Principal Assessor Report 2005

Assessment Panel:

Music

Qualification area

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

Intermediate 1 and 2

Statistical information: update
Intermediate 1
Number of resulted entries in 2004

557

Number of resulted entries in 2005

639

Intermediate 2
Number of resulted entries in 2004

1,885

Number of resulted entries in 2005

2,304

General comments re resulted entry numbers
The number of entries has continued to rise, most dramatically at Intermediate 2 level where over 400 more
candidates were entered. This is due to a combination of the suitability of the course for the S5 cohort and
the increasing practice of entering candidates from S4. 53% of the candidature this year at Intermediate 2
level was from S4.
There was an increase in the number of Sound Engineering presentations and a substantial increase in MIDI
Sequencing candidates.

2

Statistical Information: Performance of candidates
Distribution of awards including grade boundaries
Intermediate 1
Distribution of awards
Maximum Mark- 240
A
B
C
D
No award

%

Cum %

Number of candidates

Lowest mark

-

-

-

-

12.8
35.5
25.5
6.9
19.2

12.8
48.4
73.9
80.8
100.0

82
227
163
44
123

168
144
120
108
-

%

Cum %

-

-

-

-

39.3
29.9
20.4
3.0
7.4

39.3
69.2
89.6
92.6
100.0

905
690
470
69
170

168
144
120
108
-

Intermediate 2
Distribution of awards
Maximum Mark- 240
A
B
C
D
No award

Number of candidates

Lowest mark

General commentary on passmarks and grade boundaries
•

•

•
•
•
•

While SQA aims to set examinations and create mark schemes which will allow a competent candidate to
score a minimum 50% of the available marks (notional passmark) and a very well-prepared, very
competent candidate to score at least 70%, it is almost impossible to get the standard absolutely on target
every year, in every subject and level
Each year we therefore hold a passmark meeting for each subject at each level where we bring together all
the information available (statistical and judgmental). The Principal Assessor and SQA Qualifications
Manager meet with the relevant SQA Business Manager and Statistician to discuss the evidence and make
decisions. The meetings are chaired by members of the senior management team at SQA
We adjust the passmark downwards if there is evidence that we have set a slightly more demanding exam
than usual, allowing the pass rate to be unaffected by this circumstance
We adjust the passmark upwards if there is evidence that we have set a slightly less demanding exam than
usual, allowing the pass rate to be unaffected by this circumstance
Where the standard appears to be very similar to previous years, we maintain similar grade boundaries
An exam paper at a particular level in a subject in one year tends to have a marginally different set of grade
boundaries from exam papers in that subject at that level in other years. This is because the particular
questions are different. This is also the case for exams set in centres. And just because SQA has altered a
boundary in a particular year in say Higher Chemistry does not mean that centres should necessarily alter
boundaries in their prelim exam in Higher Chemistry. The two are not that closely related as they do not
contain identical questions
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•

Our main aim is to be fair to candidates across all subjects and all levels and maintain standards across the
years, even as arrangements evolve and change.

Comments on any significant changes in distribution of awards/grade boundaries
Intermediate grade boundaries were set as in 2004 examinations.
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Comments on candidate performance
General comments
Performance by candidates in the Mandatory PIL Unit was generally acceptable. A few centres performed
particularly well but overall candidate performance was slightly poorer than last year.

Areas of external assessment in which candidates performed well
The Performing element of the exam continued to prove very secure ground for most candidates and centres.
Submissions in Inventing at Mandatory PIL level were broadly in line with national standards.
Technology folios were generally well done. In Sound Engineering there was evidence that candidates and
centres had moved forward in terms of understanding standards within this optional Extension Unit. MIDI
submissions also showed signs of an increased awareness of national standards.

Areas of external assessment in which candidates had difficulty
In Performing there were more PA referrals than last year. These largely concerned candidates who
performed programmes which were short of minimum time requirements and/or below the task level required.
Listening was not so well done at PIL level. There were a few candidates who gained marks above 50 out of
the raw 60 but the bulk of candidates’ marks lay in the middle range. It was evident in these papers that some
candidates had been given little or no guidance on the approach to certain types of questions.
The Listening Extension papers at both levels were not well done. The literacy questions continued to trouble
most candidates although there was some evidence of a slight increase in the accuracy of answers from a few
centres.
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Recommendations
Feedback to centres
In Listening exams it is essential that candidates are prepared for the format and design of the papers and the
demands of specific questions. The mark schemes used by SQA markers are available on the SQA website and
provide definitive guidance on an approach to marking as well as the wide range of acceptable answers in any
‘open-ended’ questions. It is incumbent on centres to prepare candidates for every type of question.
In Performance exams two requirements continued to cause difficulties, i.e. failure to comply with SQA
requirements in terms of performance time and task level. Many referrals from Visiting Examiners highlighted
candidates whose programmes were below the task level requirements and significantly short of time. These
requirements have remained stable since the exam’s inception and it is regrettable that such performances are
clearly not eligible for all the marks available.
In Technology submissions centres would be advised to ensure that candidates are proficient in saving their
work as a MIDI file. In Sound Engineering a timely check of material is advised before forwarding to SQA to
ensure e.g. regulations have been met regarding number of tracks.
In the marking process for Inventing it is essential that the score/performance plan required for each piece of
inventing actually allows the marker to follow the piece.
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