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Qualification Verification Summary Report 

NQ Verification 2019–20 

Section 1: Verification group information 

Verification group name: English for Speakers of Other Languages 
(ESOL) 

Verification event/visiting 
information 

Event Round 1 only 
(Round 2, including visiting verification of 
50 centres, was cancelled) 

Date published: July 2020 

 

National Units verified: 

HA1R 72  National 2 ESOL: Preparation for Literacy  

HW55 72  National 2 ESOL: Introduction to Beginner English Literacies 1  

HW56 72  National 2 ESOL: Introduction to Beginner English Literacies 2 

H998 72  National 2 ESOL for Everyday Life: Reading and Writing  

H997 72  National 2 ESOL for Everyday Life: Listening and Speaking  

H99A 72  National 2 ESOL in Context: Reading and Writing 

H999 72  National 2 ESOL in Context: Listening and Speaking 

H24H 73  National 3 ESOL for Everyday Life  

H24L 73  National 3 ESOL in Context  

H24H 74  National 4 ESOL for Everyday Life 

H24L 74  National 4 ESOL in Context 

 

Section 2: Comments on assessment 

Assessment approaches 

Units: National 2, 3 and 4  

The majority of centres submitted approaches to assessment that had made 

good use of the SQA ESOL unit assessment support packs, and had followed the 

guidelines set out there.  
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Some centres had adapted assessments to candidates´ needs, creating more 

personalisation and choice, and others had used them as a model for producing 

their own assessments, which had been sent to SQA for prior verification. 

Several centres had used centre-devised assessment tasks for re-assessment 

purposes. One centre had devised a relevant and thematically linked re-

assessment task. The centre clearly demonstrated that it had fully applied and 

implemented the CfE principles in its approach to assessment. 

Another centre had ensured there was opportunity for personalisation and 

choice, in particular with the free time activities selected for National 3, outcome 2 

writing, producing pamphlets. It was clear that the assessments selected by the 

centre were appropriate and useful for the candidates. 

Centres should make sure that when they create assessment tasks they also 

provide appropriate judging evidence tables, or similar, so that valid assessment 

judgements can be made by all assessors. The judging tables should also be 

submitted for verification purposes. 

Outcome 1 (reading)  

Overall, the approach taken by most centres to the assessment and 

re-assessment of outcome 1, reading, was both valid and accepted.  

In two centres, candidates exceeded the word count stated for some responses 

to questions in outcome 1, reading. This could have been corrected by orally 

checking the answer to the question with the candidate. The assessor should 

encourage candidates to follow the guidelines provided in the task and as 

detailed in the judging evidence table.  

For further guidance, you can refer to Common Questions document for N2, N3, 

N4, N5 and Higher ESOL: 

https://www.sqa.org.uk/sqa/files_ccc/CQ_N3_N4_N5_Higher_ESOL.pdf 

There was an example of effective re-assessment of a question for ESOL for 

Everyday Life (National 4), outcome 1, reading, where candidates were asked to 

summarise the remaining four paragraphs of the text. This was an appropriate 

substitute for the task of matching headings. 

Assessors should use their professional judgement to determine the most 

appropriate ways to generate evidence when a candidate has not met all the 

assessment standards. Checking responses orally, or a re-assessment using a 

different question on the same text, could generate sufficient evidence to meet 

the assessment standards.  

For example, failure to address the overall purpose question may result in the 

candidate being re-assessed for that assessment standard only. Appropriate 

questions could be devised using the original assessment text to address that 

https://www.sqa.org.uk/sqa/files_ccc/CQ_N3_N4_N5_Higher_ESOL.pdf
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particular assessment standard. Any additional evidence that is submitted should 

be clearly documented. 

Where candidates have not answered a sufficient number of questions correctly, 

they should not be given the same task for re-assessment purposes. 

Re-assessment should be carried out with a different task.  

The text selected for re-assessment of outcome 1, reading, should be an 

authentic reading text rather than a transcript of a recording, for example. You 

should note that it is always preferable to choose an authentic text for 

assessment. 

Outcome 2 (writing)  

It was clear from the evidence provided that most centres that were verified had 

used the drafting process appropriately and in a way that supported candidates.  

Some centres are not making full use of the drafting process, nor submitting all 

candidate drafts for verification purposes. In some centres, the candidates would 

have benefited from an opportunity to redraft their work or, in exceptional 

circumstances, to produce a final (third) version.  

Significant errors should be underlined by the assessor at the drafting stage, 

particularly with reference to the assessment standards. If the assessment 

standards have not been met in the first draft, the candidate should produce a 

second draft. Candidates should not simply correct the writing errors on the first 

draft and submit that as the final version — they should copy their text with the 

errors corrected.  

Centres should adhere closely to the assessment standards and encourage 

candidates to complete all first drafts of writing by hand. It then may be 

appropriate to create the final version electronically. 

Some candidates redrafted their work when they had already achieved the 

assessment standards in the first draft. Assessors should just note on the piece 

of writing or on the candidate assessment record that the candidate has achieved 

all the assessment standards on the first draft and so a second draft is not 

needed. 

Outcome 3 (listening)  

When a candidate response has been checked orally for outcome 3, listening, 

this should be recorded to show clearly the basis on which assessment 

judgements have been made. Written records of assessors’ comments assure 

reliability and support both assessors and candidates. Where the evidence 

clearly demonstrates that a candidate has met the assessment standards, it is 

not necessary to provide detailed comments. 

Some assessors are not taking advantage of the opportunity to check orally — for 

example, where more than the number of words needed have been written or 

when something isn’t clear.  
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Outcome 4 (speaking)  

Most centres had submitted candidate evidence that was well organised and 

included clearly identified audio recordings of high quality. Candidates appeared 

comfortable and well-prepared for their assessment.   

In the evidence submitted, most interlocutors were effectively managing their 

role, ensuring that candidates could participate fully. There were some examples 

of combining the assessment of outcomes 3 and 4 (listening and speaking) 

where the assessor took on the role of interlocutor very effectively and the result 

was a good example of a well-balanced interaction. 

Some interlocutors are still dominating the conversation for ESOL for Everyday 

Life and changing the format to an interview, not allowing the candidate to 

participate fully and naturally. The interlocutor should take care not to lead the 

conversation or interview the candidate, but to take part as an equal partner.  

Some candidates are relying too much on their notes during the speaking task. 

They should not be reading these during the task as this interferes with the 

natural flow of conversation. Centres should note that while candidates can apply 

note-taking skills, they should be discouraged from reading prepared statements 

from their notes during the assessment.  

Preparation for Literacy 

Centre-produced tasks are encouraged. However, the inclusion of the 

instructions 'spell', 'read' and 'write down' are inappropriate for candidates 

undertaking this ESOL literacy unit. 

Please ensure that candidates’ responses are in pen — not pencil. 
 

Assessment judgements 

In the majority of centres verified, assessors had a good understanding of the 

assessment standards. The assessment judgements were in line with national 

standards and assessor comments were clearly based on the assessment 

standards.  

Some centres had included adapted candidate assessment records for each 

outcome, which provided clear and detailed feedback. 

In some centres, not all assessment judgements were in line with national 

standards.   

Outcome 1 (reading) and outcome 3 (listening)  

For outcome 1, reading, and outcome 3, listening, most centres had made good 

use of the judging evidence tables and combined this with professional 

judgement against the assessment standards, accepting candidate responses 

that clearly met the standards.  
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Some centres had made administrative errors when marking the reading or 

listening and either added up the marks incorrectly or had written the wrong result 

on the candidate assessment record or Verification Sample Form. 

Some centres had incorrectly judged candidates to have passed outcome 1 and 

outcome 3, by achieving assessment standards over two or three different tasks.   

Although it is good practice to re-assess a candidate for only the one assessment 

standard that has not been met, for candidates to achieve the outcome they have 

to have first had an appropriate level of understanding of the text. Where 

candidates have not answered a sufficient number of questions correctly, 

re-assessment should be carried out with a different task and all assessment 

standards should be re-assessed. The guidelines on how many correct answers 

relate to achieving the task should be adhered to. 

If a centre creates re-assessment tasks for outcome 1 and outcome 3, a judging 

evidence table or similar document must be provided. 

Outcome 2 (writing)  

Most centres had used the drafting process very effectively and made 

appropriate judgements against the assessment standards at each stage of the 

drafting process. Clear and appropriate feedback was given to candidates, and 

this resulted in consistent and reliable judgements. 

Centres should pay particular attention to whether meaning can be fully 

understood. Some centres were lenient in their interpretation of Assessment 

Standard 2.2 — specifically frequent errors in grammar, spelling and punctuation 

impeded communication of the overall meaning. Understanding Standards 

materials available on the SQA secure site show clearly how assessment 

standards are met. 

Outcome 4 (speaking)  

Overall, assessment judgements were clearly based on the assessment 

standards, and candidates had been appropriately identified as pass or fail 

against these.  

Several centres had adapted candidate assessment records to suit the needs of 

the centre, and to provide detailed and supportive comments on how assessment 

judgements had been made. 

 

Section 3: General comments 

Internal verification  

Some centres provided full and detailed evidence of the internal verification 

process. These documented clearly that professional dialogue had taken place 

between the internal verifier and the assessor, showing how assessment 

judgements were reached. Other centres provided evidence of cross-marking 
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having taken place and/or the internal verifier signed to confirm agreement with 

the judgements awarded.  

Detailed feedback on the candidate assessment record is useful and supportive 

for candidates and for internal verification. 

In some cases, where the internal verification system was not picking up on 

assessor errors, more comments were required to explain the verification 

process. 

A small number of centres submitted incorrect evidence of assessment for 

external verification. You should pay close attention to the materials required for 

external verification of units and, if unsure about what to submit, contact NQ 

Verification for guidance.  

For one centre, verification could not proceed because the centre had submitted 

incorrect evidence. The evidence submitted was for candidates who had already 

been certificated.  


