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Marking

■ Assigning marks to a 
student’s work 
according to the 
mark scheme



■ Setting grade boundaries 
once marking is (mostly) 
completed

Grading



Comparable outcomes (1)

■ What is it?

It’s all about grading

Rule of thumb used by exam boards for 
decades:

If the cohort is similar (comparable) to last 
year’s cohort, then you’d expect results 
(outcomes) to be comparable to last year’s.



Comparable outcomes (2)

■ Why do we do it?

■ Performance lower in the first year(s) of a new qualification
■ Unfair to penalise students sitting new qualifications

And…
■ Examiner judgement is not sufficiently precise
■ Aligns inter-board standards in a subject

More information on inter-board comparability:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ofqual-2015-summer-exam-series-report



Entries – Year 11 students in England

■ Increasing
□ Additional science +11%
□ Biology +5%
□ Chemistry +6%
□ Computing +87%
□ English literature +2%
□ Geography +8%
□ History +7%
□ Physics +5%
□ Science +22%
□ Spanish +3%

■ Decreasing
□ Citizenship -26%
□ Design & technology -10%
□ French -8%
□ German -8%
□ ICT -28%
□ Music -5%
□ Performing/expressive arts -11%
□ Religious studies -6%

Source: https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/summer-2016-exam-entries-gcses-level-1-2-certificates-as-and-a-levels-in-england



New AS – first awards 2016

■ Art & Design
■ Business
■ Biology
■ Chemistry
■ Computing
■ Economics

■ English language
■ English language & literature
■ English literature
■ History
■ Physics 
■ Psychology
■ Sociology



See: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/variability-in-gcse-results-2012-to-2015 and
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/variability-in-a-level-results-2012-to-2015

Year-on-year variation



■ A level 
□ French
□ German
□ Spanish
□ Italian
□ Russian

■ 2400 schools/colleges
■ 500 returns so far

MFL native speaker research



#gcse



Quality of marking 
Michelle Meadows and Beth Black 



manageability reliability

validityAssessment is a compromise…



100% mark 
agreement



Creative writing



Nearly 100% agreement 
on 6 marks



Marks range between 5 & 
10 marks; most on 
7, 8 and 9 marks



Ofqual’s Review of the Quality of Marking in General Qualifications 
(2014)

■ 4 group discussions and 46 interviews

■ 82 individuals surveyed: 32 teachers or head teachers who were not also 
examiners, and 50 examiners of whom 32 were current teachers

Source: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/393960/2014-02-14-ofqual-quality-of-
marking-qualitative-research-study.pdf



The percentage of teachers who agree they have confidence in 
accuracy and quality of the marking of A level papers



The percentage of teachers who agree they have confidence in 
accuracy and quality of the marking of GCSE papers



The percentage of teachers who agree they have confidence in 
accuracy and quality of the marking of GCSE papers

I have confidence in the 
accuracy and quality of the 
marking of GCSE papers

I have confidence 
in the accuracy of 

the marking of 
GCSE papers

The marking of 
GCSEs is 
accurate



Complaints from schools and colleges 

■ Quality of marking
2013 53
2014 75
2015 43

■ Enquiries and appeals process
2013 14
2014 12
2015 35



Pattern of GCSE enquiries about results



Grade changes of two grades or more
 

Grade change Applied 
double 

A level AS level GCSE full 
course 

GCSE short 
course 

Total 

Decrease two 
grades 

0  0 5  0 1 6 

Increase two 
grades 

2  89  247  218 8 564 

Increase three 
grades 

0  3  15  39 0 57 

Increase four 
grades 

0  0 2  8 0 10 

Increase five 
grades 

0  0 0 2 0 2 

Total 2 92 269 267 9 639 

 



Consistency of marking metrics 

■ To calculate any quality of marking metric you need some form of double 
marking (2 or more views of the mark worthiness of a student’s response)

■ Exam boards’ live online marking quality assurance processes (e.g. seeding) 
give us double marking data. 
□ Vast evidence base (approx. 25 million marking instances)

■ Caveats: 
□ Metrics tell us about consistency of marking rather than just marking errors
□ Seeds that function well as QA might not function well to give us metrics 



Geography

Difference Percentage (%)
-3 1.04
-2 5.46
-1 19.15
0 49.52
1 18.35
2 5.09
3 1.04

39,091 items



How do we compare internationally? 

■ USA (Longford,1996) Test of Written English (part of TOEFL) essay scored from 1-6
□ Exact agreement varied between 65-75%

■ USA (LeMahieu et al, 1995) portfolio assessment scored from 1-6
□ Exact agreement varied between 46-57%, adjacent agreement 87-98% 

■ New Zealand (Brown et al, 2004) essay scored from 1-11
□ Adjacent agreement 66-92%

■ USA (Penny et al, 2000) essay scored from 1-6 with augmented scoring up or down 
□ Exact agreement varied between 59-63%

■ USA (Supovitz et al, 2010) reading and writing scored from 1-9
□ Reading exact agreement varied between 55-71%
□ Writing exact agreement varied between 63-72%



How do our questions of similar maximum mark fare? 

■ Exact agreement from international literature for 6 mark items: 
□ lowest is 46% highest 75% 

■ Adjacent agreement (one study) 
□ lowest is 87% highest 98% 



Not quite comparing like with like.

Marking study data vs. seed item data –
similar…
- … marker engagement and 

authenticity?
- … types of responses selected for 

each purpose?

NB Neither disentangle legitimate 
differences of opinion from errors 



Geography

Difference Percentage (%)
-3 1.04
-2 5.46
-1 19.15
0 49.52
1 18.35
2 5.09
3 1.04

39,091 items



6 mark items in different subjects – exact agreement



6 mark items in different subjects – within +/- 1 mark



Rolling programme of designed marking reliability studies 

■ Based on intelligence from the metrics and teachers’ reports
■ Qualifications not yet decided but likely to include over time GCSE English, A 

level English Literature, A level History, A level Religious Studies 
■ Re-marking of cleaned scripts by senior examiners
■ Will tease out errors from legitimate differences of opinion 
■ Will explore how marking might improve e.g. by highlighting the characteristics 

of hard to mark answers 
■ Over time will provide a benchmark against which we can better evaluate 

reliability and take regulatory action  



Reviews of marking and appeals
Julie Swan



Context

■ Exam outcomes are increasingly high stakes – for students, teachers and 
schools and colleges

■ Growing number of reviews of marking being requested – typically where the 
mark is just below the grade boundary 

■ If assessments are to be valid, marker judgement must often be used



Our aims for the review and appeal arrangements 

■ Marking errors are found and corrected
■ Review and appeal arrangements are more transparent and consistent
■ The system is as fair as it can be for all



Concerns with current arrangements

■ Our research found that
□ reviewers will often ‘find’ an extra mark or two 
□ this can disrupt the rank order of students

■ Schools and colleges feel under pressure to request reviews 
■ Schools and colleges find appeal arrangements opaque and frustrating
■ The system can be unfair



Progress

■ Research into current practice
■ Policy consultations Dec 2015 – March 2016 (the what)
■ Technical consultation May 2016 – June 2016 (the how)
■ We have announced our key policy decisions
■ Some detail is yet to be decided and announced – our technical consultation 

closed last week



Pattern of GCSE enquiries about results in English and maths



Requests for reviews are more likely to be made when a mark is 
just below a key grade boundary



Requests for reviews are more likely to be made when a mark is 
just below a key grade boundary





■ marks must only be changed where there was a marking error

Our key decision: 



■ Trained reviewers will check the original marking 
■ Reviewers will be monitored to promote consistency
■ If they find an error they must correct it  - however large or small
■ Otherwise they must leave the mark unchanged
■ Errors might arise from administrative error, incorrect application of the mark 

scheme or unreasonable exercise of judgement
■ We have consulted on guidance on how reviewers should find and deal with 

errors 

To bring this about



The definition of a marking error on which we consulted:

■ The awarding of a mark for a task which could not reasonably have been 
awarded given the evidence generated by the learner, the criteria against 
which learners' performance is differentiated and any procedures of the 
awarding organisation in relation to marking, including in particular where the 
awarding of a mark is based on:
□ an administrative error
□ failure to apply such criteria and procedures to the evidence generated by 

the learner where that failure did not involve the exercise of academic 
judgement, or

□ an unreasonable exercise of academic judgement



Examples of unreasonable exercise of academic judgement 
included in our draft guidance
■ Marking is unduly lenient or harsh, beyond what might be expected
■ Part of a student’s answer wasn’t credited with a mark, although any marker, 

who had been properly trained and who had the appropriate subject 
knowledge,  would have given a mark

■ There was no rationale for the mark given



Complaints from schools and colleges 

■ Quality of marking
2013 53
2014 75
2015 43

■ Enquiries and appeals process
2013 14
2014 12
2015 35



Key proposal on appeals

■ Currently schools/colleges must make a case for an appeal based on a 
procedural failing by the exam board

■ We have proposed exam boards should pilot in a small number of 
qualifications this year the opportunity for a school or college to appeal on the 
grounds of a marking error that was not corrected at review



Other issues

■ Access to marked GCSE scripts
■ Provision of reasons for review outcomes
■ Reviews of teacher marking
■ Reviews of the moderation of teacher marking



Further update on reviews and appeals

■ Next week
■ Including information for schools and colleges



Accreditation



Accreditation

Accreditation comes at the end of a lengthy process of qualification reform during 
which: 
■ the Government develops and consults on subject content
■ Ofqual develops and consults on assessment requirements – eg tiering, 

balance of exam and non-exam assessment and assessment objectives
■ the exam boards develop their qualifications

Our test on accreditation is: 
Has the exam board demonstrated to us that it’s capable of meeting all our 
rules for the qualification, on an on-going basis?



Exam boards’ submissions to us include:

■ The specification
■ Sample assessment materials
■ Their assessment strategy for the qualification



Accreditation panels

■ Each submission considered in detail by a panel
■ Ofqual staff chair, but most panel members are subject experts
■ 2016 – 107 subject experts
■ Focus on quality of assessments and mark schemes – linked to quality of 

marking



Subject content for 2017 subjects – already published by the Government 
GCSE ancient history 4th February 2016
GCSE astronomy 17th December 2015
GCSE business 17th December 2015
GCSE classical civilisation 4th February 2016
GCSE design and technology 4th November 2015
GCSE economics 17th December 2015
GCSE electronics 4th February 2016
GCSE engineering 17th December 2015
GCSE film studies 4th February 2016
GCSE geology 17th December 2015
GCSE media studies 4th February 2016
GCSE physical education short course 1st March 2016
GCSE psychology 17th December 2015
GCSE sociology 1st March 2016
GCSE statistics 4th February 2016



GCE AS and A level accounting 4th February 2016
GCE AS and A level ancient history 4th February 2016
GCE AS and A level archaeology 4th February 2016
GCE AS and A level classical civilisation 4th February 2016
GCE AS and A level design and technology 17th December 2015
GCE AS and A level electronics 4th February 2016
GCE AS and A level environmental science 17th December 2015
GCE AS and A level film studies 4th February 2016
AS and A level further maths 18th December 2014 (but some formulas 

added April 2016)
GCE AS and A level geology 1st March 2016
GCE AS and A level history of art 21st January 2016
GCE AS and A level law 4th February 2016
AS and A level maths 18th December 2014 (but some formulas 

added April 2016)
GCE AS and A level media studies 4th February 2016
GCE AS and A level music technology 17th December 2015
GCE AS and A level philosophy 17th December 2015
GCE AS and A level politics 1st March 2016
GCE AS and A level statistics 1st March 2016

Subject content for 2017 subjects – already published by the Government 



Timetable for qualifications to be taught from September 2017

■ Expecting 120 submissions
■ Decisions on first submissions being communicated from June 
■ We can only accredit when an exam board satisfies the accreditation test



Follow progress

■ There is a detailed schedule on our website which we update at least weekly:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/accreditation-of-gcses-as-a-levels-
for-teaching-from-2017




