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Joint Awarding Body Guidance on
Internal Verification of NVQs

1. Introduction

1.1 This Guidance has been produced by the joint Awarding Body steering group of the DfEE national project
“Additional Verification of NVQs in TEC funded programmes”. It has been developed in consultation with
QCA and supplements the guide “Internal Verification of NVQs”, (QCA: March 1998).

1.2 The results from the project research have raised issues surrounding Internal Verification and given cause
for concern that there may be a lack of clarity as regards what actually constitutes good and poor practice
(over and above the requirements of the current Internal Verification unit (D 34*).The Awarding Bodies are
committed to ensuring that NVQs retain value and credibility nationally. The key to this is to ensure valid and
reliable assessment. Such is the importance of the Internal Verifier role in achieving and maintaining this that the
Awarding Bodies involved in the project are jointly issuing this guidance. Details of the Awarding Bodies involved
in the development of this guidance are included at Appendix A.

1.3 The Figures in this document offer exemplar pro-formas for use as part of an Internal Verification process. They
are not intended as a coherent or necessarily comprehensive system but rather to provide examples of key
documentation. Centres may wish to adapt some or all of these forms to suit their particular needs, or simply to
compare their existing systems.

1.4 This guidance should be read in conjunction with other guidance from the Awarding Bodies, standards setting
bodies and the guidance and criteria issued by the Regulatory Bodies.

2. The Role of the Internal \erifier

2.1 The Additional Verification of NVQs in TEC funded programmes project has flagged up a number of key issues
relating to Internal Verification of NVQs, which appear to exist across various types of Centres and are not
specific to one or two occupational sectors. In particular the Awarding Bodies are concerned that the role of
the Internal Verifier is significantly under-developed and in many cases poorly understood. As a consequence
assessment practice sometimes lacks rigour and the standard required to achieve an NVQ across the country
can be significantly variable.

2.2 The Internal Verifier is at the heart of Quality Assurance in NVQs, both within the national framework and
within the quality and management systems of each approved Centre.The role, in terms of managing assessment
so that it consistently meets national standards**, is central to maintaining public confidence in each and every
NVQ issued. As such the Internal Verifier is a key factor in managing “risk”, such as ensuring that when
certification is claimed for a candidate it reliably marks the achievement of national standards.

*  The Employment NTO are currently undertaking a review of the D units. References to the D units include any subsequent qualifications
required by QCA and the other Regulatory Bodies for people undertaking assessor and verifier roles.

** Where standards are mentioned this includes National Occupational Standards contained within the NVQ.



2.3 There are three main aspects of the Internal Verifier role: -

verifying assessment
developing and supporting assessors
managing quality of NVQ delivery

Each of these key areas is discussed below with examples of issues/concerns arising from the work undertaken

in the project and ideas/guidance on accepted best practice.

3. Verifying Assessment

3.1 The first and perhaps most obvious of the Internal Verifier duties.

Aims:
1. To ensure consistent and reliable assessment and Internal Verification decisions.
2. To monitor the quality of assessment and highlight problems, trends and development needs of assessors.

3.2 Verifying assessment is concerned with maintaining the quality of assessment for all candidates. In most Centres
this forms the core part of the Internal Verifier's duties, and is by far the most time consuming. There are three
strands to verifying assessment; -

sampling assessments (section 4)
monitoring assessment practice (section 5)
standardising assessment judgements (section 6)

3.3 Issues/concerns
The project has found that, typically, Internal Verifiers focus on the first strand and little time or attention is given
to the other two. In some instances the full scope of the Internal Verifier's role is poorly understood and Centres
have failed to allow sufficient time or resources to facilitate anything other than portfolio sampling.

3.4 When poor practice was identified in the project it included:-

Sampling assessments

“end loaded” sampling

fixed date sampling (regardless of throughput)

flat rate (%) sampling (regardless of circumstances)
no sampling strategy or rationale in place

second assessing

unsatisfactory/inadequate records/reports




Monitoring assessment practice

lack of feedback to assessors
unsatisfactory records/reports

no monitoring of assessors in action
not used as development tool

OQan

Standardising assessment judgements
no standardisation between assessors
no standardisation across programmes

3.5 Although different Centres will have different needs, there are a number of guiding principles which enhance
the quality of Internal Verification, and in particular the task of sampling. The Awarding Bodies recommend the
following as good practice in sampling assessments.

4. Sampling Assessments

4.1 The following section contains ideas and guidance in response to questions most frequently asked about the
sampling process.

Q: What exactly is “sampling” ?
A: Sampling assessments should involve reviewing the quality of Assessors’ judgements at both interim and
summative stages.

Interim sampling: It is important that the Internal Verifier “dips in to” the assessment process undertaken with
the candidate at different stages in that process. This includes reviewing candidate work perhaps (a) before
decisions have been made on any unit and (b) looking at portfolios with one or two completed units. It will
entail checking the progress review report given to candidates by Assessors, this will enable the Internal Verifier
to evaluate the quality of formative guidance on assessment and the effectiveness of assessment planning.

Interim verification will enable the Internal Verifier to pick up problems at an early stage and so avoid the
situation of turning down final decisions. It will also highlight individual Assessor needs for support or training
which in turn may be used to develop the assessment team as a whole. Similarly it provides an opportunity to
identify and so share good practice within the Centre, particularly where one or more of the Assessors has
wider experience (see section 6 “Standardising Assessment Judgements”).

Summative sampling: Correct summative sampling should entail reviewing the quality of the assessment decision
by evaluating how the Assessor has reached that decision. The Internal Verifier must be able to follow an audit
trail which clearly demonstrates that the Assessor has checked that the evidence presented - whatever its
format - meets the “rules of evidence”. This includes evidence collated via a portfolio, computer aided
compilation, video/audio tape or evidence identified via alternative assessment. Evidence must have been
confirmed by the Assessor as:

0 valid - relevant to the standards for which competence is claimed

O authentic - produced by the candidate

O reliable - accurately reflects the level of performance which has been consistently demonstrated by
the candidate

O current - sufficiently recent to be confident the same level of skill/lunderstanding/knowledge exists at the
time of claim

O sufficient - meets in full ALL the requirements of the standards
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The project found instances of poor practice where “sampling” was interpreted as exclusively reviewing
summative assessment decisions on portfolio evidence.Too often this was left until the candidate had completed
most if not all of the award i.e. it is “end-loaded”. Equally often the process was regarded as either adding a
second signatory “for the records” to a “signing off” sheet, or re-assessing the evidence. This is not an
appropriate use of internal verifier resources.

It is not satisfactory to guess, or assume, any aspect of the “rules of evidence”. The process must be transparent
to anyone with appropriate expertise who looks at the evidence and assessment records. Relying on personal
knowledge of the Assessor to assume he/she “must have seen everything” or “will have asked the candidate

the appropriate questions to test knowledge” is not good practice. Similarly where the candidate has relied

on witness testimony or work generated products, it must be clear to the Internal Verifier that the Assessor

has taken steps to satisfy him/herself of authenticity. This should include validating signatures of witnesses as
well as evidence.

Clearly, the critical factor here is the quality of assessment records and reports. The DfEE project has identified
this as a significant weakness in many Centres. Typically, both observation of assessment (when used) and
assessment of evidence are rendered almost meaningless as evidence because of poor recording. Vague,
generalised comments such as “worked well” or “satisfactory” or “met the standards” lack the detail required to
establish an audit trail to the standards, and require “a leap of faith” by anyone then trying to follow and verify
the assessment process. This is a poor use of assessor time and impossible to verify. It is important that
assessment records, whatever the format, address these points. An example of a unit evidence summary report
is given at Figure 1.

A lack of adequate evidence referencing is also a cause for concern since it raises queries in the External
Verifier's mind firstly as to how well the Assessor and Internal Verifier understand the standards, and secondly the
validity of the Internal Verification process undertaken. The best approach to evidence referencing is to “keep it
simple” and there are a number of pro-formas widely available, an example is given at Figure 2. Whilst it is
imperative that candidates should not be prevented from achieving NVQ accreditation simply because they
cannot reference evidence (however presented), there is a balance to be struck. Both Assessors and Internal
Verifiers must also consider whether the NVQ being claimed includes competences related to referencing or
organising evidence/information e.g. candidates undertaking Customer Service or Administration NVQs need to
demonstrate the ability to file and retrieve information; Management NVQ candidates need to gather and
present information to aid decision making. It may therefore be a significant indication of lack of competence

if the portfolio is badly organised/referenced and the candidate clearly has little understanding of the NVQ
requirements. However, if there is no such skill described in the NVQ then candidates should not be
disadvantaged because they struggle to cross-reference. In this case, the Assessors’ records and reports must
clearly indicate the basis for their decision i.e. where the evidence is to support each unit. It is not acceptable
that the Internal Verifier (and then the External Verifier) should have to search extensively to find evidence
which supports the Assessors decision(s).
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Q. What if evidence is not in a file/portfolio ?

A: Over recent years, often driven by a desire to reduce the amount of paper involved, there has been
increasing use of alternative ways to present evidence. These include computer-aided portfolios, video/audio
taped interviews, “walk and talk” assessment. Again, the key to effective internal verification is to ensure firstly
that assessment records clearly link the evidence to the standards and secondly demonstrate that the
Assessor has considered the rules of evidence. E.g. what checks has he/she made on the disk based evidence
submitted to ensure that this is authentic ? Does the record of the “walk and talk” assessment clearly note
the source and location of evidence seen - so that it can be verified ?

The Internal Verifier must record and report on all sampling undertaken in sufficient detail to be able to justify the
decision made. An example of an internal verifier report , including feedback to the Assessor is given at Figure 3.

Verification Sampling Strategy

4.2 Underpinning all the above is the validity of the verification sample. Guidance on designing a sampling strategy
was included in “Internal Verification of NVQs” (QCA: March 1998) and it is worth re-iterating the key points and
adding one or two.

4.3 Itis rarely a good use of Internal Verifier resources to maintain 100% checks on assessment decisions; it implies a
lack of confidence in both Assessor practice/expertise and the verification strategy. Quite often, Centres
maintaining such a regime are simply adding a “second signature” to each and every portfolio at summative stage
rather than carrying out effective verification. This becomes increasingly difficult to maintain and the overall
management of quality suffers.

4.4 The sampling strategy for each Centre will vary according to the needs of the Centre and the particular NVQ
programme, but in all cases must be agreed with the External Verifier. In defining the strategy all the following
should be taken into account: -

a

size of sample needed to ensure reliability

assessment methods used by Centre (this may vary between awards)

Assessors - number, experience, workload and location

range (if any) of assessment sites, satellites

candidate cohorts e.g. full-time/part time, different employees, different programme start dates -
particularly where enrolments are at set times

the NVQ(s) - particularly if new/revised

all units and particularly focusing on any problem unit(s)

O0OOoaQm
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To help monitor the overall sampling strategy it is strongly recommended that the Internal Verifier maintains a
“overall Sampling Plan”. An example is given at Figure 4.

4.5 The following section gives guidance/answers to questions often raised about verification strategies
or rationales.

Q. What is an appropriate verification sample size?

A: Deciding on the most appropriate size of sample can be difficult, especially if the Centre assessment
team is new to NVQ delivery. The “acid test” is
whether or not the sample presents a sufficiently accurate picture of the quality of assessment in
the Centre to be confident that those decisions not sampled also meet national standards

It is important that the Internal Verifier looks at assessment decisions of all the team in any given period
(possibly on a calendar basis, or by candidate cohort). Once the other sampling factors are taken into account,
the sample size will almost decide itself. It is critical that the process follows this route rather than the other way
round i.e. deciding on a set sample size and trying to “fit” a strategy round this. It is crucial that the sampling
process is not determined by any rule of thumb such as 10% or a square root.

Q: Does it matter what type of assessment methods are sampled?

A: The Internal Verifier must sample the full range of assessment methods used for any one NVQ e.g. direct
observation of performance, professional discussion/Q & A, assessment of portfolio evidence - products,
APL, witness testimony, personal reports, assessment of simulated exercises. The range and frequency of use
of particular assessment methods may vary depending on the level of NVQ and the NVQ skills involved, e.g.
a level 2 in Sports Activity Leadership or Early Years Care and Education may draw heavily on observation of
the candidates’ performance, whereas a level 4 in Administration or Management may primarily use products
from the workplace and witness testimony. Ideally, both should include some type of summative interview
with the candidate to probe knowledge and understanding not explicitly demonstrated in the evidence. It is
likely that most portfolios will contain a mixture of evidence, and therefore assessment activity and decisions.
The internal verification sample must take this into account, and to do this it is clearly imperative that the
Internal Verifier knows the NVQ thoroughly and the likely range of assessment methods and evidence sources
that could be used.

N.B. See section 6 “Standardising Assessment Judgements”

Q: Which Assessors should be included in the sample ?
A: All the Assessors should be included in the sample, but a number of other factors must be considered.

Experience: If Assessors are qualified and experienced it may not be necessary to look at more than

one or two decisions per candidate, and only one or two candidates (depending on candidate numbers).
If Assessors are inexperienced (e.g. gained the Assessor award less than 12 months ago), or new to a
particular NVQ, the Internal Verifier may need to sample substantially more of their decisions for the
first 6-12 months. The objective would be to ensure that the Internal Verifier reviews the new assessor’s
decisions on all units in any NVQ.This is particularly important where there are “problem” units e.g. where
evidence specifications require very specific evidence, or the standards are often misinterpreted.

11
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Workload: The Internal Verifier needs to look at the workload of each Assessor so that the total sample also
fairly reflects the numbers of decisions being made by individual Assessors. Increasing ratios of candidates to
Assessors may also indicate assessment problems, which require the attention of the Internal Verifier: it can
also lead to diminishing quality of assessment. In these cases, sampling should be increased.

“Specialist” Assessors: Some Assessors may only assess certain units in an NVQ e.g. specialist units on

First Aid or energy management. In some Centres there is a division of Assessor duties with some
Assessors carrying out observations, whilst others look at all types of evidence - (as reflected in the
Assessor units (currently D32 and D33).This can be a highly effective use of assessment time and expertise.
In these cases, once the Internal Verifier is satisfied that an Assessor’s judgements are consistent,

it is reasonable to reduce the number of their decisions included in the overall sample.

Location: The location and type of Assessor is also a factor in deciding the sampling strategy. In some
Centres (particularly Training Providers), assessment is widely dispersed, both in terms of geographical
location and type of employer at which the candidates are based. Some Centres have satellite centres i.e.
organisations who link to the main Approved Centre to facilitate access to certain NVQs, but who may have
varying approaches to assessment. Other Centres (often Colleges) are linked through franchise agreements
to organisations which may have highly varied functions. The internal verification sample must capture a
picture of assessment across the full range of assessment sites. In effect the strategy should be repeated for
all assessment sites. If these arrangements are complex, then the strategy needs to be carefully thought
through, and certainly discussed with the External Verifier who can offer advice about the frequency of
sampling across the assessment sites.

Some Assessors, often in Training Providers, are peripatetic and visit across a number of assessment sites.
Other Assessors may be workplace based. Sometimes this aligns to specialist knowledge, sometimes to
access. Internal Verifiers must look at the pattern of assessment and take this into account in their sample.

Standards: The sample also needs to take into account the standards themselves. In many of the
longer/more established awards, there is a lack of clarity - most frequently in the criteria or the evidence
specifications - which, unless fully discussed by the assessment team, inevitably leads to confusion and
differing assessment decisions. Clearly, therefore, it is imperative that both Assessors and the Internal Verifier
(a) know the standards well, and (b) agree their interpretation of aspects such as evidence specifications,
range and knowledge and understanding requirements.

Equally, there may be differences required in assessment when standards are revised. This can be particularly
difficult for Assessors during the transitional phase, since they may be assessing candidates simultaneously on
both sets of standards. It is important that the Internal Verifier is fully aware of these areas of potential
confusion and includes these in the sample.

NB : See section 6 “Standardising Assessment Judgements”
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Access and other assessment problems: Some NVQs contain units which describe competences which
are difficult to assess e.g. for confidentiality reasons (counselling, patient care), safety considerations (using
hazardous machinery, appliances, materials), infrequent occurrence (emergency evacuations, injuries). This
can lead to poor practice in that Assessors, faced with the pressure to “sign off” candidates may be tempted
to compromise their evidence requirements or use assessment methods which are less than satisfactory.

example

A mandatory unit P1) in the level 2 Early Years Care and Education NVQ requires candidates to interact and share
information with children’s parents. The preferred source of evidence would clearly be direct observation of performance
or witness testimony. However, most managers of nurseries do not allow candidates to have access to parents. Assessors
often need help to negotiate with managers or to identify alternative evidence that is suitably rigorous.

The Internal Verifier must specifically ensure that they sample any problem units, across all Assessors so that
standards are complied with for all candidates. Internal Verifiers should also ensure that issues such as these

are discussed fully with the assessment team and difficulties resolved at an early stage.

An example of a pro-forma for sampling individual Assessor decisions is given at Figure 5.

5. Monitoring Assessment Practice

5.1 The second strand to verifying assessment is to monitor assessment practice.

Aims:

1. To ensure that national standards of assessment (as currently defined in D32/33) are adhered to by
all Assessors

2. To identify problems or areas where Assessors require advice/development

3. To ensure that candidates are aware of and satisfied with the assessment process

Monitoring assessment includes the Internal Verifier literally observing Assessors in action, looking at how they
conduct an assessment and giving them feedback on their performance. It also includes reviewing the internal
verification records completed with each Assessor and evaluating all aspects of their performance as recorded in
the internal verification records. As a guide to good practice in carrying out monitoring, the standards set out in
the Assessor units are an essential reference.

14
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5.2 Issues /concerns

Significant lack of monitoring assessment
Poor recording of monitoring
Little or no use made of results of monitoring to improve standard of assessment

5.3 The Internal Verifier should aim to monitor all the Assessors within a given period of 6-12 months depending on
the size and level of activity of the assessment team. He/she also needs to select different assessment methods
to monitor, the most obvious being observation of candidate performance, professional or guided discussions
and simulated exercises. When selecting the monitoring sample the Internal Verifier must be aware of safety,
confidentiality, security and any additional organisational requirements which could be affected by their presence.
These items should be discussed with the Assessor before arranging to monitor them.

5.4 The quality and accuracy of assessment plans as well as assessor records/reports should be included in the
review. The Internal Verifier should also look at the individual Assessor’s assessing and interpersonal skills, with a
view to noting any areas which would benefit from advice or further training/development. Internal Verifiers must
also note any problematic areas (e.g. within the NVQ) which could create difficulties for other Assessors.

5.5 Following the monitoring exercise, it is important that constructive and positive feedback - including praise - is given
to enable the Assessor to develop. The discussion should be held in private and should not be related to the
candidate or other Assessors.The Internal Verifier should keep a record of this and ensure that it forms part of the
Assessor’s Individual Development Plan (see paragraph 7.8). An example of an Assessor’s Training Needs Analysis
form is given at Figure 6.

5.6 Monitoring also creates an opportunity to liaise with candidates to ensure that their assessment needs are being
properly met. In particular Internal Verifiers should check that the candidate: -

a

knows which NVQ they are working towards, and has a copy of the standards
understands the assessment process

knows what progress they have made towards achievement

is aware of their right to unit certification

understands their role in evidence generation, collection and cross-referencing
has confidence in their Assessor

understands the appeals process

has no unmet current learning needs

OOoOoBOoOonono

An example of an interview pro-forma is given at Figure 7.
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5.7 Some Centres have a designated manager or Senior or Coordinating Internal Verifier with overall responsibility
for the assessment and verification team.This is particularly useful for large Centres or those dealing with a wide
range of occupational areas. It helps to ensure that decisions made in one programme area or site are consistent
with those made in another. In this case, the routine of observing assessment practice must be extended to
include observation of Internal Verifiers.

5.8 The Internal Verifier must keep records of all the monitoring of assessment (and verification, where applicable)
practice undertaken. A number of useful pro-formas are available to assist in the process. An example is given at
Figure 8.

6. Standardising Assessment Judgements

6.1 The third strand to verifying assessment is to standardise assessment judgements.

Aims:

1. To ensure that each Assessor consistently makes valid decisions

2. To ensure that all Assessors make the same decision on the same evidence base
3. To ensure that all candidates are assessed fairly

6.2 Issues/concerns

The project has raised the following issues/concerns about the effectiveness of this aspect of internal verification:-
negligible use of standardation exercises within Centres
poorly conducted standardisation

20




Joint Awarding Body Guidance on
Internal Verification of NVQs

Figure 8

INTERNAL VERIFIERS REPORT ON ASSESS0R FPERFORMANCE
Agsessar,

Candidate:

Infernnl Verifier:

MV

Limeisjc

CHECKLIST ' YES | NO | EXAMPLES
| Candidate pui ai ease

2. Aessmen] procedure Eﬂp[ﬂ-ll'lEd and
miegdEated

3. Candidase cn-:::nu'ragui 1o relate
evidence to standards

4. Relevant questions nsked

5. Evidence requirements mel

&i. Clear, evaluntive feedback provided

7. All possible sources of evidence have
been considered

8. Further action agreed with candidate
where appropringe

9, Mecessary assessment docamentation
completed

Assessment nctivity observed

Candicdnte [Diate=
Asgeasor Drate:
Internal Verifier e ~ Date
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