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INTRODUCTION
The annual qualification review provides qualification–specific support and
guidance to Centre’s. This information is designed to help teachers preparing to
teach the subject and to help candidates preparing to take the examination.
The reviews are published in September and take into account candidate
performance, demonstrated in both On Demand and series examinations, over
the preceding 12 months. Global pass rates are published so you can measure
the performance of your Centre against these.
The review identifies candidate strengths and weaknesses by syllabus topic area
and provides examples of good and poorer candidate responses. It should
therefore be read in conjunction with details of the structure and learning
objectives contained within the syllabus for this qualification found on the
website.
The review also identifies any actual or proposed changes to the syllabus or
question types together with their implications.

PASS RATE STATISTICS
The following statistics are based on the performance of candidates who sat this
Qualification between 1 October 2014 and 31 August 2015.
Global pass rate 37.8%*
Grade distributions of candidates achieving pass or higher
Pass 19.3%
Merit 0.9%
Distinction 17.6%
* This figure excludes absences on the day of the exam

GENERAL STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES
Strengths


A number of excellent examination scripts were seen at all Series of the
Level 2 Award in Text Production examinations during 2014 /2015 and when
candidates entered On Demand examinations.



Presentation within many examination scripts was very good.



The majority of candidates completed all tasks within each paper within the
permitted time allowance.

Weaknesses


Candidates are still not using the 10 minutes’ reading time positively.
Many fail to note how the signatory of the letter required his/her name and
designation to be displayed at the foot of a letter; at the same time, candidates
failed to take note of the additional information provided on the Candidate
Instruction Sheet part of the examination paper, all of which they will be
required to insert into tasks to be produced.



Within tasks themselves, candidates failed to note instructions. Numerous
candidates missed the instruction to fully justify Task 2 (Series 3 2015). Many
candidates missed the instruction for a vertical space at least 2.5 cm clear
within Task 3 (Series 4 2014). If candidates circled all the instructions during
the reading time and then complied with them, they would enjoy higher
success rates. Candidates need to note that printers’ correction signs are
instructions too so that they do not miss the requirement for upper case or
lower case letters on certain words.



Many difficulties were experienced with the name, designation and inside
address on Task 1 (Series 3 2015). Much care was taken in the preparation
of the paper to ensure that Loretta Smith’s designation was clearly shown on
the Candidate Instruction Sheet, on In-tray document 1 and in the instruction
at the top of Task 1 but numerous candidates omitted this designation. The
name ‘Cambridge’ should ideally have been presented in upper case letters in
accordance with UK postal requirements. It was, however, accepted with just
an initial capital letter. Some candidates erroneously addressed the letter to
the Sports and Social Club.



The overriding weakness, however, is a failure to proofread and correct each
completed task. Numerous uncorrected errors were seen within all tasks at
each Series of examinations. Words were inaccurately keyed in, apostrophes
were omitted in one place but then inserted in another, dates and times were
displayed in inconsistent formats, line-endings of dotted lines on forms (Series
4 2014 and Series 2 2015) were haphazard. In many scripts, text was omitted
which meant that the document produced did not make sense. Examiners are

looking for a mailable copy. In the case of the letter, could it be signed by the
employer? In the case of the memo, could it be initialled by the employer? As
regards to the remaining documents, could these be approved and used by
the employer? Candidates should be encouraged to check their work and
correct their errors.

TEACHING POINTS BY SYLLABUS TOPIC
Syllabus Topic 1: Be able to follow a range of instructions to transcribe and
edit documents
Some reference to this has already been covered in Weaknesses. Following a
range of instructions means taking note of and complying with:


presentation of the signatory’s name and designation on the letter within the
examination paper as shown on the Candidate Instruction Sheet



instructions on In-tray documents (usually handwritten) to insert information
into a task to be produced



presentation of headings in the required formats. Where there is no specific
instruction, any format for a heading is acceptable but headings must be
emphasised in some way. Candidates must present shoulder headings in a
consistent format within any one document. Tasks displayed in single line
spacing require one clear line space after each shoulder heading. Tasks
displayed in double line spacing normally require more than one single line
space after each shoulder heading.



instructions for change of left margin to, say, 4 cm (Task 2, Series 2 2015)



the requirement for copy details on letters and/or memos which should include
both the name of the person concerned and his/her designation



inclusion of bullets when requested

Syllabus Topic 2: Be able to produce a range of accurate documents
Without doubt, this is the weakest syllabus area for very many candidates. A lack of
proofreading and non- correction of errors is letting candidates down badly.
Candidates should check each task as it is completed and ‘match’ the completed
document with the corresponding task in the examination paper. If errors are seen,
they should be corrected, the document saved and then the candidate can move on
to the next task with confidence.
Indication of enclosures remains haphazard as does inclusion on the reference and
date on all tasks unless specifically instructed to omit. The reference and date need

to be included at the foot of tasks such as information leaflets, notices,
advertisements etc.
Candidates should note that all tasks are designed so as to fit on one page using a
font size of 11 or 12. Use of a continuation sheet does not fall within the
requirements of the Level 2 syllabus. It is a Level 3 requirement.

Syllabus Topic 3: Be able to use appropriate presentation tools
The requirement for a large decorative and bold font for the main and sub-headings
of Task 2 (Series 3 2015) defeated many candidates. If headings were bold, then
they were not large, and many candidates failed to use a font that was in any way
decorative.
The requirements for use of presentation tools are not excessive within the Level 2
examination but any requirement for justification is frequently overlooked. It is
difficult to say whether this is because the candidates have missed the instruction or
because they do not understand what justification means. It is suggested that
justification be revised in the classroom.
Numbered and bulleted points are usually displayed effectively and quite frequently
decorative bullets are seen. Decorative bullets are acceptable.

Important Note
It is extremely helpful to examiners if candidates would ensure that printouts are
placed in the examination envelope in document order and not stapled, as per the
Instructions to candidates on the examination envelope. If candidates could also list
the document numbers (I.e. 1, 2, 3, and 4) on the ladder on the front of the envelope,
this would be appreciated.

EXAMPLES OF CANDIDATE RESPONSES
The following examples are taken from scripts of the Series 3 2015 examination
held on 9 June 2015, preceded by the relevant pages of the examination paper.
The document selected is Task 1, the letter to Mrs Loretta Smith from Jonathan
Morgan, Operations Director.

(a)

Distinction Response

This letter was accepted without penalty. Examiners expected ‘Holby
Insurance’ within the inside address to be keyed in with only initial capital
letters. However as the candidate had taken the display from In-tray
document 1, the total capitalisation of the company name was accepted.

(b)

Merit Response

Two penalties were incurred for omissions within the inside address and one
each for omission of ‘June’ (paragraph 3) and omission of Katie Bartello’s
designation in the copy details.

(c)

Pass Response

Penalties were incurred for non-use of Siskin headed paper, for ‘or’ instead of a
stroke (paragraph 2), for omission of a comma after ‘Production Manager’,
omission of a space in ‘1030 hours’ and for omission of ‘take’ (all paragraph 3).
A further penalty was incurred for ‘price’ instead of ‘prices’ (paragraph 4).

(d)

Fail Response

This Fail response incurred 10 penalties, two for omissions within the inside
address, one for inclusion of the comma after the salutation and
complimentary close, and further single penalties for omission of the letter

heading, ‘nothing’ for ‘noting’ (paragraph 2) plus, in the same paragraph, for
incorrect display of the stroke and for miskeying of ‘silver’.
‘June’ with only a lower case letter was penalised (paragraph 4) as were the
omitted ‘s’ in Jonathan Morgan’s designation and the omission of Katie
Bartello’s designation in the copy details.
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