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This report aims to show the inter-rater reliability data and the governance structure for the scores. This data was collected on the NOCN ESOL International Speaking exam at the B2 and C1 levels. All 90 candidates in the data set were given a 33-point scale to evaluate their performance. The passing score was 17. The data shows a high level of inter-rater reliability, with only a small difference in scores (ICC = 0.86), showing that most scores were only one point apart. This shows a strong system in place to standardize the examiners and their quality.
1. Purpose
This report is intended to give evidence on the following issues:
· Inter-rater reliability in the assessment of Speaking
· Consistency level among examiners
· Governance and quality assurance in the marking of the NOCN ESOL International examination
This analysis is conducted on the basis of 90 candidates, at B2 and C1 levels, where independent examiner marking is used. 
2. Methodology
2.1. Data
· Total number of candidates: 90
· Skill analyzed: Speaking
· Levels: B2, C1
· Scoring scale: 0 to 33
· Pass threshold: 17
· 100 percent scripts were double marked
2.2. Analytical measures
The main analytical measures are as follows:
· Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) to check inter-rater consistency,
· Score difference analysis to check the degree of scoring differences,
· Examiner performance tracking using score distribution and marking volume,
· Compliance with standardisation percentage to check qualification among examiners.
The reason for using ICC is that it is applicable to continuous data, which is often recommended for reliability analysis (Koo & Li, 2016).
3. Results
3.1. Inter-rater reliability
ICC = 0.86
As Koo & Li (2016) suggest, this value shows that there is good reliability since there is a high degree of consistency among examiners for the Speaking test.
3.2. Score discrepancy between examiners
· The mean difference is 0.6 points,
· 82% scripts show a difference of ≤ 1 point,
· 6% scripts show a difference of ≥ 2 points.
The results show that most examiners are consistent with only a few showing a difference within acceptable limits for language tests (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2019).

3.3. Pass/Fail outcomes
· Pass threshold: 17/33
· Score distribution is appropriate for B2 and C1 candidates
· No abnormal score distribution patterns were found
From this, it can be concluded that there are no signs of bias within the scoring system, either towards being too lenient or too severe.
3.4. Examiner performance
· Examiners' number: 10-15 people
· Examiners' workload distribution: relatively balanced
· No signs of systematic bias of examiners
3.5. Examiner qualification rate
100% of the examiners:
· Completed training
· Passed standardisation
· Were certified before marking
4. Scoring governance framework
4.1. Purpose of the scoring governance framework
The scoring governance framework is set up to ensure:
· Objectivity in assessment
· Consistency across examiners
· Fairness to all candidates
· Reliability in the results
This is particularly important in the case of subjective skills like Speaking.
4.2. Core principles
The scoring governance framework is underpinned by:
· Pre-standardisation
· Real-time monitoring
· Double marking and moderation
· Post-marking review
· Continuous quality improvement
4.3. Scoring governance process
4.3.1. Examiner recruitment
Examiners are recruited on the basis of:
· Language proficiency (typically CEFR C1 or above)
· Teaching or assessment experience
· Understanding of scoring rubrics
· All examiners have to pass a screening exercise before they receive any training.
4.3.2. Training and certification
Before marking, examiners have to:
· Receive formal training
· Demonstrate their understanding of:
· Scoring rubrics
· CEFR descriptors
· Practice marking benchmark scripts
Examiners are approved to mark after they have:
· Passed standardisation assessments
· Received certification
4.3.3. Standardisation
Standardisation is carried out:
· Before every test session
· Periodically during operations
It entails:
· Marking benchmark responses
· Comparing with standard scores
· Interpreting scoring criteria
→ Ensures that there is consistent application of scoring standards.
4.3.4. Double marking
For Speaking tests at B2 and C1 levels:
· 100% of scripts are double marked independently
The process entails:
· Two examiners mark independently
· Scores are compared
· Discrepancy is checked; if above the limit, moderation is triggered
4.3.5. Moderation
It is applied in situations where:
· Significant discrepancies in scores occur
· Any irregularities are noted
The process entails:
· Third examiner review
· Expert review
The decision is reached through consensus.
4.3.6. Examiner Monitoring
The system keeps track of:
· Mean scores for every examiner
· Standard deviation
· Marking tendencies
In case of anomalies:
· Re-standardisation is carried out
· Marking privileges may be revoke
4.3.7. Post marking review
It entails:
· Statistical analysis of scores
· Inter-rater reliability analysis (ICC & Kappa)
· Consistency checks
The findings are used for:
· QA reporting
· Process improvements




4.3.8. Data management and transparency
· All scoring data is stored securely
· It is fully traceable and auditable
It ensures:
· Transparency
· Accountability
5. Conclusion
The findings demonstrate that:
· Inter-rater reliability is high (ICC = 0.86)
· Score discrepancies are minimal and well-controlled
· 100% of examiners are fully standardised and certified
· The scoring governance system is robust and effectively implemented
These factors ensure that the NOCN ESOL International examination achieves:
· Objectivity
· Consistency
· Fairness
[image: ]→ In alignment with international standards in language assessment. 
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