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Overview
This subject assessment advice, based on the 2025 assessment cycle, gives 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. It provides information and advice regarding the assessment types, the application of the performance standards in school and external assessments, and the quality of student performance.
The Subject Renewal program has introduced changes for many subjects in 2025; these changes are detailed in the change log at the front of each subject outline. 
School Assessment
Teachers can improve the moderation process and the online process by:
thoroughly checking that all grades entered in school online are correct
uploading the SATs as a single scanned file with blank pages removed to reduce unnecessary pages
SAT’s are marked for accuracy with a summary table showing each score and grade the four or five skills and assessment tasks as the first page
filling in the variation form if a student did not complete one or more skills and applications tasks so that the moderator is aware if the missing task is due to special provisions, missing task or it is classed as an ‘I’ as they did not complete it yet should have
ensuring the mathematical investigations have all the calculations individually marked for accuracy making sure it is clear where any mistakes are
ensuring RC5 is clearly shown both in the LAP on which assessment type it is in, and within the assessment task where the students completed it. This can be achieved my indicating RC5 every time the student makes a prediction either in the margin or as a note on the side of the page 
making it obvious to the moderator where the student has completed RC2 assumptions and limitations (in the margin or as an annotation) when it does not have its own heading within the mathematical investigation 
ensuring if recording of the assessment tasks takes place, please make sure that the recording devices used are close to those that are speaking and are able to be heard clearly when being replayed
ensuring the performance standards shaded on the digital PSR match that of the lap. For example, if CT3 is not on the lap for SAT’s, then do not shade it on the digital PSR.
Assessment Type 1: Skills and Applications Tasks
Assessment groups are able to complete four or five skills and assessment tasks, with the two non-examined topics being covered in either the SATS or mathematical investigation. Students are allowed to have the calculator and a reference sheet for all tests. 
It is a requirement for moderation that SATs are marked for accuracy, clearly indicating how much of each mathematical problem a student has been successful in attempting to support the moderation process.
RC5, ‘forming and testing of predictions’ is easier to assess within Assessment Type 2: Mathematical Investigations but can be assessed in the skills and applications tasks. If assessing in the skills and applications task, then students must have multiple opportunities to form, test and discuss the outcome of the predictions to meet the specific feature to an ‘A’ standard.
Teachers can elicit more successful responses by:
designing tasks that provide a mix of routine and more complex problems that effectively differentiate student mathematical knowledge and understanding of concepts and relationships across the grade bands. A complexity guide has been provided to support teachers to identify key questions and key concepts that provide the opportunity for complexity in responses. The document ‘Complexity Guide General Mathematics’ is available under resources at the following link: https://www.sace.sa.edu.au/web/general-mathematics/resources  
making sure skills and assessment tasks have a wide variety of concepts within a topic rather than testing the same routine concept multiple times or only testing only a small number of concepts in a short test
when students are to complete some routine skills such as drawing a scatterplot or residual plot, it may be appropriate for the students to finish off rather than completing the whole thing. This can be applied to other concepts such as filling in one or two rows in a transition or connectivity matrix rather than every row
providing multiple opportunities for students to demonstrate their understanding of assumptions and limitations of the results in context
using appropriate verbs such as state, explain, and interpret to guide students to form an appropriate response
strategically placing ‘show’ questions that allow students back into a question if they were not able to complete a previous part successfully. An example of a ‘show’ question is providing the approximate answer to an annuity problem so that students who are not able to find the value can use the provided figure to continue through the following questions. In a ‘show’ question, students are required to not only present the final value but also provide evidence of the method used to determine that value, with marks not awarded for simply stating the given value in the question stem
guiding students with information on the allocated marks for each question and the provided space for writing the answers, helping them understand the expected level of detail in their answers.
The more successful responses commonly:
showed clear working out of all relevant steps, in particular for the ‘show that’ questions where the students showed their working out as well as the exact answer
discussed the assumptions and limitations in the context of the problem rather than providing generic assumptions. An example of a generic versus in context response of a limitation for critical path analysis is to simply state there are delays versus it could be too wet to complete any of the gardening tasks. The in-context limitation stats a valid reason the assumption may not be true
showed the ability to answer complex questions that involved changing the original model. These can be undertaken in all topics. Examples include changing the transition matrix, connectivity matrix, changing a constraint in a linear programming problem, or changing one or two tasks in a network.
The less successful responses commonly:
were seen in skills and applications tasks that provided limited opportunities for students to respond to questions of a complex nature. Teachers need to ensure that at least 30% of the marks in each task are composed of questions covering complex concepts or requiring complex processes to solve the questions. Making changes to questions that results in multiple solutions such as changing a profit function or constraint in linear programming, changing a task length or prerequisite in critical path analysis questions, or adding or removing a row or column a Hungarian algorithm add complexity
were seen where questions requiring complex processes or concepts were too heavily scaffolded to support progress through the solution, thus reducing the complexity. An example of a reduction in complexity due to scaffolding is in linear programming, where changing the constraints are stepped out using a table format with some parts already filled in
were seen when questions required the use of answers from previous parts of the question, yet no ‘show’ question was provided to allow students to attempt the latter parts of the question if they were unable to complete the initial parts
occurred when students provided an answer only for a multiple mark question as it limited the student’s ability to show what understanding they did have if they had a mistake in their answer. Teachers should promote students to show all their working
were found when students provided generic assumptions and limitations rather than in context of the problem. An example of this is where a student would write the limitation of an interest minimisation strategy for a loan of ‘change of interest rate’ instead of showing a deeper understanding of the limitation that the interest rate could decrease which would reduce the interest saved or in Hungarian Algorithm, where a student writes ‘delay to a job’ with no indication of what might cause a delay, such as traffic due to roadworks might increase the time to arrive
occurred where teachers indicated that they were assessing RC5 (forming and testing of predictions), yet the students were only given one opportunity to show these skills which limited them to a ‘C’ grade
were seen when questions were used from past exams without any changes made, which then reduces the complexity as students have access to the questions prior to the test as well as the answers. Questions from past examinations or exemplar skills and application tasks need to be modified so that they look unrecognisable from the original using different contexts, values, or wording of the questions 
occurred where an open topic was included that did not have enough complexity for students to achieve in the higher-grade bands. 
Assessment Type 2: Mathematical Investigations
Students need to complete one mathematical investigation with a maximum length of 12 A4 single-sided pages with a minimum of size 10 font. 
It is a requirement for moderation that teachers ensure that all mathematical calculations are marked for accuracy with errors identified, as well as making comments about the written component in particular RC2 and RC5. This supports the moderation process. 
It is a requirement that all students complete a mathematical investigation. This does mean if a student needs special provisions, they may need to undertake the investigation on another topic than the rest of the class, rather than not completing the task. If this occurs, please fill in a variations form.
Teachers can elicit more successful responses by:
dividing up the investigation into multiple parts, where by the initial part provides structure and scaffolding for students to get a ‘C’ level, the next part allows the students to develop their model with some guidance before finishing with an open ended section that allows students to take their investigation where they choose based on the skills they have leant, allowing them to make their own decisions of what to do and why. The open-ended section allows students to develop the model at the ‘A’ grade band
ensuring the task explicitly states where students should be creating multiple predictions as well as the steps to completing a prediction (make, test, and discuss the accuracy of the prediction)
ensuring that the task allows for the discussion of limitations and reasonableness in context, both in the initial problem as well as the open-ended section
ensuring students present the response using appropriate headings as well as labelling graphs and tables (e.g. graph 1) so that they can be referred to them in the written responses
ensuring calculations including working out should be presented within the main body of the 12-page investigation. Appendices should only be used to show additional similar calculations where the repeated working out would take up a significant amount of room limiting the student’s ability to show model development. An example of an appropriate use would be to show all the steps of a large Hungarian algorithm problem initially in the 12 pages, however when the model changes, the student may choose to show the steps in the appendix with only the initial array showing what changed and the final array showing the result in the main body
ensuring students use a sub heading for predictions and assumptions, and limitations to make it clear to the moderator where they are covered. If they have not, please make it clear for the moderators where the student has made predictions and covered assumptions and limitations by stating RC2 and RC5 next to where it is located on their investigation.


The more successful responses commonly:
occurred in response to tasks designed with enough scaffolding for students to achieve at the ‘C’ grade band in the initial parts of the task, but also with an open-ended section which required students to extend their investigation in a direction of their own choosing. This allowed them to demonstrate their understanding at the higher-grade bands
occurred where the mathematical model was developed by changing it multiple times beyond the initial model, with enough complexity. A complexity guide has been provided to support teachers to identify key questions and concepts that provide the opportunity for complexity. The document ‘Complexity Guide General Mathematics’ is available under resources at the following link: https://www.sace.sa.edu.au/web/general-mathematics/resources  
occurred where students explained the concepts covered in the investigation when they first used them, for example in critical path analysis (CPA) explaining all the key parts of a CPA such as dummy link, prerequisites, forward scan, backward scan, Earliest and latest start time, how to draw the network, slack time, critical time and critical path as this showed an understanding of key concepts of this topic
were seen where students completed the whole prediction process multiple times, that is they made an appropriate prediction, tested it by performing calculations, and discussed the outcome of their predictions
occurred where students refined their predictions by using prior knowledge to create better predictions. An example of this is when students first tested a prediction of increasing a home loan payment by $100 before using the result to make a prediction if they increased the payment by $200 
were seen in tasks where students made a prediction about the model instead of saying the calculations are the prediction. An example of an appropriate prediction in the coffee cooling experiment would be, due to a lid being on the coffee cup it will take longer to reach 30 degrees compared to a coffee without a lid or in superannuation the prediction would be that if the person worked longer they would save more money and be able to withdraw more money from their annuity because they wouldn’t need it to last as long
showed comprehensive interpretation of the results, by providing both a complete interpretation of the answers in context, as well as comparing the results of different scenarios
demonstrated a comprehensive understanding of the assumptions made in the investigation (in context) as well as the limitations of the assumptions and the effect that it has on the results found. An example in finance is the assumption that the interest rate of a loan would stay constant, however due to inflation the average interest rate can increase and if it does then more interest would be paid
occurred when students made sure the main calculations were in their investigation not the appendix and instead used the appendix for when they were undertaking a set of repetitive calculations where the working out would take up a significant amount of space that limits their room to develop their model.
The less successful responses commonly:
had tasks that allowed for opportunity for different starting parameters or data but instead all students used the same starting parameters or data, reducing the individuality of responses. An example would be all students having the same loan amount
included excessive routine and often repetitive calculations that were either prescribed in the task design or the student chose to do them. This limited the students’ ability to show understanding of complex concepts at the upper band levels
did not show enough complexity in calculations covered at the ‘A’ level, even though the task allowed them to. Examples included: 
in Topic 1: Modelling with Linear Relationships, where students did not cover concepts such as wastage, change of constraints, multiple solutions, or non-integer solutions
in Topic 3: Statistical Models, where students only looked at residual plots for the exponential model instead of all models to look at a linear model residual plot to compare size and pattern, did not look at the impact of removing an outlier or interpreting the a and b values in context
in Topic 4: Finance Models, where students only changed one variable at a time, where they completed an offset like a lump sum that goes and stays in for the term of the loan, or they covered changes to home loan or superannuation only from the beginning rather than within
in Topic 5: Discrete Models, where students did not have to go through dummy links or have any changes to the critical path or Hungarian algorithm questions that lead to multiple solutions, or students never having to deal with non-square arrays in Hungarian algorithm.
had evidence of all students following the same modelling processes (with the same changes implemented to their model), which indicated excessive teacher scaffolding. This particularly impacted the students in the higher-grade bands as scaffolding reduces complex mathematical modelling to a more routine level. An example of this is in the coffee cooling statistics task where all students in the assessment group would do the initial plus the exact same changes to their model, for example, add milk or change cup
had responses where calculations had been marked correct, yet they were found to be incorrect. It is important that teachers mark the work for accuracy, as this is necessary to determine the level of understanding a student has demonstrated
occurred in finance tasks where a lump sum and offset were treated in the same way. To show the full understanding of an offset the money must go both in and out of the loan
provided a recount of what they did rather than an analysis of the outcomes of the mathematical calculations in the context of the problem. Students should be informed that the analysis of the mathematical results should include interpretation of the answers in context, comparison of results as well as a discussion of key findings rather than a recount of what they did and how they did it
lacked evidence of both drawing conclusions and understanding of assumptions and limitations to address RC2 at the ‘A’ level. Often it was seen that students made a conclusion at an ‘A’ level yet assumptions and limitations at a lower grade level but overall awarded an ‘A’ grade. The final grade for RC2 needs to take into consideration both parts of the criteria
the student’s response was difficult to follow regarding the calculations they were doing or how they were developing a model through their calculations. This can be easily overcome with headings or a simple sentence stating what they were about to do
occurred where only one opportunity was allowed for a prediction to be made. This limited the students’ ability to show their understanding at the higher-grade bands where it asks for ‘predictions’
occurred when predictions made in the finance task were not what is called a prediction as the students did not make the prediction, test the prediction and refer back to the accuracy of the predictions. For example, in the finance task the student undertook calculations about a loan or a person’s superannuation and then stated that the model predicted the loan would cost them $500,000 or that they would have a million dollars in their super when they retire. This is not a prediction about the model. A prediction of the model would be stating that they predict that it would cost them less if they were to increase the payment then showing through calculations that this is the case. The model can be further predicted by looking at for patterns, for example if you doubled the increase in payment, it would double the money saved
occurred when an open topic was used, and the task did not allow the students to show enough complexity to achieve in the higher-grade bands.
External Assessment
Assessment Type 3: Examination
Evidence from student responses in the 2025 examination indicates that the vast majority of well‑prepared students completed the paper within the allocated time. The paper comprised nine questions with an approximately even distribution of marks across the three topic areas. Performance remained strongest in Discrete models, with Financial models very closely second. This year Statistical models caused students the most significant difficulties with Question 6 and Question 8 proving to be the most challenging in the paper overall. 
High‑performing responses showed:
clear, sequential working with calculator inputs/outputs recorded (especially for Financial and Statistical items)
calculator values displayed prior to appropriate rounding, matched to the question
had concise, contextual interpretations, avoiding templated or generic phrasing.
Where marks were most often lost:
Students frequently struggled to interpret prompts precisely and to supply distinct, context‑specific statements matching the mark allocation.
Persistent trouble spots included: 
Networks: minimum completion time vs final EST; justifying dummy links; carrying ESTs across dummy links; slack/LST errors; recognising multiple critical paths after changes.
Financial Modelling: incorrect rates/compounding settings; isolating interest in a specified interval (AMORT PM1 off by one); comparison‑rate fee handling; interest saved; PV/PMT sign discipline; converting periods to age; “live off interest” logic in withdrawal annuities.
Statistical Modelling: giving only interpolation without strength of fit (high or ); confusing scatterplots with residual plots; incomplete parameter interpretations (e.g., slope with units, exponential 1.065 = 6.5% per +1 °C); inverse normal tail/area selection; integer constraints; percentage change vs simple difference; manual residual calculation / plotting residuals.
Hungarian Algorithm: omitting the dummy column; performing row reduction after inserting zeros; covering zeros with five lines; switching to maximisation instead of minimisation; not recognising multiple optimal assignments.
Marking guidance and student practice:
Markers award credit wherever there is legitimate evidence of understanding, even with non‑standard working. Students should avoid crossing out potentially valid work. If they revert to a crossed‑out solution, they may circle/highlight the section and add “please mark this work”, rather than rewriting, unless unreadable.
Complete written responses in pen; reserve pencil for diagrams/graphs. Use the extra pages rather than compressing responses.
Rounding and presentation:
Financial: round monetary answers to two decimal places (nearest cent).
Probabilities, rates, coefficients (, , normal probabilities, exponential parameters): report sufficient precision (often ≥ 3 d.p.) to support comparison or subsequent steps.
For “show that …” values, students may proceed with either their own calculated value or the provided value without penalty; marking schemes accommodate both approaches provided the method and interpretation are sound.
Question 1: Discrete modelling – Critical Path Analysis from a Precedence table
Overall, Question 1 was completed very well by most students with this question having the highest number of successful responses in the exam. Parts (a), (c), and (d) were handled with confidence, while part (b) was the most common source of error. The main difficulties related to interpreting the final task correctly and constructing the network diagram with required conventions. 
Part (a)
This part was answered correctly by the majority of students. The most common errors involved including incorrect tasks in the critical path — for example, including C instead of B, or omitting K. A small number of students listed a path that did not follow the correct prerequisite structure.
Part (b)
This was the least well‑answered part of the question. The most frequent error was giving the minimum completion time as 42 days instead of 43 days. 
Students commonly:
used the final task’s start time (42 days) but forgot to add the 1 day required to complete Task K
or
added together all task durations instead of using the critical path.
Students are reminded that the minimum completion time is the finish time, not the last EST value.
Part (c)
Most students produced accurate network diagrams and received full marks. 
Common errors included:
omitting the arrowhead on the dummy link
or
placing tasks out of prerequisite order.
Despite this, the majority demonstrated clear understanding of network construction techniques.
Part (d)
This part was generally answered well. Most students correctly explained the effect of increasing a task’s duration, though weaker responses simply stated that the “critical path becomes longer” without explaining why. 
Full‑mark responses clearly related the change to:
the fact that the task lies on the critical path
as on the critical path, increasing its duration increases the minimum completion time of the project.
Students performed strongly on Question 1 overall. The most frequent errors included:
not adding the final task duration in part (b)
misidentifying tasks for the critical path in part (a)
omitting arrowheads on dummy links in part (c)
failing to justify the reasoning in part (d).
Question 2: Financial modelling – Investments
Overall, Question 2 was completed well in Parts (a), (b), and (d). Parts (c)(i) and (c)(ii) were the most challenging, with a significant number of students misinterpreting the wording of the question or using incorrect interest rate information. Despite this, many were still able to access follow‑through marks in subsequent sections. As a result, this was the most successfully answered of the financial modelling questions, ranked 2nd most accessible overall.
Part (a)
Most students answered this part correctly, with only a small number making rounding errors when converting nominal to effective annual interest rates. A few students used formulas instead of the calculator conversion function, occasionally leading to rounding inconsistencies.
Part (b)
Part (b) was generally well completed. Students correctly identified the better account option in most cases. Errors were limited and typically involved misinterpreting compounding periods or incorrectly selecting “compounded monthly”.
Part (c)(i)
This was the first part where large numbers of errors occurred.
Common mistakes included:
Using the 4.29% rate from Account C instead of the required 4.20% (Account A).
Incorrect P/Y and C/Y, should have been 52 for weekly compounding.
Performing the calculation for four years instead of three.
Using the simple interest formula instead of compound interest.
Despite these issues, many students still provided logically structured working and earned partial follow‑through marks.


Part (c)(ii)
This part was very poorly answered overall. The majority of students calculated total interest over the full three years instead of interest earned in the third year alone. 
Other frequent issues included:
Using FV – PV for the entire term rather than isolating the final year.
Incorrectly using the amortisation function with PM1 = 104 rather than 105.
Confusing “third year” with “fourth year”.
Only a small percentage of students recognised that the question required calculating interest for a single time interval within a longer investment.
Part (c)(iii)
This part was generally answered well because follow‑through was applied from (c)(ii). Even when students had calculated incorrect interest in (c)(ii), they were usually successful in applying the tax rate correctly.
Part (d)
This part was completed well by most students. Successful responses correctly:
applied the inflation rate to the cost of the jet ski.
and
compared this inflated price to Hamish’s savings.
Common mistakes included:
applying inflation to the future balance of $9462.85 instead of the $9000 purchase price of the jet ski
or
not stating clearly whether Hamish could or could not afford the purchase.
Question 2 highlighted several recurring issues in financial mathematics:
Students often misread rates or reused values from previous parts without noticing changes in account type.
Many struggled to calculate interest earned during a specific year, suggesting a need for more targeted practice with:
isolating time intervals
using the AMORT function correctly (including PM1 + 1 behaviour).
Errors in reading the question carefully led to using incorrect principal values in part (d).
Students performed strongly in parts relying on standard calculator processes but were less confident when questions required contextual interpretation, attention to detail, or isolating a single year within a longer period.
Question 3: Statistical modelling – Linear and exponential modelling
Overall, student performance on this question was generally sound on procedural components; however, many students demonstrated difficulty with contextual interpretation, the correct use of units, distinguishing between linear and non‑linear relationships, and appropriately interpreting the meaning of variables within the model. This was the best answered of the Statistical modelling questions.
Part (a)
Most students successfully calculated the value of Pearson’s Correlation coefficient (r). A small number of students referred to the coefficient of determination (r2), instead of r. 
Part (b)
This part was not well answered. Many students provided generic mathematical statements such as “it is the gradient” without linking the slope to its contextual meaning. Errors included omitting the dollar symbol, failing to state the rate “per year”, reversing the variables, or interpreting both numbers (5.38 and 263) simultaneously. Some students used pronumerals (M and t) instead of contextual language. More practice is needed in writing clear, contextual statements involving both variables and their units.
Part (c)(i)
While most students recognised that the prediction involved interpolation and received one mark, many were unable to provide a second, distinct justification. A significant proportion repeated interpolation-related statements in different wording, which did not attract the additional mark. Few students referred to the strong linear association indicated by the high correlation or r2 value. A small number incorrectly treated the situation as extrapolation or attempted to recalculate the rent value.
Part (c)(ii)
This part was generally completed very well. Most students correctly substituted into the linear model. The most common error was substituting the actual year (e.g., 2025) instead of the model’s time variable t = 20. Some also used other incorrect values for t. Students should take care to reference the definition of variables provided in the question.
Part (d)
Performance on this part was mixed. Many students correctly identified that the pattern in the graph was curved or exponential and therefore unsuitable for a linear model. However, a large number provided vague statements such as “there is a pattern”, without specifying the nature of the curvature. A common error was treating the graph as though it were a residual plot and referring to “random scatter” or “a clear pattern in the residuals”. Students require further practice distinguishing between scatterplots and residual plots and describing trends using appropriate mathematical terminology.
Part (e)(i)
Most students who attempted this part produced a correct exponential model. The most frequent error was presenting a linear model instead of an exponential one. Some students substituted parameters from the linear regression model directly into an exponential form, resulting in unrealistic equations. Students generally handled rounding conventions appropriately.
Part (e)(ii)
This part was answered well. Students typically substituted correctly into their exponential model, with most errors arising from incorrect models or incorrect values of t carried over from part (e)(i).
Students generally displayed strength in calculations but had difficulty with contextual interpretation and correct use of model structures. Common issues included:
lack of units or incorrect units in contextual statements
confusion between linear and exponential relationships
difficulty distinguishing scatterplots from residual plots
repeating similar reasoning instead of offering distinct justifications
misinterpretation of variable definitions, particularly the meaning of  .
Question 4: Discrete modelling – Critical Path Analysis – Network diagrams
Student performance on Question 4 showed improvement in some areas compared with previous years; however, errors were still common in interpreting dummy links, correctly applying forward and backward scanning, and explaining critical path behaviour using clear and precise terminology. Questions requiring justification or reference to specific tasks were often answered in general terms, resulting in loss of marks. Of the discrete modelling questions, this was considered the hardest by student responses.
Part (a)
Performance on this part was stronger than in previous years. Most students understood that the dummy link was required to represent precedence relationships correctly. However, many responses earned only one mark because they mentioned only that tasks F and G were prerequisites for J, without also stating that task H requires only task F. Some students gave vague explanations such as “it makes the network correct”, without reference to specific tasks or both sides of the dummy link.
Part (b)
The backward scan was generally completed correctly. The forward scan, however, was significantly less successful. Many students did not carry the earliest finishing time of 28 through the dummy link, instead using 25 or other values such as 29. As a result, a considerable number of students gave incorrect EST values for task J. Some responses appeared to show students trying to force forward-scan values to match backward-scan values, indicating misunderstanding of the independent nature of the two processes.
Part (c)
Most students completed this part correctly. A small number of students who incorrectly gave 29 in part (b) did not recognise that this created two critical paths (follow through).
Part (d)
This part was poorly answered. Many students stated that tasks F and G require task E, which is true but does not justify why E must be on the critical path. Other responses simply referred to a “must do” task or said that E “connects the network” without demonstrating that all possible paths pass through task E and that no alternate parallel route exists. Students often lacked the language to express the concept of “the only path” or “no parallel path through the network”.
Part (e)(i)
This part was answered inconsistently, with many students unable to calculate the slack time correctly. A frequent incorrect answer was 6 days. Errors appeared to result from misreading ESTs and LSTs.
Part (e)(ii)
Many students gave vague, general statements such as “tasks will not be delayed” without linking their answers to specific tasks. Some referred incorrectly to task D instead of task B. Stronger responses explicitly connected their reasoning to the relevant task(s).
Part (f)
This part was poorly answered. Many students incorrectly stated that the latest starting time was zero or gave values such as 18 or 29. Confusion often stemmed from misidentifying which event time the question referred to or from errors carried over from earlier EST/LST calculations.
Part (g)
This part was not well completed. Many students recognised that task G would now be on the critical path but did not identify that two critical paths would exist. Others addressed only the minimum completion time or only the critical path, despite the question requiring discussion of both. The majority of students correctly stated that the minimum completion time would not change but failed to provide the second required statement regarding the paths themselves.
Common difficulties across Question 4 included:
not addressing both components required for full‑mark explanations
incomplete discussion of dummy links, often describing only one side of the dependency
forward scan errors caused by not carrying ESTs through dummy links
lack of understanding when describing why a task must be on the critical path
failure to reference specific tasks when prompted
frequent incorrect calculations of slack and LST values
partial responses in part (g), where students discussed only one of:  
changes to the critical path(s)  
the minimum completion time.
Question 5: Financial modelling – Loans
Overall, students handled the majority of the financial mathematics tasks in Question 5 well. This resulted in this question being ranked the 3rd easiest in the paper. Calculations involving present value, future value and annuities were generally performed correctly, and students demonstrated familiarity with calculator processes. However, the comparison rate calculation and the interest‑saved calculation in part (e) presented difficulties for many students. Common errors included incorrect treatment of fees within the present value and repayment calculations, and misinterpreting what was required to determine interest saved in the final years of the loan.


Part (a)(i)
Comparison rate calculations were mostly completed successfully; however, several recurring errors were noted. A common mistake was failing to remove the $600 establishment fee when reverting the present value to the original principal for the second stage of the calculation. Some students incorrectly added all fees at the beginning of the loan or misused the $20 monthly service fee by adding or subtracting it at the wrong stage. Errors involving incorrect values for n, PY or CY were also observed.
Part (a)(ii)
This part was generally completed well by students who attempted the question. 
Parts (b), (c) and (d)
These parts were answered well by most students. PMT and FV calculations were typically correct, with only occasional errors in formula application. In part (b), a few students confused comparison rates and selected the loan with the higher rate as the better option, misunderstanding the context of loans versus savings. In part (d), a small number of students did not provide the exact dollar value requested, instead giving only the approximate calculator display.
Part (e)
This was the least well‑answered part of Question 5. Many students calculated the total interest paid over 30 years but did not account for the first 10 years of payments, despite the question requiring the interest saved by paying out the remaining 20 years early. Others compared total repayments or monthly repayment values instead of determining the interest saved. A number of students attempted to use the simple interest formula, which was inappropriate. Only the stronger responses correctly identified that the interest saved could be found by considering the difference in repayments over the remaining term or by comparing the remaining balance with the cost of continuing the loan.
Students generally displayed confidence with standard financial mathematics calculator techniques. Common difficulties included:
not adjusting present value correctly when calculating comparison rates
misuse of establishment or service fees in annuity calculations
treating loan interest as simple interest
not interpreting “interest saved” correctly and failing to isolate the final 20 years of the loan
sign errors in PV and PMT, though these were less frequent.
Question 6: Statistical modelling – Linear and exponential models with a residual plot
Overall, Question 6 was completed with mixed success. Students generally performed well on descriptive and interpretive components but had difficulty with calculations involving residuals, plotting residuals, and interpreting parameters in an exponential model. Many students overlooked entire sub‑questions, particularly parts (c)(i) and (c)(ii), and some provided generic or incomplete reasoning where two specific points were required. Student responses indicated that this was the hardest question in the paper.
Part (a)
This part was well answered. Students generally understood what values of r and r2 are required to produce a strong positive relationship.
Part (b)
Most students recognised that predictions at the given temperature would not be meaningful, commonly explaining that the predicted number of visitors would be negative or that the temperature was too cold for the model to be reasonable. However, a substantial number provided responses unrelated to the question, referring only to extrapolation or stating that the model “cannot be trusted” without linking this to the context. A small number misinterpreted the question as one about linearity or reliability, rather than using the contextual scenario as required.
Part (c)(i)
This part was not attempted by a notable proportion of students. Among those who attempted it, many demonstrated difficulty calculating a residual manually. Common errors included substituting the actual y‑value (482) directly into the regression equation and attempting to solve for zero, producing an insoluble equation. Others made sign errors, producing –10.2 instead of +10.2. Students using calculators that automatically generate residuals appeared less familiar with the manual method.
Part (c)(ii)
This part was also frequently left unanswered, even by students who had correctly calculated a residual in part (c)(i). Some students did not recognise that the newly calculated value was intended to be plotted on the residual plot. Graphing accuracy varied, with some points plotted at incorrect x‑values or with poor alignment on the vertical axis.
Part (d)
Most students correctly identified that the residual plot displayed a clear pattern and therefore did not support the use of a linear model. However, many responses were incomplete, giving only one of the required two reasons. A common omission was failing to comment on the large magnitude of the residuals. Some students made irrelevant statements, such as referring to the scale of the plot or discussing the correlation coefficient, which was not appropriate for the residual plot.
Part (e)(i)
This question continued to be challenging despite appearing in several previous examinations. Many students gave generic statements or omitted essential contextual details. Common errors included:
incorrectly interpreting 1.065 as 65% or 0.65%, instead of a 6.5% increase
failing to mention that the percentage change refers to each one‑degree Celsius increase in temperature
failing to include units such as “degrees Celsius”
referring to variables by symbols rather than in words.
Only stronger responses described the factor 1.065 accurately and contextually.
Part (e)(ii)
This part was generally completed well. Students were able to perform the required exponential calculation, often using calculator technology effectively. Errors were typically carried over from incorrect part (e)(i) interpretations rather than from calculation mistakes.
Common issues across Question 6 included:
students not attempting parts (c)(i) and (c)(ii), indicating uncertainty with manual residual calculation and plotting
insufficient contextual reasoning in part (b), with over‑reliance on generic statements about extrapolation
providing only one justification in part (d) where two were required
Omission of units, incorrect percentages, or lack of contextual reference in part (e)(i).
Question 7: Financial modelling – Superannuation
Overall, Question 7 was completed well by most students, with many demonstrating strong competency in annuities, amortisation, and retirement income calculations. However, the question also revealed recurring misconceptions regarding signs of PV and PMT, the handling of initial balances, interpreting “lower” interest or payment conditions, and the reasoning required in part (f). Parts (f)(i)–(iii) were notably the least well‑answered components. This was considered to be the hardest of the financial modelling questions based on student responses.
Part (a)
Part (a) was generally answered correctly. A small number of students made sign errors in PV and PMT entries, but this rarely affected subsequent parts. The most common error was failing to include the initial balance of $9810. 
Part (b)(i)
This part caused difficulties for many students. The most common error was failing to include the initial balance of $9810, either omitting it entirely or subtracting only one of the two required components (initial balance and payments). Some students calculated the result by hand rather than using the amortisation function, increasing the chance of arithmetic error. A few responses subtracted incorrect values or misread the required payout amount.
Part (b)(ii)
Most students identified a plausible factor that could lead to lower interest earned; however, many responses did not specify the direction of change required. Typical incomplete responses stated that “interest rates could change” rather than the required “interest rates could decrease” or “payments could increase”. Several students provided vague answers unrelated to interest earned.
Part (c)
Responses to this part were generally sound. Most students correctly incorporated the starting balance of $9810, although some omitted it or failed to treat it as a negative. A frequent error was calculating the number of years correctly but failing to add this to the individual’s current age, or presenting the new age incorrectly as 70.2 years, 70 years and 2 months, or other inconsistent forms. A small number rounded the number of periods incorrectly.
Part (d)
This question was completed well. Students correctly interpreted the effect of the inheritance and understood how to apply it within the annuity model. A few errors involved incorrect sign use when adding the inheritance, or confusion between balance at age 65 versus the age when the balance reached $1.5 million; however, both interpretations were acceptable.
Part (e)
Students performed this part well overall. Most demonstrated appropriate use of financial formulas or calculator technology to determine the required fortnightly payment. Minor rounding inconsistencies were seen but did not generally affect the awarding of marks. Some confusion was noted regarding appropriate rounding rules for PMT values, although this did not significantly impact outcomes in this question.
Part (f)(i)
This part was poorly answered and often left blank. Many students did not recognise that the $1 million represents the PV (or FV, depending on the chosen method) for the withdrawal annuity. Instead, some attempted inappropriate methods, such as dividing total interest by 26 × 20, applying simple interest, or calculating total interest from earlier parts. Others used incorrect PV or FV values, including 0, resulting in nonsensical outcomes. Only a small number correctly applied either the annuity formula, a compound interest step followed by an income stream calculation, or other valid strategies. Note that the simple interest formula could also have been applied here.
Part (f)(ii)
This part was sometimes omitted. Responses tended to swap the reasoning intended for part (f)(iii) and vice versa. Appropriate responses referenced having money available if living beyond 20 years, but many students gave generic statements without linking clearly to risk or longevity.
Part (f)(iii)
As with part (f)(ii), many students mixed the intended reasoning between the two questions. Correct responses emphasised that withdrawing a larger amount per fortnight would provide more money to live on in the short term. Many students left this part blank or repeated the same reasoning used in part (f)(ii) with different wording.
Students demonstrated strong skills in standard financial mathematics contexts but encountered difficulties in parts requiring reasoning, interpretation, or application of concepts not directly covered by typical formulas.
Common issues included:
forgetting to include or incorrectly treating the initial balance of $9810 in parts (b) and (c)
providing generic responses without specifying “lower” or “decreasing” as required in part (b)(ii)
errors in converting number of periods to age in years
sign errors in PV and PMT entries
major difficulties interpreting and applying the concept of “living off interest” in part (f)(i)
swapping or confusing the reasoning required in parts (f)(ii) and (f)(iii)
a significant number of non‑responses in part (f).


Question 8: Statistical modelling – Normal Distribution
Overall, student performance on Question 8 was mixed. Parts (a)–(d) were generally handled well, although errors in identifying the correct tail, area, or rounding conventions were common. Parts (e) and particularly (f) were frequently left unanswered, with many students demonstrating difficulty interpreting the wording of the question, and the statistical reasoning required to “disprove” the stated claim. This was considered the 2nd hardest question within the paper based on student responses.
Part (a)
This part was completed well by most students. A small number provided insufficient working or left the interpretation vague but generally demonstrated sound understanding of normal distribution to find a probability between two known values.
Part (b)(i)
Most students correctly identified the position of the value on the normal distribution; however, a minority left the question blank or misread the scale. A number of responses would have benefited from drawn the vertical line more clearly, as some students drew the location of 23 imprecisely without using a ruler.
Part (b)(ii)
This part was generally completed well, with most students correctly recognising the need for an integer answer. However, common errors included:
failing to round to a whole number
using the proportion from part (a) rather than the correct probability
incorrectly using p = 0.477 instead of p = 0.0477
presenting decimal values of “number of bags”.
Part (c)
Most students answered this part effectively. A few incorrectly selected the wrong box, often choosing the first option. 
Part (d)
Performance on this part was mixed. The most common errors included:
selecting the wrong tail (right-tail instead of left-tail)
using 0.2 instead of 0.02 as the required tail area
using the standard deviation for domestic passengers rather than international passengers.
Even when the tail was incorrect, students could still receive partial credit for correct working.
Part (e)
This part was attempted by fewer students than earlier parts of the question. Most students who attempted it provided a value within the acceptable range, although some gave a range rather than a single value. A number of students appeared uncertain about how to estimate the standard deviation from the graph.
Part (f)
This was the least successfully answered part of the question, with many students leaving it blank or supplying only partial reasoning. Two significant issues were observed:
Misinterpreting the claim
A substantial proportion of students believed they were required to disprove the statement
· “1.4% of Cassowary Airlines passengers will pay for excess luggage”,  
rather than  
· “1.4% more Cassowary Airlines passengers than Adelaide passengers will pay excess luggage charges.”
Many did not identify that the question involved a percentage change comparison, not simple subtraction. Very few students attempted percentage change.
2.	Incomplete calculations
· Many students calculated the Sydney percentage (already provided in the question) but did not calculate the Adelaide percentage.
· Some obtained 1.38% or 1.39% and concluded it was “equal to” 1.4% due to rounding, missing the required reasoning.
· Several students incorrectly converted scientific notation during the Adelaide calculation.
Only a very small number of responses achieved 3/3. Most who did so demonstrated that 1.39% is less than 1.4% and explicitly explained why this disproved the claim. Other successful responses compared passenger numbers and looked at percentage difference between the two airports. Again, clear reasoning was required for the final mark to be awarded.
Students demonstrated a generally solid understanding of normal distribution concepts in earlier parts but struggled with:
identifying the correct tail and area in part (d)
estimating standard deviation in part (e)
interpreting complex wording and performing comparative percentage reasoning in part (f).
Common issues included:
failure to round integer results as required
confusing or misapplying probabilities from earlier parts
misreading the question wording
leaving extended-response reasoning blank.
Question 9: Discrete modelling – Hungarian Algorithm
Overall, Question 9 was completed well by most students. Parts (a)–(c) were answered with a high degree of accuracy, and most students demonstrated sound understanding of the scheduling context. The Hungarian algorithm in part (e) produced the widest variation in performance, with students either completing it accurately from first principles or making fundamental structural errors. Part (f) was the poorest‑performing section, largely due to students not interpreting the question in context or failing to link their reasoning to the times shown in the array. While student responses to this topic were not as strong as in the previous few years, it was still the best completed of the final three questions in the exam this year.
Part (a)
Most students provided correct responses, although some omitted key contextual wording (e.g. not mentioning the Ferris wheel explicitly). Clarity of expression continues to be important when only one mark is allocated. Correct units of time were also often omitted.
Part (b)(i)
This was one of the most accurately answered questions in the examination. Almost all students who attempted this part, did so correctly.
Part (b)(ii)
This question was completed successfully by the majority of students who attempted it.
Part (b)(iii)
Performance was generally strong; however, some students made arithmetic or reading errors, producing times such as 8:43 am or 9:28 am instead of the correct 8:28 am. A small number did not interpret “15 minutes prior” correctly. 
Part (c)
Most students correctly recognised that all tasks could be completed simultaneously. Less successful responses discussed issues relating to the Hungarian algorithm rather than the scheduling context, or repeated reasoning more suited to part (d).


Part (d)
Responses were mixed. Many students provided valid contextual limitations, such as references to the starting time of daily safety checks. Less successful responses repeated the idea in part (c), gave reasons unrelated to context (e.g. averages changing or task difficulty), or provided generic comments not linked to the scenario.
Part (e)(i) 
Student performance in this part was mixed: many completed the algorithm successfully, while others made foundational procedural errors. 
Common errors included:
not adding the required dummy column before beginning the algorithm
adding the dummy column but still performing row reductions, despite existing zeros
adding the dummy column after completing row/column reduction
attempting a maximisation rather than a minimisation problem
subtracting incorrect values or mishandling intersections (especially where lines crossed)
covering zeros with five lines instead of four
not showing all steps as required.
Students who used distinct colours (highlighters) or clear line work generally produced more accurate and more legible responses.
Part (e)(ii)(1)
Most students correctly identified one valid assignment from their final array.
Part (e)(ii)(2)
This was one of the most poorly completed sections of the exam. Very few students recognised that multiple optimal assignments existed. 
Frequent issues included:
selecting only James, when both James and Sully were correct options
incorrectly selecting Oliver (his time for the carousel matched, but he was required on another ride)
including multiple incorrect operators (e.g. James, Emma, and Sally)
allocating Sully to the dummy task rather than identifying him as a valid operator for the Carousel
Many students appeared reluctant to tick more than one box, even when the question required all correct answers.
Part (f)
This part was answered poorly overall. Many students wrote vague statements such as “Sully does nothing” or “Sully wasn’t chosen”, without referencing the times from the array.
Stronger responses correctly noted that:
James and Sully have identical times for the Carousel
The Hungarian algorithm therefore offers no advantage to assigning one over the other
other operators were already allocated to tasks they could perform more efficiently
However, only a small percentage of responses articulated this clearly. Many students who missed part (e)(ii)(2) were unable to obtain the mark in (f).
Students performed confidently on the scheduling and interpretation components in parts (a)–(d). The main difficulties occurred in:
the correct execution of The Hungarian algorithm, especially adding the dummy column before reduction
recognising multiple optimal solutions in (e)(ii)(2)
distinguishing between minimisation and maximisation versions of the algorithm
providing clear, contextual justification referencing operator times in part (f).
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