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Annotated Outstanding Scholarship Exemplar Template

Subject

Statistics

Standard 93201 | Total score 34

Q

Grade
score

Annotation

For all of question 1 where required specific numerical evidence is present. The two
Outstanding marks were missing in this candidate’s response as in Qu 1 (a) (ii) there
was only one additional piece of information supplied that would be required before
generalising. The second Outstanding mark is missing as there was not enough of a link
made to the modelling aspect of the Samsung scatter graph in Figure 4, such as non
linear model would be better or spotting that without the one pone at 7.5 inches the
gradient of the trend line would be impacted.

As in Qu 1 there is high quality reference to key features of the data sets with specific
numerical evidence. The candidate has reference a comparison in mobile phone
subscriptions between New Zealand and Fiji through an absolute approach, where a
relative approach was required. The candidate should have used a process to assume a
linear step increase in the missing years taking the 2007 and 2010 figures as the start
and end values for an estimation for 2009 Samoan mobile phone numbers.

There is excellent knowledge overall of experimental design principles throughout
guestion 3, using correct vocabulary commensurate with Level 8 on the NZ Curriculum.
In Qu 3 (d) reference as made toa bootstrapping process where the process should be a
re-randomisation and so this was not sufficient for the Outstanding mark. In question 3
(e) the candidate superbly spotted and explained about the observational nature of the
study and how a causal claim therefore cannot be made.

The high quality descriptions and analysis using numerical evidence continue in this
guestion. A minor error has been ignored in adding the total of the number of students
in the survey for question 4 (c) — 760 instead of 766. It may be useful to note that this
type and level of error is at about the maximum that would be allowed at Scholarship
level for continuation and consistency. The Performance Standard does require
“precision and clarity of ideas”. The follow up calculation for the margin of error,
associated confidence interval and interpretation of the claim made is dependent on
this total being correct. The 2" mark in Qu 4 (b) (iii), at Outstanding, could have made a
clearer link to the impact of ownership on mobile phones for Yr 3 to 13 students, but it
is implied and a follow on from the first point made.

This question has been answered to a high level and it was only important
vocabulary/conceptual ideas in 3 (a) (i) and 3 (a) (ii) slightly awry that prevented a full 9
marks being awarded. The probability calculations in question 3 (b) are logically and
clearly developed and the relative comparison for the final question done to a very
good standard, including a high quality explanation about what the 2.34 times as likely
meant, in context. In Qu 3 (a) (i) “mean difference” has been stated instead of the
correct difference in means. In 3 (a) (ii) the level of analysis required for the design of
the PPDAC study should have made more reference to an exploratory data analysis and
initial examination of summary statistics.






