) given for the mark5. 

- The moderator should mark each page that has been read with either a tick or initials 
(different colour ink) and, in the case of exam scripts, write their initials on the cover page. 

- The Module Organiser identifies the sample of work taken for moderation according to the 
following criteria: 

o For modules with 10 students or fewer, all submissions 
o For modules with 11 to 100 students, at least 10 submissions 
o For modules with 101 students or more, at least 10 % of all submissions 
o Submissions across the full range of marks 
o All submissions with a fail mark 
o Submissions across the range of markers 

- If the moderator identifies significant inconsistencies (i.e. where there is a variation of 10 % 
or more between the original mark and the mark the moderator would award in at least 
10 % of the moderated submissions, or where there is a discrepancy in the means of these 
two marks which is greater than 5 %) or an anomalous distribution of marks, they can 
suggest remarking or a suitable adjustment of marks 

o for all submissions 
o for all of the work marked by individual markers 
o for specific sections in all submissions (for example, where a problem is identified 

relating to one question). 

                                                
3 ENV Learning & Teaching Committee, 21 January 2015 
4 ENV Learning & Teaching Committee, 2 December 2015 
5 ENV Learning & Teaching Committee, 21 January 2015 

https://portal.uea.ac.uk/documents/6207125/7465906/Section+3+Internal+Moderation+and+Double+Marking+Policy.pdf
https://portal.uea.ac.uk/documents/6207125/7465906/Section+3+Internal+Moderation+and+Double+Marking+Policy.pdf
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- Any adjustment of marks must be recorded on the moderator’s report, using the ENV 
moderation form (this differs from the standard LTS form and is issued via the Hub). 

- If the concerns relate to one submission only or to particular parts of the mark distribution or 
where there is disagreement between moderator and marker, an appropriate office holder 
within the School will be appointed as adjudicator, for example 

o the Chair of the Board of Examiners 
o the School Director of Learning and Teaching 
o the Assessment coordinator 

- The adjudicator should consider the moderator’s report and may consult the External 
Examiners. The adjudicator shall be responsible for making the final judgement. 

- Internal moderation must be completed before work is returned to the Hub/students. 
- Where work has been single marked or moderated as set out above, a student may be 

eligible to apply for a remark or to appeal the mark, subject to certain criteria. 

Exam feedback 
ENV's policy, informed by UEA's Guiding Principles and Good Practice Guide for Exam Feedback, 
is to provide generic exam feedback and make it available to students for 2 main reasons: 

- To provide details for those students who sat the exams what the common weaknesses 
and strengths were in answering specific questions 

- To provide advice for the next module cohort who can learn from previous mistakes 
 
However, student surveys show that generic feedback is not always sufficient. Individual exam 
feedback can be arranged via the module organiser or academic adviser. During the feedback 
session, students will be able to see their exam papers as well as markers' comments (on the 
marking templates) and marks. 

Summative coursework 
- In order to achieve a fair and equitable assessment load, each Honours-level 20 credit-

module should have not more than 2 summative assessment items6. 
- Coursework assignments should be set at least 3 weeks before the due date. 
- Coursework due dates for items submitted to the Hub can be Monday, Tuesday, 

Wednesday or Thursday. 
- Where there are 2 summative assessment items (coursework or exam) on a 20–credit 

Honours-level module, there must be a minimum of 3 weeks between the due dates. This 
reduces the impact of deadline bunching and leaves students adequate time to work on the 
2nd summative item (as well as providing some "buffer time" for any extensions). 
Exceptions may apply for field course modules and year-long modules. 

- Coursework deadlines may include vacation periods (e.g. within Christmas and Easter 
breaks, as long as UEA is open) and day 1 of the Spring Semester. However, Level 6 (third 
year) Autumn Semester modules should not have deadlines after Christmas to avoid 
impact on completion of the independent project (dissertation). 

- Coursework due dates must not be during the Assessment Period. 
- The ENV deadline for marking and completion moderation of summative coursework items 

is 10 UEA working days (working days include days in vacation weeks outside the teaching 
semester, but exclude days when UEA is closed i.e. around Christmas and Easter). This is 
shorter than the UEA deadline of 20 UEA working days (4 calendar weeks) in order to 
improve the timeliness and relevance of feedback7, and in line with competitor universities. 
In student evaluations, slow marking turnaround times are the most criticised aspect of 
assessment and feedback. 

- No coursework item should comprise <10 % of the overall module mark8. 

 
 

                                                
6 ENV Learning & Teaching Committee, 8 December 2014 
7 ENV Assessment & Moderation Review, 10 July 2014 
8 Memo from UEA Director of LTS & UEA Academic Director of Learning and Teaching, Re: 
Course and Module update 2015-16, 8 October 2014 

https://www.uea.ac.uk/learningandteaching/documents/assessment/Examination+Feedback-+Guiding+Principles+and+Examples+of+Good+Practice
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Changing assessment patterns and submissions dates 
Changes to assessment patterns (items, weighting) can be made each year up to the LTS 
deadline in middle of January. Changes are invited during Module update; any substantive 
changes will be referred to LTC for approval. These will be fixed once they are set up in e-vision 
and students begin enrolment (from March). Any subsequent changes can only be made with the 
agreement of all enrolled students, which is not straightforward (in case of non-responses). 
 
Coursework submission dates can be subsequently revised over the summer if necessary (on 
the LTS Module Assessment data capture form requested in early September).  

Formative assessment 
- Students are expected to engage with formative assessment. Engagement is a requirement 

under General Regulation 13. Non-engagement can lead to disciplinary procedures. 
- Each summative assessment item (exam or coursework) is required to have at least one 

preceding feed-forward formative assessment item. The feed-forward nature of formative 
work is crucial in helping students develop the skills and understanding to perform well on 
subsequent summative assessment(s)9. 

- The ENV deadline for marking formative coursework items is 5 UEA working days (1 
calendar week). 

- Return dates of the last accompanying formative assessment item must be at least one 
calendar week before the due date of the corresponding summative assessment, to enable 
students to benefit fully from the earlier feed-forward formative assessments. 

Group work 
Group work should be encouraged because it supports employability and career perspectives and 
is welcomed by students, as well as highly praised by external examiners. However, UEA's Group 
work policy imposes strict criteria for using group work in assessment. All group work should be 
formative, not summative10, not least because of the problems it would create for delayed 
assessments and reassessment (which must be on an assessment item-basis, not synoptic for the 
entire module). The Teaching Committee envisages that summative group work would only be 
summative under exceptional circumstances (with an exceptional case made for a module that 
works with a demonstrable and successful track record, and a mechanism for reassessment of the 
same learning outcomes including group working). 

  

                                                
9 ENV Assessment & Moderation Review, 10 July 2014 
10 ENV Learning & Teaching Committee, 8 December 2014 

https://www.uea.ac.uk/calendar/section3/regs%28gen%29/gen-regs-for-students/13-attendance,-engagement-and-progress
https://www.uea.ac.uk/learningandteaching/documents/assessment/GuidanceNoteonGroupwork
https://www.uea.ac.uk/learningandteaching/documents/assessment/GuidanceNoteonGroupwork
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Dissertation marking procedure 
- These instructions apply to BSc and Masters level dissertations. 
- Dissertations are blind double-marked. 
- 1st and 2nd markers are allocated by the module organiser who will circulate a list by email. 
- 1st markers will need to coordinate the process for "their" projects. 
- It is important to adhere to the stipulated deadlines, to avoid delaying the whole process 

and causing annoyance for the students. Please reserve sufficient time in your diaries for 
project marking. 

- 1st and 2nd markers will each receive a copy of the dissertation. 
- Please mark this in line with the dissertation marking criteria below. A copy of the project 

will be returned to students, so please avoid annotating the dissertation and instead keep 
your comments/feedback separate. 

- 1st and 2nd markers should complete the confidential marking form on yellow paper. 1st 
markers must also indicate the general subject area so that we know which external 
examiner the dissertation should be allocated to. 

- The 1st marker should contact the 2nd marker to compare marks. 
- If marks differ by 10 % or less" 

o Both markers meet to agree a mark, referring to their forms and copies of the 
dissertations. 

o They fill in and sign the marking record form on yellow paper. 
o The 1st marker must then produce an agreed feedback/mark form on white paper 

for the student, which states the agreed mark and incorporates the gist of both 
markers' comments. This final feedback form must be compatible with the agreed 
mark, legible and polite. The comments from the two markers may need to be 
reformulated to match the agreed mark, especially when they were originally in 
different degree classes. 

- If marks differ by more than 10 %: 
o Both markers identify a suitable 3rd marker. If none can be found or agreed on, the 

1st marker should contact the module organiser. 
o The 1st marker should give the 3rd marker their copy of the dissertation. 
o The 3rd marker should mark the dissertation and complete the confidential 

marking form on yellow paper with their comments and mark. 
o They fill in and sign the marking record form on yellow paper. 
o The 1st marker must then produce an agreed feedback/mark form on white paper 

for the student, which states the agreed mark and incorporates the gist of all three 
markers' comments. This final feedback form must be compatible with the agreed 
mark, legible and polite. The comments from the markers most likely need to be 
reformulated to match the agreed mark, especially the original comments of the 1st 
and 2nd markers are almost certainly to be incompatible. Do not simply cut-and-
paste the comments if they are inconsistent with each other and the agreed mark. 

- It is important that the marking is clear and consistent and that there is explicit justification 
for the individual and agreed dissertation marks (for review by the external examiners and 
in case of later disputes). Remember to 

o use the complete mark range 
o mark according to the marking criteria 
o justify how agreed marks have been decided on the agreed marks (i.e. give due 

weight to the expertise of the 1st marker) 
o identify and report plagiarism 

- When the marking is finished, the 1st marker should return both copies of the dissertation, 
both confidential marking forms (on yellow paper), the marking record form (also on yellow 
paper), and the agreed feedback/mark form (on white paper) to the Hub. 

- When all marks have been agreed, the Hub will distribute the feedback/marks to students. 

ENV marking criteria for dissertations 
The dissertation will be assessed under the following headings, using the marking criteria below: 

- Placing of project in context (including a substantive literature review) 
- Project design (taking account of originality and relative ease or difficulty of the project) 
- Methodology/Data collection 
- Results/Analysis and Interpretation 
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- Conclusions 
- Presentation and style 
- Overall impression 

 
It is important that a full understanding be shown of the meaning of the results obtained and how 
they fit into the framework of theory and of other peoples’ work. No penalty will be given for a 
negative finding unless caused by inadequate understanding or analysis of data. Negative findings 
are often as important as positive ones. 
 
In addition to the marking criteria, markers should also take into account if the dissertation 
represents an adequate body of work and whether it is within the word limit (10 % leeway is 
allowed). There is no simple way to quantify whether a given project represents an “adequate body 
of work”, though a 40-credit module should require about 400 h of study, a 60-credit module about 
600 h. Markers should consider penalising a dissertation if it falls significantly below this level. 
 

Mark/% Criteria 

90-100 All the qualities of an excellent project. In addition the work should be virtually 
publishable as it stands, by itself or as a significant component of a paper, in a good 
journal. 

80-89 Evidence of originality in approach and/or interpretation. Results as good as can be 
expected at this level. Research and analysis wholly sound. Report concise, very well 
organised, relevance to field clearly understood. Discussion shows real insight. Only 
minor inaccuracies or other shortcomings. 

70-79 All the qualities of the category below, and with some evidence of insight and 
originality. Results satisfactory and well analysed. Report well-written, carrying the 
conviction that the science is thoroughly understood and the implications of the work 
fully appreciated. 

65-69 Research efficiently conducted, with a well-organised, well-presented report, evidence 
of independent thought, but lacking insight and originality. Good reference to the work 
of others. Sound interpretation, analysis and presentation of data. 

60-64 Generally sound, with evidence of some independent thought but with some 
weaknesses in experimentation, understanding, analysis, interpretation and/or 
presentation. 

55-59 Appropriate methods have been used, results have been achieved and description is 
competent, but shows no independent thought or has a significant deficiency. 

50-54 Some results have been achieved, but the experimentation, analysis and/or 
interpretation show significant weaknesses. The report may show poor organisation. 

45-49 Few data and/or poor comprehension. Report poorly organised with significant 
weaknesses in more than one section. 

40-44 Serious deficiencies in experimentation, analysis and understanding, but some 
mitigating qualities e.g. good presentation, some basic understanding of principles 
involved. 

35-39 Some relevant material, but serious omissions, errors of practice and interpretation.  

25-34 Evidence that the student has carried out some limited work but the project distinctly 
fails on the grounds of research design inadequacy, incompetent analysis and/or poor 
interpretation. 

15-24 Minimal methodological or data content. Little relevance to the aim of the project or 
very short report with no evidence that it would have been better if longer. 

0-14 Almost total lack of content or very short report with virtually no merit. 
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ENV marking criteria for posters (without accompanying presentation) 
 
Marking should consider both presentation and academic content.  
 

  

Class 
 

Mark 
range 

Criteria 

Presentation § see footnote Scientific and academic content 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I 
 

90-
100 

A poster comparable to the best examples 
seen at scientific conferences (taking into 
account limitations of size).  Universally high 
standard of presentation, visually appealing 
and immediately captures attention. Topic 
immediately obvious, easy to navigate 
content and understand the main findings, 
with appropriate choice of visual material to 
convey interest and information. 

Exceptional ability to analyse, 
synthesis and evaluate scientific 
evidence:  offers new insights, 
shows how the outcomes are 
transferable to the wider field of 
study. Nuanced critical evaluation of 
evidence. 

80-89 Most of the qualities of the 90–100 category: shows excellent design, layout, 
presentation and evidence of originality and very good higher-level cognitive skills, 
but some aspects where it is possible to suggest minor improvement. 

70-79 An excellent poster in most but not all aspects, with room for some improvement. 

Successfully communicates the stated aims, 
approach and findings, is visually interesting 
and unambiguous, but with room for some 
improvement (e.g. illustration could convey 
information more clearly, balance between 
the amount and size of texts, figures and/or 
tables could be improved).  

Demonstrates a deep understanding 
of the topic and good higher-level 
cognitive skills; with sound analysis, 
presentation and evaluation of 
evidence and some insight. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
II(i) 

65-69 A good poster but falls short of a first-class mark because of limitations in 
presentation, choice of scientific content or extent of analysis and /or interpretation.  
Clearly identify areas where notable improvements could be made (otherwise a 
higher category mark should be awarded), but the weaknesses should not be as 
numerous or as significant as those for posters in the 60–64 category. 

Well-organised, uncluttered poster that is 
easy to navigate, and communicates the key 
aspects of the topic, attracts attention through 
a good, visually-interesting design (title, 
illustrations, colours, etc.).  

The understanding is sound, with 
appropriate analysis and 
interpretation, but shows little or no 
evidence of originality. 

60-64 A well-organised poster that communicates 
the key aspects of the topic quite well. 
Although the overall design and layout are 
easy to follow, some aspects of presentation 
could be improved (e.g. amount, size, and 
clarity of text, amount of empty space, use of 
undefined acronyms, images that convey 
appropriate information). 

Sound knowledge and 
understanding with satisfactory 
higher level cognitive skills, analysis 
and/or interpretation, but scientific 
content could be improved (e.g. 
misuse of technical words, 
ambiguity, unclear presentation of 
statistical tests, graphical 
presentation of data could be 
improved). 
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§ NB: posters would normally be digitally produced and printed, but criteria can be applied where 
unavoidable constraints (e.g. field course) require that posters be hand produced. 

 
 
 

 
 
II(ii) 

55-59 Poster conveys basic information with 
identifiable introduction, results, discussion, 
and conclusion sections but with room for 
significant improvement. Shortcomings may 
include one or more of: cluttered, 
inappropriate fonts, poor overall design 
coherence; multiple shortcomings would 
place in a lower mark category. 

Reasonable knowledge and 
understanding of the science, but 
lacking depth, with minor limitations 
in presentation of data, analysis, 
interpretation, conclusions or take-
home message (that fail to explain 
the practical implications or 
suggestions for further work). 

50-54 Poster communicates the aims, approach and 
findings, but deficiency in design limits clear 
communication. Multiple shortcomings 
(cluttered, dull, inappropriate fonts, hard to 
navigate, lack of coherence or clear 
connections between sections, images used 
do not clearly convey information).   

Reasonable knowledge and 
understanding but with some errors 
or omissions such that elements of 
the science need improvement (e.g. 
clarity of graphs, axis labelling) and 
limited quality of analysis and 
evaluation. 

 
 
III 

45-49 Shows only limited knowledge and understanding. Poster conveys basic information 
about the topic, but with room for significant improvement as a tool for 
communicating science. The poster is likely to have multiple and substantial 
presentational errors (see 50-54 criteria), and/or scientific errors and may be 
descriptive rather than analytical.   

40-44 Shows limited knowledge and understanding, with major omissions and errors. 
Poorly presented poster from which it is possible to only partly understand the 
research topic aims, approach and findings, but there is an attempt to present 
results and a discussion section. A poster in this category would also be poorly 
organised, and figures or text might not all be fully legible. 

 
 

 FAIL 

30-39 Unclear from the poster what the main aims or main findings were but the poster 
does contain enough content to indicate the topic area. Substantial omissions, 
errors. 

20-29 Unclear from the poster what the topic main aims or main findings are, but the poster 
does contain enough content to indicate the topic studied.  Extensive omissions and 
serious errors. 

10-19 A poorly presented poster that communicates very little relevant scientific 
information. 

1-9 A poster that communicates almost no scientific information and is extremely poorly 
presented. 

0 No attempt to produce a scientific poster. 


