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This report provides information on the performance of candidates. Teachers, lecturers 

and assessors may find it useful when preparing candidates for future assessment. The 

report is intended to be constructive and informative and to promote better understanding. 

It would be helpful to read this report in conjunction with the published assessment 

documents and marking instructions. 

 

The statistics used in this report have been compiled before the completion of any Post 

Results Services. 
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Section 1: comments on the assessment 

Summary of the course assessment 

Component 1: question paper 

The 2018 question paper contained a blend of questions covering the knowledge and 

understanding outlined in the course specification relating to bench skills, machine 

processes and fabrication, and thermal joining. 

 

Feedback from the marking team indicated that the question paper was fair in terms of 

course coverage and the overall level of demand. The question paper discriminated 

effectively between candidates. 

 

Candidate performance in the question paper was poorer than in the practical activity. The 

marking team noted that a number of candidates failed to demonstrate a basic level of 

understanding of practical metalworking terminology, especially with regard to the correct 

names of tools and equipment. 

 

Component 2: practical activity 

This year, the majority of candidates completed the garden lantern task. 

 

New marking instructions were introduced for session 2017–18 to coincide with the revisions 

to the course assessment. 

 

A small number of centres did not implement the new marking instructions correctly and 

awarded full marks when candidates did not independently complete the practical activity. 

Further information about this is available in the Key Messages Round 2 report, which is 

published on SQA’s website. This issue will also be covered in new Understanding 

Standards material. 

 

An updated log book was also introduced for session 2017–18. The log book covers specific 

areas such as machine and power tool care and maintenance, tool care and maintenance, 

and safe working procedures. The new log book allows candidates to be credited for their 

work in these areas. 

 

The majority of centres took on board the information in the 2016–17 Key Messages and the 

2017 course report, and were well informed about the changes to assessment for session 

2017–18. 

 

The practical activity task, once again, performed appropriately as a final assessment. As a 

whole, candidates appear to have been well prepared for the practical activity. The 

performance by candidates demonstrated that centres were covering the majority of the 

topic areas sufficiently. 

 

The majority of centres made fair and accurate assessment judgements within marking 

tolerances. Most centres marking outwith these tolerances were lenient in their application of 

marks. Valid and reliable assessment judgements are absolutely essential to the credibility 

of this subject.   



 

 3 

Section 2: comments on candidate performance 

Areas in which candidates performed well 

Component 1: question paper 

Well-prepared candidates who demonstrated knowledge and understanding of practical 

metalworking skills gained marks in the upper range. The most successful candidates fully 

developed and justified their comments to gain maximum marks. 

 

Question 1(b): The majority of candidates were able to correctly state a property of 

high carbon steel in relation to the screwdriver blade. 

Question 1(g): The majority of candidates were able to describe at least two safety 

checks that should be carried out on the centre lathe before switching 

it on. 

Question 1(h): In general, candidates performed to a very good standard throughout 

the three areas of this question. 

Question 2(e): The majority of candidates were able to gain at least 3 of the 4 marks 

available for this question. They showed good skills in being able to 

read sizes directly from drawings and apply them to the parts list 

given. 

Question 2(g): The majority of candidates were able to correctly name the 

pillar/pedestal drill. This question was the best answered of the ‘name’ 

command word questions in the question paper. 

Question 2(h): The majority of candidates were able to correctly explain why work 

areas and floors around machinery should always be kept clean and 

dry. 

Question 3(b): The majority of candidates were able to name a hand tool that can be 

used to remove waste material from mild steel sheet in the context of 

the question. 

Question 3(d): The majority of candidates were able to explain why the hole was 

drilled in the top of the candle holder before bending. 

 

Component 2: practical activity 

The verification team reported that there were some excellent examples of practical work. 

Centres have developed a sound grasp of the standard required for the practical activity. 

 

Most candidates completed the new log book to a high standard and in a variety of 

acceptable ways, including: handwritten, typed, on paper and electronically. 

 

The format of the log book allowed the majority of candidates to respond with standard 

checks and procedures. Some candidates included more in-depth and non-standard, but 

acceptable, responses. The majority of candidates demonstrated a high standard of safe 

working procedures throughout the practical activity. The high value placed on this area 

reflects its importance. 

 

Candidates demonstrated skills in measuring and marking out in terms of bench work. 

Assessor commentary confirmed that a majority of candidates were able to carry out these 

tasks appropriately and within tolerance. 
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Candidates’ lathe work was good in a number of areas, with the best work displayed in linear 

dimension accuracy after facing off — especially on the overall length of the legs, overall 

length of the handle and overall length of the feet. The majority of candidates who had 

completed knurling had done so to a good standard, with only a small majority then 

deforming the knurl by closing too forcefully in vice or chuck. 

 

The majority of candidates showed skills in machine drilling on the lathe and pedestal/pillar 

drill, especially when positioning and aligning the holes. (Accurate measuring and marking 

out, especially for the pedestal/pillar drill, helped this.) However, on a number of holes, no 

deburring had taken place. 

 

Candidates manufactured both internal and external threads to a high standard. Across the 

verification sample, there was little evidence of broken threads or drunken threads. It was 

clear that candidates were using the proper techniques, including clearing cuttings and 

lubrication, and that they had access to tools and equipment appropriate for good quality 

manufacture of threads. 

 

Candidates who completed the assessment assembled the artefacts excellently. The 

majority of these candidates demonstrated their ability to manufacture individual components 

to a good standard and within tolerance. This contributed to the majority of functional sizes 

also being well within tolerance and the product being properly assembled. 

 

Areas which candidates found demanding 

Component 1: question paper 

Candidates struggled with some of the ‘name’ command word questions. In some instances 

they did not answer the question, or they gave an incorrect name for the object shown.  

 

Some candidate responses to ‘explain’ and ‘describe’ questions were too short and lacked 

the detail required to gain marks. 

 

Question 1(d)(ii): The majority of candidates did not explain the effect of tempering the 

screwdriver blade. 

Question 1(e)(ii): The majority of candidates did not name the tool shown from the 

image provided in the question. 

Question 1(f): Although candidates made a good attempt at this question, the 

majority of them did not give the correct name of the machine 

Question 1(i): Although candidates made a good attempt at this question, the 

majority of them did not state the feature of a 3 jaw chuck that makes 

it suitable for holding the screwdriver blade. 

Question 1(k)(i): Although candidates made a good attempt at this question, the 

majority of them did not give the correct reading from the micrometer. 

Candidates performed as expected for the next part of the question 

1(k)(ii). A similar question featured in the specimen question paper. 

Question 2(c)(ii): Although candidates made an adequate attempt at this question, the 

majority of them did not give the correct name of the object shown. 

Question 2(d)(i): Candidates did not attempt this question well. The majority of them did 

not give the correct name of the tool shown.  
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Component 2: practical activity 

Some candidates struggled to accurately cut and shape the support components in the 

garden lantern project. These parts are intricate and detailed, and candidates did not take 

enough time to ensure they were accurately using tools. Uneven faces and sizes outwith 

tolerance were the main reasons that candidates did not gain marks. 

 

Some candidates found areas of lathe work demanding in terms of keeping diameters within 

the tolerance of +/-0.2 mm, accurately taper turning, and ensuring a good quality finish on 

both parallel cuts and the tapers. The marking instructions for this area allow assessors to 

differentiate between stronger and weaker candidates. 

 

Fabrication work in terms of folded joints and welded joints was less well attempted by a 

number of candidates, and this was reflected in candidates’ marks for this area. Folded joints 

were uneven and not parallel and, in many cases, the overall dimensions of the tray 

component of the garden lantern project were well outwith tolerance. Welding continues to 

be a demanding area for candidates. The consistency of run over length of joint was the 

most difficult aspect for candidates. A number of components featured weld spatter and 

evidence of burning. Across a number of fusion joints, the joined components were not 

square. 

 

Some candidates found it challenging to replicate good quality work, for example turning the 

tapers on the garden lantern handle, or joining the handle supports to the lid. In instances 

like this, assessors should award marks according to the marking instructions. 

 

In terms of finishing, assessors generally marked within tolerance, however, almost all 

assessors were verging on leniency. Many candidates had not deburred edges of parts, 

holes, or apertures and this prevented them from gaining marks. Many components still had 

scratches, blemishes, and processing marks. To achieve a higher mark for the practical 

activity, candidates must successfully prepare before they undertake their work.  
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Section 3: advice for the preparation of future 
candidates 

Component 1: question paper 

Teachers and lecturers should ensure they are familiar with the relevant marking 

instructions, which are published annually on SQA’s website. 

 

Teachers and lecturers should encourage candidates to respond in sentence format rather 

than in single-word responses. Single-word responses can gain marks where the command 

word is ‘state’, but where ‘describe’ and ‘explain’ are used, a description or explanation is 

required. 

 

To prepare future candidates for the question paper, teachers and lecturers could encourage 

their candidates to support their responses with sketches, where appropriate. Some 

candidates found it challenging to fully articulate some of their responses and this approach 

may help, particularly for the ‘describing’ using tools and processes questions. Teachers and 

lecturers should remind candidates that while they can use pencil to construct a sketch, any 

final sketch to support a response should be in blue or black ink. 

 

Candidates should use the correct terminology, as detailed in the National 5 Practical 

Metalworking course specification. This will help ensure that they are gaining the maximum 

amount of marks available to them. 

 

The best possible preparation for the question paper is to give candidates the opportunity to 

work through question papers of a similar. Teachers and lecturers should talk through the 

marking instructions with candidates as they complete each question. 

 

Component 2: practical activity 

The course aims, rationale and content remain the same, but teachers and lecturers should 

familiarise themselves with any updated documentation available on SQA’s website, secure 

website and Understanding Standards website. 

 

In session 2018–19 the practical activity task will be published on SQA’s secure site (in 

October). The new task will replace the previous bank of practical activity assessments that 

centres could choose from. 

 

While assessors can give candidates support and guidance, where they provide any 

significant amount of support, it must be reflected in the marks awarded. 

 

The practical activity is designed to discriminate between candidates, so there will be a wide 

range of marks across a class group. Stronger candidates should be able to complete the 

practical activity successfully with minimal support and guidance. Weaker candidates may 

not be able to complete all aspects of the assignment within a reasonable time, or may 

require significant assistance, and so would achieve a lower mark. Once the practical activity 

has been completed and assessed, it cannot be returned to the candidate for further work to 

improve their mark. 
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Teachers and lecturers should continue to focus on the log book and ensure that candidates 

know to complete it. The information in the log book should be clear and in candidates’ own 

words. Teachers and lecturers should refer to the exemplar log book on SQA’s website and 

the relevant Understanding Standards materials. 

 

Teachers and lecturers should ensure that candidates know that work-holding to complete a 

component or assembly can potentially damage finished work in terms of either deforming 

the work or adding blemishes or scratches. Candidates should be planning and problem 

solving to ensure they know how to manufacture or assemble components from start to 

finish. 

 

Teachers and lecturers should ensure that candidates understand the importance of 

finishing work to a high standard, including spending time deburring and removing blemishes 

and scratches. This is a very important part of the process and candidates should allocate 

time for this. 

 

Teachers and lecturers should advise candidates to take great care with their components at 

all times and to ensure that tools are set correctly, have no defects, and are of the correct 

quality to complete the task. The majority of unnecessary blemishes or scratches on 

components this year were the result of tooling issues, care of components, or lack of time 

spent finishing the components to an appropriate level. It is the candidate’s responsibility to 

recognise when tools or equipment need to be adapted or rectified, even if they do not carry 

out this procedure by themselves. 

 

Teachers and lecturers should ensure that candidates know about any available jigs or 

fixtures that they can use to aid accurate manufacture during the practical activity. These 

can be particularly useful in many areas, but especially when holding a number of 

components during fusion joining. 

 

Teachers and lecturers should note that if candidates apply a finish (internal or external) to 

the completed practical activity artefact, it could lead to a ‘Not Accepted’ decision being 

made at verification. 
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Grade boundary and statistical information: 
 
Statistical information: update on courses  

     

Number of resulted entries in 2017 1243 
     

Number of resulted entries in 2018 1259 
     

     

Statistical information: performance of candidates  

     

Distribution of course awards including grade boundaries  

     

Distribution of course 

awards 
Percentage 

Cumulative 

% 
Number of candidates 

Lowest 

mark 

Maximum mark          

A 38.8% 38.8% 489 70 

B 25.9% 64.7% 326 60 

C 16.5% 81.3% 208 50 

D 9.6% 90.9% 121 40 

No award 9.1% - 115 - 
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General commentary on grade boundaries 

SQA’s main aim is to be fair to candidates across all subjects and all levels and maintain 

comparable standards across the years, even as arrangements evolve and change. 

 

SQA aims to set examinations and create marking instructions which allow a competent 

candidate to score a minimum of 50% of the available marks (the notional C boundary) and 

a well prepared, very competent candidate to score at least 70% of the available marks (the 

notional A boundary). 

 

It is very challenging to get the standard on target every year, in every subject at every level. 

 

Therefore SQA holds a grade boundary meeting every year for each subject at each level to 

bring together all the information available (statistical and judgemental). 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 management team at SQA. 

 

 The grade boundaries can be adjusted downwards if there is evidence that the exam is 

more challenging than usual, allowing the pass rate to be unaffected by this 

circumstance. 

 The grade boundaries can be adjusted upwards if there is evidence that the exam is less 

challenging than usual, allowing the pass rate to be unaffected by this circumstance. 

 Where standards are comparable to previous years, similar grade boundaries are 

maintained. 

 

Grade boundaries from exam papers in the same subject at the same level tend to be 

marginally different year to year. This is because the particular questions, and the mix of 

questions, are different. This is also the case for exams set by centres. If SQA alters a 

boundary, this does not mean that centres should necessarily alter their boundary in the 

corresponding practice exam paper. 

 


