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IsDB Competency Interviewing Programme 

RATING EXERCISE  
Individual desk-based exercise. 

How to use this form 

─ This is an individual desk-based rating exercise, not a group calibration exercise. (Covered in Mocks). 
─ For each case (4), read the competency, the evidence indicators, and the evidence extract provided. 
─ Judge the quality of the evidence and assign a score using the common 1–5 scale. 
─ Complete all sections. The sheets can then be collected and marked by the assessor. 

Purpose 

This is an individual desk-based exercise for practising rating judgement.  

Participants are given a sample competency, short evidence indicators, and a constructed evidence extract. 
Their task is to assess the quality of the evidence and rate the competency on the common 1–5 scale. 

 

PANEL (A, B, C, etc.)   DATE  

PARTICIPANTS NAME  OBSERVER / ASSESSOR  

PARTICIPANT ID  ASSESSMENT CONTEXT Live/Practice/Coaching 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SCORING/RATING LOGIC 

SCORE ASSESSMENT BAND ANCHOR DESCRIPTION 

1 INSUFFICIENT EVIDENCE 
Little or no relevant example; unclear ownership; weak relevance 
to competency; evidence unreliable or largely theoretical. 

2 BELOW EXPECTED 
Some relevant evidence but fragmented, superficial, overly 
prompted, or weak on judgment, action, or outcome. 

3 MEETS EXPECTED STANDARD 
Clear and relevant evidence of competent behaviour, reasonable 
ownership, sound decisions, and credible outcomes. 

4 STRONG 
Convincing and well-structured example; strong judgment; good 
self-awareness; positive outcome and clear value to role/context. 

5 OUTSTANDING 
Highly credible, specific, and reflective evidence; strong impact; 
excellent judgment; exemplary standard for the competency. 
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CASE 1  
Domain: Technical 
Competency: Evaluates Financial and Operational Information 
Description: Assesses relevant financial, operational, and contextual information in a structured way in order 
to support sound recommendations, decisions, and risk-aware action. 

EVIDENCE INDICATORS 

→ Uses more than one relevant information source 

→ Distinguishes stronger from weaker evidence 

→ Explains the reasoning behind the recommendation 

→ Connects the recommendation to likely operational or financial consequences 

EVIDENCE PROVIDED 

The candidate says that different teams provided mixed information on delivery risk. They reviewed the project 
reports, checked the cost assumptions, spoke with operations and legal, and noticed that one scenario 
depended on an unrealistic timeline. They asked for one additional day, compared two delivery options, and 
recommended a phased approach with tighter controls. The recommendation was accepted and later helped 
avoid a delay in approval. 

YOUR RATING TASK 

─ What evidence here is strongest? 
 
 

 
─ What evidence is missing, thin, or unclear? 

 
 

 

─ How clearly is ownership shown? 
 

 
 

─ What score (1–5) would you give this competency? 

 

 
 

─ Why is this the best-supported score? 
 
 

 

─ What would need to be present for one score higher? 
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CASE 2 
Domain: Cross-functional 
Competency: Collaborates Across Functions 
Description: Works constructively with colleagues, teams, and specialist functions across organisational 
boundaries in order to resolve issues and achieve shared outcomes. 

EVIDENCE INDICATORS 

→ Shows active coordination across teams or functions 

→ Clarifies own role versus the role of others 

→ Handles tension or different views constructively 

→ Helps move shared work forward 

EVIDENCE PROVIDED 

The candidate says they worked with other teams on an issue that affected several functions. They explain that 
communication was important and that they helped make sure people stayed aligned. They say the matter was 
eventually resolved and that the overall experience showed they are good at collaboration. However, they do 
not explain clearly what part they themselves took, what disagreement existed, or what they did that moved the 
issue forward. 

YOUR RATING TASK 

─ What evidence here is strongest? 
 

 

 
─ What evidence is missing, thin, or unclear? 

 

 

 
─ How clearly is ownership shown? 

 

 

─ What score (1–5) would you give this competency? 
 

 

─ Why is this the best-supported score? 
 

 

 

─ What would need to be present for one score higher? 
 

 

 



 

IsDB Competency Interviewing Programme | Rating Exercise & Calibration PARTICIPANTS | Created by ORGMASTR 2026 4 
 

CASE 3  
Domain: Adaptive 
Competency: Learns and Improves from Experience 
Description: Reflects on experience, feedback, and outcomes in order to refine judgement, strengthen 
performance, and improve future practice. 

EVIDENCE INDICATORS 

→ Identifies what was learned from experience or feedback 

→ Shows specific behavioural change afterward 

→ Explains how later practice improved 

→ Reflects realistically rather than defensively 

EVIDENCE PROVIDED 

The candidate explains that after leading a difficult internal review, they received feedback that their early 
stakeholder engagement had been too narrow. They reflected on this and changed their later approach by 
involving one additional function earlier in comparable work. In a subsequent case, this helped surface a risk 
sooner and reduced rework. They state that the experience made them more careful about testing who 
needed to be involved at the start, though the example is not especially rich in detail about the original 
situation. 

YOUR RATING TASK 

─ What evidence here is strongest? 
 

 

─ What evidence is missing, thin, or unclear? 
 

 

 

─ How clearly is ownership shown? 
 

 

 

─ What score (1–5) would you give this competency? 
 

─ Why is this the best-supported score? 
 

 

 

─ What would need to be present for one score higher? 
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CASE 4  
Domain: Organizational 
Competency: Upholds Professional and Ethical Standards 
Description: Acts with integrity, fairness, and professionalism, and makes decisions in ways that protect 
trust, standards, and institutional credibility. 

EVIDENCE INDICATORS 

→ Shows awareness of the relevant professional or ethical standard 

→ Acts on the standard even where convenience points elsewhere 

→ Protects fairness, integrity, or trust 

→ Explains the judgement behind the choice made 

EVIDENCE PROVIDED 

The candidate says that in a high-pressure period they became aware that a colleague wanted to move a file 
forward without one required check because timing was tight. They refused to bypass the check, explained why 
the standard mattered, and proposed a way to speed up the remaining steps without weakening the control. 
The check later revealed an issue that needed correction. The candidate also notes that maintaining fairness 
and credibility mattered more than short-term convenience, and that this was uncomfortable because of the 
pressure from others. 

YOUR RATING TASK 

─ What evidence here is strongest? 
 

 
 

─ What evidence is missing, thin, or unclear? 
 

 
 

─ How clearly is ownership shown? 
 

 
 

─ What score (1–5) would you give this competency? 
 

─ Why is this the best-supported score? 
 

 
 

─ What would need to be present for one score higher? 
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ASSESSOR REVIEW 

  NOTES/EVIDENCE 
RATING 

(1-5) 
TOTAL RATING 

(1-5) 

Assessor mark 
for the student’s 
completed 
response 

CASE 1 

   

CASE 2 

  

CASE 3 

  

CASE 4 

  

Assessor 
comments on 
judgement 
quality 

 

   

Feedback point 
for improvement 
(Day 2/3) 

 

   

 


