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A. STATISTICAL INFORMATION 
 

The total number of candidates who registered to sit for Mathematics was 4355, which is 290 candidates 

more than in 2018. The increase in the number of registered candidates may be due to the fact that SEC 

examinations were offered free of charge to all applicants.  

 

The number of candidates registering for Paper IIA was 1916 and the number registering for Paper IIB was 

2439. The number of candidates registering for Paper IIA was approximately the same as that of last year i.e. 

1921 in 2018, while the number of candidates registering for Paper IIB increased from 2144 in 2018 to 2439 

in 2019. Hence, the increase in the total number of registered candidates opted for Paper IIB.  

 

Table 1 shows the distribution of grades for the Main 2019 session of the examination 

GRADE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 U ABS TOTAL 

PAPER A 326 358 532 414 137  - 120 29 1916 

PAPER B - - - 272 385 421 353 663 345 2439 

TOTAL 326 358 532 686 522 421 353 783 374 4355 

% OF TOTAL 7.5 8.2 12.2 15.8 12.0 9.7 8.1 18.0 8.6 100.0 

 

B. GENERAL REMARKS 

General Remarks on the Written Examination 

Analysis of the results revealed that the three papers in order of increasing difficulty were Paper IIB, Paper I 

and Paper IIA, as intended when the papers were constructed. The candidates’ marks ranged from very low 

to very high in all the papers. In the case of the IIA candidates, four candidates obtained full marks. In the 

case of the IIB candidates, the highest mark attained in Papers I and Papers IIB was 191 out of 200.  

 

C. COMMENTS ON PAPER I AND PAPER II 

Paper I 

Section A 

Section A of Paper I consists of 20 questions each carrying one mark, giving a total of 20 marks. The IIA 

candidates gave a good performance on this section obtaining a mean mark of 16.3 marks, based on the 

whole population of the IIA candidates. However, the IIB candidates gave a much weaker performance and 

achieved a mean mark of 8.6 marks overall. The following are some comments made by the markers about 

candidates’ performance on each individual question in this paper. 

Q1. The majority of the candidates answered this question correctly. A number of responses did not 

include the zero in the hundred digit. 

 

Q2.  Almost all candidates answered this question correctly. Some responses included the working of the 

median of the set of numbers instead of the mean. 



Examiners’ Report (2019): SEC Mathematics 

Page 3 of 14 
 

Q3.  While many candidates gave a correct answer, a considerable number of responses included an 

incorrect value for the duration of the journey. A few candidates did not attempt this question at all. 

 

Q4.  Most candidates gave a correct answer. A significant number of responses included B as an answer 

indicating that the candidates knew that 5 is a factor of 495, but not realising that 4 is not one its 

factors. 

 

Q5. Quite a number of responses indicated lack of understanding of the notation used in writing an 

algebraic fraction, mistakenly giving 𝑥 + 3/2 as the answer.  

 

Q6.  The majority of candidates found no problem in answering this question correctly. 

 

Q7.  In general, candidates gave the correct answer. Most incorrect answers stated 10-5 for the exponential 

part of the standard form. 

 

Q8.  Most candidates realised that this question involved the relation between the angle at centre and the 

angle at the circumference of a circle. A small group of candidates halved the angle instead of doubled 

it to find the value of a. A few candidates did not attempt the question at all. 

 

Q9. Many candidates did not attempt this question or else gave an incorrect result. A significant number 

of those who attempted the question subtracted instead of added the ages. 

 

Q10. Many of those who attempted the question, mistakenly gave 0 as the number that could not represent 

a probability instead of 
5

4
. 

 

Q11. Most candidates got this question correct or else did not attempt it at all. 

 

Q12. Some candidates incorrectly gave 370 or 3700 for an answer. 

 

Q13. Although most candidates did not find any difficulty in working out this question, some gave 10 or 11 

for an answer. 

 

Q14. Many responses included the correct gradient of line A, but not the 𝑦-intercept. Some common 

incorrect answers were 𝑦 = 2𝑥 + 5 or 𝑦 = 2𝑥 – 3. 

 

Q15. Incorrect answers included errors such as 3 × 2 = 5 and 3𝑥 × 5 = 15 instead of 15𝑥. 

 

Q16. Most incorrect answers involved errors in the index of 𝑏, such as 𝑎𝑏−6. 
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Q17. A considerable number of candidates answered this question, while some did not attempt it at all. 

Some candidates multiplied 228 by 1.14 instead of divided. 

 

Q18. A significant number of candidates obtained the correct answer. However, incorrect answers to this 

question indicated that candidates fail to make sense of the correct notation used in writing algebraic 

fractions.  

 

Q19. Many candidates failed to obtain the correct answer for this question. Most common incorrect 

answers were 69o, 19o and 42o. 

 

Q20. Many candidates mistakenly gave D for an answer, thus incorrectly stating that two triangles can be 

proved congruent by AAA. 

 

Section B 

The overall facility of each question in this paper was worked out using the formula: 
 

Facility= 
mean mark on question

maximum mark awarded on question
 

 

The facility of each question lies between 0 and 1 and gives a measure of the overall difficulty of the question, 

with the easier questions having a facility closer to 1. For each question in Paper I Section B, its facility and 

the percentage number of candidate achieving full marks on the question was worked out separately for the 

IIA and IIB candidates. The results are shown in Tables 2 and 3. The two tables are followed by comments 

about the individual questions in this paper. 

 

Table 2:  

Facility for the questions in the Paper I – Section B for the IIA candidates n = 1916* 

Question No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Facility 0.95 0.84 0.67 0.83 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.86 0.76 0.74 0.82 

IIA Candidates 
achieving full marks (%) 

78.2 66.9 44.2 73.1 40.4 46.6 59.0 60.5 63.3 35.9 56.6 

*n stands for the number of IIA candidates who actually sat for Paper I 

 

Table 3:  

Facility for the questions in the Paper I – Section B for the IIB candidates n = 2439* 

Question No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Facility 0.79 0.60 0.26 0.42 0.29 0.31 0.37 0.34 0.26 0.27 0.51 

IIB Candidates 
achieving full marks (%) 

34.8 27.9 6.7 23.8 0.4 5.8 13.4 6.5 9.2 2.3 14.6 

*n stands for the number of IIB candidates who actually sat for Paper I 
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Q1. Paper A candidates did not find any difficulty in answering this question.  

Paper B candidates generally gave correct answers to part (a), with only a few giving incorrect readings 

of the volume of liquid in the cylinders.  

In part (b), a significant number of candidates wrote the decimals in descending order instead of 

ascending order. Some candidates copied the values and/or signs incorrectly from the ones given, 

when arranging them in order. 

 

Q2. In part (a), both paper A and paper B candidates found difficulty in estimating the values. A number of 

candidates correctly estimated the numerator, however then estimated the denominator as 0 + 0, not 

realising that they cannot divide by 0. In this case, many gave 36 as an answer. Other candidates 

estimated only one value in the numerator and one value in the denominator correctly, leaving the 

other two values as given.  

In part (b), both paper A and paper B candidates used the calculator correctly to find the accurate 

answer. A number of candidates (both A and B candidates) forgot to subtract the answers to find the 

difference.  

 

Q3. A substantial number of candidates performed well in part (a).  

 Part (b)(i) proved to be a difficult question, especially for Paper B candidates. Many responses indicated 

that candidates failed to understand that they needed to use the ratio 2:3 to determine the amount 

of vinegar they need and subsequently the amount of dressing they can make. An incorrect method 

adopted by some candidates was to simplify the ratio 120 ml: 1 litre.  

 In general, part (b)(ii) was answered correctly by candidates who succeeded in the previous part. A 

good number of candidates adopted the correct method despite a wrong answer in (b)(i). However, 

some candidates reverted to the 50 ml found in part (a) and subtracted this value from 1000 ml, giving 

950 ml as an answer. 

 

Q4. The majority of paper A candidates performed very well in this question.  

Most candidates opted for the elimination method for solving simultaneous equations. A good number 

of candidates managed to multiply one or both equations to get the same coefficient of 𝑥 (or 𝑦), but 

then failed to add/subtract the two equations appropriately, obtaining an incorrect value for 𝑥 (or 𝑦). 

In spite of this, some of these candidates were still able to substitute the resulting value of 𝑥 (or 𝑦) in 

one of the equations to obtain the value of 𝑦 (or 𝑥).  

 

Q5.  In part (a), most candidates worked out the LCM. The most common mistake, especially in paper B 

responses, occurred when multiplying the numerator by the negative term i.e. 4(3𝑎  2) in order to 

find equivalent fraction of the second algebraic fraction. Otherwise, candidates did quite well in the 

expansion of the brackets and in the collecting like terms. 

In part (b)(i), most candidates correctly substituted the value of 3 in the function. Very few candidates 

tried to make letter 𝑓 subject of the formula. This shows lack of knowledge of the notation used, i.e. 

𝑓(𝑥), when representing functions. 

In part (b)(ii) it is once again evident that candidates, especially those attempting paper B, have 

difficulties when working with negative numbers. 
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In part (b)(iii) a substantial number of paper B candidates and a lesser amount of paper A candidates 

had no idea how to solve the equation obtained when equating the two functions. Some adopted a 

trial and error approach and managed to obtain one value. Some of those candidates who equated the 

equations made mistakes when adding 𝑥2 + 𝑥2, some giving 𝑥4 for an answer. Other candidates who 

obtained 2𝑥2 gave only the positive value of the square root of 16. 

 

Q6. A substantial number of paper A candidates and paper B candidates did well in this question. 

In part (a) the most common mistake was to take the cross-section of the prism to be a rectangle rather 

than a triangle.  

In part (b) the hint indicating that the display cabinet has five faces proved to be helpful to the 

candidates. However, some candidates assumed that the three rectangles are identical. The majority 

correctly used Pythagoras’ theorem to find the length of the hypotenuse. 

In part (c) a large number of candidates knew that they were required to multiply the answer to part 

(b) by 1.3. Some ignored the fact that they had to give the answer in kilogrammes.  

 

Q7. Several candidates managed to obtain a correct answer for this question in particular in part (a). The 

majority of those who did not score full marks, obtained an incorrect overtime hourly rate that 

amounted to €6.33. This seems to have been the result of not using the fraction button on the 

calculator properly. Other candidates stated that the hourly overtime rate is 1
2

3
 without multiplying 

by the normal hourly rate. It is evident that the reasonableness of the answer was not checked, since 

the 1
2

3
 rate should have been an indication that the hourly overtime rate should be greater than €9.50.  

 In part (b) candidates adopted two correct methods. One method made use of direct proportion to 

find the amount of overtime hours after deducting the amount of money earned by Daniel from the 

regular 40 hours of work. In the other method, candidates compared the amount of money earned in 

the following week to the answer obtained in part (a) and realised that the difference corresponded 

to one hour of overtime pay. There were several candidates who answered part (a) correctly but then 

used direct proportion for the full amount in the part (b).  

 

Q8. While many paper A candidates answered this question correctly, most responses given in paper B 

indicated that candidates found this question difficult such as in labelling the axis and in drawing the 

straight line. Some candidates tried to draw the graph without actually showing any working for the 

values being plotted. For most of these candidates the graph obtained was incorrect. 

Some common curves which were plotted instead of the requested one, were 𝑦 = 9 + 𝑥2 and a curve 

similar to a cubic graph resulting from incorrect substitution of negative values. Candidates who 

managed to obtain both graphs correct had no difficulty in answering part (b) and part (d). In part (d) 

some candidates presented only the 𝑥-coordinates of the points of intersection rather than both the 

𝑥 and 𝑦 coordinates.  
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Q9. Paper A candidates found this question quite easy. This was not the case with paper B candidates.  

In part (a) some paper B candidates just divided 360 by 8 and did not proceed to work out the size of 

one interior angle. 

In part (b) the majority of the candidates inputted a value for the number of sides and worked 

backwards. Others measured the angle from the diagram. In this case no marks were awarded as no 

calculations were shown. From the candidates’ work it was evident that a few do not distinguish the 

difference between the interior and exterior angle of a polygon.  

 

Q10. In part (a), a considerable number of paper A candidates worked all the required angle calculations to 

obtain the correct bearing. However, the topic bearings proved to be challenging for a good number 

of paper B candidates. It was evident that many paper B candidates did not know that the value of a 

bearing is the angle of turn measured from the North.  

In parts (b) and (c) most candidates applied trigonometric ratios to obtain a solution. In fact, these 

questions were completed successfully by most candidates. However, some candidates obtained an 

incorrect answer for part (c) when they referred to AD as the hypotenuse of triangle ACD. 

  

Q11. Paper A candidates found this question easy. 

Paper B candidates found part (a) (i) and (ii) rather straight forward.  

In part (b) some candidates did not calculate the total number of animals and so multiplied 158 by 950 

or by 100. Others found the total number of animals but did not work further to find the number of 

dogs treated at the Vet Service. 

 

Paper IIA  

The overall facilities of the questions in Paper IIA are set out in Table 4. These facilities were worked out in 

the same way as described for the questions in Paper I Section B. Table 4 is followed by the examiners’ 

comments about the individual questions in this paper. 

 
Table 4: Facility for the questions in the Paper IIA n = 1916* 

Question No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Facility 0.53 0.72 0.75 0.57 0.82 0.45 0.53 0.83 0.71 0.96 0.73 

IIA Candidates 
achieving full marks (%) 

5.7 36.0 30.2 33.0 56.3 13.9 6.0 50.8 38.5 91.0 21.3 

*n stands for the number of candidates who actually sat for the IIA Paper 

 

 

Q1. In part (a) most candidates used the formula to find the roots of the quadratic equation, however, 

simplification was not always shown. 

In part (b)(i) many candidates managed to factorise the quadratic function. However some tried to 

solve for 𝑎, showing that they do not distinguish between factorise and solve. 
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In part (b)(ii) a considerable number of candidates did not factorise the expression completely. Some 

identified 2 as a common factor, but failed to express the remaining expression as difference of two 

squares. 

The majority of the candidates did not manage to complete part (c). In part (i), two equations were not 

derived correctly to be solved simultaneously. A considerable number of candidates succeeded in 

finding Charles’s age by using trial and error methods. Other candidates gave a correct answer without 

any working or explanation. Some candidates attempted solving part (ii) by using simple proportion, 

while others did not attempt the question at all. 

   

Q2. In part (a) most candidates obtained a correct enlargement. 

 In part (b), the rotation in part (i) and the translation in part (ii) were correctly drawn. In part (iii), the 

transformation was described properly in many cases. Some candidates opted to describe the 

transformation as a rotation while others described it as an enlargement by scale factor 1. The 𝑥 and 

𝑦-coordinates of the centre of enlargement were sometimes inverted. 

 

Q3. In general, responses to part (a) and part (b) were correct. 

Part (c) proved to be more challenging than the previous two parts. In fact, many candidates wrongly 

computed the value of the car by deducting 15% (for the first 2 years) and 10% (for the next 3 years) 

from the original value of the car i.e. €13 600, rather than from the depreciated value of the previous 

year. The majority of the candidates who answered this part correctly, computed the value of the car 

yearly, rather than using the formula: Depreciated value = P(1 −  
r

100
)
t
.  

The candidates performed well in part (d), correctly deducting €7 500 from the initial value of the car 

and then finding the overall percentage loss. 

  

Q4. Responses given in part (a), indicated that many candidates wrongly assumed that angle ST̂P is right 

angled and used the sine or cosine ratio so as to work out the size of angle SP̂T. A significant number 

of candidates who correctly opted to use the cosine formula, found difficulty in making Cos P̂ subject 

of the formula and thus computed an incorrect value for angle SP̂T. In a number of cases candidates 

ended up with a value greater than 1 for Cos P̂. 

In part (b) a considerable number of candidates correctly substituted the value of the angle obtained 

in part (a) in the sine formula so as to find the length of PR. However, some candidates forgot to 

subtract the length of PT (21 cm) from the calculated value of PR. Some candidates wrongly used 

similar triangles to calculate the length of PR. 

A significant number of candidates used the rounded value of angle SP̂T, obtained in part (a), when 

calculating the length of PR in part (b). Consequently, the value of PT obtained lacked accuracy. 

 

Q5. This question was generally answered correctly by the majority of the candidates.  

 In part (b)(ii) a number of candidates mistakenly added seven terms instead of six, considering the first 

two terms, i.e. 𝑎 and 𝑏, as one. In so doing, they often failed to show that the sum of the first six terms 

is always equal to four times the fifth term. 
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Q6. This question proved to be difficult and few candidates answered it correctly. 

 In part (a) the majority of the candidates stated that Tony was not correct. However, they found 

difficulty in providing a suitable explanation why the height of cylinder A is not equal to 1/8 the height 

of cylinder B. 

 Very few candidates answered part (b) correctly. Most of the candidates divided 96 by 8 to obtain the 

surface area of cylinder A. 

 The majority of the candidates obtained the correct answer for part (c).  

 

Q7. The majority of the candidates obtained full marks for part (a)(i). Although the shortest method to 

obtain the correct answer was to use the Cosine ratio, a number of candidates used alternative valid 

methods.  

In part (a)(ii) some candidates correctly applied the formula 𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎 𝑜𝑓 𝑎 ∆=
1

2
𝑎𝑏 𝑆𝑖𝑛 𝐶, however others 

opted for longer methods. Some candidates either used the value of PQ they had obtained in part 

(a)(i), or else, worked out its value in this part so that they could determine the area of the triangle by 

multiplying half the base (PQ) with the height (OM). Wrong methods for this question included the 

following: 

 Assumed that angle PÔQ is a right angle and then used 𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎 =
1

2
𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒 × ℎ𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡 taking OQ as the 

base and PO as the height (or vice-versa); 

 Worked out the area of triangle POM but did not multiply the result by 2 to determine the area of 

triangle POQ; 

 Quoted the formula 𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎 =
1

2
𝑎𝑏 𝑆𝑖𝑛 𝐶 but substituted “32”, “16” and “120” for 𝑎, 𝑏 and C 

respectively. 

In part (b)(i) the majority of the candidates failed to obtain a fully correct answer. This question 

required the candidates to calculate the area of the shaded segment and multiply it by the length of 

the cylinder. Most candidates did not connect the work done in part (a) with the situation presented 

in part (b). The majority of candidates incorrectly assumed that the ratio of the area of the segment to 

the area of the whole circle is the same as the ratio of the height of the segment from the floor to the 

diameter of the cylindrical tank. They then multiplied by 120 cm to obtain the volume. Other common 

incorrect working included: 
𝜋×322×120

3
 or 

4

3
𝜋 × 323 or (𝜋 × 322 × 120) − (𝜋 × 162 × 120). 

Most candidates correctly converted their answers to litres. 

In part (b)(ii) some candidates applied a correct method to determine the volume of the cylindrical 

tank and used the answer in part (b)(i) to determine the empty volume of the tank as a percentage of 

the whole tank. Others, however, tried to determine this percentage by once again incorrectly 

assuming that the ratio of the height of the empty part in the tank (16 cm) to the diameter of the tank 

is equal to the ratio of the volume of the empty part of the tank to its whole volume i.e. 
16

64
× 100%. 

Others worked out 
1

3
× 100%. 
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Q8. A good number of candidates obtained full marks for part (a). Some candidates incorrectly assigned a 

value of 10 or 1 for 𝑞 and then proceeded with the calculation accordingly. Others tried to replace 𝑝𝑞 

with an unknown variable 𝑘 thus presenting the working: 𝑦 = 𝑘2−2 and substituted 𝑘 by 10 to obtain 

10 = 102−2 or 10 = 1. Others assumed that the value of 𝑞0 is equal to 𝑞, and hence presented the 

following argument:  

 10 = 𝑝𝑞2−2 so 10 = 𝑝𝑞; therefore 
10

𝑞
= 𝑝. 

In part (b) the majority of replies were completely correct. Some candidates substituted correctly in 

the given equation, but then worked out the cube root on both sides of the equation before dividing 

by 10, hence obtaining an incorrect value.  

In part (c) the great majority of responses were awarded full marks as candidates correctly substituted 

the values of 𝑝, 𝑥 and 𝑞 in the equation to obtain the value of 𝑦. Answers were presented in standard 

form, decimal form or as a fraction. The most common incorrect calculation was due to incorrect order 

of operations, as follows: 𝑦 = 10(0.1)7−2 = 15 = 1.  

 

Q9. In part (a) some candidates constructed a circle, instead of a perpendicular bisector, for the locus of 

points equidistant from two fixed points. Other candidates erroneously constructed the perpendicular 

bisector of the line joining Ta’ Kandja and Tal-Providenza instead of Ta’Kandja and Ħaġar Qim. 

In parts (b) and (c) most candidates constructed the required loci correctly. However, a few candidates 

constructed circles passing through the crosses indicating the Tal-Providenza and Ħaġar Qim sites, 

instead of using the crosses as the centres of the loci. 

In part (d) while a considerable number of candidates identified the region that satisfies all three 

regulations indicated, a significant number shaded a region that satisfies only two of the given 

regulations.  

 

Q10. Almost all candidates answered this question correctly.  

 

Q11. A number of responses given in part (a) indicated that a number of candidates misread the scale and 

assumed that each box represented €100 instead of €50. 

In part (a)(i) many candidates misinterpreted the box plots and gave €1400 for an answer instead of 

€1100, hence giving the lower quartile value as an answer for the least value. 

In part (a)(ii) the majority of the candidates read the median monthly salary for Company B correctly. 

In part (a)(iii) some candidates calculated the interquartile range of company A instead of that of 

company B. Others obtained an incorrect answer when they subtracted the lower quartile of one 

company from the upper quartile of another company. 

In part (a)(iv) almost all candidates stated that Mario did not have sufficient information to justify the 

statement given in the question. Explanations given were correct in most cases.  

In part (b) some candidates gave probability values that do not lie in the range of 0 to 1. 

In part (b)(i) a considerable number of candidates failed to subtract one from the denominator to 

account for the first chocolate that was eaten by Carlo and not replaced. 

In part (b)(ii) some candidates added, instead of multiplied, the probabilities of the first and second 

chocolate chosen in an attempt to work out the probability that both chocolates have an almond filling. 
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In part (b)(iii) some candidates obtained an incorrect answer when they confused the use of 

multiplication and addition in calculating separate probabilities. Also, many candidates who worked 

out the probabilities of different fillings one by one failed to consider all cases. 

 

Paper IIB 

The overall facilities of the questions in Paper IIB are set out in Table 5. These facilities were worked out in 

the same way as described for the questions in Paper I Section B. Table 5 is followed by the examiners’ 

comments about the individual questions in this paper. 

Table 5: Facility for the questions in the Paper IIB n = 2439* 

Question No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Facility 0.91 0.69 0.64 0.88 0.47 0.23 0.69 0.49 0.57 0.47 

IIB Candidates achieving full marks (%) 65.1 48.8 35.1 46.6 17.7 9.4 31.0 11.5 15.0 9.2 
 
 

Question No. 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

Facility 0.52 0.17 0.21 0.43 0.31 0.34 0.56 0.27 0.17 0.22 

IIB Candidates achieving full marks (%) 28.2 3.4 0.5 18.9 16.3 6.9 22.6 6.8 1.9 6.8 

*n stands for the number of candidates who actually sat for the IIB Paper 

 

Q1. The majority of candidates answered this question correctly. 

 

Q2. A considerable number of candidates managed to score full marks on this question. A good number of 

candidates, however, failed to provide a whole number as an answer. 

 

Q3. Many candidates answered this question correctly. In part (a), a considerable number of candidates 

multiplied 1.2 by 100 000 rather than divided, hence, giving a whole number for an answer rather than 

a decimal number. Some omitted the zero in front of the decimal point (i.e. ∙000012). 

 

Q4. Part (a) involved simple reflections in one and two mirror lines respectively. The vast majority of 

candidates completed this part successfully. 

Part (b) was about determining the order of rotational symmetry of the given shape. A significant 

number of candidates gave a correct answer. 

 

Q5. Most candidates made a reasonable attempt at answering this question which involving the calculation 

of interest gained.  

 Candidates performed well in part (a). However, a good number of candidates gave the amount of 

money in the account after the first year instead of the interest gained as requested.  

While many candidates were awarded full marks for part (b), some candidates obtained an incorrect 

answer when they calculated 85% of 6000 or 85% of the answer obtained in part (a). 

In part (c) many candidates correctly used the answers obtained in parts (a) and (b) in working out 

Nadia’s amount after tax has been deducted. 
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Q6.  A good number of candidates identified the correct position of 0.4 and 5/8 on the number line, although 

the position of 5/8 proved to be the more challenging. A small number of candidates did not attempt 

this question. 

 

Q7. In part (a) many candidates made a very good attempt at describing the path taken by Grace from 

point S to point E. However, some failed to give the accurate description by missing out information 

such as ‘take the first turning’ or ‘turn on the left’. Other candidates used anticlockwise/clockwise to 

indicate Grace’s path.  

In part (b) most candidates worked out the actual distance correctly. However, some gave the distance 
in centimetres, failing to use the scale to work out the actual distance in metres. A few candidates 
were not very accurate in measuring the length in centimetres, while others worked with approximate 
values of 6 cm (for the length of the two building blocks) and 3 cm (for the width of one building block). 

 

Q8. In part (a) the majority of the candidates correctly worked out the distance travelled by the train in 4 

hours. 

In part (b) many candidates experienced difficulty when converting the number of hours in decimal or 

fraction form into hours and minutes. Some candidates either ignored this instruction completely or 

incorrectly gave 5 hours 33 minutes for an answer.  

 

Q9. In part (a) a number of candidates expressed 945 into factors rather than into prime factors. Other 

candidates failed to give the answer in index form. 

 In part (b) various correct methods were used to find the LCM. 
In part (c) some candidates failed to use a common denominator for all fractions. Others ignored the 
instruction to use a common denominator, and rather than comparing fractions using equivalent 
fractions they converted the fractions into decimals. Candidates were penalised for this. A number of 
candidates were also penalised for giving their answer in descending instead of in ascending order.  

 

Q10. In part (a) most candidates correctly expanded the brackets. However, work presented indicated a 

confusion between the term simplify with the term solve and the equality sign was introduced to 

obtain 10𝑥 + 5𝑥 = 2𝑦 + (3𝑦). Other candidates incorrectly added 2𝑦 and 3𝑦. 

In part (b), while most candidates found no difficulty in working with indices involving positive powers, 
many did not manage to work out indices involving negative powers, i.e. the part of the answer that 
involved 𝑏. 
 

Q11. A significant number of candidates failed to identify the correct base angles of the isosceles triangle 

BFE, i.e. BF̂E and FB̂E. Instead some candidates equated angles BF̂E and BÊF. In general, incorrect values 
for angle 𝑦 were also the result of this error.  
A number of candidates showed poor mastery of angles related to parallel lines and the terminology 
used for these angles. Some referred to alternate angles as Z-angles. Candidates are required to use 
the proper terminology for these angles and failure to do so is penalised. Candidates were also 
penalised for failing to support their answers with reasons, as was requested in this question. 
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Q12. Few candidates answered this question correctly.  

 In part (a) although most candidates substituted the values in the given formula, many failed to use 

BIDMAS correctly to find the value of 𝑝.  

 In part (b) very few candidates managed to make 𝑝 subject of the formula. It was evident that 

candidates were finding difficulty with the fact that 𝑝 appeared twice in the formula. 

 

Q13. A considerable number of candidates failed to tick all the correct statements related to each shape. 

This was particularly the case when more than one statement was correct. 

 

Q14. In part (a) the majority of candidates mentioned some possible outcomes but only a small number of 

candidates managed to mention all the possible outcomes. In many cases candidates found difficulty 

in expressing the outcomes on a logical order.  

 

Q15. In part (a) most candidates failed to work out the correct value for the gradient of line AC. Some 

candidates stated the appropriate formula but failed to apply it correctly. Some divided the change in 

𝑥 by the change in 𝑦, while other candidates failed to work with negative numbers correctly in their 

workings. Some candidates gave a negative answer for the gradient even though the line shown in the 

diagram indicated a positive gradient.  

 In part (b), a number of responses indicated a lack of awareness that the coordinates of point B 

provided the 𝑦-intercept of the line. 

 

Q16. Most candidates experienced difficulty in answering this question and found it particularly difficult to 

provide reasons to justify their conclusions. It was evident that many candidates were making 

assumptions in providing their responses such as that the triangles within the circle were isosceles or 

that QS was a diameter. Other candidates used properties of parallel lines, when there were no such 

lines in the diagram.  

 

Q17. Performance in part (a) was good. 

 In part (b) many candidates used the protractor to construct the 60° angle, even though at the 

beginning of the question they were instructed to use ruler and compasses only. 

 In part (c) most candidates constructed a perpendicular bisector rather than a perpendicular at point B.  

  

Q18. Many candidates performed poorly in this question and some did not attempt it at all. 

In part (a) some candidates calculated the area of the circle but it was not halved to find the area of 

the paved semi-circular space. 

Responses given in part (b) indicated that many candidates failed to realise that the height of the 

trapezium was equal to the radius of the semi-circle. A considerable number of candidates attempted 

to work out the area of the whole garden by finding the area of parts of the garden. In so doing many 

candidates were making many incorrect assumptions and approximations. 

In part (c) many candidates subtracted the paved area from the area of the whole garden to find the 

area of the flowerbeds, but very few compared the areas to support their answer.  
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Q19. In part (a) many candidates failed to provide a formal proof and in many cases did not support their 

statements with reasons. Many candidates assumed that angles PQ̂R and RŜT are corresponding angles 

without providing the necessary reasons to prove their statement. The two other pairs of 

corresponding angles (i.e. QP̂R = SR̂T and PR̂Q = RT̂S) were identified correctly by many candidates. 

 In part (b) a considerable number of candidates managed to relate the ratios of the sides of the two 

similar triangles and obtain the correct length of RT. 

 

Q20. A considerable number of candidates did not attempt this question at all. 

 In part (a) many candidates failed to draw the perpendicular bisector that represents the locus of 

points from Ta’ Kandja to Ħagar Qim. 

 In part (b) a considerable number of candidates drew an arc of radius 6 cm with tal-Providenza as 

centre. Very often a short arc was drawn rather than a longer arc that occupies the space provided 

within the frame of the given diagram. 

 In part (c) candidates performed poorly as a result of weak attempts in previous parts of the question.  

 

D. CONCLUDING COMMENTS 
 

The examiners note that candidates need to present all the necessary calculations and explanations in their 

working and should aim at presenting their work in a logical and orderly manner. Candidates should avoid 

early rounding of answers especially when the answer of one part of a question is used again in subsequent 

parts. In constructions, candidates are required to show all arcs and lines. It is also advisable for candidates 

to give reasons when stating geometric facts, even when not specifically indicated.  
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