
 

 

 

   

Alternative Certification Model 2020–21: 
National QA Exercise Key Messages 
Subject Graphic Communication 
Level Higher 

 

This report provides information on themes emerging from the national quality assurance 
exercise, which is part of the Alternative Certification Model for National 5, Higher and 
Advanced Higher courses.  

A sample of candidates’ assessed work from selected centres was reviewed to determine 
whether assessment was in line with the national standard. The evidence submitted may 
have been partial or incomplete and is unlikely to have represented all of the evidence that 
will be gathered to allow the centre to determine a provisional result. 

The centres selected for review in this subject and at this level have been provided with 
specific feedback on the evidence that they submitted. The comments below highlight key 
points about the assessment approaches and instruments used and the sampled centres’ 
assessment judgements, for all centres delivering the subject at this level to reflect upon 
and make any appropriate adjustments. 
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Section 1: Comments on approach to assessment  
Almost all centres used the SQA 2021 NQ assessment resource question paper and/or 
assignment, and submitted full or partial candidate responses to this. A few centres 
submitted centre-devised question papers using several years of SQA past papers, or a 
centre-devised question paper that included a selection of SQA past paper questions and 
centre-devised questions. 

In the majority of cases, the evidence was valid. For centres that used the SQA 2021 
assignment or question paper, there were no issues with the approaches to assessment, as 
these meet the national standard. 

For centre-devised questions papers, we recommend the following approach:  

♦ Keep 1-mark questions to a minimum, as they do not allow candidates to elaborate on 
points, give multiple responses and demonstrate full depth of knowledge.  

♦ Desktop publishing questions should have a high number of elements and principles of 
design in their construction, so that candidates can fully demonstrate their knowledge in 
this area. There should also be multiple instances of these elements and principles 
within the design, as this will allow for more than 1 mark to be allocated. 

♦ Refer to the format of recent SQA past papers.  
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Section 2: Comments on assessment judgements  
It was evident that teachers and lecturers are working hard to develop and to encourage the 
skills, knowledge and understanding necessary for this course. Assessors’ comments and 
other relevant supporting evidence submitted by most centres clearly showed on what basis 
the assessment judgements had been made. Detailed checklists and observation notes 
were used effectively by most centres, which was very helpful. 

There was evidence that centre moderation processes were thorough, detailed and highly 
effective. In addition, there was evidence of effective internal moderation procedures by local 
authorities. 

Overall, assessment judgements were accurate. However, there were a few instances where 
marking instructions had been applied too leniently. While this was occasionally apparent in 
areas of the SQA assignment and the SQA question paper, it was more prevalent in  
centre-devised question papers. 

The quality and standard of marking across the SQA assignment was excellent. In a very 
few centres, the following was identified when applying the marking instructions: 

♦ Section 1 (CAD) — candidates gained a mark for BS dimensioning when there was no 
evidence of any angular dimensions. 

♦ Section 3a (DTP planning) — candidates gained marks for simply identifying dominance, 
shape, text wrap and reverse, without fully justifying their use and the effect on the 
document. In some cases, candidates were awarded a mark for a generic comment on 
what these elements, principles or features were, without putting them in context of their 
own design. 

For centres that used the SQA question paper, the marking instructions had been fairly and 
accurately applied. However, minor areas for improvement were identified when using 
subject specific terminology: 

♦ 3D CAD — candidates were often awarded marks for terms that are not in the course 
specification. This was evident in the constraints question 1b, where a few centres were 
accepting generic software commands. It was also evident in question 2a and 4f.  

 


