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Introduction 
Firstly, I would like to offer my congratulations to all of those candidates who achieved a pass at this diet and my 
commiserations to those who did not.  
 
In this report, my aim is to indicate areas of good and poor performance with the specific additional purpose of 
helping future candidates assess what is required of them. 
 
The examination paper comprised two sections, A and B. Section A consisted of two compulsory questions for 60 
marks in total. Section B consisted of three optional questions for 20 marks each from which candidates were 
required to answer two questions. (Candidates and tutors should be aware that this is in line with the broad plan 
for the allocation of marks on this paper but there is not an absolute rule that there will be 60 marks in section A 
and 40 in section B – see the study guide for the detailed rules on mark splits between sections and questions.) 
 
General Comments 
In general, it was encouraging to see candidates applying good analytic reasoning and making use of the detail 
provided in the scenario. Most examinations require a balance of memory work and evaluation/analysis. As one 
goes through the levels this balance changes, from pure memory to more analysis. Good candidates distinguish 
themselves by being aware that if they come to this examination expecting to repeat memorised material, they 
will probably score only between 20% and 30%.  
 
The basis of this examination is analysis and application. The candidate will need a foundation in the techniques 
of the syllabus but should focus more on evaluation of these techniques and consideration of their usefulness to 
the given scenario. This is not difficult to revise as it is a mindset that can easily be encouraged by considering 
past papers as an integral part of the revision process. Candidates need to be aware that performance 
management is an area which, at an advanced level, is dependent upon situation and environment. A good, 
professional-level answer will go beyond the mere repetition of how a technique works and focus on relating it to 
the entity’s specific environment. 
 
However, some candidates are not spending sufficient time on reading the question and understanding its 
requirements. This is an area on which the examiner and those who review the examination spend a great deal of 
time working. It should not be ‘skim’ read. There were numerous examples of answers which were directed at a 
different question requirement than the one actually asked and therefore, they often only scored marks indirectly. 
Candidates should beware that this is a very inefficient use of limited time in the examination. An example of this 
was in question 2 where the question asks for an assessment of KPIs compared to a modern performance 
measurement system and an evaluation of the system at the company in the scenario – it did not ask for an 
evaluation of the performance of the company in the scenario.  Another example was in question 4 where 
candidates were asked to assess the suitability of the branch information as a means of assessing the shop 
manager’s performance – it did not ask for an assessment of either the shop or the manager’s performance. 
Candidates did score some marks for illustrative calculations but generally wasted much time and ink in writing 
long lists of indicators that had gone ‘up’ and ‘down’. Please read an article I have written titled ‘Reading the 
question requirements at P5’ in the February 2012 issue of student accountant.  
 
There was a surprising split in candidates’ performance between the two sections of the examination. While it 
was pleasing to see candidates performing well in questions selected in section B, the general performance in 
section A was disappointing. A possible explanation of this is that candidates are question spotting (not a 
recommended revision approach). It could also be due to candidates learning facts and confusing this with an 
ability to apply them. At the final level of the ACCA qualification, it will not be enough to be able to define jargon. 
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It will be a central part of the examination that all candidates can apply methods learned from previous levels of 
the qualification or at P5.  
 
A further reason for the poor performance in section A (especially Q1) could be that candidates treat the different 
examination levels as if they are independent modules rather than building up to a final comprehensive 
understanding and ability in the subject (so remember, F5 underpins P5). There was a general unfamiliarity with 
the application of methods for decision-making under uncertainty (Q1) and variance analysis (Q4) that may 
evidence this fault. 
 
I am delighted to report that most candidates score well in their professional presentation. However, I would 
remind all candidates to begin new questions (and where suitable new parts of a question) on a new page. Also, 
candidates could still benefit by giving more thought to the presentation of their answers e.g. with the use of 
subheadings and numbered points. This would not only improve the organisation of their answers but would also 
assist their marker. 
 
Specific Comments  
 
Section A 
 
Question One  
The question considered a defence contractor (Mackerel) seeking advice on the choice of design package for a 
new vehicle that it was developing for its government. Additionally, Mackerel wanted advice on the risks and risk 
appetites appropriate to its situation. 
 
Requirement (i) concerned the risks and risk appetites at Mackerel. This part was generally well done although 
many answers could have been improved by looking at the likely risk appetites of the key stakeholders in order to 
form a view as to the best response by the management of Mackerel. 
 
Requirement (ii) asked candidates to evaluate the new vehicle project using methods for decision-making under 
risk and uncertainty. As this is the final level of the ACCA qualification, candidates were expected to apply their 
knowledge of these methods. Most candidates knew that they were being required to apply expected value, 
maximax, maximin and minimax regret but unfortunately, they were not well practised in the application of these 
techniques. Some candidates wrote about sensitivity analysis and this was given some credit but could never 
offer a comprehensive answer as the scenario lacked the quantitative information to allow these comments to be 
made in any depth.  
 
A significant minority of candidates misinterpreted the contract that the government was offering which displayed 
a weakness in the reading of the scenario. The form of the contract is a common one where government pays on 
a cost plus basis but places an upper-limit on the unit price of the product. Therefore, the revenue from the 
contract is calculated based on the cost plus basis and the full cost per unit must be checked to ensure that it 
does not exceed the ceiling. 
 
Requirement (iii) required a conclusion to be drawn on the methods used and therefore the contract. A good 
answer that was logically consistent with that analytic work in parts (i) and (ii) was required here. However, 
many candidates chose to hedge their bets and failed to provide Mackerel with clear advice.  
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There were 4 professional marks on offer in this question and happily, candidates are showing greater ability in 
this area with each diet. Candidates should be aware that these marks reward those who practise writing 
answers during their revision to improve their presentational skills.  
 
Question Two  
The question asked about the performance measurement systems at an electrical motor manufacturer (Cod). Cod 
had recently rewritten its mission statement and wanted to review its performance measurement system in light 
of this by applying the performance pyramid.  
 
Requirement (a) asked candidates to display their knowledge of the general features of a modern performance 
measurement system and compare this to the current system at Cod. This part was generally well done although 
answers could have been improved by using illustrations of points from the scenario. For example, a modern 
system would expect to have both qualitative and quantitative indicators and Cod fails this as it focuses only on 
quantitative, financial indicators. Thus, Cod has no qualitative customer experience satisfaction measure which 
would help to address one of its mission statement objectives. 
 
Requirement (b) asks for an explanation of how the performance pyramid could help Cod to align its performance 
measures with its mission. This part was generally well done as most candidates knew the standard diagram for 
the pyramid and understood how its structure helps to ensure coherence of vision between the strategic and 
operational levels of a company such as Cod.  
 
Requirement (c) needed an evaluation of the current system at Cod applying the performance pyramid. This was 
generally poorly done as most candidates did not apply the pyramid. The candidates who did well in this part 
realised that the scenario provided the split of performance indicators into key (strategic) ones and others 
(operational) in the current system. Their answers then addressed these levels separately making clear what was 
considered to be a key indicator and what was just an operational indicator. Those who performed poorly on this 
part took the pyramid as a tick list of indicator headings (rather that appreciating that it supplied a hierarchy of 
measures). Thus, far too many candidates simply provided wish lists of every indicator they thought appropriate 
to Cod and this would have the board drowning in a wave of data.  
 
Section B 
 
Question Three  
This question considered the management information systems at a school (Bluefin). The question described the 
current controls surrounding the system and its output (the pack) supplied to the key decision makers (the board 
of governors).  
 
Requirement (a) asked for a discussion of controls and security procedures for a management information system 
using Bluefin as an example. This part was generally well done with candidates scoring highly by picking controls 
that were relevant to a school such as Bluefin. 
 
Requirement (b) requested an evaluation of the information pack provided to the board of governors.  
Performance in this part was variable in quality. Good candidates often used the school ethos as a tool for 
judging whether the pack met the board’s needs. Some weaker candidates dwelt extensively on the performance 
of the Mathematics department which failed to address the value of the information being supplied.  
 

Examiner’s report – P5 December 2011   3



 
 
 

Examiner’s report – P5 December 2011   4

Requirement (c) asked for an evaluation of the introduction of two new features to the information systems at 
Bluefin, an internal network with a unified database and a connection of this network to the internet. Again, there 
many good answers to this part with those who identified how these improvements addressed the problems 
noted in the earlier parts of the question scoring most highly.  
 
Question Four  
The question concerned the branch reporting system at a retail chain (Albacore) and its links to the performance 
appraisal and reward of its branch managers.  
 
Requirement (a) asked about the suitability of the branch information in assessing the branch manager’s 
performance. [As I have already commented, it did not ask for evaluation a) of the branch’s performance or b) of 
the branch manager’s performance]. Answers to this part were weak with the better ones focussing on the issue 
of controllability for the manager of much of the information used. Many candidates noted that a major problem 
was that the budget was not changed to reflect the poor economic environment but then did not flex the budget 
themselves to provide quantitative information on the impact of this failure. Very few candidates realised that a 
consideration of planning and operational variances would demonstrate clearly the uncontrollable nature of much 
of the poor branch performance. (I should state that variance analysis is a basic analytic tool at P5 and not 
something that can be dropped as having been covered in F5.)  
 
Requirement (b) was attempted much more satisfactorily, with generally good responses. However, poor analysis 
of the question requirement often lead to candidates missing out on possible marks. (The question required an 
analysis of the management style, and evaluation of the appraisal system and suggestions for improvements to 
the reward system.) Additionally, some candidates left marks un-scored when they did identify relevant 
improvements to the areas in the requirement as they failed to offer any justification or explanation as to their 
relevance to Albacore. 
 
Question Five  
The question tested the candidates’ knowledge of various quality issues and techniques and their application to a 
car manufacturer (Tench). This question was both popular and generally well done. 
 
Requirement (a) asked about the impact of collection and use of quality costs on the current costing systems. 
The better candidates began by realising and describing what is meant by the current standard costing method at 
Tench. Their subsequent comments then showed how it would be difficult to implement the collection and use of 
quality costing given this system.  
 
Requirement (b) concerned the impact of Kaizen costing on two aspects of Tench [its costing systems and its 
employee management]. Again, good candidates addressed the detailed requirement by considering the 
difficulties and opportunities of taking Tench from its old command and control style systems and culture into 
performance management style that is common in the current car industry.  
 
Requirement (c) provided an opportunity to consider the use of just-in-time (JIT) manufacturing at Tench. Many 
answers wisely used the requirement to breakdown their comments into sections on JIT in purchasing and JIT in 
production. However, most answers were poorly connected to suitable performance measures. 


