Assessor Standardisation Exercise 1 2021
Compound Verbs vs. Sufficiency : 

This activity is self-directed and is related to accurately assessing evidence against the sufficiency standard (the S in VARCS) on the Health Screener Diploma course

This was the first exercise of the year and its aim was to focus on the sufficiency standard of the VARCS tool. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Trying to keep up with these exercises is quite hard when you do not currently have any students on a diploma course and this exercise was a nice opportunity to go through principles such as the compound verbs and blooms taxonomy. This exercise really got me to test my previous skills in assessing work and it was a good opportunity to refresh my VARCS knowledge and apply it to pieces of evidence. There were quite a few pieces of evidence to work through and I quickly felt confident to say when something was not meeting the criteria but it was less easily to separate partially met criteria to fully met criteria. It was very interesting to work through the standard answers. 
In general, I feel that I answered tasks 1-4 sufficiently. I could have expanded in areas such as separating compound verbs into knowledge and performance criteria and in task 3 I feel that I could have gone into a bit more detail as to why sufficiency is important. 
When reflecting whether the 10 pieces of evidence meet the criteria, I was in full agreement with the standard response in 6 of the 10 evidence pieces. Of the other four, it appears the discrepancies appear to be between whether the criteria is not met and partially met and between partially met and fully met sufficiency. There was not an instance where the standard said ‘not met’ and I’ve said ‘fully met’ and vice versa.  This filled me with confidence that I was not a million miles out. Sometimes the inconsistencies appear to be over the coverage of 80% of the unit guidance and I think sometimes I didn’t take this into account when concluding that the evidence did not provide enough detail.  In fact in three cases, it appears I have assessed more harshly and put a partial meet on evidence which has been deemed as fully met. Only on one occasion had I deemed something partially met that was felt to not meet sufficiency at all. 
This was an useful exercise and highlights that individual  interpretation of the guidelines can produce discrepancies and it has given me a chance to see where I can make adjustments to my assessing, in particular being mindful of the minimum content requirement for that particular unit. 
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