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Introduction

This paper generated broadly similar results to previous series. However, there were a few
areas that candidates had difficulty with. The most obvious of these was Q03(b)(v). The issue
here was with the use of the command word 'evaluate'; this is one of the command words
that candidates are expected to understand. Although it may not have been used often on
this unit, it will have been encountered on others, and therefore candidates are expected to
have seen it and thought about its meaning when doing past paper exercises. Any of the
command words, listed on pages 68 and 69 of the specification under the heading taxonomy,
may be used on any of the units at any level. In terms of teaching and learning strategy, then,
a thorough understanding on what command words are asking for should be developed.

The other particular challenges were in questions Q03(b)(i) and Q03(b)(iii), again, almost
certainly as a consequence of a combination of not taking on board what the command word
was asking, and not reading the question carefully.

After these three questions, the next biggest challenges were on the 6 mark question Q02(d)
and on Q01(e). In both cases, it was a lack of familiarity with what was being asked. In the 6
mark question, familiarity with experimental design, and in Q01(e) familiarity with the
recommended additional practical, a problem that was noted in this report in 2023.
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Question 1 (a)

A relatively simple question about experimental design in relation to the control of possibly
confounding variables. As in so many cases, an incomplete understanding of what was
needed contributed to some candidates not performing as well as they should have. The
importance of doing something in relation to a specific step in the flowchart in the stem was
what was being asked. However, a number of candidates answered it in much more general
terms.

An answer attempting to get a mark by using a word that the
candidate thinks is relevant, but in this case it is not.
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A rather vague answer, which uses buzzwords like variables and
accurately, but does not gain any marks. Although it is probably true
that equal sized pieces will have equal mass, this common thought is
not relevant as they could have different shapes. As the mark scheme
indicates, it is surface area that's important.

You are unlikely to get marks for indiscriminate use of words, such as
accurate, reliable and valid. These words can be used and gain marks
as long as the context is correct, so you need to think carefully about
your usage of these words and understand the meaning of each one.
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In this case, although not particularly well expressed, the candidate
has appreciated that the importance of equal sized pieces of meat is
that they have an equal surface area upon which the enzymes can act.
It also uses the correct term in this context: valid. It is the investigation
which it proposes will be valid by using equal sized pieces and
investigation can be taken as a substitute for experiment in this
context. The terms accurate, reliable and precise were often used.
None of them are correct in this context.
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Question 1 (b)(i)

The most accessible question on the paper, but there was still a significant proportion of
candidates who did not get the mark.

This demonstrates the common confusion in candidates' minds
between a control and things that are controlled. This question was
about a control, but the candidate has answered it in terms of what
should be controlled, and this does not gain the mark.

It is very important that candidates understand the distinction
between a control and a controlled variable. A control is set up such
that none of the possible variables in the experiment can affect it.

A controlled variable is any variable that might affect the results, other
than the independent variable, that is the thing that the experimenter
is deliberately varying. The dependent variable is the variable that is
being measured as it is affected by the independent variable.

Again, here is a candidate who is confusing a control with controlled
variables.
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This candidate is clearly attempting to talk about a control, but there is
no case for using ethanol and it is difficult to see why the candidate
has suggested it.

Straightforwardly correct suggestion. The candidates are told that the
pieces of squid are placed into solutions of bromelain or papain and
candidates should be aware that all enzymes work in solution in water.
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Question 1 (b)(ii)

A relatively straightforward question, which the majority of candidates were able to answer
correctly. However, a significant minority did not do so.

The simple idea of the control being something against which the
experimentals results can be compared was given a mark here.
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Question 1 (c)

Far too many candidates failed to get a mark on this question. It is not particularly because
they are required to get two correct answers for 1 mark, but because they are too used to
writing lists of what they think might be right without really carefully thinking it through. So
examiners saw lots of temperature, pH, volumes and concentrations of things. None of these
are relevant in this case, some examples in what follows show this.

Candidates appear to occasionally struggle to think of a second
variable that needs to be controlled. This is obviously not going to get a
mark in this case as the type of meat is squid and the age of the meat
can be assumed to be the same in every piece. It is another example of
a situation where the answer could be right in a different context.
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Again an example where the candidate has simply quoted two often
quoted variables, without really thinking about the context. Since they
have been told in the stem that pH is something that is being
measured, it doesn't makes sense to suggest that it should be
controlled.

When asked about variables that need to be controlled in an
experiment or investigation, candidates will often write down a pre-
remembered list, which often includes such things as pH, temperature,
the age, or gender of an organism and so on. There are cases where, of
course, any one of these answers may be correct. However, there are
cases where they will not be correct and what must be done is to think
more deeply about what variables may affect the outcome and give
those. Here the pH will not affect the outcome of an experiment,
where the pH is the thing that is being measured, ie. the dependent
variable.
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Question 1 (d)(i)

As is so very often the case, many of the marks lost here were lost due to inadequate focus
on what was being asked. In some cases, of course, the answer was simply wrong. However,
in a significant number of other cases, the candidates had done the maths correctly but then
decided to round their answer and get zero marks. Simply put, you would require 12.5 cm³
not 13.0 cm³.
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There was no case for rounding in this calculation and, since it was
only out of 1 mark, rounding would lose that mark, as here.

You always need to think very carefully about rounding or quoting
answers to mathematical calculations to a number of significant
figures. Clearly, if you are asked to quote to two decimal places or
three significant figures, then your strategy is simple. However, if you
are not asked to quote to some predetermined number then you need
to decide yourself whether it is relevant to do so. In this case, there
was no logic for rounding, in fact 13 cm3 would not yield the required
volume of the required concentration of enzyme.
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A correct answer, which many were able to provide.
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Question 1 (d)(ii)

This question proved very challenging for candidates, perhaps because they didn't really
think about what they were being asked to do. In the stem they are told:

The meat from squid is quite tough and is often treated with enzymes to break down the protein.
Some fruits contain enzymes that can break down protein. A study compared the effects of two
different concentrations of these two enzymes on the meat from squid.

So they are being asked to draw conclusions about the study, which was designed to look at
the effects of enzymes on the meat from squid. Hardly any candidates read it this way.
Instead, they wrote about the effect of the enzymes, and the different concentrations of
enzymes, on the pH of the solution, making no attempt to deduce what that told them about
the effects of these enzymes on the squid meat.

Some candidates did manage to gain 2 marks on this question.
However, it often seemed like something of an afterthought that gave
them the second mark. So here we have a very typical answer about
how bromelain causes a higher decrease in pH (than papain) and
another one about how concentration of enzyme affects pH. However,
in the extra part that they have written, they have said that bromelain
enzyme has the greater effect in breaking down protein, and therefore
can have a second mark. Without this apparent afterthought, this
answer would be another of the many that got only 1 mark.
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Another answer which gains 2 marks, this time rather more
convincingly. The second point does not address pH at all but is
entirely focused on the effect of one enzyme in comparison to the
other on the digestion of squid meat.
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Question 1 (e)

This question gave rise to the full range of marks 0 to 4, with a good number obtaining 4. Not
surprisingly, candidates knew the correct test for protein, although Benedict's and
occasionally iodine were seen. Fewer were clear that in order to obtain something even
semiquantitative, some control would have to be exerted over the conditions of the test, so
the third mark point was less frequently seen. The idea of comparing with colour standards
was not that well understood, with many candidates wanting to resort straight away to a
colorimeter, which is not what this practical is at all about. The least convincing mark was
mark point one where candidates maybe stumbled onto it by saying something which to the
examiner looked as if they were separating the squid meat from the liquid around it; very few
made an explicit statement about removing the squid meet or filtering, or some such
technique.
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This example gains all 4 marks with a clear statement at the beginning
for the first mark point, use of biuret, use of colour standards and, at
the end, some control over the volume of filtrate being used for the
test.

When you are having to describe something you may not have done,
try to visualise yourself doing it in the laboratory or in the field,
thinking about each step and how it needs to be performed and why.
So here for example, there would be no point in testing the tubes with
the fruit juice, and the squid meat in them, for protein because there
will be protein in the squid meat. It would be necessary to separate the
liquid from any remaining squid meat in step 4.
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Question 2 (a)

Although it is not mentioned in relation to measuring fish, it is clear on the specification that
candidates are supposed to understand the idea of scale (it is actually mentioned in relation
to core practical 5 (spec. 3.8)). A good number were seen to be leaning on their GCSE
knowledge, and quoting the magnification triangle. In this particular example, the triangle
should have given rise to the equation actual size = image size/magnification. About 2/3 of
candidates were able to come up with the correct answer; those who did not, simply didn't
understand the calculation or, again, did inappropriate rounding.
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This answer indicates how important attention to detail is on an A-level
paper. The candidate has clearly measured the photograph at 89 mm.
They have then done the correct calculation 0.089 (from the
measurement) divided by 0.09 from the magnification given. The
answer comes out at 0.988888 recurring, which they have indicated by
the dot over the eight in the centre of the page. But 0.9888 recurring
does not round to 0.98, it rounds correctly to 0.989, 0.99 or 1m, all of
which were acceptable answers.
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A not uncommon error was for the candidate to ignore the
magnification value given under the photograph and simply convert
their measurement into metres as if this were a photograph at life size
of the fish. Ideas of scale and magnification are required by this
syllabus.
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Question 2 (b)

This question caused some difficulty for candidates. Many confused a hazard and a risk, and
others lost marks due to not appreciating that the question required them to complete the
table to show one hazard for the dissection and one for the preservation of the heart, and
simply wrote about formalin twice.

This response quotes the use of a scalpel as a hazard, which is a
correct suggestion. It then quotes the risk of using a scalpel as an
injury due to a cut. Finally, it goes on to suggest a couple of ways of
reducing the risk. This all gains 2 marks.

In the next line of the table, the hazard is actually a risk, but we can
deduce from the fact that they are quoting from the table about
formalin that the hazard they are discussing is the use of formalin. This
could not be awarded the mark but, because we know what they're
talking about, the wearing of gloves is a perfectly acceptable way of
reducing the risk that the use of formalin would cause.

This response gets a total of 3 marks.
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All practical work in science will involve a risk assessment. You need to
be very clear in your mind about the difference between a hazard, a
risk and a strategy to reduce the risk. Try doing risk assessments for a
range of practicals to test your understanding of this.

In this response, the first row of the table gains 2 marks. The hazard of
formalin is quoted and a variety of ways of reducing the risk caused by
this hazard are given.

On the second line the hazard given is actually the risk posed by the
hazard, but the risk reducing strategy is OK.

3 marks in total.
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Neither irritating eyes nor sensitisation of the skin are hazards but
risks. However, since we know what the candidate is talking about as
the two risks are copied from the table, it is possible to 'imagine' the
correct hazard when marking the second column. So, wearing gloves
or goggles would be suitable risk reduction measures. In this case
though, the candidate has dealt with a preservation problem in both
rows, so only 1 mark can be given.
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Scalpel use is all that is needed in the top row and formalin is correct in
the bottom row. Both risk reduction measures are okay too.

A total of 4 marks.
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Question 2 (c)

There was a good spread of marks on this question, with only a few failing to score at all. The
best answers were those which gave clear comparisons, very often under the headings
similarities and the heading differences. In other cases, at the other end of the scale, were
those candidates who just wrote a continuous piece of prose, in which one or two
comparative points, could sometimes be discerned. It would be well to help candidates with
their approach to compare and contrast questions, and how to structure them, so that the
examiner can clearly see what they are trying to say.

In this script the candidate has made an incorrect statement about
structure, as there is no information about comparative size of fish and
mammal atria. After that their points relate to function, so no marks.
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This answer would have benefitted from more careful reading of the
question. It is largely functional in its points and there is no attempt at
a comparison.
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This is possibly an example of a candidate filling the space with
information that they know, and maybe thinking that they have done
enough therefore to gain the marks. However, they have gained only
one mark because they have only made effectively one comparative
point about the structure of the two hearts.
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An answer structured in such a way that the examiner is left in no
doubt as to what are being put forward as differences and what are
being put forward as similarities. This is clearly the way forward in
compare and contrast questions.

Compare and contrast is a command word and as such, it is well worth
while to think about how you should approach any question which
includes it. It will always require at least one similarity or difference,
otherwise it is just compare or contrast. In addition, it is a very good
idea to set out your comparisons under the headings similarities and
differences.
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Question 2 (d)

This was a rather unusual question for this paper in that it does not relate to any particular
core practical, although the general context is that of the recommended additional practical
on heart structure. However, this question is testing investigation design and analysis. The
simplest points, which many got, would be to have an adequate sample size (five tends to be
acceptable in these situations), and to standardise the measurements. Basically,
standardising the fish and heart measurements is the equivalent in this case of controlling
variables. We then need to know what exactly is being measured; many candidates were
content with saying measure the size which is, of course, not possible unless we know what
aspect of size to measure. The final 2 marks were about the analysis, plotting of a graph,
which was quite often seen, and carrying out of a relevant statistical test, which was rarely
seen.
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This answer starts off gaining marking point 2, then secures 4 by
weighing the heart and finally 7 for a reasonable idea of the graph to
be plotted. In amongst this, it talks about keeping environmental
conditions the same and repeating things, both rather stock answers
which gain nothing in this question. Had it measured the mass of the
fish rather than simply the size, mark point 3 could have been gained.
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A very good answer gaining all 6 marks. In order marks 1,5,3,6,4 and 7
were gained. Some pre-treatment of the fish and the heart would be
required, but was rarely seen in candidate answers.

In any investigation, whether it be experimental or observational, it is
important to follow the "rules" laid down by science. You need to think
about sample size, precisely what you are going to measure, what you
are going to do in order to make results comparable to each other, and
then how the data you have gathered might be analysed.
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Here is an answer which gains just 2 marks but could so easily have
doubled that. In the first line, it gets the second mark point, and then
mark point 4 when it talks about width and height of the heart. But it
then simply talks about measuring the size of the fish. If the candidate
had thought "how can I measure the size of a fish" they might have
come up with measure the length or measure the mass. Hopefully,
they would have realised that you cannot measure the size without
saying what aspect of size you are going to measure.

The candidate also realises that the question asks for an analysis of the
data, so suggests plotting a graph, but it is not possible to give any
marks without a little bit more detail about what the graph is going to
be of. What is going to be plotted against what? So, this could easily
have been 4 marks.

33 IAL Biology WBI13_01



Question 3 (a)(i)

A relatively simple calculation which many candidates were able to perform with no problem.
However, the issue of significant figures raised its head on a rather large number of
responses. Many were content with 9.06 as their final answer, and it is not clear why when
two significant figures were asked for very clearly in the question. It could be that they simply
did not see or ignored this instruction, or it could be that they think that 9.06 represents two
significant figures. So, some training in this area would seem to be indicated.

A rather large, and slightly worrying, number of candidates lost the
second mark by ignoring the instruction to give the answer to two
significant figures.

Always read every word of a question, they are all there for a purpose,
and if you ignore them, you are likely to answer the question
incorrectly.
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Question 3 (a)(ii)

This is a fairly straightforward plotting a graph question, a regular feature of this paper. The
issue this time was in relation to drawing a suitable line of best fit.

35 IAL Biology WBI13_01



A good number of candidates struggled with drawing an appropriate
line of best fit on this graph. In this example, the candidate has
managed to do that together with suitable axes which are correctly
labelled, and the points plotted on a linear scale. So, this answer gains
all 4 marks.

A line of best fit should follow the direction of the slope, should have
as many points on one side as on the other, or as close as possible to
that, and the points should be a balanced distance from the line.

In this case there are five points, so we would expect two on one side
and three on the other. That is not quite enough though, the distance
of these points from the line needs to be about the same, when
totalled, on both sides. This candidate has three points above and two
points below, so that is fine. The two points below are both rather
further away from the line than any of the points above, so on balance,
the three points would have an average distance about the same as
the two points below.
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This answer could not achieve the appropriate line of best fit mark, as
such a line must be a straight line.
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In this example, the axes are correct, properly labelled, and the points
are plotted correctly on a linear scale. However, the line of best fit is
not suitable, the way the candidate has drawn it. There is one point
below the line and effectively four points on it, so it does not quite
meet the criteria.
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It would be very well worthwhile practising drawing lines of best fit
before taking the examination. There are plenty of websites that allow
this to be done.
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Question 3 (a)(iii)

This question is quite like ones on many past papers in principle, although it takes a slightly
different approach. Rather than asking for what could be done to measure variability, or in
order to calculate the standard deviation, this one looks at repeatability. It gave a good
spread of marks from 0 to 3.

This candidate has answered the question "describe how data could
have been collected in this investigation". This, of course, is not the
question that was asked.
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The candidate has understood what is required in this question. In
order to collect and present data to show repeatability, we need to
carry out the investigation a number of times (collect data) and then
calculate means and standard deviations together with presenting
them on a graph.
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Question 3 (a)(iv)

This question is asking candidates to combine some knowledge from CP2 with an
understanding of good experimental design. It yielded mark totals across the range, but the
majority got either 1 or 2.

The simplest way of getting 1 mark in this question is to realise that
the test for vitamin C involves the use of DCPIP. Many candidates, like
the one here, achieved only this mark.
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Very few candidates talked about a standardisation of the coating
method. Candidates should have realised that they are going to
compare a double coated fruit with single coated fruits. So, the only
thing that should be different about the double coated fruit is the
double coating. This means that the coating must be applied in exactly
the same way as it was when the coating was single.
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Question 3 (b)(i)

In this question, a simple but important to laboratory technique was tested. It was rather
poorly answered with a majority getting no marks at all. It is felt that this was largely due to a
misreading of the question, leading to answers which simply told the examiner how to fill a
pipette and ignored the key words measure an accurate volume.

A number of candidates were able to gain both marks here by mention
of the reading being related to the position of the meniscus, and the
reading being taken with the meniscus held at eye level.

There is a range of scientific equipment you are expected to be familiar
with and possibly to have used or have seen in use in a film. These are
not listed in the specification but you will have come across them if you
have done all the practical work that is recommended or required.
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Quite a significant proportion of candidates were at a loss as to how to
answer this question. Most of those who achieved no marks simply
talked about how to draw liquid into a pipette ignoring, or not
appreciating the significance of, the phrase "to measure an accurate
volume".
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A very economical answer from a candidate clearly confident about
what is required here. This kind of answer was far less common than
would have been hoped.
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Question 3 (b)(ii)

A very straightforward calculation, but still some candidates failed to score. This was usually
because they ignored the instruction to give the answer in standard form, or they did not
know how to give the answer in standard form.

A clear and correct answer.

In science, where very large and very small numbers are often
involved, it is very important to understand how to express numbers in
standard form.
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It was not uncommon for candidates to get the maths right, but then
ignore the instruction to give the answer in standard form. Since the
calculation was given only 1 mark, this inattention to that detail cost
them.
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Question 3 (b)(iii)

In past papers, candidates have often been asked to state precautions that they would take
under certain circumstances. Here, they were asked to explain the precautions and found
this quite challenging.

Some allowance was made in the use of English to explain what was
being done. For example, a significant number of candidates talked
about taping the plates vertically and this was taken to mean that the
lid was only partially sealed. If this was coupled with the reason being
to avoid growth of anaerobes, then the mark could be given.

Even familiar command words, such as explain, are often ignored, but
they must be taken into account when writing an answer. So you
cannot merely state something like a safety precaution when
preparing plates of microorganisms if the question asks you to explain
the safety precaution. You must understand the requirements of all
the command words listed in the specification under the heading of
taxonomy on page 68.

49 IAL Biology WBI13_01



This response is typical of many seen, which completely fails to
appreciate that the question asked for an explanation of two safety
precautions, not simply a statement of them. Wearing gloves and
keeping away from heat were very unlikely to have gained the marks
even if they had explained why.
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Question 3 (b)(iv)

This question generated the full range of marks and worked well. A little bit more attention to
detail would have given many candidates an extra mark or two. For example, those who said
that the temperatures of incubation had to be different because the microorganisms have
different optimum temperatures could have got the mark if they changed "microorganisms"
to "enzymes".
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This response could have relatively easily gained 3 marks instead of 1.
The suggestion that different microorganisms have different food
requirements is sufficient for the first mark point. Different
microorganisms having different optimum temperatures would have
got the mark if it had talked about the enzymes of different
microorganisms having different optimum temperatures. Finally, if it
had said that fungi take longer to grow, then that also would probably
have gained a mark.
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In this example, the type of agar answer tells us nothing beyond the
information in the stem. The reasons for the different incubation
temperature is clearly correct in this case. It is possible that an answer
that involved information about the efficiency of enzymes breaking
something down could have gained the mark here. However, it was
never going to be a possibility in this case as it does not give specific
details about bacteria compared with fungi.
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This response has three good suggestions and gains all 3 marks.
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Question 3 (b)(v)

This question proved very demanding for most candidates. This is almost certainly, at least in
part, as a consequence of their lack of understanding of the command word evaluate.
However, it is not just this. Candidates fell into three groups. Those who understood what
they were required to do, although never managed to do it more than twice or occasionally
three times. Those who seemed to begin to understand the requirements, but merely stated
problems with the investigation without actually explaining why they were problems. The
third group just answered the question as if it had asked them to comment on the data, as
has so often been the case in this type of question in the past.
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This answer is a fairly typical mix of relevant information with
irrelevant information. So the statement that chitosan has higher
antimicrobial properties than cinnamon oil is correct, but not relevant
to the question asked. It becomes promising after this with a sentence
starting with the word "however" and continuing with an explanation
as to how the data could be more useful. Sadly, the explanation does
not go far enough and doesn't tell us why it would be more useful if it
had error bars in terms which are clear enough at this level. The
explanation falls apart at the end when it says we don't know whether
the data is valid or not.

If a command word has never appeared before on a past paper, or
only appeared rarely, you should still be prepared for its appearance
on the paper that you sit. So the very important suggestion is to make
yourself familiar with all the command words and how they should be
interpreted.
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This answer almost entirely misses the point of this question. It talks
for most of it about the relative effects of the coatings on the different
microorganisms. In this way, it is answering a "comment on these data"
question. It does mention the fact that standard deviations are not
calculated but does not make enough of this to get a mark.
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This is an example of a high scoring response, although even here, the
candidate struggles to express themselves clearly.

It is one of the very few that gives a positive evaluation of the
usefulness of the data by saying that a range of samples had been
studied (mark point 1). The route to mark point 4 is long but the idea
that ''no conclusions can be made from an investigation completed
once" finally clinches it. They say enough for mark point 5 at the end.
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Paper Summary

Based on their performance on this paper, candidates are offered the following advice. Much
of this advice mirrors that of previous series:

All nine core practicals and all five recommended assessed practicals should be thoroughly
studied and thought about before the examination, not in it.
Make sure you thoroughly understand the basic elements of the scientific method as
taught at A Level. One variable is varied (the IV), one is measured, as the IV is varied, (the
DV) and any other variables which may affect the DV are kept at constant values.
All command words should also be studied and their usage practiced, again long before
sitting in the exam room. A detailed study of past papers, alongside mark schemes and
examiners' reports, will be very helpful.
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