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Comments 

 
The candidate demonstrated basic knowledge and understanding of business and accounting 

concepts and was able to apply his/her knowledge in identifying and describing business problems 

in familiar situations. He/She could communicate factual information and opinions using business 

terminology. 

 

In Question 1 part (a), the contributions mentioned were irrelevant. In part (b), the principle of MBO 

was correctly identified. Though regular performance review and motivation to employees were 

mentioned, the explanations of the advantages of adopting MBO were inadequate. In Question 2 

part (a), the candidate failed to explain how the bank could use the financial statements to decide 

whether to approve the loan.  In part (b), the going concern assumption was not appropriate for the 

case and the explanations were therefore irrelevant. In Question 3 part (a), the nature of a bank 

overdraft as a short term liability was not fully explained. In part (b), though the convenience in 

using a credit card was mentioned, the comparison with those in applying for a personal loan was 

not fully explained. In part (c), irrelevant financial needs were mentioned. In Question 5 part (A), 

the candidate correctly identified the new entity as a joint venture. Though the advantage of shared 

risks was mentioned, the sharing is among joint venturers rather than employees. The candidate also 

failed to give any differences between a partnership and a joint venture. In part (B), though the 

income statement was well presented, the gross profit and net profit figures were incorrect. 

 

The candidate was able to use business terminology to explain business practices. This piece of 

work is of Level 2 in the HKDSE reporting scale. 
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Comments 

 
The candidate demonstrated basic knowledge and understanding of accounting. The candidate was 

able to apply accounting knowledge to familiar situations and to describe information in relation to 

business decisions. 

 

In the practical accounting questions, the candidate demonstrated possession of basic knowledge. In 

Question 1, the candidate could indicate the books of original entry and the accounts to be posted 

for a few transactions. In Questions 2 and 3, the candidate was able to handle straightforward issues 

by showing the postings in the Accumulated Depreciation and Disposal accounts and also a few 

items in the income statement respectively. Questions requiring candidates to apply accounting 

knowledge in unfamiliar situations, such as Question 5 in which candidates were required to 

calculate the shareholders’ funds as well financial ratios, and also Question 6 in which they were 

required to prepare the realisation and capital accounts, were poorly answered. 

 

The candidate’s performance in the costing questions was poor. He/She was not able to calculate the 

variable and fixed components of the electricity expenses, contribution margin per unit, and the 

breakeven point in quantity in Question 4. Moreover, the candidate was not able to compute the 

predetermined fixed manufacturing overheads absorbed per unit, the selling price per unit and 

selling expenses per unit in Question 7. The income statement in the same question was also badly 

answered. 

 

In summary, the candidate demonstrated basic knowledge and understanding of accounting and was 

able to communicate factual information and opinions using business terminology. This piece of 

work is of Level 2 in the HKDSE reporting scale. 
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Comments 

 
For most of the questions, the candidate demonstrated basic knowledge and understanding of 

business management concepts. He/She had difficulty explaining the concepts in detail or applying 

them. He/She was able to communicate information and opinions using business terminology at a 

basic level. 

 

In Question 1, the candidate showed limited knowledge of market segmentation bases and the 

explanation was very brief. In Question 2, the candidate had little understanding of gearing ratio and 

more explanation was required. Although the candidate was able to state the advantages of using 

equity financing such as ‘less risky’ and ‘more flexible’, a full explanation was not provided. In 

Question 3, the candidate only had a basic concept of the performance appraisal process and a 

clearer elaboration should have been provided. In Question 4, the candidate miscalculated the 

payback period but was able to suggest the net present value method with the decision rule. In part 

(b), the candidate gave an incorrect description of market positioning.  

 

In Question 5(a), the candidate was able to suggest two appropriate risk management strategies but 

the explanation was very brief. In parts (b) and (d), the candidate demonstrated limited knowledge 

of psychological factors and re-order level, and gave an incorrect answer. In part (c), the candidate 

had a rough idea of enhancing customer loyalty but the suggestion given was not specific enough. 

Lastly, in part (e), the candidate possessed some knowledge of internal communication programmes 

but the explanation was unclear. 

 

In Question 6(a), the candidate correctly calculated the trade payables turnover. In part (c), the 

candidate explained two data collection methods but the relevance to retailers was limited. For part 

(d)(i), the candidate gave a brief answer and the explanation was not completely correct. For part 

(d)(ii), the candidate suggested a workshop but the explanation could have been more specific.  

 

In Question 8(a), the candidate was able to suggest ways to reduce the staff turnover of a hair salon. 

Application of Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs Theory was mentioned although the explanation was 

very brief and the hierarchy was not in the proper order. In part (b), the candidate demonstrated 

some knowledge of service characteristics and was able to refer to all the characteristics when 

suggesting ways to improve the service quality. However, the explanation was not complete and the 

suggestions regarding ‘intangibility’ and ‘variability’ were inappropriate. This piece of work is of 

level 2 in the HKDSE reporting scale. 
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