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A total of 43 experienced human markers were contracted to double mark selected scripts blind (i.e. not being 
able to see the ATS score). These scripts were identified by targeting the boundary of achievement, as this 
is the area of most material importance (student achievement outcomes) coupled with a natural dip in the 
accuracy of ATS scoring (when compared with human scores). 
 
The ATS model also produced a low confidence flag when the confidence in the score the model gave was 
low. This could be due to reasons such as the response being repetitious or too short for the model to have 
confidence in the score it gave. Our human contracted workforce marked all of these, irrespective of the 
boundary. 
  
If only one of a student’s pieces of writing met the criteria, both pieces of writing were identified for human 
marking.   
 
The total number of student responses marked by our human contracted workforce was 20,128 which 
equates to over 36% of the total number of students who submitted a response for assessment. A small 
number of additional responses were also human marked to ensure accuracy.  

Additionally, several exercises were undertaken to analyse the data and investigate the robustness of the 
scores.  

The following tables summarise the findings for AE1 2025 across a range of statistical measures compared 
with the pilot. These include for each rubric per question: 

• The Exact agreement (where rounded marks given by the ATS model and humans are exactly the 
same) 

• The Adjacent agreement (where marks given by the ATS model differed from the humans by 1 score 
point) 

• The Exact + Adjacent agreement (combining the two to show the total agreement rate within 1 score 
point) 

 
The average Exact + Adjacent of 0.993 (or 99.3%) was on par with that of the pilot, which had a target of 
>90%. 
 
 
However, the Exact agreement of 0.649 (64.9%) is an improvement on the pilot Exact agreement rate of 
0.620 (62%). 
 



Figure 1: AE1 2025 statistical findings 
 
AC=Accuracy 
CO=Content 
LA=Language 
ST=Structure 
 

 
 
 
Figure 2: pilot statistical findings (sample from AE2 2024)  

 




