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Judging Advisor’s Report for SCPF Reps – September 2019 
For the Reps Meeting: September 2019 

Judging Upgrades 

We have three upgrades for the start of the new season: 

 Paul Thackeray to L3 

 Keith Newton to L2 

 Carl Reeve to L2  

We’d like to offer our congratulations to them and to thank you, the clubs, for providing the 

opportunity and the feedback that allows our judges to progress. 

A number of our new Level 1 judges from last season are just starting out with their first bookings. 

May I thank you again for providing the opportunity for them. And please, if I might remind that 

your providing feedback is mandatory for L1. We are able to accredit them at the end of this 

calendar year if we have three feedbacks from the clubs to support it. 

New Training – a Call for Interest 

We will be looking to run a new training course for prospective judges early in 2020. This is a call for 

interest. Please put this to your clubs. If you or anyone in your club is interested, especially among 

the ladies in our community (see below), please get in touch with me (address at the foot) as soon as 

possible to reserve a place. There will be a max of nine places available. 

Women Appraisers 

To repeat the call from February, the number of female appraisers in the Federation is very low – 

less than 10%! I am still very interested to understand why that is, and to attract more of our highly-

talented pool of female photographers to bringing different insights to our judging.  

If you would be interested to know more, please do contact either me or Caroline Colegate.  

The 8 / 8.5 Problem 

I have included as a separate item overleaf a piece included in our latest judges newsletter. This is 

something we (I) have thought long and hard about, and I’d be interested in any club thoughts. If 

you have any ideas you’d like to discuss with me, please drop me an email (address below). Many 

thanks.. 

… Ken Scott 
Judging Advisor 
September 2019 
judging@southerncountiespf.org.uk  
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The 8 – 8.5 Problem 
One of the most common irritations we hear concerns ‘incoherent marking’, that is to say when we 

praise an image only to give it then a low score, or vice versa. 

After a lot of thought and analysis, we have come up with a potential cause of confusion, and it is 

that large chunk of images that naturally fall under the bell curve in a normal distribution of marks. 

There is nothing ‘wrong’ with most of these images; indeed, many are attractive, technically sound 

and well presented.  

Part of the problem relates to what is perceived to be a low mark. If  we are using a reasonable 

range of relative marks, then 7.5-8.5 is an average mark, not a low mark. That in itself has been 

criticised in judges’ feedback, for reasons I don’t understand: ‘the majority of images scored 7.5 - 8’ - 

of course they will. 

What seems to be happening is that we are positive in praising the image – i.e. because it is 

attractive and there is nothing ‘wrong’ with it – and then award ‘only’ an 8.  

What we need to do is to manage expectations better.  I have taken to explaining this at the outset 

of the evening, so I don’t have to repeat it continually. Something like:  

‘The majority of images tonight will be perfectly OK and fall into the mid-range of marks 

between 7.5 and 8.5. There will be  nothing wrong with most of them; it’s just that they may 

not be as expressive or affecting ( or exciting / meaningful / different / individual / moving 

[insert adjective])  as those that get the highest marks. So I will give them due praise, but if I 

have suggestions as to how to improve them, it might be simply to find ways to develop your 

vision and individuality.’  

For individual images in this situation:  

 Be careful not to over-praise, thereby building expectation. Listen to your own language and 

enthusiasm and take note when giving the mark. 

 Don’t look for technical flaws that don’t exist simply to justify not awarding a higher mark. 

Be especially careful not to fall back to common craft remedies, such as cropping or dodging 

/ burning, when the shortfall is in expressive quality.  

Of course it is fine to explore ways in which the subject matter might have been portrayed in a more 

expressive way, both in camera and, if appropriate, in post-production craft. But on many occasions, 

the image is what it is: a perfectly OK image that falls in the good average range of those on show. 

In the reverse case, if we are going to overlook a clear technical issue to award a good mark to a 

highly expressive image, then we have to explain that decision carefully. The goal is to manage 

expectations in our commentary. 

I’d be interested in your thoughts as to how it is working in practice. 

 
 
 


