 Assessment Guidelines & Mark Scheme for Science Media Projects (SMPs)

The portfolio will be submitted electronically as a single file in Ariel font, size 10 (or equivalent) for standard text with 1.5 line spacing. Font size Arial 8 (or equivalent) may be used for figure legends if it is legible. Presentation of the Portfolio must lend itself to electronic marking It will consist of:

1) An abstract summarising the portfolio; the manner in which the topic has been communicated to the different audiences, the evaluation of the creative piece and personal reflections.
2) An introduction presenting the background of science communication to the public, drawing on historical and current research sources as appropriate; i.e. the text should be supported by references.
3) Four individual communication pieces: A Level Review article plus feedback, New Scientist article or equivalent, Oral presentation to a scientific audience*, Creative Piece
4) A description of the context of the piece should accompany each one of the communication pieces (aims, target group, rationale for topic etc)
5) An evaluation of the creative piece. This is usually qualitative; has the piece achieved its aim? What strategy was used to determine this (questionnaire, focus group, or more novel approach)? Reference to research literature is essential. The evaluation should represent a rigorous critique of the creative piece and its impact.
6) A personal reflection of the skills developed while creating the materials should conclude the portfolio, taking into account any feedback received (particularly from the BSR article and the evaluation of the creative piece).

*This is in addition to the tutorial presentation about the project generally (rationale for the project, aims, challenges, etc), and can ONLY be marked by the supervisor.

The four pieces are not necessarily weighted evenly, but each component listed above must be present. Only the overall mark forms for the Supervisor and Moderator need to be handed in, although to arrive at an overall mark, it will be essential to refer to the individual marking guidelines on the intranet, “Assessment Guidelines and Aides Memoires for Science Media Portfolio”, at https://www.intranet.ls.manchester.ac.uk/education/cm/projects/default.aspx

Word/page limits: the absolute maximum page limit for the overall portfolio is 35 pages (excluding Title Page and References**). An approximate breakdown is given below, but these limits are guidelines only:

Abstract (1/2 - 1 page)
Introduction (3 - 4 pages)
Context descriptions (4 pages)
ALR article (5 pages plus feedback comments up to 2 pages)
NS article (5 pages)
Oral presentation (slides for a 15 min talk, 3 pages)
Creative piece (5 pages). The creative piece may be online but should be described in the Portfolio.
Evaluation of creative piece (4 pages)
Reflection (2 pages)

**Students may include some references within their communication pieces, which will be counted in the page limit for those pieces. Other appropriate references may be included in a bibliography at the end, along with a Reference List supporting the Introduction and Evaluation sections of the Portfolio. References at the end are NOT counted in the overall 35 page limit. 

THIS FORM IS FOR THE USE OF THE SUPERVISOR
Assessment of Science Media Portfolio: Session: 2016-2017

Student ID: 		Degree Programme:
Supervisor:			Moderator:
Title of Project:
The various sections are intended as an aide memoire.
	% Mark
	Content & Communication
	Use of resources
	Organisation and presentation


	
	Concise, clear and comprehensive abstract.
Accuracy, originality & relevance of the scientific information.
Appropriateness of the level of biological detail for the audience (A Level for ALR; scientific audience for NS & Presentation).
Writing style: Concise, clear and comprehensive and appropriate language/terminology.
Level of interest and engagement fostered by the pieces.
Originality, especially of the creative piece.
	Range and balance of the literature and other resources that are cited to support the text, particularly in the Introduction and the Evaluation sections.

Accuracy of references and citation throughout the text and reference list (ALR references may be in a bibliography at the end of the piece, rather than throughout).
Appropriate use of media (for the Oral Presentation and Creative piece)
	Organisation and logical structuring of the Portfolio (to contain Abstract, Introduction, 4 Communication pieces plus context, feedback on ALR article, evaluation of Creative piece and Reflections).
Balance between sub-sections.
Use and presentation of figures and tables.
Use of English and attention to detail (formatting, spelling, grammar, punctuation)
Conforms to overall page limit:
35 pages

	90, 95, 100
	Outstanding in all areas; accurate, interesting and original; exceeds the brief and what would be expected for final level students. Publishable quality.


	80, 85
	Excellent in all areas; accurate, interesting and appropriate level of communication; fulfils the brief; work of a very high, standard. Publishable with minor modification.


	70, 75
	Very good in all or most areas, but with minor errors or deficiencies in accuracy of information, use of resources, presentation or style. Approaches publishable quality.


	60, 65
	Good overall, but with some errors or deficiencies such as irrelevant information, a few errors in citation of references, inappropriate weighting of some sections, inadequate quality of some figures or tables, some inappropriate language/terminology.


	50,55
	Satisfactory in all or most areas demonstrating some effort to understand and communicate the topic, although there may be irrelevant information and errors and deficiencies in content, references, figures and tables, and inappropriate language/terminology for the particular audience. Lacks imagination.


	40,45
	Meets the basic criteria, but coverage of the topic is too vague, with deficiencies and errors in content, the use and citation of resources and other media, and little attention to detail and organisation, and inappropriate writing style.


	30, 35
	Poor in most or many areas, demonstrating a lack of understanding of the topic, with little effort communicate the topic in an appropriate fashion, minimal use of resources and other media, and little attention to detail.


	20, 25
	Unsatisfactory overall, with serious deficiencies; very little content of substance and little effort to use available resources/media; very poor attention to detail and poor writing style, inappropriate for the audience.


	 5, 10
	Fails to meet even the most basic criteria; most information will be missing, irrelevant and incorrect; no referencing or use of media, no attention to detail, no attempt to communicate the topic to the audience appropriately, very poor writing style.



1. Please write comments below to justify your marks. 

2. Enter a mark below prior to any consultation with the moderator.

3. When both examiners have completed their individual assessments they should meet to agree a final mark for the review.  The agreed mark should be entered in the space below and both examiners should sign the form. The supervisor's comments (on the reverse) should justify the mark and explain the resolution of any disagreement between markers. Please note, just taking the average is NOT justification.

4. Are the supervisor's and second assessor's marks within 15% and/or the same degree classification?            	YES / NO

If 'No', or if an agreement cannot be reached, the supervisor should contact ruth.grady@manchester.ac.uk so that third party moderation can be implemented.

5. Please retain a copy of this form for your records.	

	
Is the page count within the 35 page limit and in appropriate format?

Circle as appropriate

	
YES        NO




SUPERVISOR'S MARK:			WAS THE TURNITIN PLAGIARISM REPORT CHECKED?
														
													YES / NO
							
							WAS ANY ACTION REQUIRED?		YES / NO















Agreed Mark: 


Signature of Supervisor:				Signature of Moderator:


Please return the supervisor and moderator forms to the Assessment and Progression Team, G581 Stopford Building by 16.00, MONDAY, MAY 22nd 2017.

THIS FORM IS FOR THE USE OF THE MODERATOR
Assessment of Science Media Portfolio/Project Report: Session: 2016-2017

Student ID: 		Degree Programme:
Moderator: 	Supervisor:
Title of Project:
The various sections are intended as an aide memoire
	% Mark
	Content & Communication
	Use of resources
	Organisation and presentation


	
	Concise, clear and comprehensive abstract.
Accuracy, originality & relevance of the scientific information.
Appropriateness of the level of biological detail for the audience (A Level for ALR; scientific audience for NS & Presentation).
Writing style: Concise, clear and comprehensive and appropriate language/terminology.
Level of interest and engagement fostered by the pieces.
Originality, especially of the creative piece.
	Range and balance of the literature and other resources that are cited to support the text, particularly in the Introduction and the Evaluation sections.

Accuracy of references and citation throughout the text and reference list (ALR references may be in a bibliography at the end of the piece; similarly for other pieces).
Appropriate use of media (for the Presentation and Creative piece)
	Organisation and logical structuring of the Portfolio (to contain Abstract, Introduction, 4 Communication pieces plus context, feedback on ALR article, evaluation of Creative piece and Reflections).
Balance between sub-sections.
Use and presentation of figures and tables.
Use of English and attention to detail (formatting, spelling, grammar, punctuation)
Conforms to page/word limit (approximately):
ALR: (5  pages) 
NS: (5 pages)

	90, 95, 100
	Outstanding in all areas; accurate, interesting and original; exceeds the brief and what would be expected for final level students. Publishable quality.


	80, 85
	Excellent in all areas; accurate, interesting and appropriate level of communication; fulfils the brief; work of a very high, standard. Publishable with minor modification.


	70, 75
	Very good in all or most areas, but with minor errors or deficiencies in accuracy of information, use of resources, presentation or style. Approaches publishable quality.


	60, 65
	Good overall, but with some errors or deficiencies such as irrelevant information, a few errors in citation of references, inappropriate weighting of some sections, inadequate quality of some figures or tables, some inappropriate language/terminology.


	50,55
	Satisfactory in all or most areas demonstrating some effort to understand and communicate the topic, although there may be irrelevant information and errors and deficiencies in content, references, figures and tables, and inappropriate language/terminology for the particular audience. Lacks imagination.


	40,45
	Meets the basic criteria, but coverage of the topic is too vague, with deficiencies and errors in content, the use and citation of resources and other media, and little attention to detail and organisation, and inappropriate writing style.


	30, 35
	Poor in most or many areas, demonstrating a lack of understanding of the topic, with little effort communicate the topic in an appropriate fashion, minimal use of resources and other media, and little attention to detail.


	20, 25
	Unsatisfactory overall, with serious deficiencies; very little content of substance and little effort to use available resources/media; very poor attention to detail and poor writing style, inappropriate for the audience.

	 5, 10
	Fails to meet even the most basic criteria; most information will be missing, irrelevant and incorrect; no referencing or use of media, no attention to detail, no attempt to communicate the topic to the audience appropriately, very poor writing style.


Moderator’s Comments and Marks  

1. Please write comments below to justify your marks. 

2. Enter a mark below prior to any consultation with the supervisor.

3. When both examiners have completed their individual assessments they should meet to agree a final mark for the review.  The agreed mark should be entered on the supervisor’s form, and both examiners should sign the form. 

4. If an agreement cannot be reached, if the marks differ by 15% or more or the marks are in different degree classifications, the supervisor should contact ruth.grady@manchester.ac.uk so that third party moderation can be implemented

5. Please retain a copy of this form for your records.	













[bookmark: _GoBack]








	
Is the page count within the 35 page limit and in appropriate format?

Circle as appropriate

	YES        NO





MODERATOR’S  MARK FOR THE REPORT:

Signature of Moderator

Please return supervisor and moderator forms to the Assessment and Progression Team, G581Stopford Building, by 16.00 MONDAY, MAY 22nd  2017.
5

