Principal Assessor Report 2002

Assessment Panel:

Technical Education

Qualification area

Subject(s) and Level(s)
included in this report

Graphic Communication Higher

General comments re entry numbers
The number of candidates at this level continues to increase despite the introduction of
Intermediate 2. This seems to indicate an ever-increasing popularity of the subject.

General comments
The overall ability of the candidature would seem to have increased in that there was a decrease in
the number of candidates scoring very poorly. It is assumed that some of these candidates have been
switched to a more appropriate level at Intermediate 2. It is to be hoped that this trend will continue
and that the number of ‘No Awards’ will fall further in subsequent years as the numbers aiming for
Intermediate rises.

Statistical Information: Performance of candidates
Grade boundaries at C, B and A for each subject area included in the report
Upper A 168
Lower A 140
B
120
C
101

General commentary on grade boundaries
Notional percentage cut-offs for each grade
Question papers and their associated marking schemes are designed to be of the required standard and
to meet the assessment specification for the subject/level concerned.
For National courses the examination paper(s) are set in order that a score of approximately 50% of
the total marks for all components merits a grade C (based on the grade descriptions for that grade),
and similarly a score of 70 % for a grade A. The lowest mark for a grade B is set by the computer
software as half way between the C and A grade boundaries.
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Comments on grade boundaries for each subject area
The standard of the examination was considered to be very similar to the previous year and the
standard of candidates would appear to have improved since there was a decrease in those scoring
very poorly. The assumption is that such candidates have switched to Intermediate Level. For these
reasons the pass-mark for grade C remained at 101.
In Question 9 it was anticipated that the most able candidates would see that there would be lines
inside the vent in the isometric view and a total of 3 marks was allocated to these lines. In practice
candidates did not realise that the vent was hollow and therefore these marks were not available to
them. . As a consequence the grade boundaries for Upper A was dropped and the mark for Lower A
moved.

Comments on candidate performance
General comments
In Section A there was an improvement in the level of responses although some questions did create
difficulties for the majority of candidates. It is of course necessary to have a range of questions since
the examination must discriminate between candidates of varying abilities but a case can still be made
for a more prescriptive list of course content as was suggested in last year’s report
Question 3 (a) was deliberately designed to reinforce the need to adhere to British Standards
conventions when dealing with dimensioning and hatching. It seems to have had the desired effect in
that there were very few candidates who hatched at the wrong angle in Question 10.
In Section B part of Question 9, designed to stretch the most able candidates, proved to be
unobtainable but otherwise this section appeared to be a reasonable test producing a good spread of
results. A significantly large number of candidates attempted both the optional questions and this
raises the question as to whether some teachers are advising candidates to do this knowing that the
candidate will get the better of the two marks obtained.

Areas of external assessment in which candidates performed well
Questions 10 and 11 were generally well done.
Most candidates scored well in Question 10, the exploded section, but as in previous years the most
common mistake was to miss out lines showing a change of direction inside the body of the objects
being sectioned. There is still confusion in the minds of many candidates when asked to deal with
internal threads in section.
Question 11- the measured perspective, was again well done although, as in previous years, many
failed to see the need to take a second or third height line in order to place the extraction hood
correctly. This was by far the more popular of the optional questions.
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Areas of external assessment in which candidates had difficulty
In Section A Questions 4 and 5 created most difficulties.
Question 4 was considered to be fairly demanding and this proved to be true in that many candidates
had difficulty in working out the differences in widths caused by the tolerances.
Question 5 was looking for principles of good DTP design but many candidates gave vague answers
or listed software functions. The question was based on the support material issued to schools but
perhaps could have been more specific in the way in which it was presented.
In Section B Questions 8 and 9 were the most demanding.
As in previous years the question involving an auxiliary view, Q8, was not well done. The basic
principles of projection for auxiliary views do not seem to be understood by a large section of the
candidature and even the simple task of drawing an ellipse from given axes was beyond a fairly
significant group.
Question 9 was designed to stretch the most able candidates while still giving opportunities for all to
get a reasonable mark. The End Elevation was worth almost half the marks and was considered to be
a very fair test. However it was not particularly well done with many candidates failing to plot the
curves correctly. The Isometric View was considered to be more demanding with the positioning of
the ridge and the plotting of the lines inside the vent requiring a bit of thought. In practice candidates
did not recognise the fact that a vent would be hollow. This was a fault in the question and this has
been taken into consideration in determining cut-off scores.

Areas of common misunderstanding
See comments above on Questions 5 and 9.
Question 8, the auxiliary view, was very badly done and the positioning of the title for the view as
printed on the question paper has been raised as a possible source of confusion. However, it is the
view of the examining team that the confusion lies in a lack of understanding of the basic principles
of projection rather than in the positioning of any given title. Auxiliary views have been poorly
attempted in the last three examinations irrespective of the positioning of titles or of the use of
direction arrows.
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Recommendations
Feedback to centres
Centres should be reminded of the need to follow basic principles of projection when dealing with
auxiliary views.
The construction of an ellipse from given axes did not seem to have been taught in some centres.
As in previous years, many candidates lost marks by failing to recognise the need to take more than
one height line from appropriate points when tackling a measured perspective question.
The most common mistake in the engineering drawing was the failure to recognise that a firm line is
required to show a change in direction inside a hollow section and there is still confusion in the minds
of many candidates as to how to deal with internal threads in a section.
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