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CHIEF MARKER'S / MODERATOR'S/ SUBJECT ANALYST’S REPORT FOR PUBLISHING
SUBJECT: MATHEMATICAL LITERACY


PAPER: 2 
INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS (How the paper was received; Papers too long/short/  
                                                      balance)  
· The time allocated for the question paper was acceptable; however, it took candidates longer to finish writing it. Most candidates attempted all the questions especially those that required reasoning.

· The paper was not too long nor too short though candidates required more time for the reasoning and reflection type of questions.

· The questions asked and the level of questioning was accommodative for high, average and low performing candidates.

· The language used was appropriate and terms were explained to ensure every candidate answer with ease.

SECTION 1

(General overview of Learner Performance in the question paper as a whole)

· Candidates had to write more than one formula which is a difficult concept for them.

· The paper required a lot of reading with understanding.

· Candidates doing this subject in their second language found this paper difficult to understand.
· Some of the candidates could not attempt question five probably due to the reasons given above.

SECTION 2

(Comments on candidates’ performance in the five individual sub questions (a) – (e) will be provided below. Comments will be provided for each question on a separate sheet). 
QUESTION 1

	(a) 
General comments on the performance of learners in the specific question. 
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	(b)    Reasons why the question was poorly answered. Specific examples, common errors  
         and misconceptions are indicated.

(c)    Suggestions for improvement in relation to teaching and learning.


Q. 1.1.1

· Candidates were answering this question without considering the compass direction.

· Candidates were unable to identify national roads

· Candidates were not able to interpret key words; for example to and from, and reference points.

SUGGESTIONS:

· Teachers need to emphasize a lot on map work

· Teachers should do more exercises on direction
Q. 1.1.2

· Candidates could not read the map and did not really understand the question as most gave the national road that was on top of the province on the map. 

· The demarcation of provinces was not clear on a black and white map, subsequently candidates were not able to identify the national road that passes through only one province.

SUGGESTIONS: 

· During the teaching of maps and graphs, teachers should always give learners the opportunity to describe the routes by literally having them drilled on how to identify national roads
Q. 1.1.3

· Most of the candidates did not read the last part of the question, “without turning back to Kimberly” and used the N8 and were penalized. 
· They also omitted the relevant towns in the description of the two routes.

SUGGESTIONS:

· More work should be done on how to travel using national roads.

· Alternative routes to travel to one destination must be explored.
Q. 1.2.1

· The Nel family context entailed eight bulleted activities which required to be unpacked and internalized. 

· Instead of multiplying the rate by 6, they used 5 and 7.

SUGGESTIONS: 
· Multi-steps procedure exercises’ frequency must be doubled so that candidates can be able to address such questions.
Q. 1.2.2 (a)

· Candidates were not able to write down the equation that could be used to calculate the total cost of meals eaten at the guesthouse because of the two variables; cost and number of people. 

· They used only one variable.
SUGGESTIONS:

· Candidates must be exposed to activities of formulating equations or to model the given contexts.
Q. 1.2.2 (b)

· The question involved multi-step procedures. Subsequently the candidates were not able to answer the question as some of them did not distinguish between meals which were served at the guesthouse and during the family outing.

SUGGESTIONS: 
· The multi-step questions should be given to candidates at least twice a week in order to train them on how to address them.
Q. 1.2.3

· Most candidates were unable to verify whether Mr Nel’s statement was correct or not by showing all the calculations. 

· The candidates were unable to calculate the total cost of the trip and compare it to the given amount of R20 000.
SUGGESTIONS:

· Reasoning and reflection/own opinion type of questions must be part of every summative assessment in each term.
	 (d) 
Other specific observations relating to responses of learners.      


· The reasoning, reflection and own opinion questions posed challenges to candidates.

· Multi-step procedure questions were not answered as expected.

	(e)
Any other comments useful to teachers, subject advisors, teacher development,  etc.


· Teachers should be trained to set and answer higher order questions (multi-steps, reasoning and reflection/own opinion)
QUESTION 2
	(a) 
General comment on the performance of learners in the specific question. 
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	(b)    Reasons why the question was poorly answered. Specific examples, common errors 
         and misconceptions are indicated.

(c)    Suggestions for improvement in relation to teaching and learning.


Q. 2.1.1 (a)

· Candidates found this question to be tricky because instead of being asked to calculate the range, it was provided and they were required to calculate the missing value A, the longest waiting time.

SUGGESTIONS: 

· Teachers should not teach candidates the measure of central tendency and dispersion for calculations only but to also include analysis and interpretation of data.
Q. 2.1.1 (b)

· The problem entails multi step procedures. In order to calculate the value of B, the candidates should calculate the total of the waiting times by multiplying mean of the customers by the number of data values total. The total of the known values should be subtracted from the calculated total: the difference is divided by 2. Candidates found this question to be challenging.
SUGGESTIONS:

· More problems of this nature (non- routine unforeseen problems) entailing a combination of steps must be given to learners at least once a week in order to familiarize them with these types of questions.
Q. 2.1.1 (c)

· Candidates were able to use the median concept.

· Candidates were not able to arrange terms in ascending/descending order, hence they were unable to identify the two middle waiting times.

SUGGESTIONS: 
· Grade 10 and 11 work must be revised concurrently with grade 12 work by assessing learners with tasks entailing grades 10-12 work.
Q. 2.1.2

· The quartile concept is a remote concept to the candidates. 

· They were unable to identify the number of customers who had to wait in the queue for a shorter time than the lower quartile.

SUGGESTIONS:

· Data handling and statistics concepts should be revised before every summative assessments.
Q. 2.1.3

· Most candidates were unable to compare the measures of dispersion relating to the waiting times on 7 and 14 February and identify possible reasons to explain the difference in these waiting times.

SUGGESTIONS: 
· Teachers should not teach candidates the measure of central tendency and dispersion for calculations only but to also include analysis and interpretation of data, by so doing candidates may be able to identify possible reasons.
Q. 2.2.1

· Candidates understand the concept of the pie chart.

· They were unable to use their knowledge to calculate the number of customers as required by the question.

SUGGESTIONS: 
· Teachers should vary questions based on the pie chart to ensure that candidates are able to attempt this kind of questions.
Q. 2.2.2 

· Probability is still a remote concept to learners. The question totally disorientated them “would NOT have ordered a lamb meal”.

SUGGESTIONS: 
· Teachers should refrain from given candidates activities that require them to do simple calculations but to expose them to questions that require multi-step procedures.
Q. 2.3.1

· Averagely answered. 

· Most candidates were able to provide practical reasons why sand was placed in the braai drum and there were also those who could not.
SUGGESTIONS:

· Candidates should frequently be given assessment based on unfamiliar context.
Q. 2.3.2 

· Reasoning and reflection questions, i.e. level 4 questions must be integrated in lessons.

· This question was poorly answered.

· Candidates were not able to convert volume from litres to millimeters cubed. 

· They were unable to change the diameter to the radius and to make height the subject of the formula.

· They did not use the given information “semi-cylindrical” to multiply the volume of the braai drum by 
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 and increase the dimensions by 1%.

SUGGESTIONS: 
· The questions which involve a lot of reading should be given to candidates for training.
	 (d) 
Other specific observations relating to responses of learners.      


· The candidates were unable to unpack information from the given context. 

· The reasoning, reflection and multi-step questions were not answered as expected.                      
	(e)
Any other comments useful to teachers, subject advisors, teacher development,  etc.


· Multi-steps type of questions still poses a challenge to the candidates.
· Problem solving workshop should be organized for teachers
QUESTION 3
	(a) 
General comments on the performance of learners in the specific question. 
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	(b)    Reasons why the question was poorly answered. Specific examples, common errors  
         and misconceptions are indicated.

(c)    Suggestions for improvement in relation to teaching and learning.


Q. 3.1.1

· Most candidates were unable to derive a formula by using the provided information.
SUGGESTIONS:

· Teachers may teach this concept by firstly letting candidates explain each variable in a given formula. 

· Once learners are confident in explaining variable, teachers may then give them activities that will ensure that they derive their own formulae.
Q. 3.1.2 (a)

· The type of proportion represented by table 2 was not identified properly (named) by most candidates. 

· They described the relationship between the variables ”as one increases the other one decreases”
SUGGESTIONS: 
· Teachers should emphasis the difference between naming and explaining concepts. 
Q. 3.1.2 (b)

· The candidates were unable to use the set of values on the table to determine the missing ones and this was caused by the fact that they could not derive a formula.
SUGGESTIONS:

· Candidates should be taught to correctly derive a formula which can be used to calculate the x and y-axis.
Q. 3.1.2 (c)

· Most of the candidates were able to draw the graph by using the information from table 2. However, they were unable to use the scale of the given graph. 

SUGGESTIONS: 
· It was evident that candidates are only used to plotting graphs on the graph paper and not on the grid. 

· Teachers should ensure that they give candidates the opportunity to draw graphs on grids of different scales with emphasis on scale.
Q. 3.2.1

· Most of the reasons for the decisions of the committee to sell tickets at R5,00.were valid though some showed the lack of reasoning from some candidates. 

SUGGESTIONS:

· In each and every task given, be it formal or informal, candidates should be given the opportunity to reason/justify.
Q. 3.2.2

· Possible disadvantages of increasing the price of tickets were not stated by some of the candidates as expected.

SUGGESTIONS: 
· In each and every task given, be it formal or informal, candidates should be given the opportunity to reason/justify.
Q. 3.2.3

· Most candidates were not able to draw a curve representing the number of ticket sellers and the number of R5,00 tickets sold by each seller because they were unable to formulate their own equation to determine the x and y -axis.
SUGGESTIONS:

· Functions should be taught by ensuring that candidates develop their own formula, substitute on the formula and calculate the x and y-axis as well as developing their own table to determine the x and y-axis. Once they are able to do the latter, they can begin to plot and draw graphs.
Q. 3.2.4

· The question is a follow-up from 3.2.3; subsequently the candidates were unable to use their graphs to determine the difference between the number of R2,00 and R5,00 tickets.

SUGGESTIONS: 
· Interpretations of graphs should be done not only for break-even points but for other concepts, like additions and subtraction.
	 (d) 
Other specific observations relating to responses of learners.      


· The question was standardized but candidates struggled with formulating a formula. 
· Most of them can draw the graph and some of them struggled to draw this graph. because they had to use their own points. 
· Candidates join all the points with the use of a ruler irrespective of the type of graph.

· Second language learners also struggled to answer this question
	(e)
Any other comments useful to teachers, subject advisors, teacher development,  etc.


· Candidates to be given a baseline test to identify content gap specifically on functions. 

· Workshops to be held to equip teachers with the knowledge that candidates lack

· Candidates should be taught that not all graphs are straight line graphs, hence they do not all require their points to be joined by a ruler. 
QUESTION 4
	(a) 
General comments on the performance of learners in the specific question. 
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	(b)    Reasons why the question was poorly answered. Specific examples, common errors  
         and misconceptions are indicated.

	(c)    Suggestions for improvement in relation to teaching and learning.


Q. 4.1.1

· The candidates were unable to read the question with understanding and to identify the destructor “with 37 other passengers”. The statement meant that passengers were more than 37. 
SUGGESTIONS: 

· During teaching lessons, activities that enforce terminology such as maximum and minimum should be explained. 
Q. 4.1.2

· The scale concept is a challenge to candidates. They were unable to convert to the same unit and divide to arrive at a unit ratio.

SUGGESTIONS: 
· The concept of scale should be taught with the use of a calculator and the division operation should be emphasized.
Q. 4.1.3

· Reading from the table posed a problem to most candidates. They were unable to calculate the maximum operating altitude of the Jetstream.
SUGGESTIONS:

· Candidates should be given the opportunity to interpret the table on their own before they can be assisted by the teacher. 

· Peer teaching will be developmental to both the candidates and teachers. Therefore it should be encouraged as it will motivate maximal participation in class.
Q. 4.1.4

· Candidates were unable to select the correct aircraft by reading from the table and using calculations correctly by converting minutes to hours. 

SUGGESTIONS: 
· SI units needs to be taught from lower grades, however, they still have to be emphasized in higher grades by giving candidates activities that will ensure their use without a hint. 
Q. 4.1.5

· Few candidates were able to substitute in the provided formula and were unable to convert kilograms to grams.
SUGGESTIONS:

· Candidates should be given more work that will require them to substitute and convert units without a conversion hint.

· Teachers should also teach conversions using practical examples in class and by giving learners the opportunity to discover them by themselves.

Q. 4.2.1

· Most candidates were unable to interpret the context of the question. 

· They were not in a position to choose the correct flight numbers.

SUGGESTIONS: 
· Discussion of the context by learners in a classroom to be allowed together with the interpretation of table. This will serve as an exercise for learners to use LOLT and be able to interpret both the context and the table. 
Q. 4.2.2 (a)

· Most candidates were unable to use the information in table 4 to draw a line graph representing the number of flights available. This was due to their challenge of not being able to interpret the table.  

SUGGESTIONS: 
· Candidates to be given activities based on reading and interpretation of tables and as a result they will be in a position to perform better in formal assessment.
Q. 4.2.2 (b)

· The day on which each route has the lowest number of flights available was correctly identified by most candidates.
· Valid reasons were advanced why the flights were fewer on this particular day; however, there were candidates who struggled as they could not interpret their own graphs. 
SUGGESTIONS: 

· Teacher should use graphs not only from question papers and textbooks but to also use the ones from the media to present learners with more opportunities to interpret.

· Open-ended questions should also be incorporated.

	 (d) 
Other specific observations relating to responses of learners.      


· It was evident that learners are still struggling with rounding off, conversion of units, scale and interpreting the table.

	(e)
Any other comments useful to teachers, subject advisors, teacher development,  etc.


· Shapes and measurement to be taught practically with relevant tools (modeling)
QUESTION 5
	(a) 
General comments on the performance of learners in the specific question. 
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	(b)    Reasons why the question was poorly answered. Specific examples, common errors  
         and misconceptions are indicated.

(c)    Suggestions for improvement in relation to teaching and learning.


Q. 5.1.1

· Candidates cannot read from the graph correctly. The exact number of items sold that will give a loss of R 1 400 was not correctly identified from the graph.

· Most candidates gave 10 as a number of items as the answer which was the income and not the loss.
SUGGESTIONS:

· Candidates should be taught to interpret the table and the difference between loss, income and profit. They should also be taught to identify values of different scales.
Q. 5.1.2

· Most candidates were unable to verify that at 40 items, cost = income.

· They gave the value of the existing break-even point which was 50 items.

· The question was not read with understanding.

SUGGESTIONS: 
· Questions on break-even point should be varied so that candidates are able to attempt any question regarding the mentioned concept. 

· Reading with understanding should be emphasized and discussions of context encouraged during class activities to develop reading, analysis and interpretation skills.
Q. 5.2.1

· The missing values from table 5 were not calculated correctly by most candidates. 

· Candidates appeared to have no clue as to how to approach the question. 

· Lack of knowledge on interpretation of the table was evident in this question.
SUGGESTIONS:

· Candidates should be given the opportunity to interpret the table on their own before they can be assisted by the teacher.

· They should not read questions before understanding the given information.
Q. 5.2.2

· The question was poorly answered. Most of the candidates did not know what they were supposed to calculate.
· They were able to calculate the percentage and verification was a challenge.

· Too much information confused the candidates

SUGGESTIONS: 
· Teachers should expose learners to questions entailing lengthy context in order to train them how to extract information and answer the questions appropriately
Q. 5.2.3 (a)

· Candidates were unable to synergize information on tables 5and 6 to determine Henry’s basic bonus.

· The question involves multi-step procedures.
SUGGESTIONS:

· Teachers should expose learners to situations where they are supposed to integrate two types of sources of information to answer questions and draw conclusions.
Q. 5.2.3 (b)

· The question requires ten steps to arrive at the final answer. 

· Candidates were unable to calculate Mabel’s total bonus using the two tables; hence not able to verify that Mabel’s bonus is not more than R 103 437,50

SUGGESTIONS: 
· The multi-steps type of questions must be frequently addressed by teachers and learners in order to be familiar with them.
Q. 5.3.1

· Most of the candidates were able to interpret a change in the percentage sales for Vivesh from 2011 to 2012.

SUGGESTIONS:

· Teachers must teach learners how to interpret graphs and make informed decisions.
Q. 5.3.2

· Candidates were not able to identify Mr Standford errors in his interpretation of the graph.

· The question was not satisfactorily answered as candidates were not able to interpret the graph themselves.
SUGGESTIONS:

· Different types of graphs and their characteristics should be explained thoroughly with emphasis on stacked and compound bar graphs.
Q. 5.3.3

· Most of the candidates were able to name alternative graphs which related to the question.

SUGGESTIONS: 
· Candidates must be familiarized with the types of graphs.

	 (d) 
Other specific observations relating to responses of learners.      


· Candidates rushed through the context without understanding.

· Most of them seemed to have read the questions without reading the context.
	(e)
Any other comments useful to teachers, subject advisors, teacher development,  etc.


· Workshops for educators should be based on the concepts that candidates find challenging.

· Candidates should be exposed to both familiar and unfamiliar context.

· High order questions should not only be given to learners on formal tasks but integrated on all tasks.  
SECTION 3

(a) 
GRAPH OF PROVINCIAL PERFORMANCE IN THE PAPER (summary per question)
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GENERAL COMMENTS

· Generally the paper was not performed well as indicated on the above graph especially question 2, 3, 4, and 5. 
· The graphs shows that candidates experienced challenges in question 3 probably because it had questions that were remote to them, like having to formulate an equation and draw a graph using own derived points.

· Although candidates performed poorly on question 3, most of them were able to correctly get the two questions that required reasoning. This showed that candidates are gradually improving on reasoning skills as compared to the previous years.

(b)
GRAPHS TO COMPARE DISTRICTS' PERFORMANCES PER QUESTION
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(c)
GRAPH TO COMPARE OVERALL PERFORMANCE PER DISTRICT
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COMMENTS ON PERFORMANCE OF DISTRICTS
:

· In question 1, 2 and 4, Dr Kenneth Kaunda district performed more than 5% better than the provincial average.

· In question 3, all the districts performed more than 5% better than the provincial average.
· In question 5, all the districts performed less than the provincial average with Ngaka Modiri Molema (NMM), Dr Ruth S Mompati and Bojanala performing less than 5% to that of the province.
CONCLUSION

· On average, the three districts, namely, Ngaka Modiri Molema,, Dr Ruth S Mompati and Bojanala, performed below the provincial average. 

· All the above mentioned districts need to develop their teachers on paper 2 with emphasis on maps and grids, shapes and measurements and functions.

· Dr Kenneth Kaunda is a performing district on paper 2 in the province and still need to develop the teachers on LO2 and 4.
RECOMMENDATIONS
· A developmental workshop for teachers based on level 3 and 4 cognitive demands should be organized.
· Teachers should attend workshops on setting of standardized papers, according to national prescripts

· Candidates should be given more assessment on paper 2 questions (level 2,3 and 4)

· Candidates should be given long complicated context as a form of training in preparation to questions that could be asked on formal tasks/examination. 

· Candidates should be encouraged to use a blue /black pen and refrain from using a red pen as it should only be used by markers.

· Candidates should at all times be reminded to use the correct numbering.
(d)
DISTRIBUTION OF QUESTIONS IN TERMS OF COGNITIVE LEVELS (TABLE) 
	ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK

MATHEMATICAL LITERACY GRADE 12

PAPER 2 – NOVEMBER 2012

	Ques
	Context
	Item
	Learning Outcomes
	Taxonomy
	Sub-

total
	Total

	
	
	
	LO1
	LO2
	LO3
	LO4
	L2

20%
	L3

40%
	L4

40%
	
	

	1
	Nel family holiday in the Western  Cape
	1.1.1.
	
	
	2
	
	
	2
	
	2
	26

	
	
	1.1.2.
	
	
	2
	
	
	2
	
	2
	

	
	
	1.1.3
	
	
	4
	
	4
	
	
	4
	

	
	
	1.2.1.
	2
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	2
	

	
	
	1.2.2(a)
	
	3
	
	
	
	3
	
	3
	

	
	
	1.2.2(b)
	
	4
	
	
	
	4
	
	4
	

	
	
	1.2.3.
	9
	
	
	
	
	
	9
	9
	

	2
	Danny’s Diner- a popular eating place in Matatiele
	2.1.1(a)
	
	
	
	2
	
	2
	
	2
	34

	
	
	2.1.1(b)
	
	
	
	4
	
	4
	
	4
	

	
	
	2.1.1(c)
	
	
	
	3
	
	3
	
	3
	

	
	
	2.1.2.
	
	
	
	2
	
	2
	
	2
	

	
	
	2.1.3.
	
	
	
	4
	
	
	4
	4
	

	
	
	2.2.1.
	2
	
	
	2
	2
	2
	
	4
	

	
	
	2.2.2.
	
	
	
	2
	
	2
	
	2
	

	
	
	2.3.1.
	
	
	4
	
	
	
	4
	4
	

	
	
	2.3.2
	
	
	9
	
	
	
	9
	9
	

	3
	Longhorn Heights High school raffle
	3.1.1
	
	2
	
	
	
	2
	
	2
	26

	
	
	3.1.2(a)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	

	
	
	3.1.2(b)
	
	4
	
	
	4
	
	
	4
	

	
	
	3.1.2(c)
	
	4
	
	
	4
	
	
	4
	

	
	
	3.2.1
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	2
	2
	

	
	
	3.2.2
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	2
	2
	

	
	
	3.2.3
	
	8
	
	
	
	4
	4
	8
	

	
	
	3.2.4
	1
	2
	
	
	
	3
	
	3
	

	4
	A local airline company
	4.1.1
	
	
	
	3
	
	
	3
	3
	27

	
	
	4.1.2
	
	
	4
	
	
	4
	
	4
	

	
	
	4.1.3
	
	
	3
	
	
	3
	
	3
	

	
	
	4.1.4
	
	4
	
	
	
	2
	2
	4
	

	
	
	4.1.5
	
	
	3
	
	2
	1
	
	3
	

	
	
	4.2.1
	
	
	
	3
	
	3
	
	3
	

	
	
	4.2.2(a)
	
	
	
	4
	
	4
	
	4
	

	
	
	4.2.2(b)
	
	
	
	3
	
	
	3
	3
	

	5
	Mr Stanford’s company
	5.1.1.
	
	3
	
	
	
	3
	
	3
	37

	
	
	5.1.2
	
	4
	
	
	
	
	4
	4
	

	
	
	5.2.1
	7
	
	
	
	4
	3
	
	7
	

	
	
	5.2.2
	5
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	5
	

	
	
	5.2.3(a)
	2
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	2
	

	
	
	5.2.3.4(b)
	8
	
	
	
	
	
	8
	8
	

	
	
	5.3.1
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	2
	2
	

	
	
	5.3.2
	
	
	
	4
	
	
	4
	4
	

	
	
	5.3.3
	
	
	
	2
	2
	
	
	2
	

	
	Total
	
	39
	40
	31
	40
	25
	60
	65
	150
	150

	
	Percentages
	
	26
	27
	21
	27
	16
	40
	44
	
	


· The paper covered the following cognitive demand levels, level 2 (16%), level 3 (40%) and level 4 (44%) which is in line with the policy (level 2: [image: image12.png]


 20, level 3: [image: image14.png]


 40 and level 4: [image: image16.png]


 40).

(e) 
COVERAGE OF LEARNING OUTCOMES AND ASSESSMENT STANDARDS    
            (TABLE)
	Question 
	LO
	AS
	Question 
	LO
	AS

	1.1.1
	3
	12.3.4
	3.2.2
	1 / 2
	12.1.2 / 12.2.3

	1.1.2
	3
	12.3.4
	3.2.3
	2
	12.2.1 / 12.2.2

	1.1.3
	3
	12.3.4
	3.2.4
	1 / 2
	12.1.1 / 12.2.3

	1.2.1
	1
	12.1.3
	4.1.1
	4
	12.4.4

	1.2.2 (a)
	2
	12.2.3
	4.1.2
	3
	12.3.2 / 12.3.3

	1.2.2 (b)
	2
	12.2.3
	4.1.3
	3
	12.3.2

	1.2.3
	1
	12.1.3
	4.1.4
	2
	12.2.1

	2.1.1 (a)
	4
	12.4.3
	4.1.5
	3
	12.3.2

	2.1.1 (b)
	4
	12.4.3
	4.2.1
	4
	12.4.4

	2.1.1 (c)
	4
	12.4.3
	4.2.2 (a)
	4
	12.4.2

	2.1.2
	4
	12.4.3
	4.2.2 (b)
	4
	12.4.4

	2.1.3
	4
	12.4.4
	5.1.1
	2
	12.2.2

	2.2.1
	1 / 4
	12.1.1 / 12.4.4
	5.1.2
	2
	12.2.2

	2.2.2
	4
	12.4.5
	5.2.1
	1
	12.1.1

	2.3.1
	3
	12.3.1
	5.2.2
	1
	12.1.1

	2.3.2
	3
	12.3.1
	5.2.3 (a)
	1
	12.1.1

	3.1.1
	2
	12.2.1
	5.2.3 (b)
	1
	12.1.1

	3.1.2 (a)
	1
	12.1.1
	5.3.1
	4
	12.4.6

	3.1.2 (b)
	2
	12.2.1
	5.3.2
	4
	12.4.6

	3.1.2 (c)
	2
	12.2.2
	5.3.3
	4
	12.4.6

	3.2.1
	1 / 2
	12.1.2 / 12.2.3
	
	
	


· Each question covered 2 or more LO’s as required in the examinations guideline.
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