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Language Exemplar 2 (B Grade)

1). Proposal A:

A very ambitious proposal which illustrates the candidate’s commitment to a challenging task.  However, as is pointed out in the Assessor Comments, it is probably the case that the candidate has not fully considered the totality of the implications of the project, in particular the difficulties relating to the production and physical staging of a play. For one person to take this on is daunting, irrespective of his / her personality and good intentions.

While the proposal corresponds to the broad context of Citizenship and meets all of the C criteria, it only partially satisfies the A criteria. There is a lack of thought as to what is involved in the process from beginning to end, and from the outset it is doubtful if the goals the candidate has set herself, while clearly creative and challenging, are realistic, achievable and practicable, given the comments made by the teacher / assessor. 

 Plan A.

The very full Assessor Comments highlight the shortfalls of the candidate’s plan, and underline the fact that the candidate clearly has not considered in depth the difficulties which she might encounter, both in the research stages and in the production of the end result. The timescale which she has drawn up requires much more detail, and it is clear from comments made by both the candidate and the teacher / assessor in the latter stages of the project that the failure to sketch this out in detail was one of the factors which were detrimental to this project coming to fruition. Moreover, the candidate’s thoughts on contingencies and dependencies are superficial. 

Again, the C criteria are satisfied, but evidence corresponding to the A criteria is only partial at best. 

2). Proposal B:

The change of tack clearly illustrates that the candidate has realised the enormity of the task that she had set herself at the outset (unfortunately this realisation did not materialise until December). Although the revised proposal is less demanding, eliminating the raft of difficulties associated with the writing, production and performance of the play on Aids,(and with the removal of the German references), it nevertheless remains ambitious, especially given the time constraints under which she is now working. The candidate has obviously rationalised the situation and taken on board the earlier guidance and advice given by her teacher / assessor, to the extent that the statement in Proposal A “I think independent learning is one of my strengths” has been revised to “I think independent learning is one of my weaknesses”. 

There is lack of comment on self-evaluation in the Skills Development section.  

Plan B.

Although the revised candidate plan is not available, we can safely assume that it relates closely to the proposal and that it has been rubber-stamped by the teacher / assessor, whose comments indicate that while the plan is well thought-out and achievable, there is still a lack of detail in the planning of the process and an overall general vagueness. The plan falls short of the detail and fleshing-out required to satisfy all of the A criteria for this part of the project. Centres are advised that any revised proposals or plans should be submitted as part of the mandatory candidate evidence.
3). Presentation.

The very brief candidate description of the process and final product, and the lack of information here on how the lesson plans were delivered, leads to the conclusion that this is the least satisfactory part of the candidate’s project. Much more detail is required in this crucial part of the project, and it would appear that the notes might have been written prior to the finalisation of the project. Inclusion of the mind-maps to which the candidate makes reference would have gone some way towards filling in this obvious gap. 

The Assessor Comments also highlight the fact that the candidate did not implement certain stages of her plan as effectively as she had hoped or intended. The over-riding impression is that a lot of the content of the Assessor’s Comments might have been considered for inclusion by the candidate herself in her feedback on the Presentation, thus giving it much more substance. 

4). Evaluation of project.

The candidate comments fully and honestly on the pitfalls she encountered throughout her project(s), and it is to her great credit that she was able to complete the revised project with a marked degree of success after the obvious disappointment of having to abandon her original and very ambitious idea of writing and staging a play. If only there had been another AH student with whom she might have been able to collaborate on the first commendable project!

Despite all of the knockbacks and constraints, the candidate has managed to create a final product which has obviously been used effectively and successfully in S4 French classes (which she attended as an interested observer), and the teacher / assessor’s comments on the fact that the candidate’s materials would be of use in future years indicate that she clearly understood the level at which to pitch the materials she created, as well as the need to produce materials which developed the pupils’ receptive and productive skills. 

The very comprehensive Assessor Comments again highlight the shortfalls in a number of stages of the candidate’s progress, but this should not colour the fact that the candidate achieved a great deal in a very short time while under a huge amount of pressure!

5). Self evaluation.

The candidate’s Self evaluation template, while comprehensive, does not tell the full story as to how well she critically analysed her progress and performance. Her reflections on the highs and lows of her project(s) clearly illustrate thoughtful consideration of how both her cognitive and generic skills developed in the course of the process. What is particularly valuable are the Assessor Comments which relate to the candidate’s performance at the interview conducted at the end of the project, (not a mandatory part of the project as such but in this case extremely valuable and enlightening), as it reveals that the candidate provided excellent responses to a range of questions on different aspects of the project from a team of interviewers. This clearly gave the candidate the opportunity to display some of the skills she had developed, and perhaps even discovered, as a result of undertaking and participating in the Interdisciplinary Project.

Conclusion. 

The award of a Grade B is justified. The candidate fulfilled all of the grade C criteria for the mandatory parts of the project, and in some parts fulfilled some of the A criteria. Indeed, the Verifiers of the centre’s assessment felt that the candidate had done more than enough, taking into account her performance in the interview, to satisfy both of the A criteria for the Self Evaluation section. 

It is unfortunate that the candidate did not take on board more readily the advice of her teacher / assessor at the outset. If she had opted for her revised plan at a much earlier stage, she would clearly have had the time and the opportunity to undertake some of the research and establish some of the contacts which proved to be impossible given the inevitable constraints. If this had been the case, more (all?) of the A criteria boxes would probably have been ticked, and an Overall grade A might not have been beyond her!

The Quality Forum. 

The teacher representative made it clear in her discussion with the External Verifiers that a robust system of internal verification was in place in the centre. 








