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NQ Verification 2017–18 
Key Messages Round 2 

Section 1: Verification group information 

Verification group name: Religious, Moral and Philosophical Studies 

Verification event/visiting 
information 

Event 

Date published: June 2018 

 

National Courses/Units verified: 

H266 74  National 4  RMPS: Assignment (Added Value Unit) 

 

Section 2: Comments on assessment 

Assessment approaches 

The assessment approaches at the majority of centres that were verified at the 

event were deemed to be either ‘accepted’ or ‘accepted*’. This was encouraging 

to the verification team as it suggests that the majority of centres are consistent in 

their application of assessment approaches and assessment judgements. 

 

Most centres seemed to have worked well with their candidates to ensure that the 

topic/issue for study for the Added Value Unit (AVU) was relevant within the 

context of RMPS. Centres had also ensured that the issue/topic was phrased in 

the form of a question, and this supported their candidates. 

 

The majority of candidates submitted written essays as their final presentation. 

This is not always the most straightforward skill for National 4 candidates and 

other approaches, such as posters/videos, should be considered. The verification 

team found that some centres seemed a bit confused between the National 4 

AVU standards and the National 5 assignment standards, and that they were 

expecting all of their candidates to produce National 5-style assignments. 

 

The majority of centres submitted evidence that demonstrated the assessment 

approaches that candidates could use, as well as clearly showing the candidates 

what they needed to do to achieve each assessment standard. 
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Action points 

A few centres had allowed their candidates to choose topics/issues that limited 

what the candidates could produce in the final presentation of evidence. Centres 

are reminded that the AVU is an RMPS AVU and that the content of any research 

should reflect this. 

 

Some centres failed to submit any evidence of the support that they gave their 

candidates during both the research and presentation of findings stages of the 

AVU. This evidence helps the verifiers to understand how the candidates arrive at 

their presentation and can help the verifier to support assessment judgements. 

 

A few centres submitted what appeared to be National 5 assignment evidence as 

material for the AVU submission. Whilst there is nothing wrong with this practice, 

if a candidate has moved to National 4, centres are reminded that the National 5 

assignment standards and the National 4 AVU standards are different. Evidence 

submitted for a National 4 assessment should not contain any National 5 record 

sheets or similar documents, as National 5 standards are distinct from National 4 

standards, and mixing documentation could cause confusion. 

 

Centres are reminded that research evidence can also be submitted as part of 

the candidates’ AVU. This evidence often helps support the verification process, 

as candidates can achieve assessment standards in the research process that 

may not be as clearly shown in the final presentation. 

 

Assessment judgements 

The majority of centres demonstrated very clearly where each assessment 

standard had been met in the candidates’ work. This clear annotating of final 

submissions meant that the verification process was straightforward, as it was 

easy to see the basis of the assessment judgements. 

 

A few centres submitted full comment sheets explaining why candidates had 

been deemed to have passed the assessment standards. However, on occasions 

these comments were not linked to specific sections of the final presentation, and 

this meant the verifier had difficulty matching up the comments to the submitted 

presentation. 

 

A few centres based their assessment judgements on outdated assessment 

standards as well as outdated information from old Unit Assessment Support 

Pack materials; this disadvantaged their candidates and limited the verification 

opportunities. 

 

A small number of centres seemed to ‘create’ their own assessment standards — 

this is not acceptable practice. 
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Assessment standard 1.6 still seems to be misunderstood by some centres. This 

assessment standard is met by the actual presentation of candidate findings and 

does not necessitate a conclusion, which is a National 5 requirement. 

 

A few centres had recorded/noted verbal discussion with candidates to clarify 

achievement of assessment standards; this was helpful to the verifiers and is to 

be encouraged. 

 

The internal verification procedure of many of the centres was clear and well laid 

out and this meant that reviewing assessment judgements was a straightforward 

process. Centres are commended for this clarity of approach. 

 

 

Action points 

Centres are reminded that the verification team seeks to review a centre’s 

assessment judgements to ensure that the assessment standards are being 

applied consistently and that they meet national standards. This is a more difficult 

process if the verifier cannot match up assessment judgements to specific 

sections of the submitted evidence. Annotated candidate work (using a variety of 

formats) can aid verifiers considerably to see where assessment standards have 

been met or not met. 

 

Assessment standards cannot be changed; centres must ensure that the latest 

assessment standards are used or candidates will be disadvantaged. The Unit 

Assessment Support Pack on the SQA secure site contains the most up-to-date 

set of standards, as well as information on how these standards should be 

applied. 

 

It is each centre’s responsibility to ensure that assessment standards are applied 

correctly and that candidates are not disadvantaged by centres applying 

standards that are not SQA standards — this is especially important with regard 

to assessment standards 1.2 and 1.6. 

 

The internal verification procedures of each centre are there to ensure that the 

proper evidence is submitted to the SQA for verification, and that assessment 

judgements are clear and evidenced. 

 

 

Section 3: General comments 
Centres should note that the first step of any moderation exercise undertaken 

within centres should be to ensure that the centre is using the correct 

assessment standards to assess their candidates’ work. 

 

Centres should also check that any submitted SQA paperwork is properly 

completed. This paperwork (including the SQA checklist) should reflect any 

evidence that is being submitted. 
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Assessment standards can be met in the research stage as well as the 

presentation of findings stage. If the candidate holistically meets the needs of the 

assessment standard there is no need for re-assessment. 

 

Centres are encouraged to read the key messages reports for both rounds of 

verification. 

 

Centres are also reminded that approaches have been developed to support 

assessment and re-assessment, and information on the suggested assessment 

approach for RMPS can be found in NQ Next Steps — Guide to what this means 

for teachers and lecturers. 

 

Centres will find it very helpful to enlist the help of RMPS appointees for support 

and guidance. 

http://www.sqa.org.uk/sqa/files_ccc/NQ_Next_Steps-Guide_to_what_this_means_for_teachers_and_lecturers.pdf
http://www.sqa.org.uk/sqa/files_ccc/NQ_Next_Steps-Guide_to_what_this_means_for_teachers_and_lecturers.pdf

