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PHYSICS 
 

2012 CHIEF ASSESSOR’S REPORT 
 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
Chief Assessors’ reports give an overview of how students performed in their school 
and external assessments in relation to the learning requirements, assessment 
design criteria, and performance standards set out in the relevant subject outline. 
They provide information and advice regarding the assessment types, the application 
of the performance standards in school and external assessments, the quality of 
student performance, and any relevant statistical information. 
 
 
SCHOOL ASSESSMENT 
 

Assessment Type 1: Folio 
 
Assessment Type 1 is made up of school-assessed practical work and an issues 
investigation. This assessment type contributes 40% towards a student’s final grade. 
 
When designing tasks for the investigations folio, teachers need to ensure that they 
give students the opportunity to meet a range of performance standards at the higher 
levels of achievement. As was the case in 2011, there were good examples of 
instances where students were given well-designed tasks. However, many of the 
tasks seen at moderation did not allow students these opportunities. These tasks 
gave students too much direction by being too prescriptive. For example, the 
instructions in many practical tasks required students to ‘state one random error’ or 
‘state one improvement’, rather than allowing the students to critically analyse the 
procedure, including a broader discussion of errors, and hence suggest a range of 
appropriate improvements. 
 
In many tasks it was unclear to the moderators which of the performance standards 
were being assessed. The majority of practical work showed little or no evidence of 
assessment of specific features I3 and A3. It would be advisable to have specific 
practical investigations that target the assessment of I3 and A3. Moderators 
commented that it was easier to confirm the results when teachers detailed how the 
assessment of I3 and A3 in specific tasks was undertaken; however, this was rarely 
done. 
 
While many tasks allowed for the assessment of AE1, AE2, and AE3, the 
assessment of work against these performance standards appeared to be weighted 
too much towards lower-order skills, as was the case last year. The higher levels of 
achievement of these performance standards require work of a higher order than 
what was frequently presented. By including at least one task that is more open-
ended, teachers allow students the opportunity to be more critical, more logical, and 
more perceptive in their analysis. Practical tasks that allowed students to discover 
and explore the relationship between variables (as opposed to taking measurements 
to calculate a value) were more conducive to the effective assessment of AE1 and 
AE3 at higher levels. (Note that the specific features for analysis and evaluation have 
changed for 2013. See the subject outline.) 
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Again this year, many of the issues investigations seen at moderation were over 
1500 words, with referencing tending to be brief or not included at all. When making 
their decisions, moderators are required to not include what is presented by the 
student beyond the limit of 1500 words. For instance, if an investigation is 2000 
words in length, then the final 500 words are not to be considered. If the last section 
of the report is where students have presented evidence of formulating a conclusion 
(AE3), then they place themselves at a disadvantage. 
 
Well-designed issues investigation tasks featured clear processes that gave some 
guidance to students in their formulation of a question and subsequent research, and 
scaffolded how students should reference their information. 
 
A significant proportion of the word-count in many issues investigations was used for 
an analysis of the information sources or an article analysis. While in the past this 
may have been an appropriate way to assess research skills, it is not necessarily the 
best way to provide evidence of the critical and logical selection of information about 
physics (I2). A summary or annotations indicating the reasons (for example, relating 
to accuracy and suitability) for the selection of reference materials may provide 
clearer evidence. 
 
Many questions formulated by students in the issues investigation limited their 
opportunity to achieve at the higher grade levels. It is difficult for a student to 
demonstrate evidence for AE1 when the investigation is not of an issue, but simply 
researching a phenomenon, unless the question formulated around the phenomenon 
allows for a discussion of the alternative interpretations of its significance and hence 
a conclusion which can be substantiated. Alternatively, teachers may divide the 
issues investigation into sections with one that properly allows for assessment of 
specific feature AE1 up to the A level. 
 
In some cases issues investigation was used to assess specific feature I1. While this 
can be done, greater evidence must be provided to show how a student has provided 
evidence of the design of their investigation. In some of these cases, this was the 
only task in which I1 was assessed and it is recommended that this specific feature is 
more effectively assessed in the designing of a practical investigation. 
 
Moderators noted that task design again had an impact on student achievement in 
the investigations folio. 
 
 

Assessment Type 2: Skills and Applications Tasks 
 
Assessment Type 2 consists of the school assessment of skills and assessment 
tasks. This assessment type contributes 30% towards a student’s final grade. 
 
As was the case in 2011, the majority of approved learning and assessment plans 
(LAPs) indicated that four or five tasks would make up this assessment type. 
However, again there were many examples of teachers putting together two or three 
tests and describing them as one large test. (For example, Test A: projectile and 2D 
motion, combined with Test B: gravitation, satellites and momentum). It was clear 
that this resulted, in some cases, in teachers not having four tasks as indicated on 
their LAP, but instead having seven or eight or even more tests spread over the year. 
This does not comply with the specifications of the subject outline which allows for 
between three and five skills and applications tasks (depending on the number of 
Investigations Folio tasks included in the Learning and Assessment Plan).  
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Moderators noted the use of some recycled old tests containing questions which are 
now outside the key ideas and intended student learning of the current subject 
outline. The structure of some older tests did not allow students to provide evidence 
for the assessment of the specific features that were identified in the LAP as being 
assessed in the task. 
 
A well-designed sequence of skills and applications tasks includes a blend of 
extended-response questions, experimental-skills questions, ‘explain’ questions, and 
application questions that allows students to demonstrate their ability to provide 
solutions to complex problems. These allow for assessment of performance 
standards from all four assessment design criteria (across the sequence, not 
necessarily in every test), as required by the subject outline. Many tests were almost 
entirely assessing only specific features KU1 and A2 at the mid-range levels. 
 
Careful question choice when constructing tests allows the best students to 
demonstrate that they are worthy of an A+ grade, while still allowing the A level to be 
achieved. Moderators commented that the design of tasks often limited the 
opportunity of students to achieve at the higher levels, particularly against 
performance standards A1, A2, KU1, and KU2. 
 
 
EXTERNAL ASSESSMENT 
 

Assessment Type 3: Examination 
 
Assessment Type 3 consists of the externally assessed examination, which 
contributes 30% of the final grade. 
 
The mean mark for the 2012 examination was a few percentage points lower than 
the previous couple of years. However, the number of students achieving grades of 
D+ or lower also decreased. 
 
As has been the case in previous years’ examinations, questions based on 
calculations were answered with more success than questions requiring an 
explanation or description. This was also reflected in the questions designed to 
assess higher-order problem-solving. The problem-solving questions that were 
solved via a calculation also generally had better student responses than problems 
that are solved by the application of concepts in new contexts. 
 
Compared with 2011, there were fewer instances of students failing to answer the 
specific question asked, with the exception of Question 2(c). Often, written answers 
lacked clarity or did not attract full marks because the student did not use the correct 
physics terminology. Students should be reminded that the marking scheme for many 
questions includes a proportion of marks for how effectively ideas are communicated. 
These marks are not awarded when the student does not express the answer using 
appropriate physics terminology. 
 
The correct use of significant figures was problematic in this year’s examination. 
Sampling showed that approximately 60% of students were penalised in Question 
Booklet 1 for providing an answer with an inappropriate number of significant figures. 
Similarly, approximately 70% of students were penalised in some part of 
Question 25, the practical skills question. 
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Neither of the two derivations in the examination were handled well by students. In 
both, key components were omitted, and the diagrams that were used were often not 
labelled appropriately. Other aspects of the course that stood out as particularly 
challenging for students were using the law of conservation of momentum and 
distinguishing between and using the concepts of monochromatic and coherent. 
 
Below are specific comments on each question in the examination paper. 
 

Section A (Questions 1 to 25) 
 
Question Booklet 1 (Questions 1 to 14) 
 
Question 1 
The first question of a Stage 2 Physics examination is usually one that almost every 
student can answer correctly, and know that they have answered it correctly. This 
was the case again this year. A few students referred to a centripetal force causing 
the puck’s centripetal acceleration, and this was not awarded the mark. The 
calculation of the magnitude of the force was handled well by the majority of 
students. 
 
Question 2 
The first part of this question was to provide a value to be used later in the question. 
To obtain the allocated mark, students had to write down the correct expression, 
show the substitution into the equation, and show that this gave the required answer. 
From their answers to Questions 3(c) and 16(c), it was apparent that many students 
did not actually calculate the value of 25sin40, because if they had done so, they 
would have immediately realised that their calculator was set to radians and resolved 
the problem for these later questions. 
 
When calculating the maximum height of the javelin, the majority of students used a 
rearrangement of the expression v2 = v0

2 – 2as, while many calculated the flight time 
from launch height to maximum height, and very few used energy considerations. 
Some students who first calculated the flight time then did not use the fact that the 
acceleration and the initial vertical component of the velocity are in opposite 
directions. Some students did not include the launch height in their maximum height. 
A small number of students were penalised for stating the launch height to 4 or more 
significant figures. 
 
There were a number of students who did not answer the question in part (c), 
choosing instead to discuss how changing the launch height changes the angle that 
gives the greatest range. Rarely did the content of these answers contain anything 
that could be allocated a mark for the question. 
 
Question 3 
Drawing and resolving the normal force vector was done correctly by many students. 
Common mistakes were having vertical and horizontal components of incorrect 
lengths, and having unlabelled or poorly labelled vectors (for instance, using ‘Fsin ’ 
for the horizontal component). 
 
The ability to communicate physics information was a significant factor in the marking 
of part (b). Some statements made in part (b)(i) were poorly expressed, and in 
part (b)(ii), there was often no justification for why the horizontal component was 

equal to 
r

mv2
. 
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The calculation of the maximum speed was done correctly by most students. 
 
Question 4 
More than half of the students obtained full marks for this question. In previous 
Stage 2 Physics examinations, students have been deterred by the need to calculate 
a ratio, but that did not seem to be an issue in this question. The most common 
mistake was the failure to square each distance. This was penalised 1 mark whether 
it was missed on either one or both occasions. A few students were penalised for 
allocating a unit (usually newtons) to the ratio. 
 
Question 5 
Students who based their arguments for parts (a) and (b) on the expression 

v = 
T

r2 typically received 1 of the 4 available marks. Students who used the 

expression v = 
r

GM  usually correctly identified that the QuickBird satellite orbits 

slower, and markers commented that fewer students than in previous years used this 
expression to incorrectly state that the speed is inversely proportional to the radius. 
Many students correctly stated that the mass of the satellite has no effect on the 
speed, but a significant proportion of students were unable to communicate their 
justification effectively. The vast majority of students correctly identified an 
appropriate advantage of the low-altitude orbit.  
 
Question 6 
This question involving the use of the law of conservation of momentum was one of 
the poorest answered questions, with more than 42% of students not obtaining any 
marks. Students should be discouraged from writing abbreviations like ‘LOCOM’ in 
their answers since this is rarely appropriate communication. What the conservation 
law actually says was also often poorly communicated and many students 

inappropriately used p  instead of the correct p . The best answers used an 
organised, structured and appropriately communicated process, such as finding the 
total initial momentum, finding the total final momentum, and then equating them to 
determine the unknown. 
 
Question 7 
Students found it difficult to construct a vector-based argument for the larger change 
in momentum of the reflected photons. Many answers referred to the law of 
conservation of momentum, and it was common for vectors to be labelled with 
symbols that were not obvious and therefore needed to be defined. The link from a 
greater change in momentum of the photons to a greater acceleration of the solar sail 
was not well made by many students, a number of whom simply rewrote the 
comparative statement from part (a). 
 
Question 8 
This question should be routine for Stage 2 Physics students, and over 75% of 
students received all 3 available marks. The most common mistake was to draw field 
lines that passed through the plate. The answers that did not feature parallel field 
lines often had a very large number of field lines. The best answers had either five or 
nine field lines on both sides of the plate. 
 
Question 9 
This question involved a routine calculation followed by the sum of two perpendicular 
vectors. The first of these was completed more successfully by the students. Some 
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students did not correctly determine the direction of the force on Q due to qB, Even 
though the question specified that the force on Q from qA is towards the east, many 
students constructed a vector sum with this force towards the west. There was a 
penalty for students who gave the direction of the total force as ‘below horizontal’ 
rather than referring to cardinal points. 
 
Question 10 
Almost two-thirds of the students received zero marks for this question, and its mean 
was the lowest of all the questions from any section of the paper. The question was 
designed to assess students’ application of physics concepts to solve problems in a 
new context, since it is not anticipated that students come into the examination 
knowing whether the conductors attract or repel. The students who effectively 
communicated their deduction that the conductors attract typically started their 
answer using the information stated in the question that each conductor is within the 
magnetic field created by the other conductor. 
 
Question 11 
Even though part (a) was allocated 1 mark, it requires two things: the correct 
direction to be determined and an appropriate path to be drawn. Students who drew 
paths that were straight within the field before curving or paths that continued to 
curve after the electron had left the field were penalised. Many of the paths looked 
more parabolic that circular. Only a few students were confused by the shape of the 
magnetic field, incorrectly electing to use an angle of 45° in their calculations of the 
force. 
 
Question 12 
The skill of applying physics concepts to solve problems in a new context was 
assessed in this question, more successfully than in Question 10. Parts (a) and (b) 
involved routine calculations and were handled well by most students; however, 
many students were penalised for the number of significant figures given in their 
answers (too many in part (a) or too few in part (b)). The most successful approach 
used in part (c) made use of the force and time calculated in parts (a) and (b), but 
often the wrong displacement was used. A number of students attempted to use an 
argument based on energy changes. Typically, these students showed little 
understanding of what they were actually calculating, commonly showing the 
misconception that kinetic energy was being lost as the electron was accelerated 
sideways by the field. 
 
Question 13 
Students had little difficulty with this question, and it had the second-highest mean 
(behind Question 1). 
 
Question 14 
Explaining the concepts of ‘monochromatic’ and ‘coherent’ often challenges students. 
Approximately half the students showed an understanding that the emitted light had a 
range of wavelengths, but only about 20% could explain the production of this range. 
 
Question Booklet 2 (Questions 15 to 25) 
 
Question 15 
Question Booklet 2 began with a calculation that most students were able to 
undertake — either completely or partially. The most common mistake was to use the 
work function as the maximum kinetic energy of the emitted electrons. The incorrect 
or omitted conversion between electron volts and joules often led to unrealistic 
answers, or gave impossible calculations for real quantities (such as the square roots 
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of negative numbers). Rather than falsify their calculations, students need to use 
these types of situations as clues that earlier parts of the question have not been 
done correctly. 
 
Question 16 
The first two parts of this question focused on obtaining the equation used in later 
parts of the question. For part (a), the path difference was often not labelled, or the 
label used was not defined or explained here or in part (b). Some students drew 
wavefronts diffracting through each slit, and without the desired triangle were not 
able to start part (b). The best answers to part (b) justified why the triangle can be 
treated as right-angled, although most students did not even acknowledge this key 
fact. The calculation in part (c) was handled well by most students. Many students 
could not explain why the single slit was not needed when the laser was used, with a 
number saying that the light is now monochromatic, despite the original light source 
being defined as ‘monochromatic blue light’ three times in the question. Many 
students had the knowledge that the higher wavelength of the laser light would result 
in the distance between adjacent maxima being increased, but often struggled to 
communicate this knowledge effectively. However, it was surprising how many 
students did not know that red light has a higher wavelength than blue light. 
 
Question 17 
Student answers showed that the effects of changing the filament current and of 
changing the potential difference are not well understood. The best answers related a 
decreased exposure time to a higher number of photons, created by a higher number 
of electrons being released from the filament and accelerating across the tube. 
Part (b) required one other method of reducing exposure to ionising radiation, so 
answers of ‘reducing exposure time’ were not rewarded. Similarly, vague answers 
such as ‘protective clothing’ were not deemed worthy of the mark. The protective 
glasses and rubber gloves worn by the dentist in the image are not for X-ray 
shielding. 
 
Question 18 
The wavelength calculation in part (a) was successfully completed by most students, 
although some tried to use E = hf and v = f. Even though many students could 
describe the results of the Davisson–Germer experiment, the challenge in part (b) is 
to link this to wave behaviour. The best answers did this by referring to interference 
as a property that only waves can undergo, or by describing how the observed 
maxima occurred at angles matching those given by the diffraction equation. 
 
Question 19 
Identifying that hydrogen and lithium were present in this mixture (which also 
contained rubidium) was successfully done by almost 90% of the students, but 
justifications that were poorly expressed, or which did not use the appropriate 
terminology, led to only about 60% obtaining both marks for the question. It should 
be noted that an identification of colour was not a requirement in order to answer this 
question. 
 
Question 20 
Students’ inability to effectively communicate their knowledge led to many students 
not receiving the mark for part (a). Too often the only reason given was that there 
was no energy level of 12.50 eV. Most students completed parts (b) and (c) correctly, 
although a surprisingly high number drew every possible downwards transition. 
 
Question 21 
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Part (a) showed that, while many students do not know the atomic number and mass 
number of an alpha particle, balancing a nuclear equation is a well-understood 
process. In great contrast, the understanding of the processes that result in alpha 
particles having a range of discrete energies was minimal. The marks allocated to 
part (c) were effectively 1 mark for deducing that 6 beta minus decays are part of the 
series, and 2 marks for communicating the deductive processes used. There were 
not many answers worthy of all 3 of these marks, since much of the reasoning 
provided required the marker to make assumptions about what the student was 
doing. The majority of students knew the correct region of the N vs Z curve for 
part (d); although, had the question asked for the position of a ‘naturally occurring 
unstable nucleus that is likely to undergo beta minus decay’, then many of the 
answers would have been judged as too far from the stable nuclei. Some student 
answers to part (d)(ii) showed the misconception that the attractive nuclear force only 
acts between neutrons. Other answers implied that neutrons are somehow added to 
a nucleus to make it stable. 
 
Question 22 
The identification of a neutrino as the second particle emitted in a beta plus decay 
was done by many students, although every other conceivable possibility was 
covered by the cohort of students: electron, proton, neutron, photon, alpha particle, 
gamma photon, antineutrino. The annihilation process that results in the production 
of gamma photons was known by students, but their ability to effectively 
communicate it varied significantly. The problem-solving aspects of part (c) proved 
problematic for many students. Most could start their curves at the correct position on 
the vertical axis, but they were unable to identify other appropriate points for it to 
pass through. Many students could determine the half-life for the decay, but were 
unable to apply this knowledge to the decay rate of the second sample. Many 
students showed a poor understanding of PET scans. One common misconception 
was that the line of coincidence must pass through the centre of the patient. Other 
students had the second gamma ray detection at a position near the top left of the 
diagram for no discernible reason. What puzzled the markers was that many answers 
to part (b) included the fact that the pair of gamma photons are emitted at 180° to 
one another, but this idea was not applied in part (d). 
 
Question 23 
As was the case in Question 14, part (a) of this question showed that many students 
have difficulty communicating their knowledge effectively. Markers were looking for 
an understanding of what the enrichment process is and for an understanding of why 
the enrichment is necessary. The calculation of the photon energy was successfully 
completed by most students in part (b). 
 
Question 24 
Students who used the approach of first calculating the difference between the total 
mass of the reactants and the total mass of the products were usually successful in 
determining that the given reaction absorbs 2.76 MeV of energy. When this approach 
was used, the most common mistake was a miscalculation. Students who calculated 
the binding energy of each nucleus were often then unable to use the different values 
correctly to determine a final answer. It is appropriate that the total reactant mass 
and total product mass be given to 5 significant figures, which matched the data 
given for the masses. However, the energy absorbed should be given to 3 significant 
figures, since this is what the value of c is given to on the formulae sheet.  
 
Question 25 
The most common mistakes in displaying the data in a table were presenting the T2 
data to an inappropriate number of significant figures, and stating incorrect units for 
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T2 or not indicating any units for this quantity. There were a number of other mistakes 
penalised by markers, including converting the lengths to metres, but then only 
displaying the data to 1 significant figure. Teachers should discuss mistakes such as 
these during the year so that students learn not to make them in an examination. 
 
Very few students did not correctly identify the independent variable, but a larger 
number structured their graph with the two variables on the incorrect axes. Many 
graphs were drawn with inappropriate scales on either or both axes, despite how 
easy it is to select an appropriate scale for this particular set of data. A scale should 
be chosen so that the resulting graph occupies more than half of the available grid 
and with increments that are convenient to use and interpret (e.g. 1, 2, or 5 x 10n). 
Many of the lines of best fit were poorly drawn and often it seemed that one data 
point was ignored. 
 
The value of the gradient of the line of best fit was usually calculated correctly, 
although this data requires that the gradient be stated to no more than 2 significant 
figures. The units given for the gradient were generally correct when judged against 
those used in the table and/or the graph. 
 
Many students were unable to use their gradient in conjunction with the given 
equation to obtain a value for the acceleration due to gravity. Others would have 
been able to obtain a suitable value had they squared both sides of the given 
equation correctly. Some students who did this successfully obtained a value in units 
of cm s–2 of around 980, but quoted this as m s–2 and then stated that the data 
contained a systematic error. 
 
There were very few good-quality answers that suggested appropriate improvements 
to the experiment. There was much evidence in student answers that there is 
significant confusion between random and systematic errors and their effects on 
accuracy and precision. Many answers showed little or no understanding of the way 
that the experiment would be conducted to obtain the given results. Such answers 
included suggestions that the experiment should be done in a vacuum, or that a 
newer lightgate be used. A common answer was ‘repeat the experiment with different 
equipment to eliminate the systematic error’, which shows very limited understanding 
of processes used to identify systematic errors. The moderation of school-assessed 
work confirmed that many teachers are being much too generous in their marking of 
students’ ability to evaluate practical procedures and suggest appropriate 
improvements, and this has been translated into poor answers to this question. 
 

Section B (Questions 26 and 27) 
 

Once again, the student work in the extended-response questions of Section B was 
very disappointing. A deliberate attempt was made in the setting of the paper to have 
dot points that students should be confident in answering, and three of the four dot 
points across the two questions should have easily met this criterion. Unfortunately, 
this did not translate into well-written responses. The moderation of school-assessed 
work showed that many teachers’ tests do not include sufficient extended-response 
questions and this has resulted in poor-quality extended responses in the 
examination. When extended-response questions were included in tests, the marking 
was frequently generous. 
 
Teachers and students are reminded that questions in this section are marked by two 
markers independently.  The maximum mark that each marker awards to an answer 
is half of the total number of marks allocated to the question.  These marks are 
combined for the final mark awarded to the student. 
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Question 26 
The mean mark per marker was 3.00, and the mode mark was 4 out of 7.   
 
The first dot point addresses an idea that is very frequently assessed, and the ideas 
needed to obtain the allocated 3 content marks (out of the total of 7 marks per 
marker for the question) should be very familiar to teachers. When this part of the 
question has previously been a 3-mark short-answer question within Section A of 
recent examination papers, it has usually been much better answered than it was as 
part of an extended response. 
 
There were 2 content marks (out of the total of 7 marks per marker for the question) 
allocated to the second dot point, but rarely did responses earn both marks. Many 
students discussed the increase in radius of the ion’s path as its speed increased in 
each transition between the dees, but did not successfully or completely link this to 
the final kinetic energy. Others used the expression from the formulae sheet to state 
the relationship between the final kinetic energy and the radius, but did little more. 
Particularly disappointing was the number of students who derived the equation for 
the final kinetic energy of the ion, which did little or nothing to address the question, 
and which also severely reduced the chances of the student being allocated the 
available communication marks. 
 
Question 27 
The mean mark was 1.95 out of 8 (per marker), and the most commonly awarded 
mark for students who attempted the question was zero. Many of these zero-mark 
responses came from students who refused to accept that there was a range of 
energies in either case. It was very common for students to believe that every 
electron uses an amount of energy equal to the work function to escape the metal, 
resulting in every emitted electron having the same kinetic energy. Other students 
twisted the meaning of monochromatic to allow the electrons to receive varying 
amounts of energy from the incident photons. 
 
There was more student knowledge evident in the responses to the second dot point. 
Knowledge of the different interactions between the accelerated electrons and the 
target nuclei were often satisfactorily explained, although the fact that vast amounts 
of energy are lost to heat was discussed by a minimal number of students. Many 
students who dismissed the idea of a range of energies in the first dot point did the 
same in their response to the second dot point. This was done by using the 
expression for the maximum frequency X-ray and stating that this is the only 
frequency that exists. 
 
 
OPERATIONAL ADVICE 
 
When preparing moderation materials, it is important that the teacher provides as 
much information as possible to help the moderators confirm the allocated grades. It 
greatly assists moderators when there is clear evidence from the teacher about how 
a student’s overall grade was determined. Teachers who provided summary sheets 
of their students’ assessment across the range of tasks enabled moderators to better 
understand how the teacher came to a final decision. 
 
Teachers must ensure that electronic files are in a form that can be fully accessed. 
This includes checking that the sound is audible. 
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When revising LAPs, teachers must ensure that all the assessment design criteria 
are still covered in each assessment type. In some cases, teachers made changes 
that resulted in their LAP no longer meeting the requirements of the subject outline. 
 
There were many examples of student work that appeared to have contributed to the 
final grade being missing from the materials supplied for moderation, but no reason 
for its absence was given by the teacher. Unless details of valid reasons for the work 
to be missing are provided on a Variations — Moderation Materials form, moderators 
are required to assume that the student has failed to submit the work and hence 
moderate accordingly. Often the consequence is a lower grade.  
 
It is important that teachers package their work correctly. Student work must be 
submitted sorted by assessment type within each student’s pack. 
 
 
Chief Assessor 
Physics 
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